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PREFACE 

The publication Foreign Relations of the United States consti- 
tutes the official record of the foreign policy of the United States. 
The volumes in the series include, subject to necessary security 
considerations, all documents needed to give a comprehensive 
record of the major foreign policy decisions of the United States to- 
gether with appropriate materials concerning the facts which con- 
tributed to the formulation of policies. Documents in the files of 
the Department of State are supplemented by papers from other 
government agencies involved in the formulation of foreign policy. 

The basic documentary diplomatic record printed in the volumes 
of the series Foreign Relations of the United States is edited by the 
Office of the Historian, Bureau of Public Affairs, Department of 

State. The editing is guided by the principles of historical objectivi- 
ty and in accordance with the following official guidance first pro- 
mulgated by Secretary of State Frank B. Kellogg on March 26, 
1925. 

There may be no alteration of the text, no deletions without indi- 

cating where in the text the deletion is made, and no omission of 
facts which were of major importance in reaching a decision. Noth- 
ing may be omitted for the purpose of concealing or glossing over 
what might be regarded by some as a defect of policy. However, 
certain omissions of documents are permissible for the following 

reasons: 

a. To avoid publication of matters which would tend to 
impede current diplomatic negotiations or other business. 

b. To condense the record and avoid repetition of needless 
details. 

c. To preserve the confidence reposed in the Department by 
individuals and by foreign governments. 

d. To avoid giving needless offense to other nationalities or 
individuals. 

e. To eliminate personal opinions presented in despatches 
and not acted upon by the Department. To this consideration 
there is one qualification—in connection with major decisions 
it is desirable, where possible, to show the alternative present- 
ed to the Department before the decision was made. 

Documents selected for publication in the Foreign Relations vol- 
umes are referred to the Department of State Classification/Declas- 
sification Center for declassification clearance. The Center reviews 
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IV PREFACE 

the documents, makes declassification decisions, and obtains the 

clearance of geographic and functional bureaus of the Department 
of State, as well as of other appropriate agencies of the govern- 

ment. The Center, in coordination with the geographic bureaus of 
the Department of State, conducts communications with foreign 

governments regarding documents or information of those govern- 

ments proposed for inclusion in Foreign Relations volumes. 

This volume was initially prepared under the general supervision 

of Fredrick Aandahl] and, at a later stage, of William Z. Slany, his 

successor as General Editor of the Foreign Relations series. John P. 
Glennon assisted in final preparation. Charles S. Sampson com- 
piled all the documentation on Germany except for that on the 

German Democratic Republic which was compiled by David M. 
Baehler. John A. Bernbaum compiled the documentation on Aus- 

tria. 

Vicki E. Futscher and Rita M. Baker of the Publishing Services 
Division (Paul M. Washington, Chief) performed the technical edit- 
ing. The index was prepared by the Twin Oaks Indexing Collective. 

WILLIAM Z. SLANY 

The Historian 

Bureau of Public Affairs
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 

Epitor’s Note—This list does not include standard abbreviations in common 
usage; unusual abbreviations of rare occurrence which are clarified at appropriate 
points; and those abbreviations and contractions which, although uncommon, are 
understandable from the context. 

AC, Allied Council for Austria CG, Commanding General 

ACA, Allied Control Authority CIA, Central Intelligence Agency 
ACC, Allied Control Council for Germa- CIC, Counter Intelligence Corps 

ny CINCEUR, Commander in Chief, 
Actel, series indicator for telegrams Europe 

from Secretary of State Acheson CINCUSAREUR, Commander in Chief, 
while away from Washington United States Army in Europe 

ADN, Allegemeiner Deutscher Nach- COCOM, coordinating committee 
richtendienst (General German News Coled, series indicator for telegrams 
Service in the Soviet Zone of Germa- from the United States Observer to 
ny) the Interim Committee of the Euro- 

AFP, Agence France Presse (French pean Defense Community and Repre- 
Press Agency) - sentative to the European Coal and 

AGSec, Allied General Secretariat, Steel Community 
Allied High Commission for Germany Cominform, Communist Information 

AHC, Allied High Commission for Ger- Bureau 
many C/P, counterpart 

AK, Allied Kommandatura for Berlin CPR, Chinese People’s Republic 
ALCO, Allied Commission for Austria CRALOG, Council of Relief Agencies 
AP, Associated Press Licensed for Operation in Germany 
AR, annual review CSC, Coal and Steel Community 
AS, Austrian Schilling CSU, Christlich-Soziale Union (Chris- 
BBC, British Broadcasting Corporation tian Social Union) 
BHE, Bund der Heimatvertriebenen DA, Department of the Army 

und Entrechteten (League of Expel- DAD, Department of the Army detach- 
lees and Disfranchised) ment 

BN, series indicator for telegrams sent DDR, Deutsche Demokratische Repub- 
from Berlin by military channels lik (German Democratic Republic) 

BNA, Office of British Commonwealth DDSG, Donaudampfschiffahrtsgesell- 
and Northern European Affairs, De- schaft (Danube Shipping Company) 
partment of State Deptel, Department of State telegram 

B/P, balance of payments Deutschland Vertrag, German Treaty, 
Bud Bur, Bureau of the Budget popular name for the Convention on 
C, Counselor of the Department of General Relations between the Three 

State Powers and the Federal Republic of 
ca, circular airgram Germany 
CA, Office of Chinese Affairs, Depart- DF, direction finder 

ment of State DFD, Dienst fiir Deutschland (Service 
CC, Control Commission (Council) for Germany, a German youth serv- 
Cdt, commandant ice organization) 
CDU, Christlich-Demokratische Union DGB, Deutscher Gewerkschaftsbund 

(Christian Democratic Union) (German Federation of Trade Unions) 
CE, Council of Europe DIA, East German Interzonal and For- 

CFM, Council of Foreign Ministers eign Trade Organization 

VII



Vill LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 

DKV, Deutsche Kohleverein (German FOA, Foreign Operations Administra- 
Central Coal Sales Agency) tion 

DM, Deutschemark FonAff, Foreign Affairs 

DP, Deutsche Partei (German Party) FonMin, Foreign Minister 
DP, displaced persons FonOff, Foreign Office 

DPA, Deutsche Presse Agentur (German ForMin, Foreign Minister 

Press Agency) FSO, Foreign Service officer 
DRS, Division of Research for the FY, fiscal year 

Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, FYI, for your information 

Department of State G, Deputy Under Secretary of State 
DS, Division of Protective Services, De- G-3, Army general staff section dealing 

partment of State with operations and training 
Dulte, series indicator for telegrams GA, General Assembly of the United 

from Secretary of State Dulles while Nations 

away from Washington GAI, Office of German Public Affairs, 
Me Oscistany pecretary of State for Eco- Department of State 

. oi. GARIOA, Government Assistance and 
mae pastern AMfatrs Division, Depart- Relief in Occupied Areas | 

EB TCC, Executive Bureau of the Tem- Cae oeneral Agreement on Tariffs 

E porary Council Committee GDB, Gesamtdeutscher Block (All- 
C, executive committee German Bloc) 

ECA, Economic Cooperation Adminis- GDR, German Democratic Republic 
tration , ; 

ECOSOC, Economic and Social Council hairs Desarement of State Af 

EDC. Buroneon Denes Communit GER, Bureau (from 1953, Office) of 
Ed 1 ‘es indi y German Affairs, Department of State 

col, series indicator for telegrams to GFR. German Federal Reoublic 

the United States Observer to the In- GFY. German fiscal P 
terim Committee of the European De- > werman lsca’ year 
fense Community and Representative GNP, gross national product 
to the European Coal and Steel Com- GOAG, G overnment Operations and 
munity Administration in Germany 

EDF, European Defense Force GPA, Office of German Political Af- 

EDS, Economic Defense Staff, Depart- fairs, Department of State 
ment of State H, Assistant Secretary of State for Con- 

EDT, eastern daylight time gressional Relations 
EE, Office of Eastern European Affairs, | HICOG, United States High Commis- 
Department of State sion(er) for Germany © 

Emdes, Embassy despatch HICOM, High Commission(er) 

Embtel, Embassy telegram HMG, Her (His) Majesty’s Government 

EPC, European Political Community HQ, headquarters 
EPU, European Payments Union HVA, Hauptverwaltung fur Ausbildung 
ERP, European Recovery Program (Main Administration for Training) 

EUCOM, European Command, United — 1AW, in accordance with 
States Army IBS/NY, International Broadcasting 

EUR, Bureau of European Affairs, De- Service (at New York), United States 
partment of State International Information Adminis- 

E-W, East-West tration, Department of State — 

FDGB, Freier Deutscher Gewerkschafts- IPC, Information Projects Committee 
bund (Free German Trade Union IZT, interzonal trade 
League) JAMAG, Joint American Military Advi- 

FDJ, Freie Demokratische Jugend (Free sory Group 
Democratic Youth) JC, Joint Chiefs 

FDP, Freie Demokratische Partei (Free JCS, Joint Chiefs of Staff 
Democratic Party) JEIA, Joint Export-Import Agency 

FE, Far East JIC, Joint Intelligence Committee 
FedRep, Federal Republic of Germany KPD, Kommunistische Partei Deutsch- 
FinMin, Finance Minister lands (Communist Party of Germany)



LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS IX 

KVP, Kasernierte Volkspolizei (People’s OVP, Osterreichische Volkspartei (Aus- 
Garrison Police) trian People’s Party) 

L, Office of the Legal Adviser, Depart- P, Bureau of Public Affairs, Depart- 

ment of State ment of State 
L/E, Assistant Legal Adviser for Eco- PA, public affairs 

nomic Affairs, Department of State PAD, Public Affairs Division 

L/GER, Assistant Legal Adviser for PAO, Public Affairs Officer 

German Affairs, Department of State PB, planning board 
LDP, Liberal-Demokratische Partei PC, participating country; political con- 

(Liberal Democratic Party) ference 

LOC, line of communication PEPCO, Political and Economic 
MAAC, Mutual Assistance Advisory Projects Committee, HICOG 

Committee Pol, Poland 
Macto, series indicator for telegrams —pojto, series indicator for telegrams 

from the United States delegation at from the United States Permanent 
the Tripartite Working Group Representative to the North Atlantic 

MC, military committee Council 
MDA(P), Mutual Defense Assistance PP, People’s Party 

(Program) oo presstel, press telegram 
MID, Military Intelligence Division PSA, Office of Philippine and South- 

MN, Monetary Affairs Staff, Depart- east Asian Affairs, Department of 
ment of State State 

MSA, Mutual Security Agency (Act, as- PSB, Psychological Strategy Board 
MSW Mutual S ty A / PTS, proposed talks with the Soviets 
Washinton = tCtCSSCt*éCUB PSS, ‘Policy Staff of the Office of 

ashington Public Affairs, HICOG 
MSB, Military Security Board ate NTs ; 

, ary secury R, Office of the Special Assistant for In- 
Musto, series indicator for telegrams . 1 D t t of Stat 

from the Mutual Security Agency in emgence, -epartment or state 
Washington to its missions abroad RA, Office of European Regional Af 

NA, Office of Northeast Asian Affairs, fairs, Department of State 
Department of State RAF, Royal Air Force 

NAC, National Advisory Council R and 0, rights and obligations 
NAC, North Atlantic Council reftel, reference telegram 
NAT(O), North Atlantic Treaty (Orga- _—‘reurtel, regarding your telegram 

nization) RIAS, Rundfunk im Amerikanischen 

niact, night action, communications in- Sektor (United States Radio in the 
dicator requiring attention by the re- American Sector of Berlin) 
cipient at any hour of the day or RO, regional office(r) 
night ROK, Republic of Korea 

NNRC, Neutral Nations Repatriation S, Secretary of State 
Commission S/A, Ambassador at Large, Department 

Noforn, no foreign nationals (distribu- of State 
tion) S/AE, Special Assistant to the Secre- 

NRW, WNordrhein-Westfalen (North tary of State for Atomic Energy Af- 
Rhine-Westphalia) fairs 

NSC, National Security Council S/P, Policy Planning Staff, Department 
NSRB, National Security Resources of State 

Board S/S, Executive Secretariat, Department 
NWDR, Nordwest Deutsche Rundfunk of State 

(Northwest German Radio) SAC, Strategic Air Command 
OC, occupation costs SACEUR, Supreme Allied Commander, 
OCB, Operations Coordinating Board Europe 
ODM, Office of Defense Mobilization SC, Security Council of the United Na- 
OEEC, Organization for European Eco- tions 

nomic Cooperation Secto, series indicator for telegrams to 

OSD, Office of the Secretary of Defense the Department of State from the 
OSP, offshore procurement Secretary of State (or his delegation) 
ourtel, our telegram at international conferences
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SED, Sozialistische  LEinheitspartei UNESCO, United Nations Educational, 
Deutschlands (Socialist Unity Party), Scientific and Cultural Organization 
the Communist Party in East Germa- UNGA, United Nations General Assem- 
ny bly 

SG, standing group unn, unnumbered 
SHAPE, Supreme Headquarters, Allied © UNO, United Nations Organization 

Powers, Europe UNP, Office of United Nations Political 

SP, Socialist Party and Security Affairs, Department of 

SPD, Sozialdemokratische  Partei State 
Deutschlands (German Social Demo- _—_ UNSC, United Nations Security Council 
cratic Party) URAS, Union des Républicains d'action 

SRE, Special Representative in Europe Bociale, Prench political party 
SRP, Sozialistische Reichspartei (Social- urte?, your telegram ist Reich Party) OPE —USCINCEUR, United States Command- 
SSD, Staatssicherheitsdienst (State S er in Chief, Europe 

curity Service) rhetisdrenst (State Se- USCOA, United States Command, Aus- 
, . tria 

TOY ey sonnel Committee USCOB, United States Command (Com- 
» temporary duty mander, Commandant), Berlin 

Tedul, series indicator for telegrams to USDel U; ‘ted States d ie ate (delega- 
secretary ct oe Dulles while away tion) nite a elegate 8 
rom Washington ; ; . 

Sw ye USFA, United States Forces in Austria 
Telac, series indicator for telegrams to Usfoto, series indicator for telegrams 

Secreta ry or hint Acheson while and airgrams from the Foreign Oper- 
away ‘rom wasaing ton , ations Administration 

TNC, Tripartite Naval Committee . USIA, United States Information 
TO/E mo A E), vable of Organiza- Agency 

ion ane Hquipmen USIA, Upravleniye Sovetskogo Imu- 
Tomac, series indicator for telegrams to shchestva v Avstrii (Administration 

the United States delegation at the for Soviet Property in Austria) 

Tripartite Working Group USPolAd, United States Political Ad- 
Tomus, series indicator for telegrams viser 

to the Mutual Security Agency USRO, United States Mission to the 
Tosec, series indicator for telegrams North Atlantic Treaty Organization 

from the Department of State to the and European Regional Organiza- 
Secretary of State (or his delegation) tions 
at international conferences USUN, United States Mission at the 

Tousfo, series indicator for telegrams United Nations 

and alrgrams to the Foreign Oper- VDU, Verband der Unabhangigen 
ations Administration (League of Independents) 

TRUST, United States troops in Trieste VFC, Volunteer Freedom Corps 
U, Under Secretary of State VOA, Voice of America 
UN, United Nations Vopo, Volkspolizei (People’s Police) 
UNA, Bureau of United Nations Af- WE, Office of Western European Af- 

fairs, Department of State fairs, Department of State 
UNC, United Nations Command WG, working group
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FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY 

I. PARTICIPATION OF THE UNITED STATES IN TRIPARTITE 
AND QUADRIPARTITE DISCUSSIONS ON ESTABLISHING 
CONTRACTUAL RELATIONS WITH THE FEDERAL REPUB- 
LIC OF GERMANY ! 

A. DISCUSSIONS LEADING TO THE SIGNATURE OF THE CONTRACTUAL 

AGREEMENTS, JANUARY-MAY 1952 

No. 1 

Editorial Note 

The documentation that follows presents the major lines of 
United States policy regarding the negotiations which led to the 
signature of the contractual agreements at Bonn on May 26, 1952. 
Because of the extensive amount of materials in Department of 
State files on contractual relations, the editors have been con- 

strained to limit their presentation to the most important docu- 
ments reflecting the interest of the United States in these negotia- 
tions. At the same time that the talks on contractual relations 

were proceeding in Bonn, negotiations were also taking place at 

Paris on the treaty for a European Defense Community, and the 
compilation on these negotiations in volume V should be read in 
this connection since the two issues were considered as parts of a 
whole European security arrangement. 

The largest collection of materials on contractual relations in De- 

partment of State files for 1952 is in CFM files, lot M-88, boxes 

161-162 and 184-195. The first two boxes contain extensive records 

dealing with the signing ceremonies and the meetings of the For- 

eign Ministers at Bonn in May 1952. The remaining twelve boxes 
present papers and documents arranged topically on the various 
conventions comprising the contractuals, subtopics within the sev- 
eral conventions, and telegrams related to the negotiations on the 
contractuals. These records include collections of the drafts of vari- 
ous proposals, summaries of meetings during the negotiations, and 
ancillary correspondence pertaining to the negotiations. Supple- 
menting the CFM files are files 662A.00 and 762A.0221, which have 

1 Continued from Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. 11, Part 2, pp. 1583 ff. 

]
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extensive records dealing with contractual relations, but which are 
not arranged according to topic or convention as are the files in lot 

M-88. 

In 1958 the Historical Division of the Executive Secretariat of 
the Office of the United States High Commissioner for Germany 
prepared a “History of the Negotiations of the Contractual Agree- 
ments with the Federal Republic of Germany”. A copy of this 451- 
page study, which considered the contractuals both chronologically 
and topically, is in file 662A.00/12-3153. 

No. 2 

662A 00/1-352 

Memorandum by the Director of the Bureau of German Affairs 
(Byroade) to the Secretary of State } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, January 5, 1952. 

Subject: Current Status of Negotiations for Contractual Relation- 
ship with Germany 

The attached telegram was received today from Mr. McCloy. It 
contains an account of progress in the negotiations for the contrac- 

tual arrangements with the Federal Republic (No. 943, January 3 
from Bonn 2). The message is long and detailed, but I think the fol- 

lowing points will be of interest to you: 

Mr. McCloy offers a “reasonable hope”’ that, with the possible ex- 
ception of some portions of the Agreement on Financial Contribu- 

tion, the remaining conventions can be finished in time for the 

next NATO meeting. ? The Germans are anxious to complete the 

agreements by that date, but the British appear to have lost some 

of their sense of urgency, and Mr. McCloy suggests that it might be 
helpful to ask Mr. Churchill to instruct the British High Commis- 

sioner to press ahead all along the line. 

Charter of the Arbitration Tribunal. The latest draft shows sub- 
stantial Allied-German agreement on all except a few issues. There 
is no indication that these will present any exceptional difficulty. 

Agreement on Acts and Interests of the Three Powers. This agree- 
ment covers a number of unrelated subjects, some of which have 
nearly been completed and some of which require further negotia- 

1 The source text bears the handwritten notation ‘‘Sec saw”. 
2 No copy of telegram 943 was found attached to the source text; however tele- 

gram 943 is printed in Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. 111, Part 2, p. 1614. 
3 For documentation on the Ninth Session of the North Atlantic Council at Lisbon 

in February 1952, see vol. v, Part 1, pp. 107 ff.
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tion. The greatest difficulties with the Germans are in the fields of 
deconcentration, composition of the supreme restitution court, rep- 

aration, and foreign interests. It is, however, the American opinion 

that the entire agreement can be completed by the end of this 
month; the British and French informally estimate that completion 

is possible by February 10. 

Agreement on Status of Forces. The greater part of this agree- 

ment (quantitatively speaking) has been settled, but several major 
questions are still outstanding; one of these is the status of depend- 
ents, with special reference to their subjection to German criminal 

jurisdiction. Mr. McCloy believes the core of controversial issues 
will be ready for direct discussion with Adenauer in the week of 

January 14. 

Agreement on Rights of the Forces. This agreement has to do 
with the rights of the forces with respect to accommodations, facili- 

ties, etc. The German comments are expected today, and no par- 

ticular difficulties are anticipated, with the exception of the prob- 
lem of allocating radio frequencies. 

Agreement on Financial Contribution. A report on this subject is 
expected shortly. 

Security Safeguards. This subject has been discussed by Schuman 

and Adenauer. They have not reached a conclusion, but believe 
they can work out a solution which will be acceptable to them and 
also to the British and ourselves. According to Hallstein, the issue 
is largely a formal one, since the Germans do not intend to produce 
any of the weapons now under discussion. It is understood that the 
French will instruct their High Commissioner to continue the con- 

versations with the Chancellor, keeping the British and American 
High Commissioners informed. Mr. McCloy proposes to encourage 

these discussions and intervene only at a later stage if circum- 
stances require.
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No. 3 

762A.0221/1-1452: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (McCloy) to the 
Department of State ! 

SECRET Bonn, January 14, 1952—7 p.m. 

1107. Subject: Allied costs in Germany—‘“second year’. Inform 
Def in accordance with FonMin Rome decision ? convention on fin 
contribution will provide for FedRep continuing obligation beyond 
first year in respect of EDC and support Allied forces. Both UK 
and EUCOM skeptical as to availability local currency from Ger 
for support Allied forces in second year and beyond in spite of most 
recent TCC and Paris conf costing date for Ger forces. Data calls 
for costs inside Ger for Ger forces considerably less than envisaged 
total contribution in coming years. 

We must now formulate language for the convention to cover 

Allied cost not only for first year but beyond. US policy must be 
clarified in order to be properly reflected in language adopted. We 
are assuming no problem with the Fr since their troop costs in Ger 
will presumably be satisfied through EDC and common budget, al- 
though at this stage their attitude resembles Br as described below. 

Convention (protocol) can contain fixed amts for first year only, 
GFY 1952-53. Therefore nothing more than gen obligation obtain- 

able for second year. 

Brit attitude of concern to us. We believe US on balance shld 
await developments, say 6-9 months from now, before reaching 

judgment on desirability German support US UK forces in second 
year. Brit apparently plan to pad their share of fixed amt in first 
year and stretch expenditure of this sum well into second year. 
This wld prejudice if not defeat objective of getting full resource 
contribution in first year from Gers of amt finally agreed for total 
contribution. For this and other reasons believe portion Ger contri- 
bution devoted support Allied forces shld be on cash or expenditure 
basis with no provision at least initially for carry-over into second 
year. Even more compelling reason for expenditure rather than ob- 
ligation basis is budgetary mechanics and resultant polit repercus- 

1 Repeated to London for Spofford and to Paris and EUCOM. 
2 During conversations at Rome, Nov. 27-28, 1951, the Foreign Ministers of the 

United States, the United Kingdom, and France agreed to a German financial con- 
tribution to Western defense of DM 138 billion for the fiscal year 1952-1953. This 
amount was further discussed before the Temporary Council Committee of NATO 
(TCC) and at the Paris Conference of the Foreign Ministers of those countries in- 
volved un the negotiations for a European Defense Community (EDC) at the end of 
December.
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sions. In order for provisions for carry-over to be made FedRep 

budget wld have to contain much larger amt for Allied support 
than amt agreed to meet obligations actually falling due during in1- 

tial twelve months. No amt of Allied public relations cld explain 
this one away. Same problem failed in negots with Germans on 
1950-51 occupation cost budget. 
Although US and UK military people wld prefer firm under- 

standing on this question now, EUCOM already making nec prepa- 
ration 50 budget for its troop costs in full in second year from US 
funds. This action precautionary only but implies EUCOM ready if 
necessary commence pay-as-you-go after first year if demonstrated 
to be in US interest, pursuant to policy enunciated in NSC 115. 3 
This planning action does not abandon principle of continuing sup- 
port from FedRep for nominal “out of pocket’’ costs such as former 
Reich properties (Kassenes, etc). Our main reason for recommend- 
ing wait and see is desire maximize progress creation 12 Ger divi- 
sions. Much too early to judge optimum composition Ger contribu- 
tion in second year with such issues as recruitment, security con- 
trols relaxation, enduse military aid, etc, in such state as to defy 

realistic appraisal of ultimate outcome regarding timing and 
degree or amount. 

In absence compelling argument from Brit or instructions to con- 
trary from Dept we will take wait and see line proposed in this 
cable in discussions and will formulate appropriate language there- 
for in convention. 

McCoy 

3 For NSC 115, see the memorandum to the President, Foreign Relations, 1951, 

vol. 11, Part 1, p. 849. 

No. 4 

662A.00/1-1652: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Office of the United States High 

Commissioner for Germany, at Bonn ! 

SECRET WASHINGTON, January 16, 1952—6:33 p. m. 

1103. Fr Emb on Jan 14 gave Dept fol account of conversation 

Jan 7 between Berard and Hallstein re security safeguards. 2 Hall- 
stein had indicated that he personally preferred including any re- 

1 Drafted by Reinstein. Repeated to Paris and London. 
2 A memorandum of de Juniac’s conversation with Lewis and Reinstein on Jan. 14 

is in file 662A.00/1-1452.
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strictions in an agreement rather than unilateral declaration. He 
felt agreement wld indicate restrictions had been required by Allies 

and wld be easier for Chancellor politically than unilateral state- 

ment which wld open Chancellor to charge he had given undertak- 

ings for which there was no need. Hallstein felt restrictions shld be 

based on Germany’s strategic position and shld be temporary. He 

did not feel agreement cld be worked out in EDC context. He asked 

several questions which brought out fact that proposal wld involve 
prohibition of gun barrels over 105 mm, propellants and civil air- 

craft. Hallstein offered no objection to first two. Berard told him 
temporary arrangement wld not be satisfactory to Fr opinion. 

On Jan 15 Emb conveyed to Dept FonOff view that Hallstein’s 
attitude on agreement and absence of objection to restrictions in 

field of heavy equipment give promise of possibility of successful 
negot. ? FonOff believed this cld be assisted by US and Brit reps at 

Bonn informing Gers that their Govts attach importance to solu- 

tion of question in manner acceptable to Fr opinion. Emb requested 
Dept instruct US element to this effect. 

Emb also asked what procedure US envisaged for concluding 

agreement. FonOff assumed matter wld eventually be dealt with on 
tripartite basis but that this wld be merely “formality”. 

Dept officers told Emb they did not feel Dept cld comply with Fr 

request. US had authorized Fr to say proposal was being made 
with US knowledge and consent. While US wld view with sympa- 

thy any arrangement which Gers and Fr cld work out, it cld not 

undertake to accept agreement without consideration. Account of 
conversation which had been recd by Dept was sketchy and covered 
only part of field. It was quite unclear on question of duration, on 
which US SecState had made proposals at Paris Mins mtg. * Dept 
officers expressed view that it wld be difficult for US reps to ex- 
press opinions to Gers without resumption full tripartite conversa- 

tions. They suggested Fr continue to explore question directly with 

Gers and keep US informed. They asked that McCloy be kept fully 

informed by Fr reps in Ger. 
ACHESON 

3 A memorandum of de Juniac’s conversation with Lewis and Reinstein on Jan. 
15, to which is attached an aide-mémoire outlining the French position, is in file 

662A.0012/1-1552. 
4 For documentation on Secretary Acheson’s proposals concerning German securi- 

ty controls, presented at the Foreign Ministers meeting at Paris, November 1951, 
see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. m, Part 2, pp. 1701 ff.
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No. 5 

Editorial Note 

On January 29 Foreign Minister Schuman sent to Secretary Ach- 
eson and Foreign Secretary Eden a letter in which he stated, inter 

alia, that the Federal Republic seemed to be trying to settle both 
the problem of arms manufacture and the cost of maintaining 
Allied troops in Germany within a European framework, rather 
than within the contractual negotiations then being held at Bonn. 

Schuman continued that it was indispensable that the United 

States, the United Kingdom, and France should induce the Federal 

Republic to sign commitments in these areas which would be an- 
nexed to the general convention. For text of Schuman’s letter, 

which deals mainly with the relationship of the EDC to contractual 

relations, see volume V, Part 1, page 7. 

No. 6 

662A.00/2-352: Telegram 

The Ambassador in France (Bruce) to the Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY Paris, February 3, 1952—9 p.m. 

4699. 1. Fol is report on tripartite meeting on Ger security con- 

trols Sat afternoon at FonMin. Parodi opened meeting with review 

of progress of negots between Fr and Gers on security controls 
agrmt. Last apparent step forward had been Berard-Hallstein conv 

of Jan 7 (see Deptel 4120, Jan 17 2). Hallstein had assented that 

EDC agrmt was not sufficient and that Ger declaration or Ger- 
Allied agrmt wld be acceptable providing that restriction be made 
temporary, that they be justified by exposed Ger position, and that 
scientific research, merchant marine and construction of civil air- 

craft not be restricted. Since then, further Fr approaches to 
FedRep have been treated evasively. 

2. Parodi reiterated his govt does not feel EDC security guaran- 

tees sufficient to satisfy Fr public opinion that Ger menace will be 
removed. He then brought forward proposal that Ger make decla- 
ration on lines of fol Fr draft which wld be attached to contractual 

agrmt between FedRep and 3 powers. He pointed out that Art 26 of 

Ger basic law gave FedRep full powers to enforce any required se- 

1 Repeated to Bonn and London. 
2 Not printed.
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curity restrictions. Fol is translation of Fr proposed protocol to be 
annexed to contractual convention: 

“1. Allied controls over Ger armament industries will be lifted on 
the date of the present convention. The military security office will 
be dissolved. No qualitative or quantitative restrictions shall be im- 
posed on the activities of Ger industry. 

“2. In order to demonstrate its willingness to give a strictly de- 
fense character to participation of the FedRep in defense (and 
taking account of the international sit), the Fed Govt declares that 
in the exercise of the powers at its disposal in conformity with Art 
26 (2) of the basic law, it will not permit production on the federal 
territory of materials listed below and will take all measures neces- 
sary to prohibit scientific research on experimental models or on 
any other form of the materials in question. 

“(a) Atomic, chemical and biological weapons. 
“(b) Guided missiles. 
“(c) Aircraft, including civil aircraft. 
“(d) Naval vessels with a tonnage exceeding 1500 tons. 
“(e) Propellants and artillery tubes exceeding a caliber of 105 

millimeters. 

“3. In the same spirit, the Fed Govt will not permit the creation 
of military or para-military forces on its territory outside those 
which constitute its contribution to the European def community. 
Police forces directly subordinated to the Fed Govt, of which the 
maximum strength is fixed at (blank), will be organized, equipped 
and trained in a manner to fulfill most effectively their mission 
which must be exclusively that of internal security.” 

4, [sic] Fol Parodi’s reading, discussion was limited to procedure, 
and substance of restrictions in quoted proposal was not discussed. 
Brit rep stated strong feeling of his govt that FedRep wld not 
accept such statement as part of contractual agrmt. He referred to 

Jan 22 meeting between HICOM and Adenauer in which Adenau- 

er, in Brit opinion, made abundantly clear his stand. * Brit member 

had instructions from his govt to return to original Brit proposal 
that declaration he made by FedRep at the same time as contrac- 
tual convention but formally independent of convention. I stated 
that, from what info we had, it was also our impression that at- 

tempts to get security agrmt into contractual convention wld be 
fruitless. At this point, Parodi said disparingly that he did not 

know what to do next. 

3 McCloy had reported on Jan. 23 that in the meeting the preceding day Adenau- 
er had stated that the EDC discussions in Paris had produced a satisfactory formula 
on security safeguards and hence there was no need to discuss them in Bonn. When 
pressed by Francois-Poncet. Adenauer stated further that the Allies would never 
find a Chancellor who would sign a discriminatory armaments declaration. (Tele- 
gram 1224 from Bonn, 262.0041/1-2352)
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5. I thereupon suggested we rely on judgment of HICOM who are 
closer to sit and can better judge Ger temper. I mentioned second 

possibility of relying EDC control. Parodi pointed out that here 
question arises, which is concern to Fr, whether commissariat of 

EDC can discriminate against Ger in framework of community. I 
suggested that perhaps discrimination cld be supported by specific 
or implied ref in EDC treaty to Ger unilateral declaration if latter 
is determined to be effectively binding. 

Brit member said they agreed with Fr that some form of security 
guarantee was necessary, and problem was on question of form. 
Parodi then asked me if unilateral declaration by Ger on such mat- 
ters as atomic weapons control would satisfy us. I said, so far as I 
knew, this would probably be sufficient. 

6. We had evidently reached impasse with Brit member main- 
taining his govt’s stand that only practicable solution was to 
permit Ger unilateral declaration outside convention, and Parodi 
saying this was unacceptable to his govt. Brit member then pro- 
posed awaiting next meeting Tues between HICOM and Adenauer 
to see if any progress is made on Fr proposal. If problem not re- 
solved, cld then ask Adenauer to make counterproposal which wld 
be sufficiently binding on FedRep to satisfy Fr. Parodi assented to 
this. 4 

BRUCE 

* For a report on the High Commissioners discussion with Adenauer on Feb. 5, see 
telegram 1437, infra. 

No. 7 

762A.0221/2-652: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (McCloy) to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY Bonn, February 6, 1952—11 a. m. 

1437. Dept pls pass Defense. Fol is brief summary report discus- 

sion concerning security safeguards between HICOMers and Ade- 
nauer held 5 February. Summary cable other matters discussed fol- 
lows next consecutively numbered cable. 2 

1 Repeated to Paris and London. 
2 Telegram 1438 from Bonn, Feb. 6, reported the High Commissioners discussion 

with Adenauer on delays in the contractual negotiations, equalization of burdens 
taxation, compensation to German nationals, exemption of Allied forces from tax- 
ation, Soviet military missions, the Supreme Restitution Court, the upcoming 

London Foreign Ministers meeting, and war criminals. (662A.00/2-652)
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1. French Proposal 

At preliminary allied mtg, Poncet said he was under instructions 

to seek Fed Govt approval to a protocol (along lines quoted in para 

2 of Paris sent Dept 4699, Bonn 368, London 1281 of 3 Feb 3) which 

cld be annexed to contractual conventions. Kirkpatrick maintained 

(a) matter was still at govt level and therefore HICOM had no au- 
thority to take action this time, and (b) he did not have instruc- 
tions on matter in any event. I said, however, that in view of desir- 

ability resolving question before London or Lisbon mtgs, * I wld be 

willing, as chairman, to sound Adenauer out employing such ap- 
proach. Accordingly, I handed Adenauer memorandum based on Fr 
proposal without list of items and with para relating to police so 
defined so as not to tie our hands on training of border police. > I 

carefully explained to Adenauer that although text might serve as 
useful basis exchange of ideas, it had not been approved by allied 
govt and therefore was only tentative. 

2. Adenauer Reply 

Adenauer responded immed and with great vigor to effect that 
he could not agree to any further commitment than one already 
given in EDC convention and which had been agreed by all EDC 
nations including France. He did not understand why Quai d’Orsay 
position was in constant conflict with that taken by Fr rep at EDC 
discussion. He repeated arguments employed in 22 Jan (see para 4 
of Bonn sent Dept 1224, rptd info Paris 368, Berlin 167, London 

308 ®) and in previous mtgs and reviewed fol difficulties facing him 

in Bundestag debate set for Thursday, 7 Feb e.g. negative SPD atti- 
tude, dissension these issues within coalition, Niemoller-Heine- 

mann and Communist activities, opposition West Ger mothers 
“who did not want to see sons in uniform again,’ etc. In addition to 

these considerations, and in answer to statements of Poncet re- 

ferred to below, he gave fol reasons, among others, for rejection 

proposal outlined above: 

(a) It was impossible to proceed with establishment EDC in at- 
mosphere of such distrust of FedRep as witnessed by ref to past 
Ger behaviour and fear of resurgence Ger militarism. Best possible 
assurance against such resurgence wld be participation 400,000 Ger 
youth in EDF under over-all SHAPE command. Such action rather 
than any paper guarantees. Further, it was nonsense to talk about 

3 Supra. 
4 For documentation on the London Foreign Ministers meeting and the Ninth Ses- 

sion of the North Atlantic Council at Lisbon, Feb. 20-26, see vol. v, Part 1, pp. 36 ff. 
and 107 ff. 

5 Not found in Department of State files. 
6 See footnote 3, supra.
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threat to Fr security as long as there were half a million US UK 
troops in Ger. 

(b) Attempts shld not be made by allies to set ban in advance spe- 
cific prohibitions, as EDC Commissariat may, at some future time, 
ask FedRep to produce such war materials. 

(c) Talk in foreign press, particularly in France, of so-called Ger 
attempt to employ Saar and NATO issues as blackmail media 
greatly disturbed him. On the contrary, his instructions to Hall- 
stein on NATO agenda item reflected what he considered to be Fed 
Govt moral responsibility to ensure that there wld be some FedRep 
link with NATO, even in interim period. This was necessary as 
SHAPE wld be making decisions which wld involve deployment of 
Ger contingent. 

(d) Ref in section 3 to use of police was introduction of a new and 
equally unacceptable element. If there were to be any restrictions 
re police or border guards, they must be incorporated in EDC con- 
ventions and applied equally to other five signatory powers thereto. 

(e) He had hoped to get Bundestag adoption after full debate 
which starts on Thurs of resolution “which even SPD wld find diffi- 
cult to reject.” Resolution wld ask identification FedRep interests 
with western community and wld permit him to continue his 
negots to that end. He was so shaken by attitude taken at current 
mtg he was now at loss to know what approach to adopt Thurs 
debate. Either western community must place confidence in Ger 
and move forward in positive and vigorous manner, or, alternative- 
ly, must scrap EDC concept for present and merely sit back to 
await events. Forthcoming period wld be most decisive and unless 
proper attitude adopted all parties concerned, “work of past year 
wld come to nothing.” 

3. Poncet’s Remarks 

Poncet stressed: 

(a) Allies had full confidence in Adenauer but required some as- 
surance with respect to continuation these policies by any succes- 
sor govt, allies were only asking in writing what Chancellor had 
frequently stated verbally. 

(b) Schuman’s difficulties with Fr Parliament were just as great 
if not greater than those of Adenauer. Schuman wld have to give 
assurances Fr Parliament that FedRep wld not use rights in this 
field which had been given her as part of “non-discrimination 
policy” incorporated in EDC convention. Allies deplored “all or 
nothing” attitude displayed in Gers in current negots. 

(c) However one may try, it was impossible, particularly for Fr 
public, to formulate policy without taking into account past experi- 
ences with Ger. 

4. US and UK Statements 

Kirkpatrick, while expressing greatest sympathy for Chancellor’s 
position, stated that confidence on part of various allied countries 
toward Ger cld not be created by wishful thinking or instanta- 
neously. Confidence wld however certainly be enhanced by such 
gesture on FedRep’s part, i.e. making declaration on lines outlined
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above. He pointed out that UK, in order to gain confidence in cer- 
tain areas, had on several instances given unilateral guarantees, 
that she wld not maintain armed forces in particular regions. 

In an attempt to bring consideration this issue into proper per- 
spective, I said I thought we were momentarily, but only momen- 
tarily, in a valley. In view of the enormous task ahead of us and 
the stakes involved, we must let nothing stand in way of successful 
conclusion of our experiment. One of the best ways to build confi- 
dence was for youth of western nations to “rub shoulders” in 
NATO-EDC endeavors. When this process took place, problems 
which now loom so large wld disappear. History wld never excuse 
us if we allowed such problems as we have been discussing to block 
such action. We can not afford to be discouraged or less than inge- 
nious in our attempt to find a solution. I did point out, however, 

that one of the factors which gave great momentum to our efforts 
in the past year was statements which Adenauer and Blank had 
made to the effect that FedRep did not desire to see such arma- 
ments produced in Ger. It was important not only to meet Fr but 
also US and UK sensibilities on this matter. 

5. Another Possibility 

During course above discussion, Adenauer indicated he consid- 
ered he was already affording an adequate security guarantee to 
France and that he was not prepared nor was it necessary to 
repeat the same guarantee to France within any other framework. 

He might, however, be ready to make some form of declaration to 
satisfy US and UK. Perhaps this cld be done by means exchange of 

Itrs in which he cld draw attention to FedRep’s commitments in 
EDC convention and reaffirm that these safeguards had general ap- 

plication. I believe there may be some way out of our difficulties 
through employment some such device as this. Yet—in spite nature 
Adenauer remarks, at end and after mtg, he appeared to be in good 
and reasonably hopeful spirits. 

McCoy 

No. 8 

Editorial Note 

The Foreign Ministers of the United States, the United Kingdom, 
and France met in London, February 13-19 to discuss matters of 

mutual concern. They were joined at the end of their meeting by 

Chancellor Adenauer to consider questions affecting Germany. A 

large part of their discussions with the Chancellor concerned con- 

tractual relations, in particular security controls, a German finan-



ESTABLISHMENT OF CONTRACTUAL RELATIONS 13 

cial contribution to Western defense, and the future treatment of 

war criminals. In the course of these discussions agreement was 

reached on the method of handling a German commitment on secu- 
rity controls, but not on the list of items which would not be pro- 
duced in the Federal Republic. Shortly before the Ministers met in 
London the Executive Bureau of the NATO Temporary Council 
Committee had decided that the German financial contribution 
would amount to DM 11.25 billion. This figure was communicated 
to the Chancellor, who stated that he could not agree to the figure 
without consulting his Cabinet, but that he would make every 
effort to settle on it. Finally the Ministers agreed on a paper which 
outlined the future treatment of war criminals when jurisdiction 
over them was transferred to the Federal Republic. 

Documentation on the meeting in London, including prepara- 
tions for the sessions, a report by the Allied High Commission on 
the status of contractual relations (HICOM/P (52) 10/Final, Febru- 

ary 12), two papers on security controls (MOG/8 Final, February 16 
and the Agreed Paper on Security Controls, February 19), the 
agreed article on war criminals, dated February 18, and the records 
of the Foreign Ministers discussions with Chancellor Adenauer, is 
printed in volume V, Part 1, pages 1 ff. 

On March 1, in a joint communiqué issued at Lisbon and Bonn, 
the Governments of the United States, the United Kingdom, 

France, and the Federal Republic of Germany announced that 

agreement had been reached on a German financial contribution 
for 1952-1958 of DM 11.25 billion. For the text of the communiqué, 

see Department of State Bulletin, March 17, 1952, pages 423-426. 

Regarding further discussion of contractual relations at Lisbon, see 

volume V, Part 1, pages 251 ff. 

No. 9 

662A.00/3-1452: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Office of the United States High 
Commissioner for Germany, at Bonn } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, March 14, 1952—7:12 p. m. 

2068. In course of gen discussion in Dept Hallstein observed that 
provisions which impair Ger legislative sovereignty will offer great- 
est obstacle to Bundestag approval contractual arrangements. We 

1 Drafted by Auchincloss and cleared with Margolies, Raymond, and Calhoun. Re- 
peated to London and Paris.
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understand from your 1806 Mar 8 rptd London 486 Paris 81 2 and 
your 1898 Mar 10 rptd London 509 Paris 609? that fol questions 

are most important of this kind: 

(1) Gers object to requirement that FedRep undertake promul- 
gate legis along particular lines or maintain certain occupation 
legis in effect. We agree Allied position that maintenance of cer- 

tain legis or its equivalent is essential factor in proposed agree- 
ments. Your 1898 indicates solution this difficulty may be found in 
recognition by Bundestag that such measures fall within scope 
“technical liquidation measures’ referred to in para 3 of Sixth 
Bundestag Res. This wld appear sensible result. 

(2) Difficulty also arises from Allied proposal to give Arbitration 
Tribunal legislative power. This wld be exercised in situation 
where FedRep refused comply with Tribunal decision, either by 

failing to repeal or annul certain laws or even (in unusual case) by 
failing to enact certain legis. Dept has already taken position that 
three powers shld not have legislative capacity in this kind of situ- 

ation (Deptels 415 Nov 26 and 840 Dec 29 #) and still believes Allied 

right to legislate wld be inconsistent with new contractual relation- 
ship. We have come to doubt whether essential for Arbitration Tri- 
bunal to have legislative power, because we are not convinced this 
power wld be effective in hands of Tribunal, or at least effective 

enough to be worth pressing in final stage of negots. Issuance of 
Tribunal decree with force of legis wld only occur if orig decision 

completely disregarded. If polit situation such as to cause this, a 
further decree repealing or enacting legis wld probably be attended 

by such resentment on part of Gers that it too wld be disregarded. 
For example, Ger law might well remain on books in spite of Tri- 

bunal’s decree, and Ger auths might fail to punish individuals for 
taking action permitted by such law. Problem is one of enforcing 

Tribunal decisions, and we do not see how this problem wld be 

solved, after a particular decision had been flouted, by translating 
that decision into legislative decree which wld in turn raise ques- 
tion of enforcement over Ger reluctance. Since Tribunal will deal 
with sovereign govts it cannot be expected to have as effective en- 
forcement of its decrees as domestic courts which deal with individ- 
uals and which have executive arm of same govt charged with ob- 
taining compliance froin such individuals. To endow Tribunal with 
legislative capacity will not result in giving it executive enforce- 
ment power as well. Dept inclined believe, therefore, even in ab- 

sence of alternative procedure, that legislative power of Tribunal is 

2 Not printed. (662A.00/3-352) 
3 Not printed. (740.5/3-1052) 
4 Neither printed. (662A.0011/11-2251 and 12-2451)
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not sufficiently important for our purposes to insist upon it over 

serious Ger opposition and at possible risk to early agreement on 
final Ger ratification. 

ACHESON 

No. 10 

662A.00/3-2852: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (McCloy) to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY Bonn, March 28, 1952—7 p. m. 

2181. Inform Defense. Reurtel sent Bonn 935, rptd info Paris 

3895, dated 7 January. ? Fol is text of draft tripartite protocol on 
joint action by Ambassadors submitted today by Fr: 

‘1. In implementation of Art I, sect 3 of gen convention on rela- 
tions between three powers and FedRep, * Ambassadors of France, 
Great Brit and US accredited to Fed Govt (hereinafter called the 
three Ambassadors) will exercise jointly, in name their govts, 
rights and responsibilities which devolve upon three powers under 
provisions of gen convention and related conventions concluded on 
(blank) between them and FedRep. 

‘2. In particular, three Ambassadors will exercise jointly rights 
of three powers re: a. Stationing of armed forces; b. State of emer- 
gency; c. Berlin; d. Germany as a whole, including unification of 
Ger and peace settlement. 

“3. Three Ambassadors will be considered as successors of Com- 
manders-in-Chief and of High Commissioners in relations of allied 
authorities with Sov C-in-C. They will have final responsibility for 
all questions re relations with Sov occupation authorities, both civil 
and military. 

“4. a. Three Ambassadors will jointly give instructions in name 
of their govts, to Allied Kommandatura in Berlin re exercise of its 
powers. 

“b. This in no way modifies previous decisions re stationing of 
allied forces in their respective sectors of city of Berlin. 

“5. In principle it is responsibility of three Ambs, acting jointly 
in name of three powers, to submit to arbitrary tribunal disagree- 

1 Repeated to Paris. 
2 Telegram 935 reported that the French had agreed to discuss in the Allied High 

Commission the activities of the three future Ambassadors to the Federal Republic, 
but had insisted that any agreement on the role of the Ambassadors must be ap- 
proved by the three governments. (662A.00/1-752) 

3 For the Generai Agreement as approved by the Foreign Ministers of the United 
States, the United Kingdom, France, and the Federal Republic of Germany at Paris, 

Nov. 22, 1951, see Annex A to HICOM/P (51) 91, Nov. 17, 1951, Foreign Relations, 
1951, vol. 11, Part 2, p. 1592.
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ments with FedRep resulting from implementation of conventions 
concluded on (blank). However: 

“a. If only two powers consider themselves to be involved, 
their Ambs may submit such disagreement to arbitrary tribu- 
nal after having notified their intention to do so to Amb of 
third power; 

“‘b. If only one power considers itself to be involved, its Amb 
may submit disagreement to arbitrary tribunal after having 
consulted two other Ambs and unless latter are mutually op- 
posed such submission. 

“6. Provision to be inserted on relationships between Ambs and 
Commanders-in-Chief.” 

Paper has not been discussed in committee. In gen it appears sat- 

isfactory in terms of Dept reply to Fr aide-mémoire (Deptel 253, No- 

vember 9 to Bonn *#). We have, however, fol preliminary comments. 

Assume Dept wld prefer agreed minute in place of protocol but Fr 

will probably insist on latter. 

Para 4. Suggested procedure of joint instructions to kommanda- 
tura is in line with present practice and with provisions of para 3. 

Para 5. Paper fails to make provision for decision, whether unan- 

imous or by majority vote, when three powers are concerned in 

submission to arbitrary tribunal. Wording shld be altered to read 
“disagreements with FedRep arising under conventions concluded 
on’. 

Para 5. b. We believe any one of three powers shld be permitted 
to submit question to arbitrary tribunal even if other two are op- 

posed. 
Wld appreciate Dept’s comments soonest. 

McCoy 

+See telegram 2930 to Frankfurt, Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. m1, p. 1575.
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No. 11 

662A.00/3-2852: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Office of the United States High 
Commissioner for Germany, at Bonn } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, April 2, 1952—6:49 p. m. 

2372. Dept has fol comments on Fr paper sent your 2181 rptd 
Paris 676 2 re joint action by three powers after contractual ar- 
rangements become effective: 

(1) Although paper emphasizes tripartite action it does not pro- 
vide how decisions for such action are to be reached. Accordingly 
presume Fr intend all decisions to be taken by unanimity. See our 
views para (11) below. 

(2) Para (1) provides in effect all rights and responsibilities of 
three powers under all conventions will be exercised jointly. Ap- 
pears to Dept, however, Allied rights and responsibilities will not 
necessarily require joint action, and that it will be awkward in 

practice and politically unwise make such action mandatory. Even 
under HICOM Charter ° regulating exercise Allied controls distinc- 
tion was made between subjs tripartite and unilateral concern. 

(3) Re para (2) right station armed forces in Ger has been held 
and exercised by three powers individually and cannot be subjected 
to requirement joint decision reached by either unanimous or ma- 
jority vote. 

(4) We have no objection substance para (4) except it must not 

impair right of individual govt give unilateral instrs to its Com- 
mandant when appropriate. 4 (b) shld be clarified to indicate what 

decisions are referred to. 
(5) Re para (5) our views set forth in cables beginning Deptel 

2319 to Frankfort Oct 10 and culminating Deptel 1104 to Bonn Jan 
16,* authorizing acceptance. Brit proposal that one power may 
submit dispute to Tribunal only if other two not opposed. Realize 
you may be committed to this position, and if so will have accept 
some provisions along lines Fr draft this pt. However, agree with 
you desirable one power shld be free submit disagreement to Tribu- 
nal even if other two are opposed, and wld be glad see you raise 
this question again. This position is consistent with present lan- 
guage Art IX para 2(a) of Charter (SPCOM/P(51)20 Fifth Revi- 

1 Drafted by Auchincloss, cleared with Raymond and by Margolies and Lewis, and 
initialed by Calhoun and Laukhuff. Repeated to London and Paris. 

2 Supra. 
3 For the Charter of the Allied High Commission for Germany, see Germany 1947- 

1949, pp. 92-97. 
* Neither printed. (662A.0011/10-951 and 1-852)
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sion >), so if it were accepted no tripartite agrmt on subj wld be re- 

quired. 

(6) Re para (6) we consider relations between ambs and Com- 
manders-in-Chief are natl, not tripartite, questions. Do not see why 
these matters need be subj tripartite agrmt. 

(7) Believe paper reflects Fr lack confidence their ability deal 

with Gers if latter are accepted as equals Allies. Evident to us Fr 
purpose is preserve continuity joint action and make each issue 
arising from contractual conventions tripartite matter, so that in 
every negot any consequence three powers will be together on one 
side and Gers will be alone on other. Unfortunate result will in our 
opinion create org of ambs equivalent HICOM to maintain atmos- 
phere of occupation, and thereby encourage feeling of distrust be- 
tween Gers and Allies. Such dealing at arms length is contrary our 
conception new relationship in which FedRep will be equal part- 
ner, and we fear agrmt this nature which must inevitably become 
known Gers will seriously impair good effects we hope obtain from 

terminating occupation. 

(8) We realize Art I Sec 3 Gen Convention provides Allied ambs 
“will act jointly in matters the Three Powers consider of common 
concern” under various conventions. Realize further Dept aide-mé- 
moire 14 Nov 1951 to Fr Emb (enclosed with A-9 to Bonn Nov 19 §) 
stated three powers might agree informally that their reps in Ger 
shld act together “in matters of common concern” which might be 
described “‘in gen terms” and that some provision might “if neces- 
sary’ be made re voting procedure. These statements do not 
commit us accept Fr proposal for joint action all matters. 

(9) You are already aware our preference for least formal agrmt 
on minimum nr pts. (Deptel 808 Dec 28 rptd London 3087 Paris 
3704.7) We wld really favor no agrmt at all. Problem raised by Fr 
paper seems to us consist basically two issues. One is extent to 
which we shld define matters which are of “common concern”’ and 
therefore appropriate for joint action. Other is whether voting pro- 
cedure shld be established at all, and if so to what subjs it shld 
apply. 

(10) Re first issue we are reluctant define matters of common 
concern in detail. Joint action re such matters already agreed in 
principle. Besides, conventions are so lengthy and complicated in 

5 No copy of SPCOM/P(51)20 (5th Revision) has been found in Department of 
State files; however, copies of SPCOM/P(51)20 (4th Revision), Oct. 23, 1951, and 
SPCOM/P(51)20 (6th Revision), Mar. 27, 1952, and several other drafts from Novem- 
ber and December 1951 are in CFM files, lot M-88, box 187, “Draft Convention, 
Charter of the Arbitration Tribunal.” 

6 Neither airgram A-9 nor the U.S. aide-mémoire is printed. (662A.00/11-1351) 
7 Not printed. (662A.00/12-2851)
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comparison Occupation Statute ® and it is so difficult to predict 
how they will work out in practice we think it is not worthwhile to 
examine all their provisions with view determining which are suit- 

able for joint action and which are not. This may have been useful 
exercise in Art V of HICOM Charter, but we do not think it appro- 

priate in period normal relations when Allied admin is supposed to 

have terminated. 

(11) Re voting procedure our basic objection is any arrangement 
of this kind will do great deal transform three ambs into equiva- 
lent HICOM. We do not believe voting procedure necessary and wld 

prefer let three powers reach decisions as circumstances require. In 

particular we think voting procedure for ambs wld be unsuitable re 
exercise of powers retained Art II Gen Convention. Stationing 

troops will involve SHAPE and EDC and decisions this subj will 

undoubtedly be made by govts rather than ambs. Protection securi- 

ty troops cannot be subj voting procedure because we do not believe 
US Govt wld subordinate its right act on behalf of its own troops to 

decision of another nation. Powers re Berlin and Ger as whole are 
in essence powers re Sov Union and are so broad in their implica- 
tions major decisions re their exercise must in any event be made 
by govts acting independently, but of necessity in concert. 

(12) While we do not underestimate firmness of Fr position this 
subj, we do not see how Fr draft can be satis to us even as basis for 
discussion. Is it possible induce Fr abandon their proposal or 

reduce it to limits acceptable to us? Are Brit still willing act with 

us to “forestall any Fr plan to formalize relations of three ambs”’ 
as reported London’s 2313 Nov 13 to Dept rptd Bonn 52 Paris 
10380? ® 

(13) Foregoing are Dept views which have not been cleared with 
Defense. 

ACHESON 

8 For text of the Occupation Statute, see Foreign Relations, 1949, vol. m, p. 179; 
regarding its revision in 1951 and the text of the revised Occupation Statute, see 
ibid., 1951, vol. m1, Part 2, pp. 1410 ff. 

® Not printed. (662A.00/11-1351)
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No. 12 

662A.00/3-3152: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Office of the United States High 

Commissioner for Germany, at Bonn } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, April 5, 1952—1:53 p. m. 

2420. For McCloy. We are increasingly concerned with slow 

progress Bonn contractual negots and Paris EDC negots since 

Lisbon mtg. 2? Although difficult to judge such matters from here, 
prospects for completing both negots by end Apr seem dimmer. 
This impression has been confirmed by report of Adenauer an- 
nouncement re mid-May Bonn mtg of FonMins (London’s 4354 Mar 
31, rptd Paris 2028, Bonn 450 3). Delays in both Paris and Bonn 

seem to certain extent to be interrelated and it is therefore diffi- 
cult to judge how and where logjam cld best be broken. Wld appre- 
ciate your and Paris’ comments on this point. 

Our concern with delay in completing both sets of agreements is 
deepened by cumulative effect of current exchange of notes with 
Sovs on Ger unity question. * For this reason alone we must press 
forward. We have been considering ways in which we might be 
helpful in stimulating progress. One thought, prompted in part by 
Adenauer’s reported announcement re Bonn mtg, wld be to send a 
personal message from the Secy to Eden, Schuman and Adenauer, 

(and possibly Italian, Benelux FonMins) suggesting the public an- 
nouncement of a specific time and place for signing of contractual 
conventions and EDC Treaty. We consider it essential to maintain 
interrelationship both sets of agreements and therefore wish to 
avoid being drawn in by Adenauer proposal for signing of contrac- 
tuals only at Bonn. Our view continues to be that Strasbourg is log- 

ical and best site for signature of EDC and contractuals, chiefly be- 
cause of its symbolic significance in move towards new Europe and 
appeal which holding of ceremony there wld have for European 
opinion generally. Strasbourg as site wld also be a convenient 
means for avoiding signature in one of capitals. Re last sentence 

London’s reftel, we had not heard Paris mentioned as possible site 

1 Drafted by Calhoun and cleared by Lewis, Perkins, and Matthews. Repeated to 

London and Paris. 
2 For documentation on the U.S. attitude toward the establishment of a European 

Defense Community (EDC), see vol. v, Part 1, pp. 571 ff. 
3 Telegram 4354 reported that Adenauer had discussed this question with Eden 

during the latter’s visit to Paris. Mar. 19-21, but that nothing had been said con- 
cerning an announcement. (662A.00/3-3152) 

4For documentation on the exchanges of notes with the Soviet Union concerning 
all-German elections and German unity, see Documents 65 ff.
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before and wld not favor it. Although not strongly opposed to Bonn, 

we believe signature of agreements there might later be exploited 
by opposition in Ger. Furthermore, EDC countries wld probably not 
favor Bonn for signing of EDC Treaty. For all these reasons Stras- 

bourg seems ideal place. We realize Adenauer may be disappointed 
if his public proposal for Bonn is not accepted. If this is the case we 
could consider whether you might indicate to him that Secy will 
try to come to Bonn for a visit of one or two days immediately after 
signing at Strasbourg. 

We note that Adenauer suggested mid-May for date of signature 
for contractuals. We wld hope that this cld be moved up to early 
May and, as stated above, consider it must be coupled with signa- 
ture of EDC Treaty. 

In addition to comments requested para 1, wld appreciate your 
views on timing and place of signature with particular respect to 
feasibility concluding both sets of negots by end of April, and also 
whether setting date now would serve as stimulus to conclusion of 
negotiations. 

ACHESON 

No. 13 

762A.0221/4-552: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (McCloy) to the 
Department of State 

SECRET PRIORITY Bonn, April 5, 1952—5 p.m. 

2273. Dept pass Defense. Supplementing report of HICOM mtg 
with Chancellor, ! fol summarizes last night’s discussion of pre- 
emergency clause: 

During Feb London Mtg Chancellor was given draft text of provi- 
sion authorizing mil commanders to take such direct action for 

estab or removal of def installations and such measures prior to 

declaration of emergency required for effective mil operation and 

security of forces as commander determines to be essential for 
common def in fulfillment of SAC Eur directive. 2 Dept will recall 
importance attached to such provision by EUCOM. 

1In telegram 2274 from Bonn, April 5, McCloy reported that at a special meeting 
with Adenauer on the preceding day, lasting from 3:30 to midnight, agreement in 
principle had been reached between the High Commissioners and the Federal Chan- 
cellor on 11 of the 16 points considered. (662A.00/4-552) 

2The draft text under reference has not been identified further. The records of 
Chancellor Adenauer’s conversations with Foreign Ministers Acheson, Eden, and 

Schuman during the meetings at London, Feb. 13-19, are printed in vol. v, Part 1, 
pp. 59 ff.
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Chancellor had on previous occasions expressed willingness to 
accept some such clause, stating he understood necessity therefor. 

Last night, however, he, Gen Heusinger and Grewe explained that 

in Ger opinion adequate protection was afforded mil commanders 

by emergency provisions of Art V of Gen Convention, particularly 

para 7. Furthermore, draft laws relating to provision of goods and 

services, protected areas and maneuvers now under consideration 

in Bundestag, wld assure Ger cooperation in fulfillment of allied 
mil requirements. Ger negotiators considered allied draft went con- 
siderably beyond emergency clause of Art V which called for con- 

sultation with FedRep and gave latter possibility of appeal and wld 

enable mil commanders to control civil administration. In addition, 

since action taken under it wld not be subj to arbitration, it wld 

mean a further reservation of allied rights. Gers further stated this 

provision wld give allied commanders more auth than wld be con- 

ferred upon EDC commander. Gen Heusinger pointed out that 

measures allied commanders wld wish to take wld require coopera- 

tion of civil auths and could not be carried out merely by mil order. 

On allied side we explained way must be found to give mil com- 
manders right to take precautionary def measures without necessi- 
ty of invoking state of emergency and stressed necessity of giving 
mil commanders adequate auth to enable them to discharge their 

responsibility to provide for security of their troops and def of area. 
As Chancellor’s principal objection appeared to be that mil com- 

manders wld have right to take such measures unilaterally without 
bringing in civilian auth we agreed to give further study to ways 
and means to assist fed auths in such measures. On US side it was 
suggested that language might be inserted so that commanders in 
all cases wld do their utmost to obtain consent of civil auths and 
wld act only in case of utmost urgency prior to obtaining coopera- 

tion of civil auths. Further discussion of clause will take place be- 

tween Gens. Heusinger and Hays early next week. Brit and Fr are 

not fully in agreement as to necessity of such provision but are pre- 
pared to accept whatever agreement can be reached between Gers 

and ourselves. 
McCoy
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No. 14 

662A.00/4-752: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (McCloy) to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY Bonn, April 7, 1952—4 p.m. 

2278. Re urtel 2420 to Bonn April 5.2 Due slowness complete 
contractuals, I made strong reps last week to Chancellor, Kirkpat- 
rick and Poncet in which I demanded we adopt a conf procedure 
whereby all wld work continuously at the job until completed and 
that particularly we must not let Easter holidays interfere. Result 
was last Thurs mtg which went from 3 o'clock until midnight, 
where we cleaned up about half of all questions, * agreeing to dis- 
pose of remainder beginning 10 a.m. Wed this week with no let-up 
until finished. * I am confident that most remaining items can be 
finally disposed of then, exclusive of financial agreements with one 
or two subsequent mtgs in April to dispose of all dregs. 

Recent delays have in my judgment been due to (1) no set date 
for completion, (2) tendency of certain of our colleagues to linger 
over points, and the introduction of Schaeffer in the negots who 
acts as Bavarian cow trader over the taxes he wld like to collect 
from Allied personnel. The resolution of tripartite positions fre- 
quently takes as long as the Ger negot. Apart from financial as- 
pects, there is nothing here that cld not be resolved, with a reason- 

able give and take, within two weeks. I propose, unless instructed 

to the contrary, to cut corners in the negots rather than face fur- 

ther delays. 

Last Sat Blank reported his complete unwillingness accept Fr 
formula on propellants and I believe Chancellor finds equal diffi- 
culty as its implications become clearer. I warn that this aspect of 

the contractuals and the EDC negots will cause trouble. 

As for site of mtg, Chancellor has made strong plea to me for 

Bonn. He urges his position as firm upholder of Western integra- 
tion with Ger as a partner justifies this step, and moreover indi- 
cates that it is necessary in order to consolidate Ger opinion in 
strong support of the concept. Strasbourg, he says, has no symbolic 

1 Repeated to Paris and London. 
2 Document 12. 
3 Regarding this meeting, see footnote 1, supra. 
*On Apr. 9 McCloy reported that excellent progress had been made at the 

Wednesday meeting and that two more meetings with the Chancellor were planned 
for Apr. 21 and 24. (Telegram 2320 from Bonn, 662A.00/4-952) Telegrams 2322 and 
2360, Apr. 9 and 10, both from Bonn, reported in detail on particular aspects of the 
meeting. (762A.0221/4-952 and 662A.00/4-1052)
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importance. In fact he feels it has a poor connotation because thus 
far its debates and decisions have been so equivocal, he feels Stras- 
bourg might weaken rather than strengthen movement. In short, 

he urges Bonn or other Ger site as a matter of need for the success 
of the policy that is something more than mere prestige. I will com- 

municate your views at once to Chancellor though I know he feels 

strongly on the subj. He wld strongly oppose Paris. My idea of date 

wld be the first half of May but staff suggest middle of month 

largely because of substantial time needed for clearing texts, trans- 
lations, etc, and the concern they have of likely snags in the finan- 
cial aspects over which we do not have full control. 

McCoy 

No. 15 

662A.00/4-752 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, April 8, 1952. 

Three cables in today’s log add to my growing concern over the 
lack of progress in completing the EDC arrangements and some of 
the decisions which have to be taken at Bonn in connection there- 
with. These are the cables from Douglas MacArthur, Paris, no. 

6127, April 5; McCloy’s telegram of April 5, Bonn, no. 2278; and 

Gifford’s of April 7, London, no. 4478. 2 The first two of these urge 
the necessity of getting some sort of a deadline. The last one re- 
ports the Foreign Office’s doubts as to the wisdom of a deadline 

and the fact that one cannot think about setting a deadline for a 

couple of weeks. 

I think we should give this whole matter urgent attention having 

the following questions in mind: 

Is it true that we can keep the EDC and the contractual arrange- 
ments linked together if the latter get hopelessly bogged down? It 
seems to me that the same forces which led to the necessity for 

winding up of the occupation in Japan are also operating in Ger- 

many, and that we are going to be faced with a strong demand in 

Germany to go through with the regime provided for in the con- 

tractuals whether or not the EDC is ready. It seems unlikely to me 
that the renewal of the correspondence with the Soviet Union over 

1 This memorandum was directed to Bruce, Matthews, Perkins, and Lewis. 
2 Telegram 2278, supra; telegrams 6127 and 4478, not printed. (740.5/4-552 and 

662A.00/4-752)
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Germany will accelerate this tendency. This will produce all sorts 

of problems with France and may end us in a first-class mess. 

In the second place, have we made careful plans for having the 

Senate consider and approve the German arrangements? If the 
Congress is going to get out of Washington by the end of June 
there will be very little time for hearings and consideration if the 

signature of these documents drags on until the end of May. People 
are now talking about the middle of May. If the Senate does not 
approve them, including the agreement to the North Atlantic 

Treaty, then it may not get around to considering them until Janu- 

ary 1953, with all the delay and uncertainty that that involves. 

Will you please give this matter your most urgent attention and 
let me have your recommendations. 

DA 

No. 16 

662A.00/4-752: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Office of the United States High 

Commissioner for Germany, at Bonn } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, April 11, 1952—12:34 p.m. 

2523. For Chief of Mission personal from Secy. I am gratified at 

progress recently made at Bonn in speeding up conclusion contrac- 
tual negots as result McCloy’s efforts (Bonn’s 2278, rptd Paris 711, 
London 605 2). As time has continued to slip by since Lisbon with 

slower progress in Paris on EDC treaty and in Bonn on contrac- 

tuals than we had anticipated, I have become increasingly con- 
cerned to find some means of successfully completing these ar- 

rangements. 

Deptel 2420, rptd London 4999, Paris 5925, ? expressed the con- 

clusion to which I have more and more come that a deadline for 
signing must be set and must be met or we shall be faced with the 

prospect that all our efforts to bring about the EDC and to estab 

new relationships with Ger will founder. I note similar conclusion 
reported Paris’ 6127,4 giving MacArthur’s and SHAPE’s views. I 

1 Drafted by Calhoun and Laukhuff on Apr. 10; cleared by Perkins, Jessup, and 
Bohlen; and signed by Secretary Acheson. Also sent to London, Paris, Rome, The 
Hague, Brussels, and Luxembourg. 

2 Document 14. 
3 Document 12. 
* Not printed, but see the first paragraph of Secretary Acheson’s memorandum, 

supra.
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recognize and have weighed carefully the dangers inherent in es- 
tablishing a deadline as set forth by Roberts of Brit FonOff (Lon- 
don’s 4478, rptd Paris 2092, Bonn 479) but am firmly convinced 
risks involved in not doing so far outweigh them. Probable trend of 
Ger opinion under pressure of Sov proposals on Ger unity appeal- 

ing to their natl instincts causes us anxiety. Some EDC countries 
appear to be increasingly hesitant to take final decision to join 
with Ger in EDC. In addition, Congressional attitude toward MSA 
appropriations, which will probably be under full consideration by 
mid-May, cannot be predicted if real success in uniting Eur defense 
efforts cannot be reported. Furthermore, this session of Cong will 
certainly end by Jul 3 at latest, and possibly earlier. If contractuals 
are not submitted sufficiently far in advance of that date there can 
be no ratification before 1953, except in the very unlikely event of 
a brief autumn session of the Cong. Any such delay wld represent a 

severe check to our plans. 
Will you therefore pls present the fol personal msg from me to 

the FonMin of the Govt to which you are accredited without delay: 
Begin Message. 
“At the various mtgs in London and Lisbon last Feb, I was en- 

couraged by the progress made and was led to hope that problems 
of concluding the treaty for the Eur Defense Community and the 
various contractual agreements with the Ger FedRep cld be speed- 
ily resolved. Since then I have been increasingly concerned by the 
slow rate of progress, which I believe is gravely imperiling all our 

plans. I therefore wish to make this appeal to you to join with me 
and our other colleagues in the countries concerned to make a su- 
preme effort to conclude the various treaties and agreements in 

time for signature on a definite date in the near future. 

You are, of course, well aware of the risks which delay will cause 

in Europe. You are perhaps less well aware of certain grave diffi- 
culties which will be encountered in the US with respect to Con- 
gressional action if there is further delay. The proposed appropria- 
tions for Mutual Security Assistance will be under active consider- 
ation by the Cong by mid-May at the latest. The Govt will be very 
hard pressed to present effective arguments for the voting of such 
appropriations in the absence of a successful conclusion of the ef- 
forts being made to establish a Eur Defense Community. Further 
indefinite promises of progress in this field wld, I fear, be regarded 
by the Cong as discouraging evidence of inability to achieve a uni- 
fied defense effort in Europe. 

I also wish to point out that this session of Cong will end at the 
very latest by Jul 3 and possibly several days earlier. If the con- 
tractual agreements with Ger are to be ratified at this session they 
must, therefore, be laid before the Senate by the middle of May at
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the very latest. Even this date wld make action by the Senate diffi- 

cult. If the agreements cannot be completed and submitted to the 
Senate in time for action at this session they will have to go over 

until the session which begins in Jan 1953. I do not need to impress 
upon you the grave jeopardy in which such a lengthy delay wld 

place the entire Western policy with regard to the common defense 

and with regard to Ger. 

All of these considerations have persuaded me that there is no 

alternative but to set for ourselves a specific date now for signing 
the contractuals and the EDC treaty and such other docs as must 
be signed simultaneously. I wld hope that we could set May 9 as 
the date for signing both sets of agreements. I stress the point of 
signing both sets of agreements, as I believe it is highly important 
not to permit the EDC and the contractual arrangements to be sep- 

arated chronologically. 

I have given a good deal of thought to the question of the place 
of signing. The contractual agreements cld, of course, be signed at 

Bonn, but I question the desirability of having the EDC treaty 

signed there. Paris has been suggested for the signature of the 

latter treaty but I consider it wld be unfortunate if the contractual 

agreements were to be signed in any of the three Western capitals. 
The signing of the two sets of agreements in different places not 

only is awkward from the point of view of physical arrangements 
for moving Ministers back and forth on the same day, or even on 

successive days, but likewise wld be a regrettable loss of an oppor- 
tunity which it seems to me we shld grasp to make an impressive 

and historic ceremony of the simultaneous signing of both sets of 

agreements. I therefore suggest that we consider selecting The 
Hague. Prominently associated as it is with ideals of peace, and 
containing the Peace Palace where the ceremony cld occur, it wld 
seem to me to be an ideal site. 

Most important, however, in my thinking, is the necessity for set- 

ting a date, preferably May 9, and making a public announcement 

of that fact without delay. This wld, of course, mean that the draft 

EDC treaty and the contractual conventions wld have to be ini- 

tialed by the negotiators by Apr 30 at the latest in order to permit 
final governmental consideration of them before signing. I appreci- 

ate that this means renewed and untiring efforts on the part of the 

negotiators in Paris and Bonn. From the info I have at hand, how- 

ever, I conclude that with such efforts on the part of the reps of 

every govt, the remaining points at issue can be settled during Apr. 

I am instructing the US reps at Bonn to cooperate to the utmost in
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achieving the result we aim at and I urge you to similarly instruct 
your reps at Paris [and/or Bonn]. >” End Message. 

Paris for MacArthur: Pls inform Gen Eisenhower of above and of 
my earnest request that he continue his already helpful efforts to 
speed up negots. 

The Hague: Secy went over substance this msg with Stikker in 
great detail but did not mention Hague as place of sig nor specify 

May 9 as date. ® Pls deliver substance to FonOff. 

ACHESON 

* Brackets in the source text. 
6 Stikker had visited Washington Apr. 3 and 10 for talks with United States offi- 

cials on questions of mutual concern. 

No. 17 

762A.0221/4-1452: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (McCloy) to the 
Department of State 3 

SECRET PRIORITY Bonn, April 14, 1952—5 p. m. 

2371. Re CINCEUR’s SX-4215, to Bonn, rptd Dept of Army, Apr. 
11. 2 

Difficulty in obtaining EUCOM’s position re pre-emergency 
powers due to fact that any statement of right of commander to 
take such measures as he deems necessary or advisable to secure 
troops involves potential take-over of govt functions as well as 

lesser measures. We have sought unsuccessfully to employ lan- 
guage limiting character of measures and we have concluded that 
it is the concept rather than the language which presents the diffi- 
culty. In effect, EUCOM’s concept means continuation of the occu- 
pation statute. This we have, insofar as pol realities permit, 
through the emergency clause whereby limited or full emergency 
can be declared, but Gers argue we cannot expect to have what are 
in effect the same powers provided for in the emergency clause re- 
peated in another clause irrespective of an emergency. We have 
been able to obtain the statement of extensive security powers and 
when we bear in mind that the power of self-help exists and is not 

1 Repeated to Heidelberg and SHAPE. 
2 Telegram SX-4215 reported that EUCOM believed it was necessary to insure in 

the contractuals the authority of military commanders to take preemergency action 
to provide for the security of their forces. EUCOM maintained further that this au- 
thority should be in the form of a reserved right and not subject to arbitration. 
(CFM files, lot M-88, box 192, ‘‘Convention—Rights and Obligations of Foreign 

Forces, etc.” (SPCOM/P (52) 6))
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expressly excluded in the event the promised cooperation shld fail, 

my feeling is we have a good position. 

To repeat we have: (1) The emergency clauses and the strong le- 

verage the threat of calling into effect these clauses wld have in 
the event of any recalcitrance; (2) The right reserved to the com- 

manders in the case of immed self-def (Par VII, Art 5); (3) The obli- 

gation of the gen convention imposed on the FedRep to cooperate 
with the allied forces in the execution of their def mission; (4) The 

manoeuvre and exercise clauses quoted in our 2322 to the Dept; ? 

(5) The new pre-emergency proposals which provide that in case of 

secret or security need the forces can themselves erect or adapt 

any necessary installations after prior consultation, and we have 
the provision that in special situations “mil and civil measures of 

protection can be implemented by the forces and the Ger auths ef- 

ficiently and without delay’. (I read this to mean “both by the 
forces and the Ger auth’) conceding that the emphasis is on Ger 

cooperation in the new clauses rather than on a reserved right the 
latent right to act either through the emergency clauses or after 
failure of cooperation by direct action remains. Due to reduced per- 

sonnel we are now largely dependent in fact upon Ger cooperation 

if we undertake to assume large powers. Moreover, given the exist- 

ing situation in relation to Ger Govt, we are in effect compelled, 

and it is to our advantage politically to act in cooperation with 

FedRep subj only to the case of an emergency for which we have 
provided. 

In short, under our whole pol scheme for Ger contribution this 

emphasis on cooperation is advisable and better adapted to our ob- 

jectives even though we do at the same time hold the right and 

power to act in the event of emergency or non-cooperation. In the 

case of the emergency declaration there is no arbitration provided. 

In the additional pre-emergency clauses the emphasis upon coop- 

eration renders arbitration inappropriate in the usual situation. To 

provide specific exclusion of recourse to arbitration from these 
clauses wld be pol diff to achieve and conceivably unwise as, in cer- 

tain circumstances it might be useful to have recourse to arbitra- 

tion ourselves in event failure to cooperate in non-emergency peri- 
ods did occur. 

As this is one of the very important points still outstanding as 

time is running out and as we have recd strong indication that we 

3 Telegram 2322 transmitted the text of a proposal by Adenauer which was de- 
signed to satisfy EUCOM’s request for authority to take preemergency measures. 
(762A.0221/4-952)
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shall not gain any support for more extensive powers from our 

allies, I urge Dept to seek Defense’s prompt concurrences. 4 

McC.oy 

*On Apr. 25 McCloy was informed that the Department of Defense still attached 
great importance to having the authority to take preemergency action, but recog- 
nized that in certain instances political considerations might be overriding. Since 
Article V of the general convention gave the military commanders the right to act, 
McCloy was authorized to accept the German proposal (telegram 2322) if he became 
convinced that the Germans would not agree to the position taken by CINCEUR. 
(Telegram 2766 to Bonn, 762A.0221/4-1452) 

No. 18 

740.5/4-1752 

Foreign Secretary Eden to the Secretary of State } 

CONFIDENTIAL 

I fully share the desire, which you expressed in your message, 2 

to hasten as much as humanly possible the conclusion of the 
Treaty establishing the European Defence Community and the con- 
tractual agreements with the German Federal Republic. I am 
grateful to you for explaining so clearly the difficulties which fur- 
ther delay would cause for you with the United States Congress. 

Her Majesty’s Government have just announced the proposed 

guarantee by the United Kingdom of the E.D.C. Treaty. Our deci- 

sion to take this action has been warmly welcomed by the govern- 
ments participating in the E.D.C. conference and should, I think, 

greatly help them in bringing their work to an early conclusion. 

As regards the German contract, you will have heard that the 
three High Commissioners have been discussing the future pro- 

gramme with the German Federal Chancellor. These discussions 
suggest that the earliest date on which we could hope to have the 
various documents ready for signature would be between May 15th 
and 20th. Like you I wish it could be earlier. But there are still 
several important questions to be resolved. In particular, we must 
allow ourselves time to get the very important financial provisions 
fully agreed. Any attempt to set too early a date would result in 
disappointment, if a postponement becomes inevitable. It might 

1 According to a note dated Apr. 18, attached to the source text, Eden’s message 
was delivered to the Department of State by an official of the British Embassy on 
Apr. 17. The note also states that the message had been seen by Bruce and Acheson. 
The source text bears the heading ‘“Text of a message dated 16th April, 1952, to Mr. 

Acheson from Mr. Eden”. 
2 Transmitted in telegram 2523, Document 16.
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also encourage the Germans to believe that we might be brought to 
accept some very general assurances only in the financial field and 

to leave over for later settlement the necessary concrete provisions 

such as the amounts to be allocated between the allied forces and 
the German contingents. It would not be possible for Her Majesty’s 

Government to agree to such an arrangement. I hope therefore 
that you will feel able to accept a date between May 15th and 20th 

as our target and that you will also agree that we should not 
commit ourselves publicly to any date until we can see our way 
rather more clearly, more especially on finance. 

I agree with you that the German contract and the E.D.C. Treaty 

should be signed at about the same time since they are in effect 
two parts of the same settlement. I recognise that it might be more 

convenient if they could all be signed at the same place and I have 
considered your proposal of the Hague. This is a matter in which 

we shall have to take full account of the wishes of the other gov- 

ernments concerned. But it does not seem to me very appropriate 
that the German contract should be signed in the capital of a coun- 
try which is not a party to it. It would also be well to mark the fact 
that Paris has been the centre for the negotiation of the E.D.C. 

Treaty. Moreover it is possible that we may have to have further 
tripartite and quadripartite meetings of Ministers before signature, 

in order to reach final agreement on the financial provisions of the 
contract, and these would have to take place in one of the capitals 

concerned, e.g. Paris. My own preference thus still is for signature 
of the E.D.C. Treaty in Paris and of the German contract in Bonn. 
I should have thought that the latter would have great psychologi- 

cal significance in Germany, a factor of real importance at a time 

when the Soviet Government are wooing German public opinion. I 
therefore feel that the advantages of separate signature in the two 

capitals outweigh the inconveniences to which you refer. 

I have since heard that the Chancellor has informed Mr. McCloy 

that he is agreeable to signature of both instruments in the 

Hague. ? But I still think that there is much to be said for Paris 

and Bonn and that we should probably be well advised to arrange 
signature in these two capitals. I am thinking particularly of the 

3 On Apr. 15 McCloy had also reported that Adenauer was willing to accept The 
Hague as the place for signing both the EDC and the contractuals. (Telegram 2379 
from Bonn, Apr. 15, 662A.00/4-1552) The following day McCloy reported that the 
High Commissioners had met with Adenauer to discuss the timing for the signing of 
the EDC and the contractuals and that both Kirkpatrick and Francois-Poncet felt 
that May 20 was the earliest possible date. (Telegram 2391 from Bonn, Apr. 16, 
662A.00/4-1652) Apparently these reports constitute Adenauer’s answer to Secre- 
cary “acueson = message, since no formal reply has been found in Department of
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future. Germany’s new participation with the West should surely 
be completed on German soil. 

I am sending copies of this reply to the other recipients of your 
message. 

WASHINGTON, 17th April, 1952. 

No. 19 

662A.00/4-2152 

Foreign Minister Schuman to the Secretary of State } 

SECRET Paris, April 19, 1952. 

DEAR Mr. AcHEsSON: Thank you for calling my attention to the 
problems raised, from point of view of ratifying contractual agree- 
ments, by the ending of the present session of American Congress 
around July 3. 

I am in complete agreement with you as to necessity making 
maximum haste in concluding negotiations now in progress and I 
am instructing our Reps accordingly. 

We must however have due regard for facts of situation. There 
are still important questions to be settled and the desire to finish 
must not lead us to be satisfied with inadequate solutions. More- 
over although Chancellor himself has given evidence during his 

recent conversations with High Commissioner of a relatively concil- 
iatory attitude, I am bound to state that the German experts both 
in Paris and Bonn is probably that factor more than any other that 
is likely to prolong discussions. 
However from info at my disposal it wld appear that by putting 

forth a still greater effort it wld be possible to arrive at final result 
around May 20 I feel that there wld be no advantage in publicly 
setting a date for conclusion of agreements. We wld in fact run 
risks of encouraging German del to hold to their positions and of 
placing ourselves in a delicate situation if date set cld not be com- 
plied with. 

As regards question of signature, it seems to be preferable that 
European Defense Community which was proposed by French Govt 
should come into being in Paris. Likewise I believe that from point 
of view of German public opinion it wld be of greatest value if 
charter which is going to define new status of Federal Republic 
were signed at Bonn. Doubtless signature of two series of agree- 

1 Transmitted in telegram 6451 from Paris, Apr. 21, with the information that it 
was a translation of Schuman’s reply to Secretary Acheson’s message transmitted in 
telegram 2523, Document 16.
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ment in different places will involve certain amount of inconven- 
ience from a practical point of view; but this seems to me amply 
compensated for by the significance inherent in signature of Euro- 

pean Army Treaty and contractual agreements at Paris and Bonn 
respectively. 2 

I am transmitting copies of this letter to Mr. Eden, De Gasperi as 
well as to our Benelux colleagues and am asking Mr. Francois- 
Poncet to forward a copy to Chancellor Adenauer. 

2 Following further discussions the several parties involved agreed that the con- 
tractuals should be signed at Bonn and the EDC and related documents should be 
signed at Paris. The date of the signing was not fixed pending further developments 
in the negotiations at Bonn and Paris. Documentation on these discussions is in files 
662A.00 and 740.5. 

No. 20 

762A.0221/4-1952 

The Secretary of Defense (Lovett) to the Secretary of State 

SECRET WASHINGTON, April 19, 1952. 

Dear Mr. SEcRETARY: I have noted with satisfaction that the 
many complex issues relating to the contractual agreements with 
the Federal Republic of Germany are rapidly approaching resolu- 
tion. I am also gratified to note your recent proposal that these 
agreements as well as the treaty establishing the European De- 
fense Community be completed and signed by May 9, 1952. } 

In this connection, however, I believe that we should clearly rec- 

ognize the additional financial burdens to the United States which 

underlie the contractual agreements and the negotiations relating 
thereto. In particular, I am concerned about the reaction of Con- 
gress should it become necessary to seek supplemental appropria- 

tions, the need for which were not apparent at the time of submis- 
sion of our budget estimate. 

At the recent meeting of the Foreign Ministers at Lisbon, a 

broad general agreement was made with the German Federal Re- 
public on the overall level of the contribution to be made by the 
Federal Republic to Western defense during the initial defense 
period. 2? However, as I recall, no understanding was reached which 
expressly relieved the Federal Republic from its responsibility for 

1 See the message from Secretary Acheson, transmitted in telegram 2523 to Bonn, 
Document 16. 

2 For the exchange of letters between Chancellor Adenauer and the Foreign Min- 
isters of the United States, the United Kingdom, and France at the time of the NAC 
meeting at Lisbon, see vol. v, Part 1, pp. 258 ff.
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liquidation of obligations incurred for the benefit of the Allied 
Forces during the occupation period. On the other hand, I am in- 

formed that the Bureau of German Affairs of the State Depart- 
ment interprets the intent of the Lisbon Agreement as placing a 

ceiling of 850 million DM per month from the effective date of the 

contractual agreement to 80 June 1953 as the total contribution 
which the German Federal Republic can be called upon to make 
during the initial defense period. 

If it were possible to do so consistently with the position taken by 

the United States in connection with the Lisbon Agreement, and if 
it were otherwise politically feasible to do so, it would, in the opin- 

ion of the Department of Defense, be desirable to call upon the 
German Federal Republic specifically to undertake the payment of 
the unliquidated balance of obligations incurred for the benefit of 
Allied Occupation Forces during the period prior to the coming 
into effect of the contractual agreements. 

I believe you will agree with me that it would be undesirable to 
have the Congress gain the impression that our dollar burden will 
be increased now or in the future, either directly or indirectly by 
reason of the failure of the Federal Republic to retire obligations 
incurred during the occupation period. Manifestly it would be diffi- 
cult, if not impossible to meet the contention that dollar appropria- 
tions might be used, directly or indirectly, to liquidate obligations 
incurred during occupation. 

In any event the problem confronting both our Departments, 
with respect to obtaining dollar support from Congress for the U.S. 

Forces in Germany, is wholly dependent on the amount of DM 
made available to the U.S. Forces. I understand that discussions 
are currently proceeding at Bonn and Paris on the division of the 
Federal Republic’s contribution between German contingents to 

the EDC and the Allied Forces. Considering all the ramifications 

involved in the division as I see it, there is no assurance that the 

amount of DM to be made available to U.S. Forces will fully cover 

their minimum requirements for the first defense year. Further- 
more, the effective and economical utilization of the U.S. share can 

only be accomplished if funds available can be properly pro- 
grammed. It is the view of this Department that to accomplish this 
end this Government must insist that the Finance Convention in- 
clude a positive commitment on the part of the Federal Republic to 
the effect that the portion of the contribution made available to the 
U.S. Forces will remain available until fully expended. 

I would appreciate an early expression of your views on the con- 
siderations covered herein; particularly I would appreciate your 
suggestion as to appropriate language for incorporation in the Fi-
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nance Convention to accomplish the purpose set forth in the pre- 

ceding paragraphs. 
Faithfully, 

RosBert A. LOVETT 

No. 21 

662.00/4-1952 

The Secretary of State to the United States High Commissioner for 
Germany (McCloy) } 

SECRET PERSONAL WASHINGTON, April 19, 1952. 

DEAR JACK: A serious problem has arisen here in connection 
with that paragraph in the Preamble to the General Convention 
which reads: ‘‘Whereas, the Federal Republic shares with the three 
powers a determination to abide by the principles of the universal 
Declaration of Human Rights.” There is in the Japanese Peace 
Treaty a somewhat similar phrase which reads: “Whereas, Japan 
for its part declares its intention ... 2 to strive to realize the objec- 
tives of the universal Declaration of Human Rights.” It will be 
noted that this language is considerably weaker than that in the 
Preamble of the General Convention in that it does not even imply 
a commitment on the part of the United States with regard to 
human rights. Nevertheless, this clause caused a great deal of trou- 
ble in connection with ratification of the Japanese Treaty. I think 
the difficulty is perhaps best expressed in the following language 
from the report of the Foreign Relations Committee: 

“The Committee wishes to make clear that there is nothing in 
the Treaty that makes human rights a matter of international con- 
tract, nor which gives any Allied nation the right to interfere in 
Japanese internal affairs in order to enforce such rights. 

“The Committee also wishes to make emphatically clear that the 
United States in ratifying the Treaty in no way undertakes any 
commitment with respect to human rights. The statement in the 
Preamble is for unilateral Japanese announcement. It is not even a 
commitment for Japan, much less so for the United States.” 

The above passage reflects the concern of many Senators as bind- 
ing the United States to an international agreement relating to 
human rights. This concern was further evidenced by the strong 

1 Drafted by Lewis on Apr. 18 and cleared by Matthews. Attached to the source 

text was a note bearing the following handwritten notation: “I believe that this is 
about the best that can be done in regard to this very unsatisfactory matter. D[avid] 
B[ruce]’. 

2 Ellipsis in the source text.
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support of the so-called “Bricker” Resolution (S.J. Res. 130), which 
would amend the Constitution of the United States so as to prohib- 

it treaties or agreements respecting the rights of citizens under the 
Constitution or which would vest in any international organization 
any of the powers vested in divisions of the United States Govern- 
ment, and for other purposes. The resolution has received the an- 
nounced support of 58 Senators, many of whom, such as Salton- 

stall, Lodge, Wayne Morse, Gillette, Wiley, Smith and Flanders are 

looked to as reasonable leaders. This resolution is now in the Judi- 
clary Committee of the Senate and has not been reported. 

I have become very much concerned lest the reference to the 
Declaration of Human Rights in the German General Convention 
which is stronger than that in the Japanese Treaty cause similar 
or even greater difficulties when this document is laid before the 
Senate. We have taken a few highly confidential soundings on the 
Hill and these have strongly confirmed my fear that if the clause 
in the General Convention is left as it now is it will in all probabil- 
ity prevent Senate approval of the General Convention without a 
reservation. 

That is the domestic political problem which is posed here. On 
the other hand, IJ am well aware of the situation in which we will 

be placed if we seek to eliminate or change this clause. I realize 
that it is inadvisable to reopen any provision of the General Con- 
vention without very good cause indeed, as this may lead any or all 
of the other three parties to propose the reopening of other provi- 

sions. | am also aware that many people in this country (the 
Jewish Groups have been especially vocal) feel very strongly that 

the Germans should express their intention to abide by the princi- 
ples of the Declaration of Human Rights. A less practical but more 
substantial reason for not tampering with the particular clause in 
question is the embarrassing and unflattering light in which such a 
move would place the United States. Bearing in mind our past tra- 
ditions and recent German history, I do not like the prospect of 
going to the Germans and asking them to remove or modify the 
clause in which they express their intention of respecting human 
rights, because of a strong political opposition in the United States 
to anything which remotely appears to suggest that the United 
States itself is committed to the observance of human rights. 

After careful consideration of the pros and the cons I think you 
should approach the other parties to the Convention on a highly 
confidential basis and ask uneir agreement to change the language 
of the Convention to conform with that in the Japanese Treaty or 
to remove the clause altogether. In doing so you would, of course, 
have to give them an indication of the reason for our request. I re- 
alize that I am asking you to do a very difficult thing at almost the
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last minute. I should not do so were I not greatly concerned at the 
difficulties we will face in the Senate when the Convention comes 

before it. 

Sincerely yours, 
DEAN ACHESON 

No. 22 

662A.00/4-2552 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (McCloy) to the 
Secretary of State 

SECRET PERSONAL Bap GODESBERG, April 25, 1952. 

Dear DEAN: Upon receiving your letter of April 19 1 concerning 

the clause on human rights in the Preamble to the General Con- 

vention, I took this problem up with the Chancellor privately yes- 

terday and discussed with him the possibility of omitting the clause 

entirely. I decided it was preferable to make this suggestion rather 
than to propose the language of the Japanese Treaty as the latter 
might encourage the Germans to suggest a substitution of other 

language from this treaty for some of the other provisions in the 
contractual agreements. 

I explained to the Chancellor that the United States Senate had 
not yet considered the latest UN draft on human rights and conse- 

quently would be reluctant to accept any wording which might 
imply commitment in respect of this important matter before the 

Senate had had an opportunity to deal with its substance. I 
touched on some of the difficulties to which the language of the 
Japanese Treaty had given rise and told Adenauer that you greatly 

regretted the necessity of having to reopen any agreement already 

reached. 

The Chancellor readily accepted the political necessity for your 
suggestion and agreed to delete the phrase, adding that he did not 
feel this in any way implied the United States had lost interest in 

protection of human rights. He asked, however, that we write him 

a letter which could explain the reasons why a clause of this 

nature does not appear in the agreements. He would not use the 

letter if it could be avoided, but it is obvious that he wishes to be 

protected against any criticism that Germany was not prepared to 
give assurances regarding respect for human rights. 

1 Supra.



38 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME VII 

I also spoke very confidentially to Kirkpatrick and Francois- 
Poncet, both of whom are recommending to their governments to 
agree to drop the clause without publicity or unnecessary argu- 
ment. The latter will discuss this in Paris with Schuman next week 
in order to avoid telegraphic exchanges, and Kirkpatrick is writing 

Eden directly. 

Although it seems likely that we can without much difficulty 
obtain this modification of the Preamble, I believe our difficulties 

will come less from governments than from Jewish and other 

groups, particularly at home. On repeated occasions they have in- 
sisted that the new contracts with Germany should contain specific 
clauses regarding the protection of human rights as was done in 

the case of the Italian and satellite peace treaties. We have been 
able to meet this pressure by indicating that in the treaty Germa- 
ny will recognize this problem and give some commitment even 
though it might be in the form of an expression of policy rather 
than a specific clause. I fear, therefore, that when the treaty is 

published, this omission will not pass unnoticed and the storm of 

criticism may be heavy. As your letter indicates, however, you are 
aware of this aspect of the problem. 

I will let you know as soon as I can obtain answers from the Brit- 
ish and French governments. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN J. McCLoy 

No. 23 

662A.00/4-2852: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (McCloy) to the 

Department of State ! 

SECRET PRIORITY Bonn, April 28, 1952—9 p. m. 

2551. Fol is merely for your information as a general report on 
the status of our final negotiations. Requires no action. 

We made good progress today with Chancellor, ? but I sense that 

we are entering into a period when the Communists, SPD and neu- 

tralist propaganda is reaching its highest intensity. There has al- 

ready appeared evidence of an undercover campaign taking form of 

threats of what might happen to Berlin and generally if the con- 

tractuals and EDF agreements are signed. This is paralleling the 

1 Repeated to London and Paris. 
2 McCloy reported on the meeting with Adenauer on Apr. 28 in telegrams 2553 

and 2564 from Bonn. (662A.00/4-2852 and 262.0041/4-2952)
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current peace and unity campaign. Result of this may be some 
FedRep pressure to moderate or modify provisions to which the 
Chancellor has already agreed as the outside pressure rises, but 
thus far Chancellor has indicated he would seek only modifications 
of form. Chancellor is clearly concerned over southwest state defec- 
tion which complicates his position in Bundesrat. * I am also ad- 
vised that Blank has refused in Paris to recognize the effect of the 
Chancellor’s acceptance of the Fr proposal re propellants and per- 
haps other items in list II. I believe in this, Blank has the strong 
support of the military advisers and certain important polit lead- 
ers, and I fear that it is about to blossom into a tough obstacle. 

McCoy 

3Qn Apr. 25 the formation of a new coalition government in the South West 
German State resulted in the loss of control of the Bundesrat by the Adenauer gov- 
ernment. 

No. 24 

662A.00/5-152: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (McCloy) to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY Bonn, May 1, 1952—10 p. m. 

2614. Inform Defense (AgSec from Slater). Fol is brief summary 
report HICOMers/Chancellor mtg held 1 May 1952. Report on war 
criminals, fin discussion and executive session fols separate cable. 2 

1. General points. 

In opening remarks I pointed out that we were behind schedule 

with all conventions which were to have been completed by 1 May. 
In particular on acts and interests and rights and obligations con- 
ventions there were a number minor points required settlement. I 
urged that experts be directed to have these conventions finalized 
and ready for initialling within next two days with instrs to reps 
on both sides to facilitate agreement by compromise. Chancellor 
then introduced two major points on form and presentation of con- 
ventions. First, he repeated arguments about inability of Bundestag 
reps to see forest for trees (see Para 1 of Bonn sent Dept 2553 of 28 
April and 2507 of 25 April 3) and then proposed that certain provi- 

1 Repeated to Paris for Draper and MacArthur, and to London and Heidelberg. 
2 See Part I of telegram 2658, Document 28. 

3 Telegram 2553 reported, inter alia, that the Federal Republic would submit a 
list of specific points in the related conventions which would require Bundesrat ap-
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sions which he described as negative in tone be revised to bring out 

positive aspect first with negative exceptions to appear at end of 

provisions. Wherever poss, he added, details of provisions shld be 
extracted from conventions and incorporated in separate admin 

agreements. Second, he produced rather extensive list * (copies 
being air-pouched Dept) of points in all conventions, except fin con- 
vention, affecting laender auth, agencies, procedures and revenues 

which wld require specific Bundesrat approval. Fed Govt’s difficul- 
ties were increased in this connection he said, by broad interpreta- 
tion Bundesrat gives to Art 84 of basic law. His fear was that on 
ratification SPD might seize on any one of these points as device to 

block ratification in Bundesrat. He mentioned incidentally that 
there were at least two similar points involving Bundesrat approv- 
al in EDC convention which he wld ask the Ger Del in Paris to ex- 
amine. 

On these points mtg agreed: 

(a) That effort reach decision on outstanding points in convention 
shld proceed without delay and acts and interests and rights and 
obligations conventions be wound up as I proposed; 

(b) After decision on outstanding points had been made, effort at 
high level wld be made to meet Chancellor’s request for more posi- 
tive expression certain provisions. Chancellor promised proposals 
on presentation by next Monday; 

(c) Points of poss diff with Bundesrat will be assigned appropriate 
rapporteur groups for study. However, after cursory study list we 
informed Chancellor that whereas we cld meet him without diff on 
some points there remained others, such as, equalization of bur- 
dens tax exemptions, custody of common criminals, clemency, resti- 
tution, extradition and expulsions on which we cld not agree to sep- 
aration from related conventions or basic modification. Such 
changes wld only involve risk of refusal of allied parliaments to 
ratify agreements. 

With ref reports coalition leaders wld require postponement sig- 
nature conventions to permit them time make intensive study of 

provisions, Chancellor said emphatically that conventions cld be 
signed by 20 May even taking into account any action which might 
be required as result of his proposals reported above. 

2. Application and revision of rights and obligations convention. 

Yesterday Gers circulated fol proposal: 

‘“(1) This convention shall not apply to forces, either of three 
powers or of any other power, which form part of EDC. 

proval. Telegram 2507 reported that Adenauer had opened a meeting with the High 
Commissioners on Apr. 24 by commenting on the difficulties he was having in his 
Cabinet and coalition over the contractual conventions. (662A.00/4-2852 and 
762A .0221/4-2552) 

4 Not found in Department of State files.
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‘(2) Subj to provisions of Art X of gen convention this convention 
shall be reviewed. 

a. As soon as FedRep directly accedes to NATO. 
b. If development of EDC appears to furnish appropriate reasons 

for uniformization of legal status of all forces stationed in fed terri- 
tory.” 

With respect to Para 1, after considerable discussion between 

Berard and Adenauer, it was agreed Fr and Ger experts wld work 

out agreement covering provisions for Fr and Belg forces in transi- 

tional period between entry into force of contracts and full oper- 
ation of EDC procedures. Adenauer was adamant that EDC conven- 
tion shld confirm this agreement. Berard stated experts had agreed 
30 June 1953 was reasonable expectation as to date of establish- 
ment EDC procedures. 

With respect to Para 2, Chancellor finally agreed not to press for 
reference to FedRep membership of NATO. Mtg agreed to inclusion 
only of simple statement to effect that this convention shall be re- 
viewed after two years. 

3. Provision of information. 
HICOMers agreed to drop specific requirement provision in 

rights and obligation convention for mutual exchange of info and 
statistics between Ger auths and forces relevant to performance 
and respective obligations under this convention. 

[Here follows a discussion of transport services, hunting and fish- 
ing, customs exemptions, the preemergency clause, construction 

services, and the date of the next meeting. | 
McCoy 

No. 25 

662A.00/4-2552 

The Secretary of State to the United States High Commissioner for 

Germany (McCloy) } 

SECRET AND PERSONAL WASHINGTON, May 2, 1952. 

DEAR JACK: I deeply appreciate the steps you have so promptly 
taken as reported in your letter of April 25 2 to obtain agreement 
by Chancellor Adenauer and the British and French to the elimina- 
tion from the Preamble to the General Convention of the clause on 

1 Drafted by Lewis and Cates and Green of UNA and approved in draft by Mat- 
thews, Sandifer of UNA, and McFall of H. In a memorandum dated May 1, Secre- 

tary Acheson noted that he had that day discussed the paragraph on human rights 
with President Truman. This letter was drafted along the lines indicated below. 

2 Document 22.
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human rights. I understand your reasons for deciding to seek 
agreement to eliminating the clause rather than changing it to 
conform to that in the Japanese Treaty. I also understand the 
Chancellor’s desire to have a letter explaining the omission of such 
a clause for use if he should be pressed hard on this point by ele- 
ments in Germany. 

I must confess, however, that I look with considerable concern 

upon the idea of thus recording in a letter which might well be 
published our reasons for wishing to see no mention of human 
rights in the contractual agreements. Furthermore, the Chancellor 
himself seems well aware of the implication of the omission of such 
a clause. For these reasons I have been casting about for an alter- 
native which would eliminate the necessity for a letter to the 
Chancellor and at the same time avoid duplicating the language in 
the Japanese Treaty. 

I have hit upon an alternative, which is to omit the present 
human rights clause and substitute in the preceding “whereas’’ 
clause the phrase “human rights” for ‘rights of the individual”; so 
the whole clause would read “Whereas the Federal Republic has de- 
veloped free and responsible political institutions and is deter- 
mined to maintain the liberal-democratic federal constitution 
which guarantees human rights and is enshrined in its Basic Law;” 

This change has the merit of simplicity, should eliminate the 
need for a letter to the Chancellor, does not alter to any degree the 
meaning of the clause and inserts in the General Agreement a ref- 
erence to human rights which would at least allay the criticism 
which will probably be voiced if specific mention of the term is not 

made. 

A second alternative would be to substitute the following lan- 

guage for the clause now in the Preamble: 

“Whereas Germany recognizes the Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights as a common standard of achievement and declares 
its intention to promote respect for those rights and freedoms;”’ 

By the above language Germany would simply acknowledge the 
Universal Declaration of Human Rights as a common standard of 
achievement for all peoples and all nations, as did the Members of 
the United Nations in adopting this Declaration by a General As- 
sembly resolution on December 10, 1948. The pertinent language in 
the Preamble of the Declaration reads as follows: 

“The General Assembly, 
Proclaims this Universal Declaration of Human Rights as a 

common standard of achievement for all peoples and all nations, to 
the end that every individual and every organ of society, keeping 
this Declaration constantly in mind, shall strive by teaching and 
education to promote respect for these rights and freedoms and by
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progressive measures, national and international, to secure their 
universal and effective recognition and observance, both among the 
peoples of Member States themselves and among the peoples of ter- 
ritories under their jurisdiction.” 

Thus the Germans would be acknowledging a responsibility, no 
greater and no less than the members of the United Nations them- 

selves. This would eliminate any implication of inequality of treat- 
ment for the Germans, which is, I know, a sore subject with them. 

In effect they would be doing in the general convention what they 
would have done had they been members of the UN and thus able 
to vote in favor of the General Assembly Resolution. 

I cannot guage the difficulties which may face you in approach- 
ing other parties to the contractual agreements with another re- 
quest in regard to the human rights clause. I prefer the first and 
simpler alternative. However, I leave to your judgment which one 
to use in the light of conditions there, with which you are more fa- 
miliar than I. 3 

I am truly sorry to have to add this problem to all the others 
with which you are faced just now. 

Sincerely yours, 
DEAN ACHESON 

3 In discussions on the paragraph on human rights, which followed receipt of this 
letter in Bonn, McCloy was able to obtain agreement on the procedure proposed by 
Secretary Acheson in the third paragraph. For text of the convention on general 
relations with the agreed paragraph, see Document 51. 

No. 26 

662A.00/5-252: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (McCloy) to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY Bonn, May 2, 1952—6 p.m. 

2620. The fol release will be made simultaneously by EUCOM 
and HICOG at 1400 hours, Saturday, May 3. 

“European Command Headquarters made the fol release today: 

“Embodied in the early planning for the establishment of the 
EDC and the contractual agreements with the Ger Fed Rep, plans 
were developed to terminate the occupation mission of the US 
forces in Ger and to effect a transition from an occupation status to 
a status of mutual defense in which milit forces of the Fed Rep wld 
participate. 

1 Repeated to Paris and London.
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“‘The termination of occupation naturally embraces the discon- 
tinuance of certain support activities and services customarily ren- 
dered occupation forces by the indigenous economy. In anticipation, 
therefore, of the signing and ratification of the contractual agree- 
ments, it has been the intention of the US forces to initiate the 
phased reduction and final termination of certain of these support 
activities. It had been hoped that the recommendations of this com- 
mand, to accomplish this intention which were initiated on a tri- 
partite basis during Oct 1951, could have been agreed tripartitely 
prior to this date. This tripartite action has not yet taken place, 
and after consultation with the Dept of Def, it has been decided to 
initiate unilateral action at once by the US forces in Ger. 

“In contemplation of an early signing and ratification of the con- 
tractual agreements, Headquarters’ EUCOM is directing that steps 
be initiated at once to reduce, according to an orderly phased pro- 
gram designed to effect the termination of these activities by 30 
June of this year, certain support services which do not meet US 
milit appropriations standards and which are furnished the US 
forces in Ger from indigenous resources of the Fed Rep. Support af- 
fected compromises several categories, principally for personal 
services, clubs, messes, etc. This action is being taken prior to the 
termination of occupation in the hope that it will in a measure ad- 
vance the contribution of Ger milit forces to her own and the 
common defense of free nations.’ ” 

“Commenting on this statement, the US High Commissioner for 

Ger, John J. McCloy, said: 

‘“ ‘T am glad that a satisfactory solution of this matter can now be 
announced. General Handy and I have always had an understand- 
ing that such a step wld be taken in due course. It was hoped that 
it could be taken on a tripartite basis. Due to the difficulty of exact 
comparisons between the costs of the US forces and other Allied 
troops in Ger, a precise tripartite agreement on this matter could 
not be achieved at this time. However, even in the absence of such 
tripartite action in respect to these items it has been felt that the 
US should proceed unilaterally as it seemed clear the time for such 
action had arrived. EUCOMs announcement is very welcome and is 
in keeping with the policy of the US forces in Ger to keep costs to 
the minimum necessary for the accomplishment of their mission 
here. 

“TT am aware that this step represents substantial modification 
of certain conveniences and comforts which have been enjoyed in 
the past and I appreciate the real cooperation which this step evi- 
dences.’ ”’ 

McCoy
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No. 27 

662A.00/5-252: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (McCloy) to the 

Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY Bonn, May 2, 1952—8 p.m. 

2631. Opposition to contractual agreements has sharply increased 
(see ourtel 2515 Dept, 791 Paris, 676 London, pouched Rome, 

Moscow, Berlin, April 25 2) as coalition leaders were more fully in- 
formed about details of treaties. First major public outburst came 
with publication of article in FDP press service to effect that the 
party despaired “of the possibility of answering for present version 
of contracts’ before the German people. In a press interview, DP 
joined FDP in criticizing contracts and there was increasing pri- 
vate CDU pressure against initialling contracts in present form. 

In private conversation April 30, DP faction chief Muehlenfeld 

stated categorically that his party wld never approve contractual 

agreements in present form. While admitting that detailed study of 
already available portion of text had not yet been completed, 
Muehlenfeld nevertheless said it was clear by now that contracts 
contained so many obviously discriminatory provisions as to make 
acceptance by his faction impossible. 

He warned against noticeably increasing optimism in Allied cir- 
cles re early signature of contracts and predicted that ‘even Chan- 
cellor’s well-known persuasive ability together with facilitating 
time factor, US Senate ratification wld not suffice to overcome 

strong opposition part all coalition parties.”’ 

Muehlenfeld explained that parliamentary experts were enumer- 
ating about twenty objectionable or unacceptable provisions alleg- 

edly contained in contracts. This list may be ready by May 6 and 

only then cld coalition leaders assess final position of their respec- 
tive parties in order to determine specifically what portions of con- 

tracts shld be renegotiated or reformulated. To establish even sem- 

blance of equality, he hinted that “major changes’ were necessary 
with respect to emergency and re-examination clauses, troop treaty 
and war criminals. 

Muehlenfeld considered that opposition to contracts on part of 

DP were not owing to narrow-mindedness but “serious concern 

1 Repeated to Paris, Rome, London, Moscow, and Berlin. 

2 Telegram 2515 reported that the first sign of possible coalition opposition to the 
contractuals had appeared in an article in the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, a 
leading conservative paper, on Apr. 24 which stated that many members of the FDP 
one faction were strongly opposed to parts of the conventions. (662A.00/4-
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over future German democracy and European integration”. He 
maintained that no responsible German politician cld support con- 

tracts which “resembled Versailles Treaty.” This he added wld 
surely revive German nationalism in worst form and destroy grow- 
ing democracy as well as European idea. Muehlenfeld thought that 
his party, while fully cognizant overall importance speedy west in- 
tegration, was convinced that acceptance present contracts wld 
retard rather than promote this development. He concluded his re- 

marks somewhat dramatically by insisting that he wld “rather see 
Russians march in than assist voluntarily in reducing Fed Rep to 
status of puppet.”” Undoubtedly he did not really mean this but it 
does reflect atmosphere now existing in entire coalition. 

Fol FDP Vorstand meeting May 1, which was mainly called for 
purpose of examining contractual agreements, Maier and Achen- 
bach, both highly influential FDP leaders, expressed views to us 

which were practically identical with those of Muehlenfeld. Both 
Maier and Achenbach set forth, among others, the fol objections on 

those specific parts of the contractuals which they insisted wld 
never be accepted by coalition parties because of their humiliating 
and discriminatory nature: 

(1) Emergency clause was found unacceptable because discrimi- 
natory, since other signatory powers not obliged to recognize same 
limitations. 

(2) Fed Rep’s responsibility to aid Berlin is willingly accepted by 
all Germans, but express imposition of this obligation in contracts 
humiliating and must be deleted. 

(3) It shld not even be implied in contracts that the three Ambas- 
sadors can act collectively as has been case with HICOM. In an 
emergency this possibility wld be self-evident. 

(4) All mention of stationing of troops shld be eliminated from 
general contract since troop convention fully provides for this. 

(5) Additional financial burdens shld not be added to those al- 
ready agreed upon in Paris; for example, payment for damages 
caused by occupation troops. 

(6) German authorities shld not be obliged to carry out unconsti- 
tutional act of administering war crimes sentences imposed by for- 
eign tribunals. 

(7) It wld be “huge political blunder” to insist that rights as well 
as responsibilities established in contracts for Fed Rep applied in 
principle to a united Germany since Soviets cld make similar trea- 
ties with east zone govt and thus perpetuate division of Germany. 

(8) “Petrification of occupation law” in forms of continuing in 
force individual Allied occupation laws until replaced by German 
legislative action violates Hague convention and amounts to en- 
croachment upon freedom of Bundestag to legislate. 

(9) Many provisions now contained in contracts shld be deleted 
and reserved for settlement in peace treaty. This applies especially 
to the settlement concerning German foreign assets.
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(10) Term “West Europe” in contracts shld be changed to read 
merely “Europe” so as to avoid any misleading geographical limita- 
tions, especially as regards Soviet zone. 

Maier and Achenbach gave as further reason for FDP objection 
to contracts in present form their party’s belief that present ver- 

sion of contracts is not consistent with principles of Sept 1951 

Washington declaration three Foreign Ministers. * Both leaders 
made it abundantly clear that FDP’s answer if confronted with 

take it or leave it on present version of contractuals wld have to 
be, ‘no’. Maier informed us that Finance Minister Schaeffer had 
threatened the Cabinet with his resignation if additional financial 

burdens were imposed by contractuals. 

We believe vehement opposition to contracts caused mainly by a 

complex of the fol motives, relative importance of which cannot as 

yet be properly evaluated: 

(1) Genuine concern over actual effect of contracts on future of 
Germany as an independent state. 

(2) Anxiety as to the severe strain to which the coalition will be 
subjected arising from popular reaction to present form of treaties. 

(3) Irritation of parties over Chancellor’s failure to consult them 
during negotiations. 
_ (4) Normal desire of parties to demonstrate their German patriot- 
ism. 
_(5) Desire to pressure Western powers into last minute conces- 

sions. 

In evaluation foregoing, it shld be borne in mind that though 
leaders interviewed stated categorically that present version con- 

tracts completely unacceptable to their parties, they did not by any 
means despair of an eventual solution, and appeared confident that 

agreement cld be reached and ratification achieved. 

We will be better able to evaluate seriousness of opposition next 
Tuesday when parties will have drawn up detailed list of objec- 

tions. + 

McCoy 

3 Documentation on the tripartite Foreign Ministers meeting at Washington, Sept. 
10-14, 1951, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. 11, Part 1, pp. 1163 ff. 

* For a report on the meeting on May 8 to consider this list, see telegram 2749, 
Document 29.



48 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME VII 

No. 28 

662A.00/5-452: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (McCloy) to the 
Department of State 3 

SECRET Bonn, May 4, 1952—8 p. m. 

2658. Dept inform Defense. Ref Bonn sent Dept 2614, rptd 
London 711, Paris 832, Heidelberg 481. 2 In view several important 

developments in connection FedRep defense contribution, are sum- 
marizing meeting Chancellor/HICOMers May 1 (part I), memo sub- 
mitted by Chancellor to HICOMers* (part II), conversation 
McCloy/Schaeffer/Binns (part III), and comments on fin charges to 
FedRep which Adenauer memo states were not taken into account 
by EB of TCC (part IV). 

Part . 

1. Rapporteur group had referred to May 1 HICOMers/Chancel- 
lor meeting Art 8 (A) parallel column text (payments by FedRep to 
satisfy claims for occupation damages shall not be chargeable 

against defense contribution that FedRep wld satisfy claims outside 
defense contribution). Chancellor requested this be deferred to Exec 
session to discuss general financial situation FedRep. 

2. Chancellor opened discussion Exec session saying FedRep in 
precarious financial positions, that cash situation endangered by 

large expenditures for occupation costs in Mar, and that Chancellor 

was seriously alarmed over unfavorable trend. He said Schaeffer 
had sent him a memo analyzing FedRep’s financial position, the cu- 

mulative effect of various contractual commitments on FY 1952/ 

1958 position, and stating Schaeffer’s belief situation so alarming 

as to convince Schaeffer he cld not in good faith, be held responsi- 
ble for disastrous financial position he was convinced wld develop. 

3. Adenauer said he recognized Schaeffer’s tendency to exagger- 
ate, but in view of Schaeffer’s dire predictions, he had independent 
survey made which was then read to HICOMers. Adenauer re- 
marked that although independent survey not as extreme as 
Schaeffer’s memo, it nevertheless essentially verified Schaeffer’s 

v1ews. 
4. I said that we wld study the statement and discuss it with the 

Chancellor shortly. I felt that I cld not make a detailed reply but 
desire to call his attention to fact that while I was surprised in rate 

1 Repeated to Paris for Draper and to London and Heidelberg. 
2 Document 24. 
3 No copy of the memorandum has been found in Department of State files, but 

its contents are summarized in Part II below.
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of expenditure in Mar, I nevertheless believe it did not represent 

any extravagances and was a consequence of the low rate of pay- 
ments made in previous months. Mar expenditures for FY 1951/ 
1952, including Mar, were within the occupation cost budget. 
FinMin had deluded itself if it believed that low rate of payments 

cld continue for prolonged period of time. I told the Chancellor all 
of the Allies have made substantial efforts to keep their costs down 

and to honor the commitment made by the ForMin. Adenauer said 
he did not want to question the justice of the Mar payments at this 

time but will investigate. However, even if these payments were 

justifiable, it did not alter the fact that the FedRep was approach- 
ing a dangerous financial condition. We concluded by requesting 

that the memo be given extremely limited distribution. 

Part II. 

1. Memo submitted by Chancellor contains two main points: 

(a) Occupation costs at rate DM 1.4 billion Mar (actual), DM 850 
million (estimated) April and average DM 600 million in subse- 
quent months to July 31 justified to FedRep by HICOM will result 
in deficits which cannot be covered without raising DM 1.5 credit 
ceiling with Central Bank. This is impossible because of inflation- 
ary result. 

(b) As result TCC hearing, FedRep was prepared to make defense 
contribution DM 11.25 billion, divided DM 10.2 billion for cost Ger 
contingents and Allied troop support costs; and DM 1.05 billion for 
other public expenditures of defense character. Allied positions and 
already agreed sections of general agmt and conventions wld mean 
additional burden of almost DM 2 billion in FY 1952/1953 over and 
above DM 11.25 contribution (occupation damages, resettlement of 
occupation evicted persons personal restitution, compensation of 
persecutees, exemptions from indirect taxation and high cigarette/ 
coffee rations. (See part IV below for details.) 

FedRep in agreeing to DM 11.25 billion contribution was not pre- 

pared to assume additional burdens and, in fact, cannot because 

econ capacity limitations. 

2. Solutions offered are point (a) reduction occupation costs in 

pre-contractual period, modification conventions on points (b) and/ 

or provision of foreign aid. Otherwise FedRep must apply to TCC 
for re-assessment on ground points under (b) not previously taken 
into consideration and that econ expansion is not meeting TCC ex- 
pectations. 

3. Fol are analyses current situation: 

Point (a) examination of FedRep’s budgetary prospects indicates 
that if occupation costs are limited to DM 600 million monthly av-
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erage for Apr-July period as agreed HICOM (see our 2430 +) Fed 
budget will at least balance and probably show surplus. 

(DM million) 

(Figures are in five columns entitled “April, May, June, July, 
total period April-July’’) 

Federal expenditures 

(A) Occupation costs: 850, 500, 550, 500, 2400. 
(B) Non-recognized OC: 28, 30, 30, 32, 120. 
(C) Other: 980, 978, 1050, 950, 3908. 

Total: 1808, 1508, 1680, 1482, 6428. 

(DM million) 
Federal revenues 

(A) Federal taxes: 1170, 1310, 1360, 1230, 5070. 
(B) Shared taxes: 190, 150, 520, 190, 1050. 
(C) Other: 95, 106, 155, 126, 482. 

Total: 1455, 1566, 2085, 1546, 6602. 
Deficit (minus) or surplus (plus): Minus 353, plus 58, plus 405, 

plus 64, plus 174. 

(Estimate assumes no change in tax or expenditure laws, revenues 
slightly lower than previous period and expenditures slightly 
higher). If govt bill changing FedRep income tax share to 40 per- 
cent from present 27 percent effective by June 1, revenues and sur- 
plus will be DM 300-850 million higher for period. In event large 
deficit arising (which is inconceivable given our present info) 
FedRep had Mar 31, DM 854 million left under credits ceiling 85 
Central Bank (Apr 30, DM 485 million according to memo) and al- 
ready planned to sell at least DM 150 million in coins to Central 
Bank before July 31. 

Past history of special non-rediscountable treasury certificates 
(these do not fall under DM 1.5 billion credit ceiling) leads us be- 
lieve even further funds could be made available through new issue 
in spite of argument in memo to effect that Central Bank having 
difficulty refunding those already outstanding. 

4. Keystone of favorable outlook presented above is the matter of 
giving effect to our DM 600 million average monthly limitation be- 
ginning Apr 1. AgSec (52) 331 dated 8 April ® to Chancellor an- 
nouncing limitation was phrased ‘issue payment documents” 
rather than actual expenditures as agreed HICOM (HICOM/M (52) 
6 date 3 Apr >) and earlier HICOM-EUCOM agmt (our 1878 °). This 

Telegram 2430 reported that at a meeting on Apr. 16 Schaeffer had protested 
about the occupation expenditures for March which had risen to DM 1,368 million 
as compared to DM 577 million for the previous month. (762A.0221/4-1852) 

5 Not found in Department of State files. 
6 Telegram 1878 reported that at a meeting on Mar. 5 EUCOM and HICOG had 

agreed to limit U.S. occupation costs to DM 1020 million for the 4-month period be- 
ginning Apr. 1. (740.5/3-752)
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done to protect against FedRep delaying payment on bills at end of 

pre-contractual period so that payment wld have to [be] made 
under Allied defense costs. FedRep apparently believes, as indicat- 

ed memo, that limitation does not apply to Apr expenditures up to 
25th day when Federal accounts on 1951/1952 occupation budget 

close since orders for these payments presumably issued in Mar. 

Have already secured UK agreement that limitation agreed 
HICOM was for all expenditures from this or previous years budg- 

ets by Ger payment offices between Apr 1 and July 31. If Fr agree- 

ment received, HICOM can clear up FedRep misunderstanding and 

satisfy fears expressed in memo on pre-contractual period without 
giving away anything not already conceded. 

Part LI. 

1. At meeting Schaeffer/McCloy/Binns May 2, we stated that we 
on our side are also very surprised at expenditure figure for Mar of 

DM 1 billion 460 million. We pointed out that liquidation or reduc- 

tion of carryover in itself created a healthier situation and that we 

wld do everything in our power to keep occupation cost expendi- 
ture within the four months period Apr 1 to July 31 to total of DM 

2.4 billion on an average monthly rate of DM 600 million regard- 

less of fact that Apr expenditure amounted to DM 900 million. We 

pointed out that a carryover from the occupation period into de- 
fense period was politically much more difficult for us than carry- 

over from one defense period to another defense period. 

2. Min Schaeffer stated that when he gave his agreement to the 

Ger defense contribution of 850 DM million per month, he had 
done so on basis of his assumption that occupation costs wld be 

about DM 500 million per month and that he was justified in 
making that assumption because average expenditure in the past 

years had been at that rate and that an increase in troop strength 

wld be counter-balanced by economies. He had assumed that the 
carryover from the last occupation cost period wld be handled in 
the same way as in previous years and that there wld not be an 

accelerated liquidation. His agreement was further based on as- 

sumption that there wld be no additional expenditure of a defense 
nature outside the DM 850 million per month which are now con- 

tained in occupation costs budgets or in budgets for non-occupation 
costs. He thought that we now had only two alternatives: 

a. To accept the fact that there was no meeting of the minds at 
the time of the previous agreement on defense contribution and to 
reopen the discussion or, 

b. To invoke the clause that the FedRep can request aid if condi- 
tions do not permit her to fulfill the obligations.
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3. We pointed out that we cld not accept his contention that 
there had been no meeting of minds since we had emphasized at 

the time of the agreement that occupation costs wld probably be as 
high as DM 600 million per month and that the responsibility for 
his political difficulties rested on him because of his published 
statements, contrary to the info we had given him, that occupation 
costs wld be limited to DM 500 million per month. 

In regard to second alternative FedRep cld, of course, request ad- 
ditional aid but we cld make no statement as to whether such a 
request wld be received favorably. We pointed out, however, that in 
our view situation not in accord with that envisaged in Adenauer/ 
ForMin Lisbon agreement,” since in that agmt FedRep cld request 

aid if FedRep ran into serious financial difficulties in defense 
period as result its defense contribution. Since defense period had 
not even commenced we cld offer Schaeffer no encouragement. 

Part IV. 

1. Comments on charges which memo states were not taken into 

account by TCC. 

(a) Occupation damages. FY 1953 DM 400 million. Total DM 1500 
million. Understand State/Defense have agreed these charges not 
to be included as part Ger defense contribution. A major objective 
is to avoid payment dollars for liquidation occupation. Ger esti- 
mates being reviewed by forces. 

(b) Non-recognized OC. FY 1953 DM 450 million. Main category is 
resettlement charges for persons evicted from property taken over 
by Allied forces. Gers desire charge this against (a) Allied support 
costs or (b) global contribution. So far we have insisted neither pos- 
sibility acceptable. 

(c) Restitution claims. FY 1953 DM 150 million. Total DM 1500 
million. Preliminary check indicates figures conform Allied esti- 
mates. Charge spread over ten years. 

(d) Persecutee claims. FY 1953 DM 350 million. Total DM 3000- 
3500 million. Understand Laender scheduled to bear about 2/3 rd’s 
burden. Ten year spread. 

(e) Tax exemption and smuggling by forces. Imputed tax loss FY 
1953 is DM 500 million. Not properly classifiable with (a)-(d). 

2. Foregoing figures wld give actual FedRep burden not taken 
into account by TCC of about DM 1235 million. If defense period 
commences later than 30 June 1952, amount wld be corresponding- 
ly reduced; also defense burden itself wld be less than DM 11250 

million. 
3. While in our judgment prospective short-run fin position does 

not give rise to alarm, we are somewhat less sanguine in respect to 

entire FY 1952/1953. However, believe it too early to make any 

7 See footnote 2, Document 20.
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judgment now because of many variables including fact that any 
delay in ratification beyond June 30 will reduce defense contribu- 
tion below DM 11250 million. 

Danger in situation lies in fact that Schaeffer and memo essen- 
tially correct in stating that EB of TCC had not considered addi- 

tional burdens enumerated above in assessing FedRep’s fin capac- 
ity (because FedRep had not agreed to assume all these obligations 
at time of TCC hearing FedRep had not brought all of them out). In 
view Adenauer’s alarm over situation and Schaeffer’s determina- 
tion to obtain some relief it may become advisable for us to agree 
to some form of non-recognized occupation costs in defense contri- 
bution, probably in Allied share thereof. This might fend off likeli- 
hood of FedRep request for new TCC hearing, request for addition- 
al aid, or attempt by Schaeffer to get Chancellor to repudiate 
Lisbon agmt as bargaining device to reverse AHC/Chancellor’s 
agmts on claims, restitution: et cetera. 

McC Loy 

No. 29 

662A.00/5-952: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (McCloy) to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY Bonn, May 9, 1952—3 p. m. 

2749. At meeting High Commissioners/Chancellor on 8 May, re- 
vised German list points in conventions requiring Bundesrat ap- 

proval (copy air pouched Department) was presented. 2 List divided 

in two parts; first, provisions certainly requiring Bundesrat approv- 

al; second, provisions where need Bundesrat approval matter of in- 

terpretation. Lists included at least five items of major importance 

from Allied point of view: re constitution, exemption from Laender 
taxes, decartelization, use of Laender property and services, equali- 

zation of burdens. 

After considerable discussion, Chancellor proposed that all provi- 
sions requiring Bundesrat approval should be separated from con- 
ventions and made subject of separate treaty which would be pre- 
sented for ratification simultaneously with general agreement and 

1 Repeated to London and to Paris for Draper and MacArthur. 
2 This meeting took place at 11 a. m. No copy of the list has been found in Depart- 

ment of State files. In addition to the list the Chancellor and the High Commission- 
ers discussed damage claims and a tripartite reply to the Soviet note on German 
unity of Apr. 9. McCloy reported on these discussions in telegrams 2744 and 2742 
from Bonn, May 9 and 8. (740.5/5-952 and 662.00/5-852)
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related conventions. When pinned down, however, he would not 

agree to any provision whereby entry into effect of general agree- 

ment and related conventions would be dependent upon ratification 
of second treaty with items requiring Bundesrat approval. 

We informed Chancellor that while we were prepared to accept 
minor changes in present texts conventions to meet possible diffi- 
culties with Bundesrat, we could not agree to separation of provi- 

sions on five major items referred to above and possibly others for 
independent or subsequent ratification. We pointed out: (a) undesir- 

ability on agreements of this importance of adopting any procedure 
aimed at circumventing Federal Republic constitutional arrange- 

ments; (b) that effect of isolating points requiring Bundesrat ap- 

proval, which include many financial and other unpopular require- 

ments in one treaty would be to enable opposition to concentrate 

fire on these items at time of ratification; (c) that it appeared tacti- 
cally more advantageous to present agreements to Parliament in 

one package so that fact that positive features of settlement out- 
weigh negative ones would be apparent. I pointed out that US Con- 

gress would never ratify in this session two independent treaties, 
leaving open possibility that later German Parliament might 

accept first treaty favorable to it and reject second. 

Berard informed Chancellor that Schuman, while willing to 

make minor amendments in texts agreements to meet Chancellor, 

would not accept at this stage any major changes. Furthermore, 

procedure suggested by Chancellor would not be acceptable to 

French Parliament. UK member indicated he also had instructions 

not to accept any modification of substance on these points at this 

time although in meeting Chancellor asked High Commissioners to 

raise his proposal with their governments, later in private session 

he agreed to drop his proposal for the two treaty approach; howev- 

er, he said he would submit proposals for dealing with the five 

major points cited above. I indicated that while Allies would insist 

that these points be contained in the conventions, we would give up 

points which are not important to us. 

High Commissioners meeting Chancellor again 1430 hours 9 

May. 3 
McCoy 

3 For a report on this meeting, see telegram 2766, Document 33.



ESTABLISHMENT OF CONTRACTUAL RELATIONS DO 

No. 30 

762A 00/5-952 Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (McCloy) to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY Bonn, May 9, 1952—9 p. m. 

2760. Last night I met with some of those influential coalition 
leaders who have been mostly concerned with contractual agree- 
ments and who are known to be rather critical of certain provi- 
sions contained in contracts. 2 Mtg was arranged at request of Ger- 

stenmaier and attended on German side by Brentano, Gersten- 

maier, Strauss, CDU/CSU, Schaeffer and Preusker, FDP, Muehlen- 

feld and Merkatz, DP. 

General treaty. Germans voiced unanimous and strong misgiv- 
ings with respect to Article V, paras 2 and 3.* Though they fully 
recognized necessity of protecting security of Allied troops sta- 

tioned in FedRep, they felt present formulation violated principle 
of equality and was incompatible with idea of true partnership. 
Germany urged reformulation of entire article for purpose of com- 
pletely separating what they called external and internal emergen- 
cies. With respect to former, i.e., emergencies caused by open ag- 
gression, Germans agreed to accept present formula. As regards in- 

ternal emergencies caused by disorder, strikes, etc., they insisted 
that govt shld be given veto right which wld limit Allied powers to 

protection of security of their own forces alone. Germans also rec- 
ommended in case of such veto that govt be given right immediate- 
ly to file appeal with NATO which wld promptly render final deci- 
sion together with EDC commissioner. Proposal to include EDC 
commissioner in NATO arbitration body motivated primarily by 

desire to give Germans indirect voice on arbitration board. 

Re Article VII, para 2,4 Germans fully agreed in principle but 

considered it politically unwise to attempt to commit possible 

future all-German Govt to accept general contract prior to forma- 

tion of such a govt. They expressed anxiety that opposition wld se- 

verely attack this provision and claimed that it wld impede 
German unity and encourage Soviets to conclude similar restrictive 
treaty with GDR. Though Germans realized that this article had 
been included in contracts at Chancellor’s request, they felt it was 

1 Repeated to Paris and London. 
2 The meeting was held at 10:30 at Reber’s house. 
3 Article V of the general convention dealt with the rights of the Allies to protect 

the security of their armed forces in the Federal Republic. 
4 Article VII dealt with the final peace settlement and German unity.
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completely superfluous and shld either be deleted or drastically re- 

vised. 

FDP leaders strongly urged that term ‘‘Allied powers” shld be re- 

placed throughout contracts by “signatory states’ or by name of 

govt concerned if necessary, and all signatories be named in the 
text as equal and individual entities freely negotiating with one an- 

other rather than on three to one basis. They pointed out that this 
wld in no way limit right of Ambassadors to consult jointly but wld 

greatly improve outward appearance of treaties. CDU and DP lead- 
ers urged acceptance of this proposal. 

Provisions on war criminals were criticized primarily by DP and 
FDP. CDU dels seemed to have no major reservations and gave 

only weak support to their colleagues. DP leaders recommended 

inter alia early release of war criminals of type of Manstein and 

Kesselring as gesture of good will. However, I gained impression 

that DP and FDP objections to war criminal provisions were not 

really fundamental and that review board procedure, if instituted 
at an early date, wld placate them. 

Economic restrictions, particularly on DKV, deconcentration, dis- 
tribution of shares in newly reorganized companies, etc., encoun- 

tered some opposition from FDP and DP leaders. They recommend- 

ed that these provisions shld be included in transitional agreement 

but not in general contract and repealed as soon as Schuman Plan 
authority starts to function. 

Discussion broke up at 1:30 p. m. [a. m.?] and Germans undoubt- 

edly had other reservations with respect to subsidiary convention, 
especially as regards troop treaty, financial contribution, and sever- 
al provisions which they claimed belonged in final peace treaty 
rather than in contracts. There was no time to discuss these in 

detail. I told Germans that I wld consider their objections where 

possible but made it very clear at same time that I cld make no 
commitment of any kind to them because of delicate balance of in- 

terests necessary for ratification of treaties as contribution to long- 
term international objectives and as proof of permanence of US in- 
terests in Europe. I underlined latter point by explaining vital im- 

portance of early Senate ratification. I left mtg with feeling that 

opposition to treaties had been considerably diminished through 

this first opportunity to discuss matter personally with us. 
McCoy
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No. 31 

762A.0221/4-1952 

The Secretary of State to the Secretary of Defense (Lovett) 3 

SECRET WASHINGTON, May 9, 1952. 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: Thank you for the expression of your 
interest, in your letter of April 19, 2 in the early completion of the 
negotiations of the contractual arrangements with the German 
Federal Republic and of the treaty to establish the European De- 
fense Community. There are still a number of questions remaining 
to be solved in the contractual arrangements, particularly in the 
field of the German financial contribution to defense and the sup- 
port of the Allied forces in Germany. The solution of these ques- 
tions will undoubtedly require the closest collaboration between 
our respective Departments. 

Your letter refers to two questions in this particular field. The 
first has to do with the unliquidated balance of obligations in- 
curred by the Allied forces which will exist at the time of the entry 
into force of the contractual arrangements. I understand that, since 
the date of your letter, this matter has been the subject of conver- 

sations between representatives of our respective Departments, and 
of Mr. Harriman’s office. 

The establishment of the total German financial contribution to 
defense during the NATO fiscal year 1952/53, which was finally re- 
solved in the agreement reached between the Foreign Ministers of 
the three occupying powers and Chancellor Adenauer during the 
Lisbon Conference, * proved to be one of the most difficult prob- 

lems encountered during the negotiations of the contractual ar- 
rangements. As you may recall, Chancellor Adenauer requested 

that the amount which the Germans should spend for defense 

should be fixed on the same basis as that of the NATO countries 
and under a similar procedure. The German desires in this respect 
appeared to the three governments to be reasonable, and we re- 
quested the members of the Executive Bureau of the TCC to consid- 
er the German case and recommend a total contribution for Ger- 
many which would be comparable to that of the other principal 
countries participating in Western defense. After two hearings of 
representatives of the Federal Republic and an intensive study of 
the German economic and financial position, the members of the 

1 Drafted by Reinstein on Apr. 28 and retyped on May 9. According to another 
copy attached to the source text, it was cleared by Lewis and Matthews. 

2 Document 20. 
3 See footnote 2, Document 20.
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Executive Bureau recommended a total contribution of DM 11.2 
billion. The Germans were quite reluctant to accept this figure, 
which was considerably in excess of their own estimate of the max- 
imum figure which the German economy could sustain and which 
it would be possible for the Federal Government to finance. Howev- 
er, Mr. Eden, Mr. Schuman and I pressed Chancellor Adenauer 
very strongly to accept the figure, and the High Commission even- 
tually, with considerable difficulty, worked out a formula based 
upon the recommendation of the members of the Executive 
Bureau, which it was possible for both the Germans and the three 
powers to accept. The agreed formula was that the Germans should 
pay an average of DM 850 million per month from the effective 
date of the EDC Treaty and the contractual arrangements until 
June 30, 1953 for the support of Allied forces and the German con- 
tribution to the EDC, in addition to certain other defense expendi- 

tures which will be carried in the ordinary German public budgets. 
I think it was the clear intent of the recommendation to the four 

governments by the members of the Executive Bureau, and of the 
agreement made at Lisbon, to establish the total amount which 
would be paid by the Federal Government for defense expenditures 
during the NATO year 1952/53, once the contractual arrangements 
have come into force. Any such expenditures during that period 
must come out of the agreed total of DM 850 million per month. 

Any other approach to the problem would mean that we would be 
asking the Germans to pay more than an objective study of their 

economic position, which has been accepted by the three govern- 
ments, had indicated they could pay. I think this would obviously 
be a very difficult position for us to take and one which, it seems to 

me, would be prejudicial to the rapid conclusion of the negotia- 
tions. 

It follows from this that the expenditures made for the benefit of 
the forces once the contractual arrangements come into force, re- 
gardless of the date at which obligations were incurred, must be 
paid out of the sums made available to the forces from the German 
defense contribution. This has already been agreed by the Allied 

High Commission. 
While the sum to be made available for the support of the Allied 

forces during the NATO year 1952/53 has not yet been agreed, it 
seems to me that the funds which are likely to be made available 
for the benefit of the United States forces should be adequate to 
pay for any expenditures which may be required to liquidate obli- 

gations undertaken prior to the contractual arrangements. I under- 

stand that no figures are available on the amount of obligations 

outstanding at the present time, but I recall that in earlier discus- 

sions, representatives of the United States forces in Germany esti-
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mated the carryover at the beginning of the current German fiscal 
year would amount to approximately one billion Deutsche Marks. 

Your letter also suggests we should obtain an undertaking from 
the Germans that any funds made available for the United States 
forces out of the United States contribution should remain avail- 
able until expended. The Department has instructed Mr. McCloy to 
seek German agreement to this proposal. I think that the drafting 
of appropriate language for such an understanding can best be left 
to the negotiators in Germany. 

Sincerely yours, 
DEAN ACHESON 

No. 32 

762A.0221/5-952 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Special Assistant to the 
Director of the Bureau of German Affairs (Reinstein) } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, May 9, 1952. 

Subject: Financial Support of British Troops in Germany 

Participants: Sir Oliver Franks, British Ambassador to the United 

States 

The Secretary 

Mr. James C.H. Bonbright, Deputy Assistant 
Secretary, EUR 

Mr. Jacques J. Reinstein, GER 

Sir Oliver read to the Secretary instructions which he had re- 
ceived from Mr. Eden on the subject of the German contribution to 
defense and its effect on the British position. He said that these in- 
structions had been conveyed to him after the problem had been 
considered by the Cabinet. 

In the first place, the British Government was anxious that the 

United States Government should be fully cognizant of the longer- 
term implications of conclusion of the contractual arrangements 
with respect to the British position. It was clear from the studies 
which have been made at Paris that the cost of building up the 
German contingents would rise very rapidly in the NATO Fiscal 
Year 1953-1954. In consequence, there is little prospect that all or 
a substantial part of the cost of support of the British Forces in 
Germany after June 30, 1958, can be met from the German contri- 

1 Drafted on May 13. Copies were sent to Paris, London, Bonn, the Departments of 
Defense and the Treasury, and to the Mutual Security Agency.



60 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME VII 

bution. The British Government is most anxious to carry out the 
commitments which it made at Lisbon with respect to the station- 

ing of British Forces in Germany, to which it attaches great strate- 
gic importance. At the same time, in the light of the hard realities 
of the British economic position, a very serious problem will be 
posed. An increase in the United Kingdom’s defense budget would 
involve very serious strains. Beyond this, the situation involves the 
most serious implications from the view point of the British bal- 
ance of payments situation. The Ambassador indicated that the 
British Government does not wish at this time to do more than to 
impress these facts upon the American Government. They will 
have to be taken up in the next NATO review. 

The Ambassador said that the British Government is also con- 
cerned regarding the development of the shorter-term problem of 
the support costs for the year 1952-1958. In the light of the discus- 
sions which have been going on in Bonn and Paris, the British Gov- 
ernment questions whether the Germans can in fact spend the 
sums of money which have been suggested in these discussions. It 
is concerned that the United States may, in an effort to bring 
about a speedy conclusion of the negotiations, press for a reduction 

in the figure of Allied support costs. Economies have been made in 
the expenditures of the United Kingdom Forces in Germany; some 
additional economies may be possible, but they will be marginal. In 
any event, they are likely to be swallowed up by costs which have 
not been budgeted for, such as the possible re-deployment of British 
Forces in response to the requirements of SHAPE. The United 
Kingdom Forces would need their full share of the DM 6.8 billion 
which had been agreed upon by the Foreign Ministers in London. ? 
The British Government hopes that the United States will support 
this position in the negotiations now under way. The Ambassador 
pointed out that a reduction in the funds available for the United 

Kingdom forces would, in effect, cause the longer-term problem to 
which the British Government had referred to arise during the 
year 1952-19583. 

The Ambassador said that it was not to be inferred from these 
representations that the British Government was not anxious to 
proceed to the conclusion of the contractual arrangements as soon 
as possible. This is, in fact, its desire. 

Mr. Acheson said that we were quite aware of the longer-term 
problem to which the Ambassador had referred. It had been agreed 
at London that it would be difficult at this time to reach any con- 
clusion as to what should be done after June 30, 1953. The matter 

2 The records of the Foreign Ministers discussions at London, February 13-19, are 
printed in vol. v, Part 1, pp. 36 ff.
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had therefore been left for later discussion when there would be 
more clarity as to what the Germans could do, the British situation 
and other factors. 

Mr. Acheson said that we had been looking into the problem of 
dividing the German contribution for the first year. The cost of the 
German contingents during the year 1952-1953 has been estimated 

by the Allies as DM 4.2 billion, and by the Germans at DM 7.7 bil- 
lion. This represented a narrowing of the previous difference, 
which had been between DM 9 billion on the German side and DM 
3.1 billion on the Allied side. The German estimates were probably 
still excessive. Mr. Acheson pointed out that if, as now seemed 

likely, the EDC treaty were not ratified until the fall, the last quar- 
ter of the year would, in effect, be shifted into the following fiscal 
year. This would involve a considerable reduction in the estimated 
costs of the German contingents, since the costs were proportion- 
ately much larger in the last quarter. The figure for the last quar- 
ter, according to the Allied calculation, is DM 1.8 billion, which 

would reduce the Allied figure to DM 2.4 billion for nine months. 
The German estimate for the last quarter is DM 3.4 billion, which 
would reduce the total for nine months, on their calculation, to DM 

4.3 billion. 
Mr. Acheson said that in the light of these considerations the 

problem appeared to be of manageable proportions. However, rec- 
onciling the figures would involve a very tight fit. Mr. Acheson 
pointed out that the DM 6.8 billion figure for Allied troop support 
which the Foreign Ministers had agreed at Lisbon was a maximum 
figure and was to be subject to reductions. Non-defense expendi- 
tures, for example, were to be taken out. He felt that an effort 

should be made to see what could be done in the way of reducing 

costs in the field of defense expenditures. It was pointed out to the 
Ambassador that, in the discussions in the Tripartite Group on 
Germany prior to the Paris and Rome meetings in 1951, the British 
had proposed a flat cut in the troop support budgets for the first 

defense year of twenty to twenty-five per cent below the occupation 
cost budget for 1951-1952. 

The Ambassador said he would report this conversation to his 
Government. 

On May 10, the Ambassador called on Mr. Bonbright and Mr. 
Reinstein to ask whether, in the event the EDC treaty and the con- 
tractual agreement were not ratified until the fall, the German 
contribution for the NATO Fiscal Year 1952/53 would still be DM 
10.2 billion. He said that, if the contribution were reduced say to 
DM 7 1/2 billion, a substantial problem would still remain. The 
Ambassador assumed that under these circumstances the Allied 
troop cost figure would still be DM 6.8 billion.
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It was explained to the Ambassador that the contribution, by 
agreement between the Foreign Ministers and Chancellor Adenau- 
er, had been fixed at DM 850 million per month from the effective 
date of the treaties until June 30, 1953. However, the troop support 

cost figure would also be reduced by something like DM 600 million 
per month, since we would continue to receive occupation costs 
until the treaties became effective. 

The Ambassador was satisfied with this explanation. 

No. 33 

662A.00/5-1052: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (McCloy) to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY Bonn, May 10, 1952—8 p.m. 

2766. Inform Defense. 

1. At mtg High Commissioners/Chancellor on May 9, discussion 
continued points in conventions requiring Bundesrat approval. 2 
See ourtel to Dept 2749, rptd info London 766, Paris 886.2? Hall- 

stein stated Gers had reconsidered certain important items and 
now felt equalization of burdens exemption did not require Bundes- 
rat approval. 

2. Hallstein also stated necessity Bundesrat approval cld be obvi- 
ated on two other major points as follows: 

(a) On use of Laender property by the forces, Fed Govt cld under- 
take to furnish such property free of charge, thus assuming respon- 
sibility to make arrangements with the Laender and to pay any 
rent or other charges. Fin Min proposed this provision shld be in 
separate ltr but after discussion agrmt was reached for inclusion 
provision in convention. 

(b) On tax exemption of forces and their members Fin Min pro- 
posed convention provide specific exemption from all taxes of char- 
acter not in fact requiring Bundesrat approval; agrmt of Fed Govt 
to introduce special legis exempting from taxes in which Laender or 
municipalities shared; and agrmt that legis so submitted wld 
govern certain agreed exemptions etc. Fin Min indicated this 
method followed in EDC treaty proposal. 

1 Repeated to Paris for Harris, Draper, and MacArthur and to London. 

2 At their meeting on May 9 the Chancellor and the High Commissioners also dis- 
cussed guided missiles, the Finance Convention, the preemergency clause, the possi- 

bility that the contractuals might take effect before final ratification, and the Acts 
and Interests Convention. McCloy reported on these discussions in telegrams 2764, 
2765, 2767, 2763, and 2770, May 10 and 11, from Bonn. (Telegrams 2764 and 2765, 

740.5/5-1052; 762A.00/5-1052, 662A.00/5-1052, and 762A.0221/5-1152) 
3 Document 29.
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Possibility advanced that agrmt might state exemption from 
income taxes and corporate taxes, in which laender share, on 
ground such exemption in accordance principals intl law for troops 
temporarily in foreign territory. 

Pressed for coverage for period prior to adoption law granting ex- 

emption Chancellor finally agreed undertaking by Fed Govt to re- 
imburse for Laender and municipal taxes exacted during each 
period. 

When pressed Fin Min agreed such tax reimbursement shld not 
be credited against FedRep def contribution but wld affect its “in- 

capacity to pay” and therefore shld be considered in the future. We 
pointed out that involved no net payment out of Ger economy and 
obviously had no effect whatsoever on FedRep capacity. 

8. Believe proposals out[lined above?] avoid Bundesrat problem 
and furnish basis for working out suitable contractual provisions. 

4. Regarding contractual provisions affecting “procedure” of 
laender auths, new proposals were presented on restitution and 
certain rights and obligations provisions. These under study. 

McCoy 

No. 34 

662A.00/5-1452: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (McCloy) to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY Bonn, May 14, 1952—8 p.m. 

2823. Adenauer in 13 May session with High Commissioners re- 

ported results of weekend mtgs with Cabinet and reps of coalition 
parties at which time he was asked to raise fol seven major points 

with High Commissioners. 2 

(A) Declaration of State of Emergency: 

Chancellor said SPD was centering on Art 5, gen convention as 

one of main issues in campaign against contractuals. He stressed 

importance attached by coalition to this art and need for making 
distinction between emergency created by external attack and one 

1 Repeated to Paris for Draper and MacArthur and to London. 
2 On May 11 McCloy had transmitted an account given him by Blankenhorn of an 

11-hour meeting on May 10 between Adenauer and his Cabinet and the leading coa- 
lition leaders. Although the outlook in the meeting at first seemed very dark, Blan- 
kenhorn stated that the Chancellor was convinced at the end that he had made real 
progress in overcoming objections to the contractuals, even though only the general 
convention and parts I and II of the acts and interests convention had been dis- 
cussed. (Telegram 2768 from Bonn, 762A.00/5-1152)
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brought on by internal disturbance. He also said art cld be made 
more acceptable in appearance and extraordinary measures taken 

only where FedRep and EDC are not in position to deal with situa- 
tion. Chancellor said Ger proposals mainly involved matters of 
form rather than substance. Kirkpatrick and I replied that deletion 
of phrase “if they find that” in para 2 present text involved major 

change of substance, particularly in view fact this phrase had been 

employed in text from outset. I stated further that any change this 
key art wld require most careful consideration and asked for sub- 

mission Ger draft. This draft (text of which being cabled separate- 

ly 3) rearranges order of paras and provides, inter alia, that when 

Ger EDC contingents are formed, FedRep wld have right of objec- 
tion to declaration state of emergency with final decision taken by 
NATO Council together with EDC commissariat. We agreed to dis- 
cuss matter further at mtg with Chancellor Thurs. 4 

(B) Deconcentration: 

See immed fol cable report this subj, Bonn to Dept 2822 rptd 
London 922, Paris 912. 5 

(C) Exemption from equalization of burdens taxation: 

Question of exemption of UN companies from equalization of 

burden taxation was reopened and Schaeffer proposed procedure 
whereby companies wld pay tax and UN shareholders these compa- 

nies wld be reimbursed. I replied that we had considered this pro- 
posal on previous occasions and found it too complex and, there- 

fore, not practical. Kirkpatrick outlined Allied arguments for ex- 

emption and stressed unfavorable reaction of Allied govts to 
change in view fact that companies had been informed settlement 

already reached on this point. Chancellor then asked for ltr from 
High Commissioners stating reasons for rejection proposal, imply- 

ing that on this basis he was willing to let matter drop. 

(D) War Criminals: 

Mtg discussed problems procedure to be followed by clemency 
board and arrangements for custody. (See Art VI paras 8 and 11 of 
SPCOM/P (52) 23 (A) of 10 May 1952 6). (Reported separate cable 7). 

3 Telegram 2824 from Bonn, May 14. (662A.00/5-1452) 
4 On May 16 McCloy reported that at their meeting with the Chancellor on Thurs- 

day, May 15, the High Commissioners rejected the German proposal and presented 
certain counterproposals designed to meet as far as possible the desiderata of the 
Federal Republic. Adenauer accepted this counterproposal as did the Department of 
State. McCloy’s report was transmitted in telegram 2857 from Bonn. (662A.00/5- 
1652) The Department of State acceptance was transmitted in telegram 3194 to 
Bonn, May 17. (662A.00/5-1652) For the agreed text of Article 5, see Document 51. 

5 This telegram and telegram 2816 from Bonn, both dated May 14, reported on the 
discussions on May 18 concerning the acts and interests convention. (862A.054/5- 

1452 and 662A.00/5-1452)
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(E) Nondiscrimination by Ger authorities: 
Chancellor referred to provision in rights and obligations conven- 

tion that “no person shall be prosecuted or prejudiced in his civil 
rights or econ position by action of Ger courts or authorities solely 
on ground that has sympathized with or aided policies and inter- 
ests of any one or more of three powers, or that he has, within 

scope of gen convention or related convention, or within scope of 
cooperation and assistance envisaged in Art 4 of this convention, 
furnished info or services to forces, auths, or agencies of any one or 

more of three powers, or a power concerned, or to any person 
acting under authority of any of them.” He said that on Ger side 
phrase “within scope of gen convention or related conventions” was 
not understood and that it seemed to introduce element of distrust 
into what he described as “honest partnership”. Kirkpatrick ex- 
plained purpose of inclusion this phrase was to accommodate 
FedRep by placing limitation on application of this provision. After 
further discussion, Chancellor said he wld consider it again and 
might be able to suggest clearer formulation for consideration 
Thurs. 

(F) Occupation Damages: 
After brief discussion on issues cited in para 3, Bonn sent Dept 

2770, rptd Paris 896, London 775 of 11 May, ® mtg agreed to consid- 
er this matter after discussions regarding division of FedRep con- 
trib to def were further advanced. 

(G) Rights and Obligations of Unified Ger: 
Mtg agreed to fol Ger proposal for amendment Art VII of gen 

convention: 

“1. (No change). 
“2. Pending the peace settlement, the three powers and the 

FedRep will cooperate to achieve, by peaceful means, their common 
aim of a unified Ger enjoying a liberal-democratic constitution, like 
that of the FedRep, and integrated within the Eur community. 

“3. The three powers and the FedRep agree that a unified Ger 
shall be entitled to the rights and be bound by the obligations of 
the FedRep under the present convention and the related conven- 
tions and the treaties for the formation of an integrated Eur com- 
munity, as adjusted according to their terms or by agmt of the par- 
ties thereto. 

§ Not printed. (CFM files, lot M-88, box 187, “Convention—Agreement on Acts 
etc. Part I—General Provisions’) 

7 Telegram 2808 from Bonn, May 14. (662.0026/5-1452) 
8 Not printed. Paragraph 3 states that payments by the Federal Republic in satis- 

faction of damage claims could be charged against the German defense contribution. 
(762A.0221/5-1152)
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“4, (No change).”’ 9 

(Mtg agreed to certain minor amendments to gen convention pro- 

posed by Gers to give it more public appeal. Text being air- 
pouched). 1° 

McCoy 

® For final text of Article 7, see Document 51. 

10 In addition to the subjects covered here and referenced in the above footnotes, 
the Chancellor and the High Commissioners discussed the date of the signing of the 
contractuals. McCloy reported on this discussion in telegram 2826 from Bonn, May 
14. (662A.00/5-1452) 

No. 35 

662A.00/5-1452 

Memorandum by the Assistant Legal Adviser for German Affairs 
(Raymond) to the Deputy Director of the Bureau of German Af- 

fairs (Lewis) 

SECRET [WASHINGTON ,] May 14, 1952. 

Subject: Status of Contractual Arrangements 

There is set forth below the latest information regarding the cur- 

rent status of the several conventions of the contractual arrange- 
ments. 

General Convention 

(1) The Germans have suggested changing the title to “Conven- 
tion on Germany’. The Department has concurred but it is not 
known whether it has been finally agreed. 

(2) The Department has raised the question of elimination or 
modification of the preamble dealing with the Declaration of 
Human Rights. It is understood there has been partial agreement 

on how to deal with the point but as far as is known there is not 

yet complete agreement. 

(3) There remains to be drafted some reference in the preamble 

to the Schuman Plan and the EDC. 

(4) The question of whether any reference is to be made in Arti- 

cle IV to the restrictions on military production and research is 

still unresolved. 
(5) The Department has requested amendment of Article XI to 

include reference to “instruments of approval” as well as “instru- 

ments of ratification”. This matter has not yet been agreed.
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(6) No reference is made to FDP objections set forth in Bonn 

2673. } 

Charter of Arbitration Tribunal 

(1) It has been suggested the title be changed to ‘Supreme Arbi- 
tration Tribunal’. This has not yet been agreed. 

(2) The Department has asked slight modification of Article II to 
avoid granting U.S. member complete immunity from any judicial 
process in the U.S. Appropriate modification has been proposed but 

not yet agreed. 
(3) It is uncertain whether the provision regarding the appoint- 

ment of neutral members can stand inasmuch as the president of 
the International Court has not agreed to assume this function. A 

new president is about to take office and the matter cannot be re- 
solved until he can be consulted. 

Material Aid to Berlin 

This declaration which is to be annexed to the General Conven- 
tion, has not been revised since 7 February. As of April 16 it was 
reported that paragraphs a, d, e and g were still disagreed. 

Acts and Interests 

Part I 
(1) The war criminal article has been unsettled by recent 

German proposals. They have now declined to take custody at this 
time but at the same time wish the clemency board to be estab- 
lished and start functioning as soon as Germany ratifies the con- 
ventions, even though the rest of the conventions have not come 
into force. The Department has been unable to give HICOG its po- 

sition as Defense is heavily interested and is waiting to hear from 
EUCOM. This issue will probably have to go to Ministers. 

(2) A provision for immunities and privileges of Allied members 
of boards and tribunals established by the conventions remains to 
be drafted. 

(3) The article requiring most-favored nation treatment on any 
subject in the convention has been elimnated but specific most-fa- 
vored nation provisions may have to be drafted in connection with 
specific provisions of the convention. 

(4) Article VIII dealing with radio frequencies is not yet agreed. 
Part IT 

There is a final rapporteur draft, but there are two unsettled 
questions: (1) The DKV problem, which may have to go to Minis- 

1 Telegram 2673 transmitted a list of FDP objections to the general convention as 
formulated by the party’s Executive Committee and Bundestag faction. A copy of 
the list was also sent to Chancellor Adenauer. It was based partly on substance and 
partly form which the FDP likened to a treaty of submission. (662A.00/5-552)
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ters, and (2) A question reserved by the French regarding the draft- 
ing of the provision making cross-reference to the Schuman Plan. 

Part II 

Only two points appear to be disagreed, both relating to the ques- 
tion of ten to one conversion of Reichsmark claims. 

Part IV 

There is a final rapporteur draft with no disagreement. 

Part V 

There is a final agreed draft revised by the Editorial Group, with 
no disagreement. 

Part VI 

This draft has been agreed at the High Commissioner-Chancellor 
level subject only to confirmation by Governments of the statement 
that the Three Powers will at no time assert a reparations claim 
against current production. Government confirmation has not yet 
been secured, as far as known. 

Part VII 

There is an agreed draft revised by the Editorial Group. 

Part VUI 

There is an agreed draft revised by the Editorial Group. 

Part IX 

The only disagreement relates to the federal assumption of re- 
sponsibility for claims against JEIA and their agreement to hold us 
harmless. It is believed, however, this is agreed in principle. 

Part X 

There is a final rapporteur draft, but Article VI, paragraph 6 re- 
mains to be redrafted by experts. 

Part XI 
There is a final rapporteur draft, completely agreed, although 

one drafting point remains. 

Part XII 
There is a final draft revised by the Editorial Group, completely 

agreed. 

Charter of the Arbitral Commission 

(1) The question of the appointment of the neutral members by 
the president of the International Court raises the same problem as 
in the case of the arbitration tribunal. 

(2) The section on immunities and privileges for the members re- 

mains to be drawn. 

(3) The Department raised the point that the jurisdiction provi- 

sion as now drafted deprives all U.S. courts of jurisdiction of any 
matter that might be presented to the tribunal. HICOG is attempt- 

ing to straighten this out.
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(4) There is an Allied dispute as to whether this is one of the re- 
lated conventions or whether it is a separate document. It is not 

known just what is involved in this argument. 

Rights and Obligations of Forces 

Part I (General), Part III (Jurisdiction and Procedure in Criminal 

and Non-Criminal Proceedings) and Part IV (Public Order) are 
agreed as far as possible. Some further provisions will have to be 
inserted or redrafted after the rest of the convention has been fi- 
nalized. 

GEA has primary responsibility for Part II which is largely logis- 
tic support. 

Adenauer has recently raised a basic question that this agree- 
ment should not apply to forces of members of the EDC. The 
method meeting his point has not yet been settled. 

No. 36 

662A.00/5-1652: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (McCloy) to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY Bonn, May 16, 1952—3 p. m. 

2870. Inform Defense; pass MSA. On May 14 I had long informal 
discussion with Schaeffer and Pferdmenges on remaining issues in 
financial convention. 2? Schaeffer repeated his standard argument 
that Germany must have the majority share this year’s contribu- 
tion for her own build-up. He said he would not agree to solution 
which gave him a majority by an optical device, such as increasing 
his budget by means of a joint construction budget. He supports the 
idea of a joint construction budget, but if this results in increasing 

Germany’s share it must be an increase above the actual majority 
share which Germany desires. He argued most vehemently that 
the contract would not be approved by the Bundesrat if, after ques- 
tioning, the Bundesrat would discover that the Allies received more 
for support costs than did Federal Republic for its own build-up. In 
terms of figures he said that even the proposed DM 5.6 for the Fed- 
eral Republic would cause serious misgivings and would be inter- 
preted to mean that the Allies were not really interested in build- 
ing up the 12 divisions. He was sure that the Bundesrat would 

1 Repeated to Paris and London. 
at 108 discussion took place at McCloy’s home at Bad Godesberg following dinner
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place the worst possible construction on Germany’s commitments 
to raise 12 divisions in contrast to the meagre amount left her to 
finance them. 

I argued that the real question was to increase total western 
strength and that the problem should be tackled not on the basis of 
who gets how much, but in terms of meeting the real requirements 
of the troops now in being and the troops to be organized. I said 
that, as he was well aware, the US was vitally interested in the 

build-up of EDC contingents of German origin and that we believed 
it was possible in the first year to satisfy their real requirements in 
conformity with SHAPE’s recommended build-up. I pointed out 
that the supply of military equipment was limited and that this, 
taking also into account the long lead time required for construc- 
tion, administrative organization, etc., convinced me that Germany 

could not spend the amount she requested unless she were to 
lavish it on administrative equipment rather than hard goods. 

Unfortunately, we do not have a tripartite position as yet and I 
could not talk about a specific counter-proposal and had to confine 

myself to a generalized argument. While Pferdmenges was visibly 
impressed, particularly with the information which I gave then on 
US end item assistance (this previously given me by Nash), and 
told Schaeffer that in his view this appeared to him to be a cogent 
argument for the Bundestag, Schaeffer would not retreat. 

Schaeffer also raised the subject of costs to be charged against 
the monthly contribution. He desires to charge against the DM 850 
million per month as much as possible and is most obsessed with 

the question of claims. We made no progress on this issue either, 

but enough was said to convince me that if we can find an accepta- 

ble formula on the division of the contribution we will be able to 
settle the claims issue with some concession which I hope can be 
kept as small as possible. 

Surprisingly, Schaeffer supported Blank’s position, previously 
cabled you from Paris, * that the German build-up should start in 
advance of ratification of the EDC treaty by all EDC countries. 
Schaeffer argued at great length and with considerable conviction 
that early effective date was absolutely vital for Germany. Point of 
greatest danger would arise the summer of 1953 and the training 
and preparation of facilities for German forces would therefore 
have to start summer of 1952. He suggested that convention con- 
tain a clause making the convention and EDC treaty effective be- 
tween the four powers and between France and Germany respec- 
tively on ratification between four powers. He visualized ratifica- 
tion by US in June, by Germany in July, and by France before the 

3 This telegram has not been identified further.
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end of July, and certainly before the parliamentary vacation. He 
felt that if French delayed until after the parliamentary vacation it 

might prove fatal. Such an arrangement, in his view would provide 
the legal basis to pay the full contribution on ratification by the 
four powers and in advance of the EDC coming into full force and 

effect. I told him this clause now absolutely out of question and 

suggested that the same purpose could be accomplished if the 
amount earmarked for the EDC contingents were used for capital 
works and passed through the occupation cost budgets. (French 
have already suggested this and their formal proposal, which will 
be cabled separately, embodies this suggestion. *) 

I said it was impossible to spend any funds for German EDC con- 
tingents before EDC treaty in force unless it were agreed tripartite- 
ly and by EDC Steering Committee with the funds passing through 
the occupation costs budget. I could not visualize expenditures for 

actual organization of troops or procurement of military hardware, 
but saw no reason why capital works could not be commenced 
under these conditions and pointed out that these were the items 

requiring longest lead time and must be prepared before troops re- 
cruited. 

Schaeffer bitterly opposed increasing occupation cost budgets for 
this purpose. He said this would be misunderstood and interpreted 
as an extravagant, unnecessary increase in occupation cost and not 

as an attempt to assist organization German EDC contingents. He 
also said his method alone provided the legal basis for defense con- 
tribution coming before EDC treaty in full force. 

We explored all of these points in great detail, the meeting not 
breaking up until 3 a. m. I am convinced that Schaeffer will be a 

real problem. While I did not give him the precise terms of the US 

position adopted in Paris last Sunday, we did discuss several of its 

component features. He rejected many of them and I am convinced 

that this formula cannot be sold to the Germans. This problem is 

difficult and complicated, but I believe it can be resolved within a 

broad outline of a policy designed to meet the real requirements of 
the Germans and provide us with maximum protection. We must 
have room to maneuver, not only with Germans, but also with the 

British and French. As difficult as the problem is, I believe it can 
be resolved within these broad outlines, but am skeptical of any 

rigid proposal. I am meeting with Frank Nash and later with the 
other High Commissioners today to try and get some tripartite po- 
sition in the hope that we can put it to the Chancellor immediate- 

ly. | fear time element and repeat need of real latitude to operate 
in hope we can avoid going to Foreign Ministers with wide open 

* Telegram 2869 from Bonn, May 16. (740.5/5-1652)
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question which in the short time available to them they may not be 

able to settle and almost certainly could not settle equitably. 

McCoy 

No. 37 

662A.00/5-1652: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (McCloy) to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY Bonn, May 16, 1952—4 p. m. 

2866. Fol is summary report discussion mtg HICOMers and 
Chancellor 15 May on outstanding points gen agreement and secu- 
rity controls. ? 

(1) Title of gen agreement. 
We considered various alternative wordings of title of gen agree- 

ment to shorten it and give it more public appeal. Chancellor was 
particularly concerned to get short title which wld be readily 
adopted by press and public and have propaganda value. We ex- 
plained that Deutschland Vertrag which he had suggested earlier 
wld be misleading as official title. We proposed “Agreement be- 
tween the three powers and FedRep of Ger’, although this does not 
quite seem to fit the bill. We pointed out that in any case public 
will probably give colloquial name to agreement; e.g., Bonner Ver- 
trag or similar short title. We finally agreed give matter more 

thought. Chancellor expressed preference for “convention” over 
“agreement” as he felt latter term did not have status in legal 
usage appropriate to importance of document. We agreed to recom- 
mend that “convention” be used for all parts in order to insure 
that in Ger eyes they shld have same legal validity. 

(2) State of emergency, Art 5. 
Although making it clear we had not yet had opportunity to 

clear with our govts, we proposed certain amendments to Art 5 to 
meet preoccupations of Chancellor reported in Bonn to Dept 2823 
of 14 May. ? He accepted this proposal, text forwarded separately 
in Bonn to Dept 2857 of 16 May. # 

1 Repeated to Paris for Draper and MacArthur and to London and Heidelberg. 
2 The meeting began at 11 a. m. on May 15 and continued until 5 a. m. on May 16. 

In addition to the topics reported here the High Commissioners and the Chancellor 
considered the agreement on acts and interests and the agreement on the rights and 
obligations of Allied forces. McCloy reported the substance of these discussions in 
telegrams 2874 and 2867 from Bonn, both dated May 16. (662A.0026/5-1652 and 
662A.00/5-1652) 

3 Document 34. 
4 See footnote 4, ibid.
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(3) Entry into force of agreements. 

At 10 [15?] May mtg, Chancellor had re-raised his proposal that 
contractual agreements shld enter into effect before EDC treaty 
had been completely ratified and indicated that he might wish 
raise this point with FonMins. 

At this mtg we proposed that, when contractual agreements had 
been ratified by four parliaments and Ger and France had ratified 
EDC treaty, there shld be consultation between Chancellor and 
allied reps to determine those parts of contractual arrangements 
which cld be put into effect without disturbing provisions of EDC 
treaty. Chancellor said this arrangement wld be satisfactory on un- 
derstanding that it was made subj of exchange of ltrs, to which we 
agreed. § 

(4) Guided missiles. 

In preliminary tripartite mtg Kirkpatrick had proposed compro- 
mise by which guided missiles less than one meter fifty in length 
wld be excluded from definitions on list two in return for which 
Chancellor wld give commitment to three FonMins or HICOM 
chairman that if EDC commissariat shld decide to place order for 
manufacture these weapons in Ger, FedRep wld ensure that they 
were not manufactured east of Rhine. Berard, on instructions his 

govt, could not agree present this compromise to Chancellor. Effort 
at mtg with Chancellor was therefore confined to obtaining his 
agreement to proposal for retention guided missiles on list two 
with foll letter to be sent to him by three govts: 

“The three powers agree that the FedRep may, within the frame- 
work of the Eur Def Community and outside the strategically ex- 
posed areas, proceed to develop and manufacture guided missiles of 
less than one meter fifty in length for anti-aircraft and anti-tank 
defense. 

“Consequently, the three powers consider it desirable for these 
weapons to be produced in cooperation under the sponsorship of 
the EDC and undertake to seek a solution of these bases. 

“The three powers are prepared for the competent Ger techni- 
cians and scientists to meet as a working party to draw up the ini- 

tial documents to serve as a basis for the contemplated collabora- 
ion. 

Blank supported by Chancellor argued throughout mtg that secu- 
rity posit was adequately protected by provision under Article 106 
of EDC treaty that production of weapons on list one cannot take 
place in any case outside decision of EDC commissariat. Chancellor 
also stressed importance to FedRep in event mass air attack on its 
cities of having large stock anti-aircraft missiles available and said 

5 The Chancellor had originally raised this question at the meeting on May 9. For 
a report on that meeting, see telegram 2766, Document 33.
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that location manufacture these missiles in places possibly remote 
from fed territory wld make supply lines too long. 

Berard said that according to opinion French experts latest de- 
velopments in smaller type guided missiles were such as to make 
impractical any real distinction between defensive and offensive 

weapons. French Govt was prepared for FedRep to join in program 
of joint Eur development and manufacture these weapons but was 

adamant against removing these weapons from list two. In these 

circumstances, he could only report discussion and Chancellor’s 
posit to his govt. 

Unless there is modification in French and/or Ger position in 
next few days, this point will probably have to be resolved by Fon- 
Mins. 

(5) Atomic energy. 

Decision this issue reported separately Bonn to Dept 2865. § 

(6) Statement on US milit end-item assistance for Ger with ref 
Dept to Bonn 3148 of 15 May” (which arrived after mtg). In re- 

sponse to Chancellor’s request as to what reply he could give to 
members of Parliament who were concerned as to whether Ger 

contingents wld be armed in same way as forces of other members 

of EDC, I pointed out that under EDC treaty arms wld be shared 
out under EDC commissariat and then made statement referred to 
in reftel. 

McCoy 

6 Telegram 2865 reported that Chancellor Adenauer had agreed to the text of a 
letter on atomic energy. (740.5/5-1652) 

7 Telegram 3143 is not printed. The statement under reference reads: 

“In accordance with US policy of assisting in the defense preparations of the 
countries of Western Eur, the deliveries of US mil end-item assistance for the period 
from the time the contractual relations go into effect up to June 30, 1953 will pro- 

vide the Ger EDC contingents with the full training equipment as will be required 
to meet the phasing of material approved by SHAPE with the possible exception of 
aircraft, which may be in a shortfall condition until the end of calendar 1953. It is 
assumed that the priorities recommended by SHAPE will permit the foregoing.” 

(740.5/5-2252)
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No. 38 

662A.00/5-2052: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (McCloy) to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY Bonn, May 20, 1952—2 p. m. 

2935. Fol is one of series summary reports mtg HICOMers, Chan- 

cellor on 19 May. 2 
1. Title of convention on relations. 

Chancellor asked that to the official title “Convention on rela- 
tions between the three powers and the FedRep’”’ should be added 
in parenthesis “Deutschland Vertrag’”’ stressing importance of this 
addition for its popular appeal and propaganda purposes. When we 
informed him that for reasons already reported this would not be 
appropriate, he said he would wish to discuss point with Foreign 
Ministers. 

2. Entry into force of agreements (Ref para 3 Bonn to Dept 
2866 3). 

Chancellor raised this question again and we referred to our 
agrmt with him on 16 [7/5] May reported in reftel. He said however 
he still wished discuss this point with FonMins. 

3. Memo of agrmt—Art 4—rights and obligations. 4 

Chancellor referred to today’s AP press report this agrmt and 
said that he would surely be questioned on it by Foreign Affairs 
Committee. Since he had to be in a position to tell committee that 
he had negotiated no secret agrmts, best he could do at present 
juncture was to give us statement that he recognized that in due 

course an understanding on this matter would have to be reached. 

1 Repeated to Paris for Draper and MacArthur and to London and EUCOM. 
2 No other report on the meeting with Chancellor Adenauer on May 19 has been 

found in Department of State files. However, meetings were held May 16, 17, and 18 
either among the High Commissioners or between the High Commissioners and rep- 
resentatives of the Federal Republic. On May 16 the High Commissioners discussed 
the distribution of the German financial contribution. (Telegrams 2889, 2890, and 
2891 from Bonn, May 17, 740.5/5-1752) On May 17 the High Commissioners dis- 
cussed the financial contribution with Schaeffer and Blank (telegram 2911 from 
Bonn, May 18, 740.5/5-1852), and on May 18 the High Commissioners continued 
their discussion on the financial contribution with Schaeffer alone. (Telegram 2912 
from Bonn, May 18, 740.5/5-1852) No final agreement was reached through these 
discussions. 

3 Supra. 
* Article 4 of the rights and obligations convention dealt with reciprocal assist- 

ance and security. Paragraph 2 of Article 4 stated that the reciprocal assistance 
would be extended in accordance with an understanding that would be reached be- 
tween the appropriate authorities, presumably the High Commissioners and the 
Federal Chancellor. No copy of the text of this memorandum as agreed on at the 
expert level has been found in Department of State files.



16 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME VII 

Although text memo is agreed at expert level subject to one point, 
there appears to be no immediate prospect of obtaining signature. 

4. Non-discrimination by Ger authorities. 

(Ref para 6 Bonn to Dept 2823 of 14 May 5). After Chancellor re- 
ported that on reflection he was unable find satisfactory formula- 
tion provisions Article 6 rights and obligations convention and re- 
peated argument that provision this kind had no place in “partner- 
ship agreement’’, HICOMers agreed to withdraw this article. Part 
of this provision can perhaps go into operating arrangements under 
Article 4 of this convention and part will have to depend on gener- 
al provisions for cooperation and security. 

5. Organizations serving forces, Art 15 rights and obligations. 

After long discussion agreement finally reached text this art 
which will permit assimilation of organizations to forces (a) if they 
are non-commercial organizations, (b) enterprises providing techni- 
cal or professional services for forces after notification to Ger au- 
thorities, and (c) in other cases after consultation with Ger authori- 

ties. Employees of organizations also assimilated in cases (a) and (b) 
but not (c). I believe this agreement, which Gers have been most 

unwilling to concede, will cover requirements of forces. 

6. Direct construction Arts 16 (B) and 16 BB, R and O. 

Chancellor and Schaeffer accepted direct procurement of con- 
struction services on basis letter I will send Schaeffer giving him 
assurance as to manner in which this right will be exercised by US 
forces. 

7. Expulsions from fed territory—Art 39 R and O. 
Gers pointed out with respect paras 2, 3, 5 and 6 this article that 

although FedRep and Laender have current jurisdiction under 
basic law in field expulsions; under present legislation this is 

matter for laender. Therefore these provisions involve difficulty of 
committing laender and require Bundesrat approval. We agreed 
retain paras 1 and 4 and leave remainder provisions for inclusion 
in memo of agreement under Art 4. 

8. Application and revision clause Art 1 (Ref para 3, Bonn to 
Dept 2867 of 16 May ®)—Poncet read statement he was directed to 
make on this matter by Schuman, gist of which was that Gers had 

been fully informed in Paris of French and Belgian need to be cov- 
ered logistically as well as financially until 30 June 1958; that fi- 
nancial coverage to June 1953 without corresponding logistical sup- 
port was meaningless; that in the French view there had been an 
understanding on this point between Blank and Alphand; that it 
would be impossible for French Govt to defend before Parliament 

5 Document 34. 
6 See footnote 2, supra.
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contractual agreements which did not have interim provision for 
French needs; finally that Ger attitude this matter was putting 
whole negotations in danger. Chancellor replied that while he quite 
agreed there had to be some transitional arrangement for logistical 
support French troops, French were in fact asking for a great deal 

more than justified, which he said would put them in an advanta- 
geous position vis-a-vis other EDC countries when EDC treaty came 
in effect. He insisted problem be settled—within EDC framework. 

Poncet then requested Chancellor to inform Blank and Hallstein 
of his agreement that some transitional provision be made for 
French logistical needs and said he hoped problem could be settled 
in Paris. 

9. General clause in rights and obligations convention referring to 
EDC treaty. 

Chancellor submitted following text this clause for inclusion in 

rights and obligations convention: ‘The rights and obligations of 
the contracting parties to the EDC treaty set forth in that treaty 

shall not be disturbed”’. 
We informed Chancellor it would be necessary to study this draft 

in connection EDC treaty, particularly with reference question of 
priorities. 

10. Observance of German law—Art 2 R and O. 
After weeks of discussion and redrafting this article, Gers were 

still insisting on phrase ‘forces shall observe Ger law” in para 1. 
We were prepared agree “respect Ger law etc.,’’ but after discus- 
sion Chancellor finally said he thought whole para 1 unnecessary. 
This para now dropped. 

11. ACA legislation— 

(Ref para 4 of Bonn to Dept 2867)— 

At Chancellor’s request we agreed send letter indicating our will- 

ingness to deprive of effect proclamation number two and CC laws 

numbers 10, 23 and 25, with exception certain definition in Law 

101. 
12. Accommodation—Article 16 A—rights and obligations. 
Mtg agreed that quarters vacant for six months shall be auto- 

matically released (this was primarily UK not US problem). Schaef- 
fer requested that local joint boards on accommodation should be 
continued in next period and in fact expanded. 

13. Tax exemption of members of forces—Article 30—rights and 
obligations. 

Meeting continued attempt to devise language which would pre- 
vent laender taxation of forces and at same time would not require 
specific Bundesrat approval. After considerable discussion it was 
agreed that Fed Govt would introduce as soon as possible legisla- 
tion to secure exemption of forces and their members from Land
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and other local taxation. Pending entry into force of such legisla- 
tion Fed Govt shall take, in consultation with Laender authorities, 

all measures necessary to protect forces and their members from 
levying such taxes. Fed Govt will give allies letter on above lines. 

Schaeffer feels certain Bundesrat will pass adequate law as matter 
of international comity, so long as it is not part of the complex of 

contractual agreements, as if it were it might jeopardize ratifica- 

tion entire package. If Fed Govt fails to pass such a law, Schaeffer 

said he would undertake not only to make members of forces 
“harmless” from taxation by payment to or reimbursement of 
Laender, but in addition would put through Bundestag a separate 

treaty which would require Bundesrat approval guaranteeing con- 

tinuous payment or reimbursement to Laender. (Agreement, of 

course, provides for exemption from fed taxes.) Schaeffer did not 

want to include this commitment in present agreement because 
that might constitute open invitation to Bundesrat to reject legisla- 

tion referred to above. 

14. Berlin statement of principles. 

Copy of declaration on Berlin was transmitted to Adenauer. ? 

15. Atomic Energy. 

In accordance with Dept to Bonn 3199 rptd info Paris 6826, 

London 6026 of 18 May® and after discussions with other HI- 

COMers, I informed Adenauer that we could tentatively agree to 
review limitations on production and acquisition nuclear fuel in 18 

months rather than three years but that this decision would have 

to be confirmed at his meeting with the FonMins. (Possibility this 
matter may be cleared up before FonMins meeting.) 

16. Guided missiles. 
In view of discussions in Paris this matter, subject was not raised 

this meeting. 

17. Next meeting. 

1000 hours 21 May to discuss finance convention. ® 
McCLoy 

7 For text of the declaration on Berlin, see Document 538. 

8 Telegram 3199 stated that there was no objection to a review of the limitations 

on the production and acquisition of nuclear fuel in 18 months rather than 3 years. 

(740.5/5-1652) 
See telegram 2986, Document 41.
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No. 39 

740 5/5-2052: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (McCloy) to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY Bonn, May 20, 1952—8 p.m. 

2951. Dept pass MSA, Paris pass SRE, inform Defense. Ref: Bonn 
to Dept 2936 rptd Paris 960 London 836. 2 During dinner after yes- 
terday’s mtg between HICOMers and Adenauer, 3 [ discussed infor- 

mally distribution first year’s contribution with Chancellor and 
Schaeffer. I stressed our argument that we did not believe FedRep 
could spend wisely the funds which they seek and again said that 
we wld not agree to div which gave FedRep funds which it could 
not translate into men and weapons. I cited several examples of US 
experience and pointed out that even Ger estimates showed that 
deliveries of equip could not take place within time period envis- 
aged between the effective date of treaty and June 380, 1953. Chan- 

cellor appears to have very little knowledge of problem and seemed 
most sympathetic to this argument. 

Schaeffer was in a conciliatory mood and in principle seemed to 
assent to my suggestion that the distribution should reflect actual 
expenditure possibilities. Schaeffer said he was working out chart 
which wld demonstrate the ascending requirements of FedRep. He 
implied he was prepared to take lower figure for first few months 
providing it is recognized that FedRep’s requirements will increase 
and division based thereon. This seems to provide some possibility 
for agreement prior to FonMin mtg. 

Unfortunately, greatest difficulty is still with Brit. They have 

adopted firm position that they cannot go below the proposal out- 

lined in Bonn to Dept 2911, rptd Paris 9538, London 830.4 Their con- 

cern now seems to be chiefly with second year. They are fearful 
that decreasing amt for Allies as suggested in Bonn to Dept 2889 

rptd Paris 940 London 8187 will prejudice distribution of second 
year’s contribution by tacitly admitting Allies can get along with 
comparatively small amt. Therefore, they are committed to flat un- 
changing rate per month for Allies. 

In our view their position extremely shortsighted. If we grant 
Ger her full minimum requirements exclusive of heavy equip and 
make allowances for prefinancing, etc., for first six month period, 

1 Repeated to Paris and London. 
2 Not printed. 
3 See telegram 2935, supra. 
+ See footnote 2, supra.
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we wld have recd DM 593 million per month and for third quarter 
DM 291 million per month, totaling for the nine month period DM 
4,431 million. The Brit proposal of DM 511 million per month for 
nine-month period totals DM 4,599 million. 

We are calculating that treaty will be effective at earliest on Oct 
1, 1952 and more probably sometime between that date and Janu- 
ary 1, 1953. If effective date is Dec 1, leaving a seven-month period, 

under sliding scale DM 3,849 million. Adjustments can be made in 

the amt allotted to Gers so that the nine-month total under either 
method will be equal. Our point is that by having higher figure for 
first six-month period, we not only will obtain more funds in event 
treaty is effective after Oct 1, but we will also be able to relate dis- 

tribution to Ger requirements giving us a more forceful argument 
with Gers. 

It is, of course, possible to adjust the figures so that the disparity 
between amt we receive in first six months and amt for last three 
will be smaller. Unfortunately, an adjustment of this sort is limited 
because we have already proposed to Gers a flat monthly rate of 
D11 million per month and this is tantamount to admission that we 
can get along on this amt. Despite this we might propose 54 million 
for first 6 months and 420 million for the last three. While the dis- 
parity between the two figures is less, we wld still obtain a greater 
total amt in event effective period prior to June 30, 1953 is only 6 
months. 

Equally impt is fact that as long as we negotiate for flat monthly 
rate we have no room to bargain. It appears Gers simply will not 

accept split of 511 million for US and 339 million for themselves 
and only bargaining we can do is downward. Other system provides 
much more flexibility. The Brit here concede this argument. How- 
ever, they are bound by their instructions not to reduce Allied 
budgets below 10 percent which may be necessary and to oppose a 
lower rate for the last three months for fear it will be admission 
that Allies can get along on this low rate and thus prejudice our 
case in second year. We believe this reasoning unsound because no 
matter what distribution is for first year Ger requirements in 
second will increase substantially. ° 

McCoy 

5 On May 20 Frank Nash, who had arrived in Bonn during the second week in 
May to assist McCloy with the discussions of a German financial contribution, met 
with Schaeffer at the latter’s request to continue the talks on this subject. The two 
officials discussed the entire problem at some length in what Nash characterized as 
“a generally business like and friendly” conference, but no agreement was reached. 
(Telegram 2959 from Bonn, May 20, 740.5/5-2052) The financial agreement was dis- 
cussed again on May 21 and 22, and at the latter meeting the Chancellor and the 
High Commissioners reached agreement on a recommendation to be presented to
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No. 40 

511.00/5-2152: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (McCloy) to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY Bonn, May 21, 1952—3 p.m. 

2967. For Kellermann. Public affairs guidance No. 174. 2 

Contractual Agreements. 
This guidance is not intended to provide an exhaustive report on 

contents and background of contractual agreements. It is, rather a 
summation of political considerations and aims which should be 
useful in dealing with German newspaper reports and with texts of 
conventions upon their publication at time of signature. Further 
background and summaries of terms and contents of conventions 
will be issued at time of signature. 

In dealing with discussion of contracts, foll points should be ob- 

served by US media and liaison officers. 
1. Contracts and other agreements concluded at same time, EDC 

and agreements on its relationship with NATO, must be considered 
together. They constitute an entity which is designed to liquidate 
many outstanding problems created by the war and the occupation 
and at same time to achieve German partnership entirely, [and?] 
are of an unprecedented character. They end controls of occupation 
before conclusion of final peace settlement. They create an associa- 
tion which has been worked out in exhaustive negotiations on basis 
of equality and which, in effect, goes beyond scope of traditional al- 

liance. It is the purpose of this association, which includes all 
major western nations, to insure the political freedom and econom- 
ic well-being of participating nations and, through their joint defen- 
sive efforts, the peace and security of our world. It is, in effect, an 

alliance for peace. 

2. The terms of this association, which define the role and obliga- 
tions of member nations and, through contractual agreements, of 
Germany, naturally result from these overall aims as well as from 
requirements of world situation in light of present Soviet menace. 
It is this menace which creates special problems in case of Germa- 

the Foreign Ministers. Under the terms of this agreement Allied forces would re- 
ceive DM 474 million a month while the German contingents would receive DM 376 
million a month. McCloy reported on these meetings in telegrams 2987 and 3007, 
May 22 and 23, from Bonn. (762A.0221/5-2252 and 740.5/5-2352) 

1 Transmitted in two sections. 
2 Public affairs guidance telegrams were sent from Bonn on a regular basis to 

give background on events in Germany.
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ny. Many normal provisions of a peace settlement, such as final de- 
termination of Germany’s borders, must remain in abeyance. Other 
provisions, going beyond those of peace treaty and in fact constitut- 
ing close alliance, have become essential to security and well-being 
of the country. From these problems result a number of agree- 
ments concluded between German Federal Republic and western 
powers simultaneously with transfer of authority over German do- 
mestic and external affairs to Federal Republic. German Govt, in 

particular, agrees to retention of special rights by western allies re- 

lating to stationing of armed forces in Germany and protection of 

their security, to Berlin and to Germany as a whole, including uni- 
fication of Germany and a peace settlement. 

While Federal Republic must abstain from any action prejudic- 
ing these rights and agree to facilitate the exercise thereof by three 
powers, the latter, in return, undertake to consult Federal Republic 

in respect of their implementation. 

The retention of the Allied position in Berlin and presence of 
western troops on territory of Federal Republic constitute only ex- 
isting safeguards for freedom of West Berlin and for security of 
German people. These authorities, in combination with equally-re- 

tained authority of western powers with regard to unification of 
Germany, also safeguard right of western powers vis-a-vis Soviet 
Union to insist on unification of a free and democratic Germany in 
a final peace settlement. The retention of these rights was never a 
matter of controversy. It was agreed upon as necessary to protect 

interests of Germany and to advance common purposes of associa- 
tion of which Federal Republic will be an equal part. 

It 1s in spirit and in peaceful purpose of this association that 
western powers agree that unified Germany and freely-negotiated 

peace settlement for whole of Germany will be considered essential 

aims of their common policy with German Federal Republic. In 
event of unification of Germany, draft agreement, as it now stands, 
provides for review by four govts and for adjustment of these con- 
ventions by agreement. Under this provision, terms of agreement 
shall be reviewed at the request of one of the four states in event of 

German unification, creation of European federation, or any other 

occurrence which four states jointly recognize to be of fundamental 
significance. The parties shall then open negotiations with a view 
to modifying agreements to extent necessary to take into account 
changes that have occurred in the situation. 

3. The stationing of western armed forces in Germany and 
German participation in western defense raise a number of prob- 
lems with regard to security, facilities and financing. Necessary 
provisions have been made in emergency clause of “agreement on 
general relations” and in conventions concerning the “rights and
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obligations of foreign forces,’ and on “economic and financial par- 
ticipation of Federal Republic in western defense.” 3 

Most of problems concerning building of facilities, requisitioning, 
relationship with population, etc. are similar to problems met by 
American troops in other countries of Western Europe. Naturally, 
their solutions will be similar though not necessarily identical. The 
exposed position of country makes necessary stationing of larger 
numbers of troops in Germany than in other countries. These con- 

tingents, which at present contribute to Germany’s only defense, 
are in fact operational rather than garrison troops. They require 
training facilities, secure line of communication and, in case of 
need, adequate freedom of action. These are met by above-men- 
tioned conventions and emergency clause in general agreement. 

The construction of facilities for western forces requires sizeable 
expenses during the first year of new association. Obviously, spend- 
ing on the establishment of German contingents will hit its full 
stride only at a later time. 

It is fortunate and equitable that a sizeable part of German con- 
tribution to joint defense establishment can be applied to needs of 
western protective forces in Germany during initial period. All par- 
ticipants must bear heavy military burdens and Germany is just 
being asked to contribute her commensurate share, which has been 

determined by same criteria and considerations applied to other 
nations for the common effort. 

4. A large number of transitional provisions had to be agreed 
upon and have been embodied in a convention. These cover such 
topics as deconcentration and decartelization, internal and external 

restitution, compensation of victims of Nazi persecution, care for 

displaced persons and refugees, reparations, foreign interests in 
Germany, and civil aviation. Most of these subjects have been the 
object of occupation programs. It is in line with purpose of conven- 
tions that implementation, administration and adaption of these 

policies is now transferred to German Federal Govt. 

With this end in view, provisions are made for continued validity 
of Allied legislation, subject to a right of the German authorities to 
amend, repeal or deprive it of effect. This right is limited only 
where its exercise would prejudice rights of three powers under 
general convention, or on matters where contracting parties have 
decided otherwise, for some particular reason. For example, AHC 
laws 27 and 35 are maintained in force until deconcentration of 

3 For texts of the Convention on General Relations between the Three Powers and 
the Federal Republic of Germany, the Convention on the Rights and Obligations of 
Foreign Forces and their Members in the Federal Republic of Germany, and the Fi- 
nance Convention, see Documents 50 ff.
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coal, iron and steel industries and of I.G. Farben group are com- 
pleted. Provision is also made for terminating occupation courts 

having criminal and civil jurisdiction, and for continued validity of 
judgments given by them. 

Some of these policies have been controversial and subject to crit- 

icism from German quarters. Nevertheless, they have become reali- 

ty of German public life, in addition to constituting essential aims 

of western powers in Germany. It would be just as unrealistic now 
to expect Western powers to disavow these interests as it would be 

unpsychological and unfair to expect the Germans to accept limita- 
tions of their authority not in agreement with the spirit and pur- 

pose of alliance for peace. Psychological requirements for the suc- 
cess of this alliance must be taken into account on both sides, and 

all govts have to consider parliaments and public opinion of their 
respective countries. 

5. This is particularly true in connection with problem of carry- 

ing out sentences and deciding on future fate of war criminals. If 

Germany finds it difficult to carry out sentences passed by foreign 
courts, it has not always been understood in German circles that 

attacks on the legality and fairness of Allied justice are unaccept- 

able to Allied nations and will not facilitate the solution of this 
controversial matter. The establishment of a joint German western 
clemency board appears to provide an equitable instrument for 
handling this issue. 

6. The reparations problem is a typical case where it would have 

been impossible to reach a final settlement now. Many countries 
other than three powers who took part in war against Germany 
and whose rights would have to be considered in final peace settle- 
ment are not a party to the present agreements. In preserving 
legal status quo and thereby rights of western powers, section on 
reparations in contractual agreements serves the purpose of 

strengthening western bargaining position and thereby protecting 
German interest vis-a-vis claims which may be advanced by Soviet 
Union in future settlement. As a matter of fact, there is very im- 
porant provision which is final and not subject to revision at peace 

settlement, namely an agreement by three powers that they will at 
no time assert any claim against the current production of Federal 

Govt on matter of former German external assets, three powers 
have assumed responsibilities under international agreements, no- 
tably agreement on reparations concluded in Paris on January 24, 

1946, 4 which preclude the three powers from agreeing to the un- 

4 For text of the Paris reparations agreement, see Treaties and Other Internation- 
al Acts Series (TIAS) No. 1655.
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limited right of Federal Republic to negotiate with other countries 
concerning foreign assets. Nevertheless, there is a provision permit- 
ting extensive freedom of negotiation with former enemies of Ger- 
many which were not signatories of Paris agreement, and there is 
some freedom to negotiate with signatories. 

7. General convention provides for establishment of an arbitra- 
tion tribunal to settle disputes arising from conflicting interpreta- 
tions of conventions. Tribunal is composed of nine members select- 
ed from highest judges and most eminent jurists. Three members 
are appointed by Federal Republic; three by three powers; and 
three others, called neutral members, by agreement between three 

powers and Federal Republic and may not be members of any of 
the four signatory states. The nine members elect a president from 
the neutral members for a term of two years. 

8. Provisions have also been made to regulate and assure facili- 
ties for embassies and consulates which, after revocation of occupa- 
tion statute and abolition of high commission, will conduct the re- 

lations of the western powers with Federal Republic. These mis- 
sions will have similar duties and privileges as have diplomatic and 
consular missions to other states. 

9. It is obvious that different kinds of provisions and obligations 
have had to be established for participating countries. These coun- 
tries find themselves confronted by a common danger. However, 
their situations are different. This, in turn, creates different needs 

and different opportunities for actions and contributions. Equality 
cannot be found in identical action and obligations vis-a-vis non- 
identical needs and situation. This is basically true for the different 
contributions of all members of the western community. Equality is 

to be found in the conclusion and implementation on an equal 
basis of agreements on the different obligations required for the 
achievement Oof the common good. 

10. It should be recognized that the concept of sovereignty in 

twentieth century is not analogous to that of traditional definition. 
In these days of international cooperation, nations are called upon 

to relinquish parts of their sovereignty in the common interest 

(UN, NATO, EDC). It should be kept in mind that all alliances 
limit the freedom of decision of the participating powers and place 
certain obligations upon them and, thereby, constitute factual limi- 

tation to sovereignty. The limitations in the case of the German 
Federal Republic are based on a joint appraisal by German and 
western statesmen of the situation in which Germany finds herself 
and have been freely agreed upon by all parties. The obligations 
placed by the peace alliance on the other members of the EDC and 
of NATO ie. the contribution of European national forces to a Eu- 
ropean army under a single command and, in case of US, agree-
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ment to keep American troops stationed in Europe, are of an equal- 
ly unprecedented nature. These contributions must be understood 
in the light of the common danger and of the great opportunity 
which the alliance offers to all nations for the insurance of peace 

and well-being on the basis of mutual aid and cooperation. 

McCLoy 

No. 41 

662A.00/5-2152: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (McCloy) to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY Bonn, May 21, 1952—midnight. 

2986. Inform Defense. At private meeting with Chancellor this 

morning he informed HICOMers cabinet and coalition leaders at 
yesterday's meetings ? raised two further questions, both respecting 
Art 7 para 3 of general convention. As regards the first, they 

argued three powers should make it clear reservation their rights 
re Ger as a whole should not include the auth or power to diminish 
FedRep’s rights under convention. When asked whether present 

wording of Art 1 and 7 did not establish this without doubt, he said 

it was important to assure party leaders the reservation could not 

be interpreted in such a way as to “include the power to change to 
the disadvantage of the FedRep its legal status foll upon the ratifi- 
cation” of the conventions and EDC treaty. Considerable fears were 

expressed, according to the Chancellor, that negots between the 

three powers and Sov might be resumed which would lead to the 
re-establishment of four power control prior to the establishment of 
a unified Ger whose rights were adequately protected under Article 

7, para 3. Chancellor desires to protect against abuse of this “gap 

period” as a preliminary to extended negots on unification. 

We agreed to consider possibility of a letter from FonMins which 

would reassure Chancellor that our reservation re Ger as a whole 

does not permit us to alter obligations we have assumed vis-a-vis 
the FedRep in conventions. Text as agreed with Chancellor for rec- 

ommendation to govts folls: 

1 Repeated to London and Paris. 
2The meeting began at 10:30 a.m. In addition to the subject reported here, the 

Chancellor and the High Commissioners discussed an intelligence memorandum and 
the finance convention. The former was transmitted from Bonn in telegram 3003 
(762A.0221/5-2252); regarding the latter, see footnote 5, Document 39.
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“In the course of our recent conversations, you asked us to con- 
firm that the right relating to Ger as a whole reserved by the three 
powers in Article 2, para 1 (C) of the convention on relations be- 
tween the three powers and the FedRep, cannot be interpreted as 
permitting them to affect adversely the relations established be- 
tween themselves and the FedRep by the conventions signed today. 

“T have the honour to inform you that we do not interpret the 
right in question as permitting the three powers to derogate from 
their undertakings to the FedRep in the convention signed 
today.” 3 

The other question raised by cabinet related to desirability of 
suppressing Article 7, para 3 altogether from convention as giving 

SPD opportunity to claim it blocks unification or at least freedom 
to negotiate. Whereas Chancellor recognizes this argument, he and 

majority of cabinet are prepared to retain text if Allies consider it 
desirable. In these circumstances, we made no change. Opposition 
comes from Kaiser and DP ministers. 

McCoy 

3 In telegram 3300 to Bonn, May 22, McCloy was informed that the Department of 
State accepted this text. (662A.00/5-2152) For text of the letter as transmitted from 
the High Commissioners to Chancellor Adenauer on May 26 at the time of the sign- 
ing of the contractual agreements, see Document 60. 

B. MEETINGS AT BONN OF THE FOREIGN MINISTERS OF THE UNITED 

STATES, THE UNITED KINGDOM, AND FRANCE WITH CHANCELLOR 
ADENAUER, MAY 23-26, 1952 

No. 42 

Editorial Note 

Secretary Acheson, accompanied inter alia by Battle, Jessup, and 

Perkins, left Washington on the Independence at 8 p.m. May 22, ar- 
riving in Bonn at 5 p.m. on May 23 where he was met by Lewis, 
Reinstein, and Calhoun who had preceded him. At 6 p.m. he was 

briefed on the Berlin situation by Lyon and General Mathewson 
after which there was an exchange of views with McCloy and his 
staff. Following dinner at McCloy’s home a general briefing was 
held at 9:30 during which Article 6 of the rights and obligations 
convention was discussed. At the same time the United States Del- 
egation drew up a list of questions which would be raised with the 
British and French and subsequently with Adenauer, as well as a 
list of items which the Chancellor might wish to discuss. These lists 
were transmitted in Actel 2 from Bonn, May 24. (662A.00/5-2452) 

The Foreign Ministers meetings began on May 24 as agreed. The 
first tripartite meeting began at 9:30 a.m. and lasted with interrup-
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tions until 2 a.m., May 25. The early part of this meeting, attended 
only by the Foreign Ministers and the High Commissioners, consid- 
ered various changes in the Tripartite Declaration on the strength 
and integrity of the European Defense Community (EDC) which 
were proposed by the French. For documentation on the revisions 
proposed by the French to the Tripartite Declaration, see volume 
V, Part 1, pages 571 ff. Following a luncheon and a meeting be- 
tween Secretary Acheson and Chancellor Adenauer on intelligence 
matters (reported on in telegram 38061, May 25, in file 662A.00/5- 
2552), the tripartite meeting resumed at 2:30 with a discussion on 

the contractual arrangements. For the minutes of this part of the 

meeting, see infra. The tripartite meeting recessed again at 4:15 for 
a quadripartite meeting with Chancellor Adenauer at 4:45, the 
minutes of which are printed as Document 45. After this meeting 
Secretary Acheson called on President Heuss (see the memoran- 
dum of conversation by Jessup, Document 45) before returning to 
the tripartite meeting at 10:30. For a report on the final part of the 
tripartite meeting, see telegram 3053, May 25, Document 46. 

The proceedings on May 25 began with another meeting between 
Secretary Acheson and Chancellor Adenauer, this time to consider 

Israeli and Jewish claims for restitution. For a record of this meet- 
ing, see telegram 3059, Document 47. This meeting was followed by 
the second quadripartite session held at 10:30 a.m. For the minutes 
of this meeting, see Document 48. After a luncheon at McCloy’s 
home and a dinner given by Chancellor Adenauer for the Foreign 

Ministers at 10:30 p.m., Secretary Acheson met with members of 

the United States, the United Kingdom, and French Delegations to 
consider further changes proposed by the French in the Tripartite 
Declaration. A record of this meeting is in Conference files, lot 59 

D 95, CF 108. Further documentation on French efforts to revise 

the Tripartite Declaration is printed in volume V, Part 1, pages 571 

ff. At the end of all these meetings Secretary Acheson cabled Presi- 
dent Truman giving his impressions briefly on the status of the 
contractuals and at length on the status of the European Defense 
Community. The text of this message is printed ibid., page 680. 

On May 26 the contractual agreements were signed at 10 a. m. in 
the Bundesrat. Following their signature the Foreign Ministers and 
the Chancellor held a short press conference, had lunch, and then 
departed for Paris for the signing of the European Defense Commu- 
nity Treaty and related documents. For Secretary Acheson’s state- 
ment at the press conference, see Document 49. The texts of the 
statements by Adenauer and Eden and of Schuman at the press 
conference were transmitted in telegrams 3076 and 3081, respec- 
tively, from Bonn, May 26. (662A.00/5-2652) For text of the docu- 
ments signed and the letters exchanged at Bonn on May 26 and
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Adenauer’s letter to Secretary Acheson on atomic energy, see Doc- 
uments 50 ff. 

In addition to the general documentation cited in Document 50, 

the following sources have been used in the preparation of the doc- 
umentation on the Foreign Ministers meetings and the signing 

ceremonies at Bonn: CFM files, lot M-88, boxes 161-162 which con- 

tain minutes of the meetings, briefs for Secretary Acheson, various 
drafts of the several conventions and letters to be exchanged, and 

background papers prepared for the Ministerial meetings, indicated 
by their series designator SCEM. This documentation is largely du- 
plicated in Conference files, lot 59 D 95, CF 108-110 which also 
have copies of the telegrams to and from Bonn concerning the 
meetings. The “McCloy Project’, lots 58 M 47 and 57 F 24, subse- 
quently preserved as part of the Bonn Embassy files contains 
McCloy’s diary of the daily activities during the meetings and 
records of the meetings held at Bonn. The largest collection of doc- 
umentation in the decimal files of Department of State, small by 
comparison to the lot files mentioned above, on these meetings is 
in file 662A.00. For two personal accounts of the meetings at Bonn, 
May 23-26, see Acheson, Present at the Creation, pages 648-647, 
and Adenauer, Memoirs, pages 413-427. 

No. 43 

Conference files, lot 59 D 95, CF 108 

Minutes of the Meeting of the Foreign Ministers of the United 
States, the United Kingdom, and France, May 24, 1952, 2:30 p. m.} 

SECRET 

There were present: 

United States France 
Mr. Acheson M. Schuman 

Mr. McCloy M. Francois-Poncet 

Mr. Jessup M. Alphand 

Mr. Perkins M. Berard 

Mr. Lewis M. Seydoux 

Mr. Reber M. Leroy-Beaulieu 

Mr. Harris M. de Guiringaud 

Mr. Reinstein M. Sauvagnargues 
Mr. Calhoun M. Patey 
Miss Kirkpatrick 

1 There is no indication on the source text to show who prepared these minutes. 
The U.S. Delegation transmitted a summary of the meeting in telegram 3049 from 
Bonn, May 25. (662A.00/5-2552)
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United Kingdom 
Mr. Eden 

Sir Ivone 
Kirkpatrick 

Mr. Roberts 
Mr. Ward 
Mr. Trevelyan 
Mr. O’Neill 
Mr. Bathurst 
Mr. Shuckburgh 
Mr. Ridsdale 

[Here follows an eleven-point index to the minutes.] 

1. Opening of the Meeting 

Mr. Acheson extended a welcome to his colleagues and inquired 
how they wished to organize the meeting. Mr. Eden proposed, and 
M. Schuman agreed, that Mr. Acheson should take the chair. 

2. Title of Convention on Relations Between the Three Powers and 
the Federal Republic 

The Ministers agreed to propose to the Chancellor that the offi- 
cial title of the agreement to be concluded with the Federal Repub- 
lic should be ‘Convention on Relations between the Three Powers 
and the Federal Republic.” They further agreed to inform the 
Chancellor that, whereas they felt no official recognition could be 
given to the title “Deutschland Vertrag”’ in connection with this 
convention, there could be no objection to its internal colloquial use 

in Germany. 

3. Special Arrangements for the Entry into Force of Parts of the 
Contractual Arrangements Prior to Complete Ratification of the 
EDC Treaty 

Mr. Acheson said that he understood the Chancellor wished to 
obtain agreement that certain provisions of the conventions might 
come into force in advance of the complete ratification of the EDC 
Treaty, should the latter be delayed and if the conventions had 
been ratified by all the parties to it and the EDC Treaty by France 
and the Federal Republic. He said that it would not be possible to 
accept this proposal, but suggested that the Ministers might pro- 
pose to the Chancellor that if there were an extended delay in rati- 
fication of the EDC Treaty, a meeting should be held between the 

three Governments and the Federal Government to consider the 
situation. M. Schuman said that he was in general accord with Mr. 
Acheson’s suggestion and pointed out that the accepted inter-rela- 

tionship between the two agreements could not be broken down
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prior to ratification in order to meet the Chancellor’s request. How- 

ever, consideration might be given to arrangements for putting into 
effect certain provisions to meet the Chancellor; for example, the 
procedure for granting clemency to war criminals. It was agreed 
that the High Commission’s proposed letter on this subject should 
be revised in the light of this discussion. 2 

4. Text of a Letter to be Sent by the Federal Chancellor to the 
United States, United Kingdom and French Governments on 
Atomic Energy 

The Ministers agreed to propose that, as a compromise, the 

review of restrictions on the production of nuclear fuel in the Fed- 
eral Territory should take place at the end of two years from the 
time of ratification of the contractual arrangements, rather than 

three years as provided in the draft letter, or eighteen months as 

proposed by the Chancellor. 3 

5. Exercise of Clemency Toward War Criminals 

The Ministers agreed, if the matter were raised by the Chancel- 
lor, to give him an assurance that during the period until the con- 
tractual arrangements were in operation, they would continue to 

take clemency action with respect to war criminal prisoners as pro- 
vided under present procedure. 

6. French Reservation on Reparations 

M. Schuman referred to the provision in Paragraph 1 of Article 1 
of Chapter Six of the Convention on the Settlement of Matters 
Arising out of the War and the Occupation, * whereby the Three 
Powers “undertake that they will at no time assert any claim for 

reparations against the current production of the Federal Repub- 
lic.’ He said that this question had been the subject of frequent 
debate in the French Parliament and that from a psychological 
point of view it would be very difficult at this time and prior to the 
conclusion of a final peace treaty to obtain parliamentary agree- 

ment to a formal renunciation of reparations from current produc- 

tion. He therefore preferred that any mention of reparations from 
current production should be omitted from the conventions. 

Mr. Eden pointed out that his government had all along taken a 
position against reparations from current production and reminded 

2 For text of the letter from the three Foreign Ministers to the Federal Chancellor 
concerning the entry into effect of certain provisions of the general convention, see 
Document 56. 

3 A copy of the draft letter under reference, dated May 16, is in CFM files, lot M- 

88, box 193, CA: Security Controls, Atomic Energy. For the final text of this letter 
as agreed by the Chancellor and the three Foreign Ministers, see Document 64. 

4 For text of the Convention on the Settlement of Matters Arising Out of the War, 
see Cmd. 8571, pp. 75-135.
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M. Schuman that the Three Powers had already stigmatized the 
Soviet Government for their practice in this regard. 

Mr. Acheson then suggested that a three-power statement now 
waiving all further claim to reparations from current production 
would constitute a strong propaganda point against the Soviets. He 

said that it should be borne in mind that in this matter we would 
be giving the Chancellor something that he very much wanted in 
order to ease his own internal political situation and which would 
cost the Allied Governments nothing, since none of them had any 
intention of taking such reparations anyway. He suggested that a 
concession on this point to the Chancellor might facilitate an 
agreement in connection with Article 7, Paragraph 3 of the general 
agreement. ® 

To M. Schuman’s suggestion that the provisions regarding repa- 
rations from current production should be deleted from the conven- 
tion altogether, Mr. Eden replied that the remaining part of this 
section of the convention consisted of undertakings which the 
Allies were asking the Federal Republic to give, and that M. Schu- 
man’s proposal would result in the elimination of the only Allied 
undertaking given in return. 

After further discussion of possible compromise solutions, the 
Ministers agreed that M. Schuman should present the point of view 
of his Government on this question to the Chancellor. 

7. Definition of Weapons in Annex to Article 107 of EDC Treaty— 

Guided Missiles ® 

Mr. Eden said that although his Government had shared the 

French anxiety with regard to the production of the so-called short- 
range guided missiles, it had reached the conclusion as the result 
of exhaustive study by British experts that there was, in the main, 
no direct connection between the production of short-range and 
long-range guided missiles, because the technical problems applica- 
ble to the production of the two types of weapons had no bearing 
on each other. He then proposed the adoption of the following 
wording for paragraph IV (d) of Annex 2 to Article 107 of the EDC 

Treaty: 

“Proximity fuses, and short-range defensive anti-aircraft guided 
missiles of less than two metres in length with target-seeking 
heads (diameter of missile twelve inches, Mach No. 2, ground range 
20 miles and war-head not exceeding 50 lbs) shall be deemed to be 
excluded from these Definitions.” 

5 For text of the Convention on Relations between the Three Powers and the Fed- 
eral Republic of Germany, see Document 51. 

6 For text of the European Defense Community Treaty, signed May 27 at Paris, 
see Documents (R.LI.A.) for 1952, pp. 116-162.
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This meant, he explained, that the German proposal to add the 

words “long-range” in paragraph IV (a) could not be accepted, as 
short-range missiles, other than those defined in the U.K. draft of 
paragraph IV (d) would remain in Annex 2. 

Mr. Acheson said that the position of the U.S. Government was 
that it was important that the Germans should not produce long- 
range guided missiles. Since current research indicated, however, 
that the short-range guided missile would be the most effective 
weapon against tanks and planes, his Government considered that 
it would be unfortunate if the Germans were not allowed to 
produce these weapons and were obliged to rely upon outdated de- 
fensive weapons. 

M. Schuman said that he was ready to accept Mr. Eden’s formu- 
la, but that he wished it to be understood that his acceptance rep- 
resented a distinct concession on the part of the French Govern- 
ment and that he hoped the Chancellor would recognize this. 

Mr. Eden then raised the question as to whether the Chancellor 
should be asked to give an undertaking by letter that the produc- 
tion of guided missiles contemplated in the U.K. formula should 
not be permitted east of the Rhine River. There was some discus- 
sion on this point, but at a later stage in the meeting it was agreed 

to propose that the manufacture of these weapons should be han- 
dled in the same manner as the manufacture of propellarts under 
the terms of the EDC Treaty. 

8. Article 50 of the Convention on Rights and Obligations of the 
Forces 7 

Mr. Acheson said that he understood discussion on this problem 

was still in progress between the French and German delegations. 

M. Schuman said that the negotiations in Paris between M. Al- 
phand and Professor Hallstein had not been successful, but that 
there had been some progress in discussions in Bonn in the past 
few days. He then outlined some of the difficulties in connection 
with this article. He requested the support of his British and Amer- 
ican colleagues in this matter, pointing out that if the French 

troops, which composed the largest single element in the European 
land forces, were to be placed in an adverse position as regards 
their logistic support in Germany prior to the time of the effective 
operation of the EDC arrangements, it would be impossible to 
obtain ratification of the contractual arrangements by the French 
Parliament. 

7 Article 50 dealt with transitional provisions for the armed forces of EDC. For 
the full text of the Convention on the Rights and Obligations of Foreign Forces and 
their Members in the Federal Republic of Germany, see Cmd. 8571; see Document 
53 for an extract from the convention.
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Mr. Acheson then inquired as to the manner in which the United 
States and United Kingdom Governments could give this assist- 

ance. M. Schuman replied that he felt that the U.S. and U.K. dele- 

gations should not become involved in the details of the negotiation 

on this problem, but should lend their general support to the 
French case, which should lead to a settlement in the interest of all 
concerned. 

9. Federal Republic’s Finance Contribution to Western Defense 

The Ministers agreed to accept a recommendation agreed be- 
tween the High Commissioners and the Chancellor that the Feder- 
al Republic’s support for Allied forces after the entry into effect of 

the contractual agreements should be fixed for the first six-month 
period at DM 551 million per month and for the next three-month 

period at DM 319 million per month, or an average of DM 474 mil- 
lion per month for nine months, with the condition that the Feder- 
al Republic would agree to meet the cost of acquiring and evacuat- 
ing land sites for the Allied forces. ® 

Mr. Eden suggested that a tripartite decision should be reached, 

prior to the signature of the agreements, on the allocation of the 

sum for troop support among the Allied forces. He thought that the 

division might be made on the basis of the proportions already es- 
tablished or a like formula. Mr. Acheson agreed. M. Schuman 

asked that discussion of this point be deferred until the next day, 
but agreed that the settlement should be reached before signature 

of the agreements. 

M. Schuman drew attention to the fact that the German delega- 
tion wished to exclude the EDC countries from the scope of Article 

3 of the Finance Convention, which provided for an obligation on 

the part of the Federal Republic to make a total contribution to 

Western defense each year comparable to that of the other princi- 

pal Western countries, and from Article 7 of this convention, which 
provided that a variety of specified services should be furnished to 
Allied forces without charge. Mr. Eden said that he understood the 

French concern with respect to the provisions of Article 7, and that 

he felt that the French and Belgian troops should have the benefit 

of these services until 30 June 1953. Mr. Acheson said that he also 

supported the French position in this matter. 

M. Schuman thanked his colleagues for their support. He said 
that the considerations with regard to Article 3 were largely legal 

and political, and that he would reconsider his position on this arti- 

cle after it had been discussed with the Chancellor. 

8 For text of the Finance Convention, see Document 55.
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10. German War Criminal Suspects in France 

Mr. Acheson said that the Chancellor might raise the question of 
the disposition of cases of German war criminals in France. M. 
Schuman replied that he would be prepared to discuss this point 

with the Chancellor. 

11. Close of the Meeting 

The meeting adjourned at 4:15 p. m. 

No. 44 

Conference files, lot 59 D 95, CF 108 

Minutes of the Meeting of the Foreign Ministers of the United 
States, the United Kingdom, and France With the Chancellor of 
the Federal Republic of Germany, May 24, 1952, 4:45 p.m. } 

SECRET 

There were present: 

United States France 
Mr. Acheson M. Schuman 
Mr. McCloy M. Francois-Poncet 
Mr. Jessup M. Alphand 
Mr. Perkins M. Berard 

Mr. Lewis M. Seydoux 
Mr. Reber M. Leroy-Beaulieu 

Mr. Harris M. de Guiringaud 
Mr. Reinstein M. Sauvagnargues 

Mr. Calhoun M. Patey 

Miss Kirkpatrick 

United Kingdom Federal Republic 
Mr. Eden Dr. Adenauer 

Sir Ivone Kirkpatrick Herr Schaeffer 
Mr. Roberts Prof. Hallstein 
Mr. Ward Herr Blankenhorn 
Mr. Trevelyan Prof. Grewe 
Mr. O’Neill 
Mr. Bathurst 

Mr. Shuckburgh 
Mr. Ridsdale 

[Here follows a seven-point index to the minutes.] 

1 There is no indication on the source text to show who prepared these minutes. 
The U.S. Delegation transmitted a summary of the meeting in telegram 3050 from 
Bonn, May 25. (662A.00/5-2552)
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1. Opening of the Meeting 

It was agreed that Mr. Acheson should act as Chairman. Mr. 

Acheson welcomed the Chancellor and asked him if he would care 
to make a general statement before consideration of the agenda 
began. 

The Chancellor said that he had no general statement to make, 
other than to extend a welcome to the Foreign Ministers and to ex- 
press the hope that the following Monday would see the completion 
of the first part of a very great undertaking. 

2. Title of Convention on Relations Between the Three Powers and 
the Federal Republic 

The Chancellor accepted the proposal of the Three Ministers con- 
veyed by Mr. Acheson that the official title of the Convention 
should stand as proposed, but that each country might be free to 
adopt its own version of a short title for unofficial use. 

3. Special Arrangements for Entry into Force of Parts of the Con- 
tractual Agreements Prior to Complete Ratification of the EDC 
Treaty 

Mr. Acheson said that a suggestion had been made that certain 
provisions of the conventions might enter into force when they had 
been ratified by the Four Powers and when the EDC Treaty had 
been ratified by certain but not all of the powers party to this 
agreement. The Ministers felt that this arrangement was inadvis- 
able because owing to the close interrelationship of the two treaties 
many complications would result. The best solution would be for all 

the nations concerned to press for the earliest possible ratification. 
It was the intention of the United States Government to place the 

contractual agreements before the United States Senate during the 
course of the next week and he hoped that other Governments 
would take similar steps designed to ensure ratification at the ear- 
liest possible date. If, however, hopes for speedy ratification were 
not achieved because of the failure of one of the parties to the EDC 
Treaty to act, a new situation would be created. The Ministers 
agreed that in this event a meeting with representatives of the 
Federal Republic should be held to consider the situation. A draft 
letter to this effect had been prepared for the Chancellor to consid- 

er. 2 
The Chancellor replied that he fully recognized the difficulties 

created by his suggestion for the prior entry into force of parts of 
the contractual agreements. At the same time he felt bound to 
draw attention to the difficulties which would confront the Federal 

2The draft of this letter has not been identified further. For the final text, see 
item 2, Document 48.



ESTABLISHMENT OF CONTRACTUAL RELATIONS 97 

Republic and other Western European countries if the EDC Treaty 
were not promptly ratified. The Federal Government would seek 
ratification of the agreements by the end of July and for this pur- 
pose the Bundestag would probably extend its sessions at least a 
fortnight beyond the normal closing date. He reminded the Minis- 
ters that the Schuman Plan Treaty, signed fourteen months ago, 
had not yet been ratified by all the signatories. He had also been 
informed that the Netherlands Government had stated that it 
would not be able to ratify the EDC Treaty until December. 

The prospect of delay caused him concern not only as regards the 
contractual] conventions, but also in connection with the forces 

which were to be raised and made available for Western defense by 
the Federal Republic. Twelve divisions were to be raised by July 
1954. In view of the lack of any existing military establishment, it 
would be difficult to do this unless ratification were prompt. 

As to the internal political situation, unless the contractual ar- 

rangements came into effect quickly, the benefits which they con- 
ferred on Germany would not have been felt by the German public 
prior to the 1953 national elections, and this situation would have 
a serious effect on those elections. 

With respect to the draft letter, he asked that phrasing should be 
added to indicate that the three Governments were prepared to 
meet with the Federal Government, not only to consider the situa- 

tion created by delay in ratification of the EDC Treaty but also to 
consider whether certain of the provisions of the contractual ar- 
rangements could then be put into effect. 

Mr. Eden said that he could agree to this suggestion. 
M. Schuman said the Chancellor’s proposal might be acceptable, 

but added that such a statement of intention would have only a 
theoretical value until the difficulties which might exist at that 
future date were known and agreement were in fact reached on 
just what parts of the conventions might be put into effect. He said 
that Parliamentary prerogatives had to be kept in mind and there- 
fore that only those provisions which did not require ratification 

could be applied in advance. He also stressed the fact that there 
could be no question of whole parts of the agreements being ap- 
plied. Only certain measures could be put into effect in advance 
and a special agreement would have to be concluded for this pur- 
pose. The Chancellor said that he could agree to a wording of the 
statement which would take M. Schuman’s point into account. It 
was agreed that experts should be asked to redraft the letter in the 
light of the discussion. 

Before continuing to the next item, Mr. Acheson said that he 

wished once again to emphasize the importance which the United 
States Government attached to what the Chancellor had said about
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the necessity for early ratification. He also was disturbed by the 
Netherlands’ decision to defer ratification to December and would 
make this known to the Netherlands Government. Another impor- 

tant point to bear in mind was that by January 1953 it was proba- 
ble that there would be a change in the principal officials con- 
cerned with the foreign policy of the United States Government. 
Although this would not mean a basic change in American foreign 
policy, it would be unfortunate if the new officials were obliged to 
deal with complicated political and technical problems arising from 
more than a year of negotiations, the background of which would 
be completely unfamiliar to them. 

4. Text of a Letter to be Sent by the Federal Chancellor to the 
United States, United Kingdom and French Governments on 

Atomic Energy 

The Chancellor accepted the Ministers’ proposal that the review 
of restrictions on the production of nuclear fuel in the Federal Ter- 
ritory should take place at the end of two years from the coming 
into effect of the conventions. 3 

9. Definition of Weapons in Annex to Article 107 of EDC Treaty— 
Guided Missiles 

Mr. Acheson read to the Chancellor the text of the definition of 
these weapons agreed upon by the Ministers at their meeting earli- 
er that day (see Minute 7 of the record of this meeting. 4) He added 
that this text had been prepared by the UK delegation and asked 

Mr. Eden whether he had any comment. Mr. Eden then said that 
the proposed definition involved the understanding that short 

range missiles would not be produced in exposed areas. The Chan- 
cellor agreed. 

Mr. Acheson then said that he understood that it was the Allied 
proposal that the undertaking on this matter should be treated in 

the same manner as that for the manufacture of propellants, 1.e., 

in an annex to the EDC Treaty. The Chancellor said this would be 
satisfactory to him. 

6. French Reservation on Reparations 

Mr. Acheson called on M. Schuman to make a statement on this 
matter. M. Schuman said that he recognized that this problem was 
one of as great importance to the Chancellor as it was to the 
French Government. At Potsdam, agreement had been reached on 

only two categories of reparations and a third category, reparations 
out of current production, remained to be settled at the time of a 

3 For text of the letter from the Chancellor to the three Foreign Ministers on 
atomic energy, see Document 64. 

* Supra.
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final peace treaty with Germany. It was, of course, not to be ex- 
pected that the three Allied powers would have recourse to such 

reparations under present conditions. However, it would be diffi- 
cult at this time to include in the contractual agreements a formal 
statement renouncing such reparations without provoking great op- 

position in the French Parliament. He felt that the best solution 

would be to avoid making an issue of this matter now and suggest- 
ed a formula by which the second sentence of Article 1 of Chapter 
Six (Reparations) of the Convention on the Settlement of Matters 
Arising out of the War and Occupation would be omitted and a 
new Article 6 added in which the Allied powers would agree not to 
claim from the Federal Republic reparations from current produc- 

tion pending a peace treaty. ° 

The Chancellor asked whether this Allied undertaking would 
apply only until the time of the peace treaty. If so, that would 
imply that the Allied powers reserved the right at the peace treaty 
to revise the undertaking and claim reparations from current pro- 

duction. M. Schuman replied that the question would, in fact, 
remain to be settled in the final peace treaty which, however, 
would be discussed with the Federal Government as an equal part- 
ner in the negotiations. 

The Chancellor said that the omission of the undertaking on rep- 
arations from current production constituted a basic change of the 
text. He had already shown the text of the article as agreed upon 
by the experts to leading members of the coalition parties in the 
Bundestag in order to counteract in part the violent press attacks 
which had been made on the Government in connection with other 
provisions of the agreement. He said that opposition to the conven- 

tions had recently reached a new degree of heatedness and referred 
to Schumacher’s statement of 24 May that anyone who signed the 
agreement could no longer claim to be a German. No matter what 
intention lay behind the formula proposed by M. Schuman, the 
German public would interpret the wording as a reservation of an 

Allied right to claim reparations from current production in the 

peace treaty. He reminded the Ministers that the previous British 
Government had already declared that the reparations question 

was settled with the completion of dismantling and the seizure of 
German assets abroad. He then appealed to M. Schuman to join in 
finding a new formulation on this point which would help him (the 
Chancellor) with his internal political difficulties. The Chancellor 
indicated that if M. Schuman could meet him on this issue he 
would be prepared to make concessions which would satisfy French 

5 For text of the Convention on the Settlement of Matters arising out of the War 
and Occupation, see Senate Q and R, pp. 25-88 or Cmd. 8571, pp. 75-135.
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requirements on the application to the French forces of the provi- 
sions of the convention on the status of troops. 

M. Schuman said that he was moved by the Chancellor’s appeal, 
but he had to point out that his Government had already met the 
Chancellor on a great many points. In this matter he had already 
gone beyond the limits of his instructions in an effort to meet the 
Chancellor’s needs. The whole difficulty was mainly a problem of 
formulation, because the French Government had never demanded 

reparations from current production and did not intend to do so at 
the time of the peace treaty. It was obvious that the party who had 
to pay reparations should be sensitive on the point, but it was 
equally true that those who had suffered damage should have 
strong feelings. The Communists in France were now creating agi- 
tation among persons who had suffered war damage by telling 
them that those who had suffered losses from the war in Russia 
had been adequately recompensed while the French Government 
refused to seek reparations with which to help its own people. He 
appealed again to the Chancellor to accept his formula. 

7. Close of the Meeting 

The Meeting adjourned at 6:45 p. m. 

No. 45 

Conference files, lot 59 D 95, CF 108 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Ambassador at Large (Jessup) 

CONFIDENTIAL Bonn, May 25, 1952. 

Participants: His Excellency Theodor Heuss, President of the 

German Federal Republic 
His Excellency Dean Acheson, Secretary of State 
Also present: Mr. Adenauer, Mr. McCloy, Mr. Jessup, 

Mr. Von Herwalt 

The Secretary accompanied by Mr. McCloy and Mr. Jessup called 
on President Heuss at 6:45 on Saturday afternoon, May 24. Chan- 
cellor Adenauer was also present as was Mr. Von Herwalt, who 
acted as interpreter. 

The Secretary began by saying that he brought from President 
Truman a message of cordial greetings and good wishes to Presi- 
dent Heuss. The President believed that the Secretary and the 
Chancellor working together would be able to bring the present ne- 
gotiations to a successful conclusion. President Heuss interrupted 
to say he appreciated this message and he shared this expectation. 
The Secretary continued that he did not wish to minimize the im-
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portant cooperation and good will of his French and British col- 
leagues, but he did feel the United States and the Federal Republic 
cooperating together were in a position to make a major contribu- 
tion. President Heuss again agreed. President Heuss and the Chan- 
cellor expressed their appreciation of the cooperation which they 
had received from Mr. McCloy. The Secretary referred to our hope 
that the Senate would be able to ratify the Convention before its 
adjournment, to which President Heuss replied that he hoped their 
ratification could be concluded in July or August. 

The call was brief and formal but characterized by an atmos- 
phere of great cordiality. 

PHILIP C. JESSUP 

No. 46 

662A.00/5-2552: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (McCloy) to the 
Department of State } 

TOP SECRET PRIORITY Bonn, May 25, 1952—noon. 

30538. From the Secretary. Three-hour tripartite session began 
10:30 last night with discussion reparations problem. Eden stated if 
Adenauer put question to him he would have to say that UK re- 
jected Fr position. He reminded Schuman that Adenauer had of- 
fered agreement on Article 50 2 in exchange for agreement on rep- 
arations and advised Schuman to take this substantial value in 
place of maintaining theoretical objection. Schuman said he pre- 

ferred that US UK clearly state that they were opposed in princi- 
ple to reparations from current account and Fr cld take note of it. 

This would be clearer for the Fr and in that case they cld accept 
the text of Article 1 as it stands. ? The explanation cld be put in a 
protocol. Br draft revised by Fr and further revised by Secretary in 
the direction of stating US UK position as reaffirmation of previ- 
ous view then agreed as fols: 

“The US and UK Govts declare that they have not asserted and 
do not intend to assert any claim for reparations out of current 
production. They have consistently opposed, and intend to oppose 
the exaction of such reparations by any other power. Fr Govt takes 

1 Repeated to Paris and London. 
2 For text of the Convention on the Rights and Obligations of Foreign Forces and 

their Members in the Federal Republic of Germany, see Senate Q and R, pp. 89-130 
or Cmd. 8571, pp. 17-58. For an extract from this convention, see Document 53. 

3 For full text of the Convention on the Settlement of Matters arising out of the 
War and the Occupation, see Senate Q and R, pp. 25-88, or Cmd. 8571, pp. 75-135.
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note of the situation of fact and therefore associates itself with Ar- 
ticle 1 of Chapter XI of the convention on settlement of matters 
arising out of war and occupation.” 

It was agreed that in putting this up to Adenauer it shld be 
stated as a bargain in exchange for his agreement on Article 50 
and agreement to Fr proposals on the application of finance con- 
vention to EDC forces. McCloy reported Adenauer had told him 
that evening that he wld overrule Hallstein on those questions. 
Fitzpatrick [Kirkpatrick?] confirmed that he had received same 
info. 

Conferees then discussed Article 7 (8).* Secretary reported Ade- 
nauer said that if we had a provision that united Germany suc- 
ceeds to rights and duties he wld be confronted with two propagan- 
da difficulties. First SPD and Commies say we are trying to bind a 
Germany which does not exist and second they argue we make im- 
possible any agreement with the Sovs. On other hand, Adenauer 
felt he wld escape these difficulties if provision was made to say 
Federal Republic may not in any negotiation concerning a united 
Germany escape its obligations, etc. Secretary believed such a pro- 
vision wld say the same thing in a different way and if Adenauer 
felt it met his domestic difficulties we should try to go along. 
McCloy confirmed by Fitzpatrick [Kirkpatrick?| reported Adenau- 
er’s willingness to withdraw the substitute text which he had sub- 
mitted in afternoon. Eden noted comparable problem raised in Par- 

liament. After general discussion following text in alternate forms 
agreed for consideration overnight: 

“Alternate A”’ 
“Upon assumption by a unified Germany of the obligations of 

Federal Republic towards three power or any of them under the 
present convention and related conventions and treaties for the for- 
mation of an integrated European community, the three powers 
will extend to such a unified Germany the rights which the Feder- 
al Republic enjoys under those conventions and will for their part 
agree that its rights under those treaties shall be similarly ex- 
tended. Except by common consent of all parties to this convention 
Federal Republic shall not conclude any agreement or enter into 
any arrangement which wld impair the rights of three powers 
under those conventions and treaties or lessen the obligations of 
Federal Republic thereunder.” 

“Alternate B” 
“The three powers shall, in the event of the unification of Ger- 

many, extend to a unified Germany the rights which the Federal 
Republic has under the present convention and related conventions 
and will for their part agree that the rights under the treaties for 

4For text of the Convention on the Relations between the Three Powers and the 
Federal Republic of Germany, see Document 51.
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the formation of an integrated European community should be 
similarly extended, upon the assumption by such a unified Germa- 
ny of (it being understood that a unified Germany assures) obliga- 
tions which Federal Republic owes to three powers or to any of 
them under those conventions and treaties. Except by common con- 
sent of all parties to this convention Federal Republic shall not 
conclude any agreement or enter into any arrangement which 
would impair the rights of the three powers under those conven- 
tions and treaties or lessen the obligations of Federal Republic 
thereunder.’ 

[Here follows discussion on changes in the Tripartite Declaration 
on the strength and integrity of the European Defense Communi- 

ty.] 

[McCoy] 

No. 47 

262.84A4/5-2552: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (McCloy) to the 
Department of State } 

CONFIDENTIAL Bonn, May 25, 1952—8 p.m. 

3059. From the Secretary. Secretary saw Adenauer this morning 

re Israeli and Jewish claims. 2? Stressed importance US attaches to 
having a settlement of this matter reached which is satisfactory to 

both sides. Emphasized fact that it is primarily a moral issue. Ex- 
pressed disappointment at reports that Gers seemed to be hoping 

for US aid to assist them in settling the claims and pointed out 
that Gers wld be evading moral responsibility if they relied on such 
a solution. Made clear Gers cld expect no aid from US for this pur- 
pose. 

Chancellor in reply noted that resignation of Boehm, chief Ger 

negotiator in talks with Israeli and Jewish reps had been with- 

drawn and Boehm was now discussing claims in Paris with Nahum 

Goldmann, who is acting as rep for Israeli as well as Jewish mate- 
rial claimants. Chancellor said he had heard these discussions are 
going well. 

Secretary expressed satisfaction this report and said he hoped 

Gers wld make every effort to reach prompt and satisfactory settle- 
ment. 

1 Repeated to Paris, London, The Hague, and Tel Aviv. 
2 The meeting probably took place immediately before the quadripartite meeting 

reported on infra.
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New subj: Suggested reply from Secretary to Sharett’s letter 
(Paris tel 894, May 23 to Bonn) will be telegraphed shortly for Dept 
approval. 3 

McCLoy 

3 No copy of this telegram, which apparently was not repeated to Washington, has 
been found in Department of State files. The letter under reference from Israeli 
Minister Sharett, copies of which were also sent to the British and French, asked 

that Israeli claims be brought to the attention of the Federal Republic. 

No. 48 

Conference files, lot 59 D 95, CF 108 

Minutes of the Meeting of the Foreign Ministers of the United 
States, the United Kingdom, and France With the Chancellor of 
the Federal Republic of Germany, May 25, 1952, 10:30 a.m. } 

SECRET 

There were present: 

United States France 

Mr. Acheson M. Schuman 
Mr. McCloy M. Francois-Poncet 

Mr. Jessup M. Alphand 
Mr. Perkins M. Berard 

Mr. Lewis M. Seydoux 
Mr. Reber M. Leroy-Beaulieu 
Mr. Harris M. de Guiringaud 

Mr. Reinstein M. Sauvagnargues 
Mr. Calhoun M. Patey 
Miss Kirkpatrick 

United Kingdom Federal Republic 
Mr. Eden Dr. Adenauer 
Sir Ivone Kirkpatrick Herr Schaeffer 

Mr. Roberts Prof. Hallstein 
Mr. Ward Herr Blankenhorn 

Mr. Trevelyan Prof. Grewe 

Mr. O'Neill 

Mr. Bathurst 

Mr. Shuckburgh 

Mr. Ridsdale 

1 There is no indication on the source text to show who prepared these minutes. 

The U.S. Delegation transmitted a summary of the meeting in telegram 3062 from 

Bonn, May 25. (662A.00/5-2552)
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[Here follows a five-point index to the minutes. ] 

1. French Reservation on Reparations; Application of Article 50 of 
Rights and Obligations Convention; Outstanding Financial 
Questions 

Mr. Acheson said that, as a result of discussions which had taken 
place in the interval since the last meeting, the Allied Ministers 
were now ready to make proposals on the basis of which it should 
be possible to reach a solution of these problems as a group. As to 
the question of reparations, it was proposed that Article 1 of Chap- 
ter Six of the Convention on the Settlement of Matters Arising out 
of the War and the Occupation ? should be allowed to stand with- 

out modification and that the French position would be covered by 
the following protocol: 

“The U.S. and U.K. Governments declare that they have not as- 
serted and do not intend to assert any claim for reparations out of 
current production. They have consistently opposed, and intend to 
oppose the exaction of such reparations by any other Power. The 
French Government takes note of the situation of fact and there- 
fore associates itself with Article 1 of Chapter Six of the Conven- 
tion on the Settlement of Matters Arising out of the War and the 
Occupation.” 

M. Schuman intervened to say that the French concession on 
this point was dependent on agreement being reached on the whole 
group of these problems. Mr. Acheson said that he had been about 
to make this point and hoped that the Chancellor and M. Schuman 
could settle between them the remaining points at issue regarding 
the application of Article 50 of the Forces Convention and the ques- 
tion of the application of Articles 7 and 3 of the Finance Conven- 

tion. ? In that event, the three Governments were prepared to con- 

firm the recommendation made by the High Commissioners for the 
division of the Federal Republic financial contribution to defense. 4 
After some discussion, it was agreed that French and German ex- 

perts should retire in an attempt to resolve the outstanding issues 
with regard to the application of Article 50. 

The experts upon their return reported that they had been able 
to agree on a revised text for Article 50, except for a German reser- 
vation that the EDC Commissariat should have a right of interven- 
tion in matters of logistic support prior to 30 June 1953. M. Schu- 

2 For text of the Convention on the Settlement of Matters Arising Out of the War 
and the Occupation, see Senate Q and R, pp. 25-88, or Cmd. 8571, pp. 75-135. 

3 For text of the Convention on the Rights and Obligations of Foreign Forces and 
Their Members in the Federal Republic of Germany, see Senate Q and R, pp. 89- 
138, or Cmd. 8571, pp. 17-58. An extract from this convention is printed as Docu- 
ment 53; for text of the Finance Convention, see Document 55. 

4 Regarding the High Commissioners’ recommendation, see point 9, Document 43.
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man said that he objected to this reservation on several grounds. In 

the first place, the problem was not now within the competence of 

the EDC Commissariat and in any event the rights of the French 
and Belgian troops involved would be covered by the convention for 
only a few months. The cost of support of these troops would not be 
within the control of the EDC Commissariat and it would be illogi- 
cal to give the EDC any responsibility in the matter of material 
support. Finally, the introduction of yet another date into the steps 
leading up to the adoption of a common budget would create great 
fiscal difficulties. 

The Chancellor replied that he believed that giving the EDC 
Commissariat a right in this matter would perhaps be reassuring 
to certain other member countries of the EDC, but added that he 

placed no very high value on the point and would be willing to con- 
cede it. M. Schuman thanked the Chancellor and indicated that he 
would be willing to concede to the Chancellor’s position on Article 
3 of the Finance Convention if the Chancellor would accept his po- 
sition on Article 7 of that convention. The Chancellor agreed. 

On Mr. Acheson’s proposal, the Foreign Ministers and the Chan- 
cellor then confirmed the division of the Federal Republic’s finan- 
cial contribution as proposed by the High Commissioners. 

2. Special Arrangements for Entry into Force of Parts of the Con- 
tractual Arrangements Prior to Complete Ratification of the 
EDC Treaty 

The four Ministers confirmed agreement to the following text of 

the letter to be addressed by the Foreign Ministers to the Chancel- 
lor on this subject: 

“During the discussions on the conventions which have been 
signed today, you have raised the question whether certain provi- 
sions of these conventions might be put into effect before the time 
provided for in the conventions themselves. 

We wish to inform you that when the conventions have been 
ratified by all the parties to them our Governments will be pre- 
pared if there is any undue delay on the part of other parties in 
ratifying the Treaty on the Establishment of the EDC to hold a 
meeting with the Federal Government to consider the situation, 
and to determine whether arrangements may be made to put cer- 
tain provisions contained in the conventions into effect prior to the 
entry into force of the conventions.” 

3. Article 7, Paragraph 3 of Convention on Relations Between the 
Three Powers and the Federal Republic of Germany * 

Mr. Acheson referred to the difficulties which Paragraph 3 of Ar- 

ticle 7 of this convention had raised for the Chancellor. Members of 

5 Document 51.
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the three Allied delegations had consulted amongst themselves and 
with representatives of the Chancellor and were now in a position 
to propose a new draft of this paragraph which they hoped would 
meet these difficulties.* He explained that the new draft incorpo- 
rated two ideas. The first was that the Three Powers in the event 

of unification of Germany would extend the rights of the Federal 

Republic under the present conventions to the government of a 
unified Germany upon the assumption by such a government of the 
Federal Republic’s obligations under the conventions. The second 
was that the Federal Government should not enter into any agree- 
ment which would impair the rights of the Three Powers under the 

conventions. 
After the text of the paragraph had been read to the Chancellor 

in full, he said that the second sentence contained a commitment 

on the part of the Federal Republic which the Three Powers were 
not called upon to reciprocate. The Federal Republic was asked not 
to conclude any agreement or enter into an arrangement which 
would impair the rights of the Three Powers, but the Three Powers 

were not undertaking a similar obligation toward the Federal Re- 
public. 

Mr. Acheson said that this question had been previously dis- 
cussed in connection with Article 2, Paragraph 1, of this conven- 
tion under which the Allies had reserved powers concerning Ger- 
many as a whole including the question of unification and the 
peace settlement. The question had arisen as to whether under this 
reservation of power the Three Powers could take action which 

would impair the rights of the Federal Republic. 
The Allied experts had prepared the draft of a letter which 

stated that the Three Powers did not interpret this reserve power 
as permitting them to derogate from their undertakings to the Fed- 

eral Republic. f 

* The text of this draft read as follows: 

“The Three Powers will, in the event of the unification of Germany, extend to a 

unified Germany the rights which the Federal Republic has under the present Con- 
vention and the related Conventions and will for their part agree that the rights 
under the Treaties for the formation of an integrated European community should 
be similarly extended, upon the assumption by such a unified Germany of the obli- 
gations of the Federal Republic toward the Three Powers or to any of them under 
those Conventions and Treaties. Except by common consent of all parties to this 
Convention the Federal Republic will not conclude any agreement or enter into any 
arrangement which would impair the rights of the Three Powers under those Con- 
ventions and Treaties or lessen the obligations of the Federal Republic thereunder.” 
[Footnote in the source text.] 

t The text of this letter is: “In the course of our recent conversations you asked us 
to confirm that the right relating to Germany as a whole reserved by the Three 
Powers in Sub-paragraph (c) of paragraph 1 of Article 2 of the Convention on Rela- 
tions between the Three Powers and the Federal Republic of Germany cannot be 

Continued
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Mr. Eden said that as he saw it the last sentence of Article 7 (3) 
dealt with rights and obligations of the Federal Republic and this 
proposed letter contained the counterpart obligation on the part of 
the Three Powers. M. Schuman said that he agreed with Mr. Eden 
and approved the text of the letter. 

After further discussion as to whether the new draft of Article 7 
(3) and the proposed draft letter constituted fully reciprocal under- 
takings, the Chancellor indicated that he would accept the drafts 
with a modification of Article 7 (8) to provide for the possibility of 
mutually agreed adjustments to the conventions. 

4. Clemency for War Criminals 

Mr. Acheson recalled that the Chancellor had asked the Allied 
Governments not to suspend clemency action with respect to war 
criminals during the period between the signature and ratification 
of the contractual conventions. He could inform the Chancellor on 
behalf of all three of the Governments that such action would not 
be suspended, during this period. The Chancellor thanked Mr. Ach- 
eson for his statement, but added that his request had gone some- 
what further. He had hoped that advantage might be taken on the 
occasion of the signature of the conventions to extend clemency on 
an increased scale. Such action need not be taken immediately, but 
should come within the near future so that the public would under- 
stand that it was connected with the signature of the conventions 
and the coming into effect of the new relationship. The Ministers 

said that they would bear the Chancellor’s remarks in mind. 
M. Schuman said that the number of prisoners in the French 

Zone had been progressively reduced to about 100. The French Gov- 
ernment was considering general clemency measures, although he 

was not in a position to commit himself on this subject. By general 

clemency measures he did not mean immediate release of the pris- 
oners, but that special consideration would be given to individual 
cases. 

Mr. Eden said that since the Chancellor had visited London, & 

the U.K. Government had undertaken an extensive review of its 
cases. The number of prisoners had been reduced from about 200 to 
100. He was inclined to feel that the best way of proceeding would 
be as at present by a periodic review which would eventually result 
in reducing the number of prisoners to a small core. Mr. Acheson 

interpreted as permitting them to affect adversely the relations established between 
themselves and the Federal Republic by the conventions signed today. 

“We have the honor to inform you that our Governments do not interpret the 
right in question as permitting the Three Powers to derogate from their undertak- 
ings to the Federal Republic in the conventions signed today.” [Footnote in the 
source text. For the final text of this letter, see Document 60.] 

6 Adenauer participated in the London Foreign Ministers meeting, Feb. 13-19.
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pointed out that the U.S. Government had already caused a careful 
and far-reaching review to be made and that review would contin- 
ue. 

The Chancellor expressed his appreciation for these remarks. Al- 
though he realized that little could be done at the present moment 
when the conventions were about to be signed, he asked whether 
any steps could be taken to improve conditions at the Spandau 
Prison. He mentioned particularly the case of von Neurath and 
asked whether at the right time something could not be done to al- 
leviate his condition. M. Schuman said that he understood that the 
Three Powers intended to take this problem up with the Soviet au- 
thorities. He also agreed, at the Chancellor’s request, that joint dis- 
cussions between France and the Federal Republic should be held 
in the near future on the status of German war criminals in 
France. 

5. Close of the Meeting 

The Chancellor said that he wished to pay a particular tribute to 
the High Commissioners whose efforts and understanding had done 
so much to make the conclusion of the agreements possible. The 
U.S. High Commissioner, on behalf of his colleagues, praised the 
Chancellor for his great contribution to the success of the negotia- 
tions. Mr. Acheson, on behalf of the Foreign Ministers, concluded 
by expressing their appreciation to the officials and experts who 

had for many long months worked on the texts of the conventions 
which had now been completed. 

The Meeting adjourned at 1:15 p.m. 

No. 49 

Conference files, lot 59 D 95, CF 108 

Department of State Press Release 

[WASHINGTON,] May 26, 1952. 

No. 415 

STATEMENT BY SECRETARY OF STATE DEAN ACHESON ON SIGNING OF 
CONTRACTUAL AGREEMENTS WITH GERMANY 

Following is the text of a statement by Secretary of State Dean 
Acheson on the occasion of the signing at Bonn today of the Con- 
tractual Agreements with the Federal Republic of Germany: 

The agreements that have been signed today are of great impor- 
tance for each of the four countries represented here. The Federal 
Republic is attaining the independence in foreign affairs and au-
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thority in domestic matters which befit a free state. The United 
Kingdom, France and the United States, together with the other 

free nations, are welcoming a new partner in their great effort to 
establish peace and security in the world. 

Let us take a moment to examine what these agreements mean 
and what they are intended to accomplish. 

The relations which follow from these agreements are fundamen- 

tally such as exist between countries closely associated in peace 
and friendship. When the agreements enter into effect, the occupa- 

tion will come to its formal close, and the Federal Government will 

deal with other governments on a normal basis. The United States 

Government is convinced that the agreements are just because 

problems arising from the war must be settled, and it is right to 

settle them in this fashion. The purpose of the agreements is to 

bring the occupation to an end, and this will be their effect. 

There are still certain powers reserved to the United Kingdom, 
France and the United States. But the important thing to remem- 

ber about these powers is that they are not retained for any rea- 
sons which have to do with the Federal Republic alone. They are 
related to other factors entirely-to the necessity for the presence in 

Germany of troops whose mission is the defense of German peace 

and freedom and of peace and freedom throughout the free world, 

and to the unhappy fact that Germany is still a divided country. 
When these conditions no longer exist, the powers retained to deal 

with them will be withdrawn. 

It is a matter of great regret and concern to the American gov- 

ernment that the task of restoring Germany as a whole is not com- 
pleted. I feel deeply the absence on this occasion of those who 

might have represented the people of that part of Germany which 

is still under Soviet occupation. It would have been a more joyful 

occasion if they had been permitted to join us. 

One of the great aims of the Western world, one of the great 
themes of its culture, and one of the great achievements of its 

people, has been freedom. Political and social freedom of the indi- 

vidual, freedom of his conscience and speech, have been what the 

West holds most dear. Since the end of the war the three powers 

have consistently worked to establish freedom throughout Germa- 

ny, and their efforts have been met with invaluable cooperation on 

the part of the people of Western Germany and Berlin. Together 
we have succeeded in bringing freedom to the greater part of Ger- 

many, but until freedom can be extended to the entire country, and 
until all Germans—east and west—are reunited in freedom, the 

goal will not have been reached.
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I can assure you of my Government’s continued determination to 
press steadily towards this goal, until the unity of Germany in free- 
dom has become a reality. 

In anticipation of the day when these agreements will have been 
accepted by the legislative bodies of our countries and will enter 

into effect, I wish to congratulate the Federal Republic on its new 
place among nations of the world. We have difficult problems 
ahead, and we can solve them only by working together. We are 
glad to have a new partner in this great cause. On behalf of the 
President of the United States and the American feople, I wel- 
comed the Federal Republic on its return to the community of na- 
tions. 

C. DOCUMENTS SIGNED BY THE FOREIGN MINISTERS OF THE UNITED 

STATES, THE UNITED KINGDOM, FRANCE, AND THE FEDERAL REPUB- 
LIC OF GERMANY, MAY 26, 1952 

No. 50 

Editorial Note 

The contractual agreements signed at Bonn on May 26, 1952, 
comprise four major conventions with annexes, one agreement, and 
a score of letters exchanged between the Chancellor of the Federal 
Republic and either the High Commissioners for Germany or the 
Foreign Ministers of the United States, the United Kingdom, and 
France. Of these documents three of the conventions and several of 
the letters are printed here either in part or in toto. In addition 

three more letters were exchanged with the Chancellor at Paris on 
May 27. One of these is printed here. The editors have been unable 
to find any single source which has the text of all the documents 
comprising the complex of the contractual agreements, however, 

Cmd. 8571 and Senate Q and R have a large majority of them, 
albeit not the same ones. Additionally the complex of these agree- 

ments is summarized in Department of State Bulletin, June 9, 

1952, pages 888-895. On June 5, 1952, the Allied General Secretar- 

iat of the Allied High Commission for Germany prepared a list of 
documents comprising the complex of contractual agreements 
(AGSEC/MEMO (52) 8). This list includes some items comprising 
the conventions, annexes, agreements, letters, and acknowledg- 

ments signed at Bonn (including the three signed at Paris). A copy 
is in Bonn Embassy files, lot 58 M 27, D (52) 1817/A. 

The contractual agreements were submitted to the United States 
Senate on June 2 and ratified on July 1. In the United Kingdom a 
similar speedy ratification was accomplished by August 1. The Fed-
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eral Republic of Germany ratified the agreement on March 19, 
1953, thus leaving French ratification as only impediment to the 

entering into force of the agreements. The French National Assem- 

bly was however so concerned with the European Defense Commu- 

nity Treaty, which was presented to it with the contractuals, that 

when it finally voted against the EDC in September 1954, the con- 
tractuals were rejected as well and never went into effect. 

The question of contractual relations then became part of the 

general problem of the restoration of German sovereignty which 
was discussed, inter alia, at the Nine-Power Conference at London 
in September and October of 1954. For documentation on the pro- 
ceedings of this conference including the Paris Agreements which 
outlined the manner in which the Federal Republic would achieve 

sovereignty and join the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, see 
volume V, Part 2, pages 1294 ff. 

No. 51 

Convention on Relations Between the Three Powers and the Federal 
Republic of Germany } 

Bonn, May 26, 1952. 

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, THE UNITED KINGDOM OF GREAT 

BRITAIN AND NORTHERN IRELAND AND THE FRENCH REPUBLIC, OF 

THE ONE PART, AND THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY, OF THE 

OTHER PART: 

Whereas a peaceful and prosperous European Community of na- 
tions firmly bound to the other free nations of the world through 
dedication to the principles of the Charter of the United Nations 

can be attained only through united support and defence of the 

common freedom and the common heritage; 

Whereas it is the common aim of the Signatory States to inte- 

grate the Federal Republic on a basis of equality within the Euro- 
pean Community itself included in a developing Atlantic Commun1- 

ty; 
Whereas the achievement of a fully free and unified Germany 

through peaceful means and of a freely negotiated peace settle- 

ment, though prevented for the present by measures beyond their 

control, remains a fundamental and common goal of the Signatory 

States; 

1 Reprinted from Senate Q and R, pp. 9-22.



ESTABLISHMENT OF CONTRACTUAL RELATIONS 1138 

Whereas the retention of the Occupation Statute? with its 
powers of intervention in the domestic affairs of the Federal Re- 

public is inconsistent with the purpose of integrating the Federal 

Republic within the European Community; 

Whereas the United States of America, the United Kingdom of 

Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the French Republic 
(hereinafter referred to as “the Three Powers’’) are therefore deter- 

mined to retain only those special rights of which the retention is 
necessary, in the common interest of the Signatory States, having 

regard to the special international situation in Germany; 

Whereas the Federal Republic has developed free and responsible 
political institutions and is determined to maintain the liberal- 

democratic federal constitution which guarantees human rights 
and is enshrined in its Basic Law; 

Whereas the Three Powers and the Federal Republic recognize 
that both the new relationship to be established between them by 

the present Convention and its related Conventions and the Trea- 

ties for the creation of an integrated European Community, in par- 
ticular the Treaty on the Establishment of the European Communi- 

ty for Coal and Steel and the Treaty on the Establishment of the 
European Defence Community, are essential steps to the achieve- 
ment of their common aim for a unified Germany integrated 
within the European Community; 

Have entered into the following Convention setting forth the 
basis for their new relationship: 

ARTICLE 1 

1. The Federal Republic shall have full authority over its inter- 
nal and external affairs, except as provided in the present Conven- 
tion. 

2. The Three Powers will revoke the Occupation Statute and 
abolish the Allied High Commission and the Offices of the Land 
Commissioners upon the entry into force of the present Convention 
and the Conventions listed in Article 8 (hereinafter referred to as 
“the related Conventions’’). 

3. The Three Powers will thenceforth conduct their relations 

with the Federal Republic through Ambassadors who will act joint- 
ly in matters the Three Powers consider of common concern under 

the present Convention and the related Conventions. 

2 Foreign Relations, 1949, vol. 111, pp. 179-181. Regarding the revision of the Occu- 

pation Statute, see ibid., 1951, vol. 11, Part 2, pp. 1410 ff.
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ARTICLE 2 

1. The Three Powers retain, in view of the international situa- 

tion, the rights, heretofore exercised or held by them, relating to 

(a) the stationing of armed forces in Germany and the protection of 
their security, (b) Berlin, and (c) Germany as a whole, including the 
unification of Germany and a peace settlement. 

2. The Federal Republic, on its part, will refrain from any action 

prejudicial to these rights and will cooperate with the Three 
Powers to facilitate their exercise. 

ARTICLE 3 

1. The Federal Republic agrees to conduct its policy in accord- 
ance with the principles set forth in the Charter of the United Na- 
tions and with the aims defined in the Statute of the Council of 
Europe. 

2. The Federal Republic affirms its intention to associate itself 
fully with the community of free nations through membership in 
international organizations contributing to the common aims of the 

free world. The Three Powers will support applications for such 
membership by the Federal Republic at appropriate times. 

3. In their negotiations with States with which the Federal Re- 
public maintains no relations, the Three Powers will consult with 
the Federal Republic in respect of matters directly involving its po- 
litical interests. 

4. At the request of the Federal Government, the Three Powers 
will arrange to represent the interests of the Federal Republic in 
relations with other States and in certain international organiza- 

tions or conferences, whenever the Federal Republic is not in a po- 
sition to do so itself. 

ARTICLE 4 

1. The mission of the armed forces stationed by the Three Powers 
in the Federal territory will be the defence of the free world, of 
which the Federal Republic and Berlin form part. 

2. The Three Powers will consult with the Federal Republic, inso- 
far as the military situation permits, regarding the stationing of 
such armed forces in the Federal territory. The Federal Republic 
will cooperate fully, in accordance with the present Convention and 
the related Conventions, in facilitating the tasks of such armed 
forces. 

3. The Three Powers will obtain the consent of the Federal Re- 
public before bringing into the Federal territory, as part of their 
forces, contingents of the armed forces of any nation not now pro- 
viding such contingents. Such contingents may nevertheless be
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brought into the Federal territory without the consent of the Fed- 
eral Republic in the event of external attack or imminent threat of 

such attack but, after the elimination of the danger, may only 

remain there with its consent. 

4, The Federal Republic will participate in the European Defence 

Community in order to contribute to the common defence of the 
free world. 

ARTICLE 9 

1. In the exercise of their right to protect the security of the 
armed forces stationed in the Federal territory, the Three Powers 
will conform to the provisions of the following paragraphs of this 
Article. 

2. In case the Federal Republic and the European Defence Com- 
munity are unable to deal with a situation which is created by 

an attack on the Federal Republic or Berlin, 
subversion of the liberal democratic basic order, 
a serious disturbance of public order or 
a grave threat of any of these events, 

and which in the opinion of the Three Powers endangers the secu- 
rity of their forces, the Three Powers may, after consultation to the 
fullest extent possible with the Federal Government, proclaim a 
state of emergency in the whole or any part of the Federal Repub- 
lic. 

3. Upon the proclamation of a state of emergency, the Three 
Powers may take such measures as are necessary to maintain or 
restore order and to ensure the security of the Forces. 

4. The proclamation will specify the area to which it applies. The 

state of emergency will not be maintained any longer than neces- 
sary to deal with the emergency. 

5. The Three Powers shall consult the Federal Government to 
the fullest extent possible while the state of emergency continues. 

They will utilize to the greatest possible extent the assistance of 
the Federal Government and the competent German authorities. 

6. If the Three Powers do not terminate a state of emergency 
within thirty days after a request by the Federal Government to do 
so, the Federal Government may submit a request to the Council of 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization to examine the situation 
and consider whether the state of emergency should be terminated. 
If the Council concludes that continuance of the state of emergency 
is no longer justified, the Three Powers will restore the normal sit- 
uation as promptly as possible. 

7. Independently of a state of emergency, any military command- 
er may, if his forces are imminently menaced, take such immediate
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action appropriate for their protection (including the use of armed 
force) as is requisite to remove the danger. 

8. In all other respects, the protection of the security of these 
forces is governed by the provisions of the Convention on the 
Rights and Obligations of Foreign Forces and their Members in the 
Federal Republic of Germany referred to in Article 8 of the present 
Convention. 

ARTICLE 6 

1. The Three Powers will consult with the Federal Republic in 
regard to the exercise of their rights relating to Berlin. 

2. The Federal Republic, on its part, will cooperate with the 
Three Powers in order to facilitate the discharge of their responsi- 

bilities with regard to Berlin. The Federal Republic will continue 
its aid to the political, cultural, economic and financial reconstruc- 

tion of Berlin and, in particular, will grant it such aid as is set out 
in the annexed Declaration of the Federal Republic (Annex A to 
the present Convention). 

ARTICLE 7 

1. The Three Powers and the Federal Republic are agreed that 
an essential aim of their common policy is a peace settlement of 
the whole of Germany, freely negotiated between Germany and her 
former enemies, which should lay the foundation for a lasting 
peace. They further agree that the final termination of the bound- 
aries of Germany must await such a settlement. 

2. Pending the peace settlement, the Three Powers and the Fed- 
eral Republic will cooperate to achieve, by peaceful means, their 
common aim of a unified Germany enjoying a liberal-democratic 
constitution, like that of the Federal Republic, and integrated 

within the European Community. 

3. In the event of the unification of Germany the Three Powers 
will, subject to such adjustments as may be agreed, extend to a uni- 
fied Germany the rights which the Federal Republic has under the 
present Convention and the related Conventions and will for their 
part agree that the rights under the Treaties for the formation of 
an integrated European community should be similarly extended, 
upon the assumption by such a unified Germany of the obligations 
of the Federal Republic toward the Three Powers or to any of them 
under those Conventions and Treaties. Except by common consent 
of all the Signatory States the Federal Republic will not conclude 
any agreement or enter into any arrangement which would impair 
the rights of the Three Powers under those Conventions and Trea- 
ties or lessen the obligations of the Federal Republic thereunder.
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4. The Three Powers will consult with the Federal Republic on 

all other matters involving the exercise of their rights relating to 

Germany as a whole. 

ARTICLE 8 

1. The Three Powers and the Federal Republic have concluded 
the following related Conventions which will enter into force simul- 

taneously with the present Convention: 

Convention on the Rights and Obligations of Foreign Forces 

and their Members in the Federal Republic of Germany; ? 

Finance Convention; 4 

Convention on the Settlement of Matters Arising out of the 
War and the Occupation. ® 

2. During the transitional period provided for in paragraph 4 of 

Article 6 of Chapter One of the Convention on the Settlement of 

Matters Arising out of the War and the Occupation, the rights of 
the Three Powers referred to in that paragraph shall be deemed to 
be included within the exception set forth in paragraph 1 of Article 

1 of the present Convention. 

ARTICLE 9 

1. There is hereby established an Arbitration Tribunal which 

shall function in accordance with the provisions of the annexed 
Charter (Annex B to the present Convention). 

2. The Arbitration Tribunal shall have exclusive jurisdiction over 

all disputes arising between the Three Powers and the Federal Re- 

public under the provisions of the present Convention or the an- 

nexed Charter or any of the related Conventions which the parties 
are not able to settle by negotiation, except as otherwise provided 
by paragraph 3 of this Article or in the annexed Charter or in the 
related Conventions. 

3. Any dispute involving the rights of the Three Powers referred 
to in Article 2, or action taken thereunder, or involving the provi- 

sions of paragraphs 1 to 7 inclusive of Article 5, shall not be subject 

to the jurisdiction of the Arbitration Tribunal or of any other tri- 
bunal or court. 

3 For text of this convention, see Senate Q and R, pp. 89-130, or Cmd. 8571, pp. 

17-58; an extract from the convention is printed as Document 53. 
* Document 55. 

5 For text of this convention, see Senate Q and R, pp. 25-88, or Cmd. 8571, pp. 75- 
135.
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ARTICLE 10 

The Three Powers and the Federal Republic will review the 

terms of the present Convention and the related Conventions 

(a) upon the request of any one of them, in the event of the unifi- 
cation of Germany or the creation of a European federation; or 

(b) upon the occurrence of any other event which all of the Sig- 
natory States recognize to be of a similarly fundamental character. 

Thereupon, they will, by mutual agreement, modify the present 

Convention and related Conventions to the extent made necessary 
or advisable by the fundamental change in the situation. 

ARTICLE 11 

1. The present Convention and the related Conventions shall be 
ratified or approved by the Signatory States in accordance with 

their respective constitutional procedures. The instruments of rati- 

fication shall be deposited by the Signatory States with the Govern- 

ment of the Federal Republic of Germany. 

2. The present Convention shall enter into force immediately 
upon 

(a) the deposit by all the Signatory States of instruments of rati- 
fication of the present Convention and of all the Conventions listed 
in Article 8; and 

(b) the entry into force of the Treaty on the Establishment of the 
European Defence Community. 

3. The present Convention and the related Conventions shall be 
deposited in the Archives of the Government of the Federal Repub- 
lic of Germany, which will furnish each Signatory State with certi- 
fied copies thereof and notify each such State of the date of the 
entry into force of present Convention and the related Conventions. 

In faith whereof the undersigned representatives duly authorized 
thereto by their respective Governments have signed the present 

Convention. 
Done at Bonn this twenty-sixth day of May 1952 in three texts, in 

the English, French and German languages, all being equally au- 

thentic. 

For the United States of For the United Kingdom of 
America: Great Britain and Northern 

DEAN ACHESON Ireland: 
For the French Republic: ANTHONY EDEN 

ROBERT SCHUMAN For the Federal Republic of 
Germany: 

ADENAUER
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Annex A 

DECLARATION OF THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC ON AID TO BERLIN 

(Agreed Translation) 

In view of the special role which Berlin has played and is des- 
tined to play in the future for the self-preservation of the free 
world, aware of the ties connecting the Federal Republic with 

Berlin, and motivated by the desire to strengthen and to reinforce 

the position of Berlin in all fields, and in particular to bring about 
insofar as possible an improvement in the economy and the finan- 

cial situation in Berlin including its productive capacity and level 

of employment, the Federal Republic undertakes 

(a) to take all necessary measures on its part in order to ensure 
the maintenance of a balanced budget in Berlin through appropri- 
ate assistance; 

(b) to take adequate measures for the equitable treatment of 
Berlin in the control and allocation of materials in short supply; 

(c) to take adequate measures for the inclusion of Berlin in assist- 
ance received by the Federal Republic from outside sources in rea- 
sonable proportion to the unutilized industrial resources existing in 
Berlin; 

(d) to promote the development of Berlin’s external trade, to 
accord Berlin such favoured treatment in all matters of trade 
policy as circumstances warrant and to provide Berlin within the 
limit of possibility and in consideration of the participation of 
Berlin in the foreign currency control by the Federal Republic, 
with the necessary foreign currency; 

(e) to take all necessary measures on its part to ensure that the 
city remain in the currency area of the Deutsche Mark West, and 
that an adequate money supply is maintained in the city; 

(f) to assist in the maintaining in Berlin of adequate stockpiles of 
supplies for emergencies; 

(g) to use its best efforts for the maintenance and improvement 
of trade and of communications and transportation facilities be- 
tween Berlin and the Federal territory, and to cooperate in accord- 
ance with the means at its disposal in their protection or their re- 
establishment; 

(h) to facilitate the inclusion of Berlin in the international agree- 
ments concluded by the Federal Republic, provided that this is not 
precluded by the nature of the agreements concerned.
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Annex B 

CHARTER OF THE ARBITRATION TRIBUNAL 

PART I—COMPOSITION, ORGANISATION AND SEAT OF THE TRIBUNAL 

Article 1 

1. The Tribunal shall be composed of nine members who shall 
have the qualifications required in their respective countries for 
appointment to the highest judicial offices or shall be lawyers of 
recognized competence in international law. 

2. The nine members of the Tribunal shall be appointed as fol- 
lows: 

(a) Three members, appointed by the Governments of the Three 
Powers, one by each Government; 

(b) Three members appointed by the Federal Government; 
(c) Three members (hereinafter referred to as “the neutral mem- 

bers’) appointed by agreement between the Governments of the 
Three Powers and the Federal Government, none of whom shall be 
a national of any one of the Three Powers or a German national. 

3. The Governments of the Three Powers and the Federal Gov- 
ernment shall make known their first appointments not later than 
sixty days after the entry into force of the present Charter. Within 
the same period the Governments of the Three Powers and the 
Federal Government shall agree upon the three neutral members. 
If, after the expiry of such period, one or more of the neutral mem- 

bers shall not have been appointed, either the Governments of the 

Three Powers or the Federal Government may request the Presi- 
dent of the International Court of Justice to appoint such neutral 
member or members. 

4. Appointments to fill vacancies shall be made in the same 
manner as the appointment of the member to be replaced. Howev- 

er, if a vacancy to be filled by the Government of one of the Three 

Powers or the Federal Government is not so filled within one 
month of its occurring, either the Governments of the Three 
Powers or the Federal Government may request the President of 
the International Court of Justice to make an interim appointment 
to the vacancy of a person who shall not be a national of any one 
of the Three Powers or a German national and who shall serve for 
a period of six months or until the vacancy is filled in the normal 
manner, whichever is longer. If the member to be replaced is a 
neutral member, the Governments of the Three Powers or the Fed- 

eral Government may request the President of the International 
Court of Justice to make such appointment, if the agreement envis- 
aged by sub-paragraph (c) of paragraph 2 of this Article has not 
been reached within one month of the vacancy occurring.
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5. The Tribunal may, by majority vote, declare a vacancy if, in 
its opinion, a member has, without reasonable excuse, failed or re- 
fused to participate in the hearing or decision of a case to which he 

has been assigned. 

Article 2 

1. The members of the Tribunal shall be appointed for four 

years. They may be reappointed after the expiration of their terms 

of office. 

2. A member whose term of office has expired shall nevertheless 
continue to discharge his duties until his successor is appointed. 
After such appointment he shall, unless the President of the Tribu- 
nal directs otherwise, continue to discharge his duties respecting 

pending cases in which he has participated until such cases have 
been finally decided. 

3. Members of the Tribunal shall not engage in any activity in- 

compatible with the proper exercise of their duties, nor shall they 
participate in the adjudication of any case with which they have 

previously been concerned in another capacity or in which they 

have a direct interest. Differences of opinion regarding the applica- 
bility of this paragraph shall be resolved by the Tribunal. 

4. (a) During and after their term of office, the members of the 

Tribunal shall enjoy immunity from suit in respect of acts per- 

formed in the exercise of their official duties. 

(b) The members of the Tribunal who are not of German nation- 
ality shall, moreover, enjoy in the Federal territory the same privi- 

leges and immunities as are accorded chiefs of diplomatic missions. 
If sittings or official acts take place in the territory of one of the 

Three Powers, the members of the Tribunal who are not of the na- 

tionality of the country in which the sitting or act takes place shall 
enjoy diplomatic privileges and immunities in such country. 

®. Every member of the Tribunal shall, before taking office, 
make a declaration at a public session that he will exercise his 

duties impartially and conscientiously. 

6. Subject to the provisions of paragraph 5 of Article 1 of the 

present Charter, no member may be dismissed before the expiry of 
his term of office, or before the termination of his duties in accord- 

ance with paragraph 2 of this Article, except by agreement be- 
tween the Governments of the Three Powers and the Federal Gov- 

ernment; or, in the case of a member appointed by the President of 

the International Court of Justice, by agreement between the Gov- 

ernments of the Three Powers and the Federal Government, with 

the consent of the President of the International Court of Justice.
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Article 3 

The Tribunal shall elect from the neutral members a President 

and two Vice-Presidents to serve as such for two years. 

Article 4 

1. The Tribunal, presided over by the President or one of the 

Vice-Presidents, shall sit either in plenary session or in Chambers 
of three members. 

2. A plenary session shall, in principle, include all the members 
of the Tribunal. A quorum of five members shall suffice to consti- 

tute a plenary session; it shall be composed of an uneven number 
of members and in any case shall consist of an equal number of the 
members appointed by the Governments of the Three Powers and 
of those appointed by the Federal Government, and at least one 
neutral member. 

3. Chambers shall be composed of one of the members appointed 

by the Governments of the Three Powers, one of the members ap- 

pointed by the Federal Government and one neutral member. 

4. The Tribunal in plenary session shall nominate the members 

of such Chambers, define the categories of cases with which a 
Chamber will be concerned or assign a particular case to a Cham- 

ber. 

5. Any decision of a Chamber, on a case assigned to it, shall be 
deemed to be a decision of the Tribunal. 

6. The final decision on a case assigned to a Chamber must be 

taken by the Tribunal in plenary session, if one of the parties so 
requests before the Chamber itself has pronounced a final decision. 

Article 5 

The Tribunal shall sit in public unless it decides otherwise. The 
deliberations of the Tribunal shall be and shall remain secret as 

shall all facts brought to its attention in closed session. 

Article 6 

1. A Registrar shall be responsible for the administration of the 

Tribunal; he shall have the necessary staff at his disposal. The Reg- 
istrar shall handle the transmission of documents, keep a record of 

petitions submitted to the Tribunal and be responsible for the ar- 

chives and accounts of the Tribunal. 

2. The first Registrar shall be appointed by agreement between 

the Three Powers and the Federal Republic. The Registrar shall be 

a permanent official subject to dismissal and replacement only by 

the Tribunal.
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Article 7 

The seat of the Tribunal shall be located within the Federal ter- 
ritory at such place as shall be determined by a subsidiary adminis- 
trative agreement between the Governments of the Three Powers 
and the Federal Government. The Tribunal may, however, sit and 

exercise its functions elsewhere, when it deems it desirable to do 

SO. 

Article 8 

Questions pertaining to the operating costs of the Tribunal, in- 
cluding the official emoluments of members, as well as arrange- 
ments for securing the inviolability of the premises of the Tribunal, 
shall be regulated by the subsidiary administrative agreement re- 
ferred to in Article 7 of the present Charter. 

PART II—COMPETENCE AND POWERS OF THE TRIBUNAL 

Article 9 

1. The Tribunal shall have jurisdiction over all disputes arising 
between the Three Powers and the Federal Republic under the pro- 
visions of the Convention on Relations between the Three Powers 
and the Federal Republic of Germany (hereinafter referred to as 
“the Convention”) or the present Charter or any of the related Con- 
ventions listed in Article 8 of the Convention, which the parties are 
not able to settle by negotiation, except disputes expressly excluded 
from its jurisdiction by the provisions of the Convention or the 
present Charter or any of the related Conventions. 

2. (a) The Tribunal shall, moreover, have jurisdiction in respect 

of any question as to the extent of the competence of the following 

authorities: 

The Board of Review referred to in Chapter Two of the Con- 
vention on the Settlement of Matters Arising out of the War 
and the Occupation; 

The Supreme Restitution Court referred to in Chapter Three of 
that Convention; 

The Arbitral Commission on Property, Rights and Interests in 
Germany referred to in Chapters Five and Ten of that Con- 
vention. 

(b) A question as to the extent of the competence of these au- 
thorities may be raised at any time after the institution of proceed- 
ings before them and also after a final decision. 

(c) The decisions of the Tribunal on these questions shall be bind- 
ing on the authorities whose competence has been questioned. 

3. The decisions of the authorities specified in subparagraph (a) 
of paragraph 2 of this Article shall be subject to the jurisdiction of 
the Tribunal and to the provisions of subparagraph (a) of para-
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graph 5 of Article 11 of the present Charter only to the extent con- 
templated in subparagraph (a) of paragraph 2 of this Article, unless 

the contrary is expressly provided in one of the related Conven- 
tions. 

4. Decisions of the authorities provided for or referred to in the 
related Conventions, other than those specified in subparagraph (a) 
of paragraph 2 of this Article, shall be subject to review by the Tri- 

bunal, whether on questions as to extent of competence or on the 
merits, only to the extent contemplated by paragraph 1 of this Ar- 

ticle, unless the contrary is expressly provided in one of the related 
Conventions. 

5. Only the Governments of one or more of the Three Powers, on 
the one hand, and the Federal Government, on the other, may be 

parties before the Tribunal. If the Federal Government brings a 
complaint against one or two of the Governments of the Three 
Powers, or if one or two of the Governments of the Three Powers 

brings a complaint against the Federal Government, the other Gov- 
ernment or Governments of the Three Powers may apply to the 
Tribunal to be joined as parties. 

Article 10 

The Tribunal shall render its decisions in the form of judgments 
or directives which shall be binding on the parties. 

Article 11 

1. Signatory States undertake to comply with the decisions of the 
Tribunal and to take the action required of them by such decisions. 

2. The Tribunal may set a period of time for the execution of its 
decisions. 

3. If a judgment of the Tribunal establishes that the provisions of 
a law or ordinance, applicable in the Federal territory, are in con- 

flict with the provisions of the Convention or the present Charter 
or the related Conventions, it may order the party which has en- 
acted such provisions to deprive them of effect, in whole or in part, 
in the Federal territory. Should this party fail to comply with the 
judgment of the Tribunal, the Tribunal may, at the request of the 
successful party, declare the provisions null, in whole or in part, in 
the Federal territory, with binding effect. 

4, If a judgment of the Tribunal establishes that an administra- 
tive measure applicable in the Federal territory, is in conflict with 
the provisions of the Convention or the present Charter or the re- 
lated Conventions, it may order the party which has taken such 
measure to annul it, in whole or in part, in the Federal territory. 

Should this party fail to comply with the judgment of the Tribunal, 
the Tribunal may, at the request of the successful party, declare
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the measure null, in whole or in part, in the Federal territory, with 

binding effect. 

5. (a) If a judgment of the Tribunal establishes that a judicial de- 
cision, enforceable in the Federal territory, is in conflict with the 

basic principles of the Convention or the present Charter or the re- 
lated Conventions it may annul such decision, in whole or in part, 

in the Federal territory. In such case the judicial proceedings shall 

be restored to the position in which they were before the judicial 

decision was given; in further proceedings the Tribunal’s findings 

of fact and law shall be binding in the Federal territory. 

(b) The provisions of sub-paragraph (a) of this paragraph shall 
not apply to decisions of Service Tribunals. 

6. If a judgment of the Tribunal establishes that a party has 
failed to take action which it is obliged to take by the Convention 

or the present Charter or the related Conventions, the Tribunal 

may, in its judgment or, on the application of a party, in a second 

judgment, specify special measures which must be taken by the un- 
successful party in order to remedy the situation in compliance 
with the judgment. Should this party fail to take such special 

measures within the time specified by the Tribunal, the Tribunal 

may, on the application of the other party, authorize the latter to 
take appropriate measures to remedy the situation in compliance 
with the judgment. If, however, the measures which the unsuccess- 

ful party fails to take consist in the issue of legal provisions, the 

Tribunal may embody in its judgment provisions, not inconsistent 

with the Basic Law of the Federal Republic, creating rights and ob- 
ligations for all persons and authorities in the Federal territory. 

Article 12 

1. The Tribunal or, in case of urgency, the President shall have 
the power, by the issue of directives, to take such measures as may 
be necessary to conserve the respective rights of the parties pend- 

ing the judgment of the Tribunal. Any directive issued by the 

President under this Article may be confirmed, amended or an- 

nulled by the Tribunal within seventy-two hours after the notifica- 
tion thereof to the parties. 

2. The parties shall be afforded an opportunity to be heard prior 

to the issue of any directive by the Tribunal or by the President 
under this Article. 

3. In the absence of the President, his powers under this Article 

shall be exercised by one of the Vice-Presidents to be designated by 
the President for this purpose.
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PART III—PROCEEDINGS 

Article 13 

The official languages of the Tribunal shall be French, English 
and German. 

Article 14 

Proceedings before the Tribunal shall be instituted by a written 
petition filed with the Tribunal which shall contain a statement of 
the facts giving rise to the dispute, reference to the provisions of 
the Convention or the present Charter or the related Conventions 
which are invoked, legal argument, and conclusion. 

Article 15 

1. The parties shall be represented by agents. They may be as- 
sisted by counsel. 

2. Such agents and counsel shall enjoy immunity from suit in re- 
spect of acts performed in the exercise of their duties. 

Article 16 

1. The presiding member may summon the agents in order to be 
informed of their wishes concerning the time limits and conduct of 

the proceedings. 

2. The presiding member shall set the time limits for the submis- 
sion of pleadings and shall prescribe all the measures necessary for 
the conduct of the proceedings. 

3. Certified copies of all documents submitted by either party 
shall be immediately forwarded to the other party through the 
Registrar. 

Article 17 

The proceedings shall consist of two parts: written and oral. Oral 

proceedings may be dispensed with if both parties so request. 

Article 18 

1. Written proceedings shall consist of a statement of the com- 
plainant’s case, the defendant’s answer and, unless the Tribunal di- 
rects otherwise, a reply and a rejoinder. 

2. Counterclaims shall be permissible. 

Article 19 

1. Oral proceedings shall consist of the complainant’s argument, 
the defendant’s argument and, unless the Tribunal directs other- 
wise, a reply and a rejoinder, as well as hearings of witnesses and 

experts. 

2. The Tribunal shall have power to demand the production of 
evidence, documentary or other, to require the attendance of wit-
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nesses to testify, to request expert opinion, and to direct inquiries 

to be made. 
3. In the event that a party does not produce evidence which in 

the opinion of the Tribunal is relevant to the issues before it and 
which such party possesses or is in a position to procure, the Tribu- 

nal shall proceed to give its decision notwithstanding the absence 

of such evidence. 

4. The presiding member or any other member of the Tribunal 

may put questions to the parties, witnesses and experts. 

5. A written record of the oral proceedings shall be kept and 
shall be signed by the presiding member and the Registrar. 

Article 20 

All decisions of the Tribunal shall be based on the Convention, 

the present Charter and the related Conventions. The Tribunal 

shall, in the interpretation of such Conventions, apply the general- 
ly accepted rules of international law governing the interpretation 

of treaties. 

Article 21 

1. The Tribunal shall decide by majority vote. 

2. Judgments shall state the reasons on which they are based. 

3. Judgments shall be signed by the presiding member and by 
the Registrar. 

4. Judgments shall be final and not subject to appeal. 

5. In the case of a difference of opinion as to the meaning or 

scope of a judgment, the Tribunal may construe it by an interpreta- 
tive judgment, on the application of either party and after having 

heard both parties. 

Article 22 

The revision of a judgment may not be requested of the Tribunal 
except upon the grounds of the discovery of a fact which is of such 

a nature as to exercise a decisive influence, and of which the Tribu- 

nal and the party requesting revision had been unaware before the 

pronouncement of the judgment always provided that such igno- 
rance was not due to negligence on the part of the party requesting 
the revision. 

Article 23 

1. Unless the Tribunal directs otherwise, each party to proceed- 

ings before the Tribunal shall pay its own costs. 

2. The Tribunal shall bear the costs in respect of witnesses whose 

attendance it has required and expert opinions and inquiries which 
it has ordered.
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Article 24 

The Tribunal shall determine its own rules of procedure consist- 
ent with the present Charter. 

PART IV—ADVISORY OPINIONS 

Article 25 

1. The Tribunal may, at the joint request of the Governments of 
the Three Powers and of the Federal Government give an advisory 
opinion on any matter arising out of the Convention or the present 

Charter or the related Conventions, with the exception of those 

questions with which it would not have been competent to deal if 
they had been referred to it in the form of a dispute. 

2. The Tribunal may, at the request of an authority referred to 

in paragraph 2 of Article 9 of the present Charter or at the request 

of the presiding member of such an authority, give an advisory 
opinion on the competence of such authority. 

3. Advisory opinions shall not be binding. 

No. 52 

Convention on the Settlement of Matters Arising Out of the War 
and the Occupation 

Bonn, May 26, 1952. 

[The text of this convention, including the Charter of the Arbi- 

tral Commission on Property, Rights and Interests in Germany 
which is attached to the convention as an annex, is not printed 

here. For full text and the annex, see Senate Q and R, pages 25-88, 

or Cmd. 8571, pages 75-135. ]
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No. 53 

Convention on the Rights and Obligations of Foreign Forces and 
Their Members in the Federal Republic of Germany } 

Bonn, May 26, 1952. 

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, THE UNITED KINGDOM OF GREAT 

BRITAIN AND NORTHERN IRELAND AND THE FRENCH REPUBLIC, OF 

THE ONE PART, AND THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY, OF THE 

OTHER PART, AGREE AS FOLLOWS: 

Part ONE—GENERAL 

Article 1—Definitions 

In the present Convention and the Annexes hereto the following 
terms shall be given the meanings hereinafter indicated: 

1. The Federal territory: 

The territory in which the Federal Republic exercises jurisdic- 
tion, including its waters and the air space over such territory and 
waters. 

2. The Three Powers: 

The United States of America, the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland and the French Republic. 

3. Other Sending State: 

Any Power, other than one of the Three Powers, which, by agree- 
ment with the Three Powers or any one of them, has Forces sta- 
tioned in the Federal territory on the entry into force of the 
present Convention; and any other Power which may in future by 

such agreement have Forces stationed in the Federal territory, so 

far as such Power does not, with the consent of the Three Powers, 

conclude a separate Convention with the Federal Republic concern- 
ing the status of its Forces. 

4. The Power concerned: 

That Power whose rights and obligations are concerned in the 
particular case, namely: 

(a) in the case of one of the Three Powers, that Power; 
(b) in the case of another Sending State, 

(i) that one of the Three Powers which has been named as 
the Power concerned on the basis of an agreement, to be noti- 
fied to the Federal Government, between the Sending State 
and the Three Powers or any one of them; or 

1 Reprinted from Senate Q and R, pp. 89-100. Only Parts I and II of the conven- 
tion are printed here. For full text, including Annexes A, B, and C, see ibid., pp. 89- 
180, or Cmd. 8571, pp. 17-58.
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(11) the Sending State itself to the extent to which it assumes 
vis-a-vis the Federal Republic, by an agreement concluded with 
the Three Powers or any one of them, after ascertaining the 
views of the Federal Government, all or certain of the rights 
and obligations arising out of the present Convention, and 
gives the Federal Government formal notification thereof; for 
the remaining rights and obligations, one of the Three Powers 
to be notified to the Federal Republic in accordance with item 
(i) of this sub-paragraph. 

5. The Forces: 

The armed Forces of the Three Powers and of other Sending 
States stationed in the Federal territory. 

6. The authorities of the Forces: 

The authorities of the Forces of the Power concerned. 

7. Members of the Forces: 

(a) Persons who, by reason of their military service relationship, 
are serving with the armed Forces of the Three Powers or other 
Sending State and are present in the Federal territory (military 
personnel); 

(b) Other persons who are in the service of such armed Forces or 
attached to them, with the exception of persons who are nationals 
neither of one of the Three Powers nor of another Sending State 
and have been engaged in the Federal territory; provided that any 
such other persons who are stationed outside the Federal territory 
or Berlin shall be deemed to be members of the Forces only if they 
are present in the Federal territory on duty (followers). 

The following are considered ‘members of the Forces’: depend- 
ents, who are the spouses and children of persons defined in sub- 
paragraphs (a) and (b) of this paragraph or close relatives who are 
supported by such persons and for whom such persons are entitled 

to receive material assistance from the Forces. The definition 
“members of the Forces’ shall include Germans only if they enlist- 
ed or were inducted into, or were employed by, the armed Forces of 
the Power concerned in the territory of that Power and at that 
time either had their permanent place of residence there or had 
been resident there for at least a year. 

8. Germans: 

Germans within the meaning of German law. 

9. Accommodation: 
Land, including all property permanently attached thereto, and 

all rights of use related to land, including such property, used or to 
be used by the Forces within the Federal territory. 

10. Installations: 
Land, buildings or part thereof, and all property permanently at- 

tached thereto, which, pursuant to the provisions of the present 
Convention, are allotted for the exclusive use or occupancy (im
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ausschliesslichen Besitz) of the Forces. This definition shall not 

apply to Article 20 of the present Convention. 

Article 2—Observance of German Law. Political Activity 

1. The members of the Forces shall observe German law, and the 

authorities of the Forces shall undertake and be responsible for the 

enforcement of German law against them, except as otherwise pro- 

vided in the present or in any other applicable Convention or 

agreement. 

2. The members of the Forces shall abstain from any activity in- 
consistent with the spirit of the present Convention and shall in 

particular refrain from any political activity. 

Article 3—General Obligations 

1. In asserting the rights and immunities accorded to them under 
the present Convention, the Forces shall give due consideration to 

German interests, public and private, particularly by taking into 

account the capacity of the German economy and the essential do- 
mestic and export requirements of the Federal Republic and West 
Berlin. 

2. The German authorities shall exercise the powers which they 

have under the Basic Law in the fields of legislation, administra- 
tion and judicial action so as to ensure the protection and security 

of the Forces and their members and of the property of the Forces 
and their members, and to ensure the satisfaction of the require- 

ments of the Forces and the performance of the obligations of the 
Federal Republic as provided in the present Convention. 

3. The provisions of Annex A to the present Convention shall 

enter into force simultaneously with the present Convention. They 
shall apply also to offences committed in the Federal territory 

against the Armed Forces of the Three Powers stationed in Berlin. 

The Federal Republic shall not reduce the legal protection afforded 
by the provisions of this Annex. 

4. The German authorities shall not subject or, within the scope 

of their powers, permit the subjection of the Forces and their mem- 
bers, or the property of the Forces and their members, to preju- 
diced or less favourable treatment, other than that which is, in ac- 

cordance with international law and practice, established by law 

with respect to aliens ordinarily resident in the Federal territory. 

Article 4—Reciprocal Assistance and Security 

1. The authorities of the Forces and the German authorities shall 

extend full co-operation and assistance to each other to further and 
safeguard the security of any Power concerned and of the Federal 
Republic and that of the Forces stationed in the Federal territory,
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and their members, and of the property of the Forces and their 
members. 

2. Such co-operation and assistance shall extend, in accordance 
with an understanding to be reached between the appropriate au- 
thorities, to the collection, exchange and protection of the security 
of all pertinent information. 

Article 5—Liaison 

The authorities of the Forces and the German authorities shall 
take appropriate measures to ensure close and reciprocal liaison. 

PART TWO—JURISDICTION 

Section I: Criminal Proceedings 

Article 6—Criminal Offences: Jurisdiction and Applicable Law 

1. Except as otherwise provided in the present Convention, the 
authorities of the Forces shall exercise exclusive criminal jurisdic- 
tion over members of the Forces. A death sentence shall not be car- 
ried out in the Federal territory by the authorities of the Forces as 
long as German law does not provide for such penalty. 

2. Where, under the law of the Power concerned, the service tri- 

bunals are not competent to exercise criminal jurisdiction over a 
member of the Forces, the German courts and authorities may ex- 

ercise criminal jurisdiction over him in respect of an offence under 
German law committed against German interests, in accordance 

with the following provisions: 

(a) No criminal proceedings, other than those provided for in Ar- 
ticle 7 of the present Convention, or urgent preliminary investiga- 
tions, after consultation, as far as practicable, with the authorities 
of the Forces, shall be instituted by the German courts or authori- 
ties until the authorities of the Forces have been consulted by the 
appropriate German authorities and been given the opportunity, 
within twenty-one days from the receipt of information as to the 
facts involved, to make representations and recommendations in 
regard to the effect upon the security of the forces of any such 
criminal proceedings; any such representations and recommenda- 
tions shall be given due weight by the German courts or authori- 
ties. Such consultation shall, however, not be required where the 
alleged offence is one the penalty for which, under German law, is 
merely detention for not more than six weeks or a fine not exceed- 
ing DM 150 (Uebertretung), unless the German authorities consider 
that the security of the Forces is or might be involved in the case 
in question; 

(b) The German courts and authorities shall, within the discre- 
tionary powers conferred on them by German law, abstain from 
prosecution in any case in which 

(i) such abstention is permitted by German law; or
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(ii) the offender has been suitably punished by disciplinary 
action of the authorities of the Forces; 

(c) The German courts and authorities shall decide upon ques- 
tions of arrest, detention and execution of punishment in accord- 
ance with the provisions of German law. The authorities of the 
Forces shall execute any warrants of arrest and detention. An ac- 
cused person so taken into custody by the authorities of the Forces 
shall remain in their custody until, by virtue of a final (rechts- 
kraeftig) judicial decision, he is released or sentenced. The au- 
thorities of the Forces will take appropriate measures to prevent 
any prejudice to the course of justice (Verdunkelungsgefahr). They 
will hold an accused person so taken into custody at the disposal of 
the German courts and authorities, will grant access to him at any 
time by the German courts and authorities and on request present 
him to the German courts and authorities for the purposes of in- 
vestigatory proceedings, trial and the serving of any sentence 
which may be imposed. Where an accused person is not taken into 
custody, the authorities of the Forces will take measures to ensure 
that he is at the disposal of the German courts or authorities for 
the purposes aforesaid; 

(d) Any sentence of imprisonment shall be served in a German 
penal institution. 

For the purposes of this paragraph, the expression ‘offence 
under German law committed against German interests’ shall 
mean any offence under German law other than an offence direct- 
ed against the Forces, their members, or the property of the Forces 

or their members. 

3. The exclusive jurisdiction of the German authorities over per- 

sons who are subject to German criminal jurisdiction shall include 
those cases in which the criminal offence is directed against the 

Forces, their members, or the property of the Forces or their mem- 

bers. 
4, With the consent of the German authorities, the authorities of 

the Forces may transfer to German courts or authorities, for inves- 
tigation, trial and decision, groups of, or particular, cases for which 
they are exclusively competent under paragraph 1 of this Article. 

5. With the consent of the authorities of the Forces, the German 
authorities may transfer to the authorities of the Forces, for inves- 
tigation, trial and decision, particular cases of the nature described 
in paragraph 8 of this Article in which the alleged offender is not a 
German. 

6. In cases under paragraphs 1 and 5 of this Article, the authori- 
ties of the Forces will apply their own law. If such cases involve 
acts which are punishable under German law, but not under the 
law of the Power concerned, German law shall apply. 

7. In cases under paragraphs 3 and 4 of this Article, German law 
shall apply.
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Article 7—Arrest, Search and Seizure 

1. Members of the Forces who properly identify themselves by 
means of an identity document issued under Article 24 of the 
present Convention shall not be subject to arrest by German au- 
thorities. 

2. German authorities may, however, take into custody a 

member of the Forces, without subjecting him to the ordinary rou- 
tine of arrest, in order immediately to deliver him, together with 
any weapons or items seized, to the nearest appropriate authorities 
of the Forces 

(a) when so requested by the authorities of the Forces; 
(b) in the following cases in which the authorities of the forces 

are unable to act with the necessary promptness; 

(1) when apprehended in flagrante delicto 

(1) for the commission or attempted commission of a criminal 
offence which results or might result in serious injury to 
persons or property, or serious impairment of other legally 
protected rights (Rechtsgueter), or 

(2) insofar as this appears necessary to abate an already exist- 
ing serious disturbance of public order; 

(ii) if there is danger of flight, for the commission or attempt- 
ed commission of espionage to the prejudice of the Federal Re- 
public. 

3. (a) The German authorities may search a member of the 
Forces or the property in his immediate possession 

(i) when so requested by the authorities of the Forces; 
(ii) if he is taken into custody under paragraph 2 of this Article, 

to the extent necessary to disarm him or to seize any item consti- 
tuting proof of the criminal offence for which he is taken into cus- 
tody. 

(b) The provisions of the fourth sentence of paragraph 5 of Arti- 
cle 35 of the present Convention shall not be affected. 

(c) The official quarters of a member of the Forces, or where 
there are none the residence occupied by him with permission of 
the authorities of the Forces, may not be searched by German au- 

thorities, except at the request of the authorities of the Forces. If 
such residence of the member of the Forces is not an installation, 

either his consent or that of the authorities of the Forces to be 
searched shall be sufficient. 

4. The German authorities shall notify the appropriate authori- 
ties of the Forces of the arrest of any person working in the service 
of the Forces. 

5. The appropriate authorities of the Forces may
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(a) arrest members of the Forces; 
(b) take into custody a person who is subject to German criminal 

jurisdiction, without subjecting him to the ordinary routine or 
arrest, in order immediately to deliver him, together with any 
weapons or items seized, to the nearest appropriate German au- 
thorities 

(i) when so requested by the German authorities; 
(ii) in the following cases in which the German authorities 

are unable to act with the necessary promptness: 

(1) when apprehended in flagrante delicto for the commission 
or attempted commission of a criminal offence against the 
Forces, their members, or the security, property or other 
legally protected rights (Rechtsgueter) of the Forces or their 
members; or 

(2) if there is danger of flight, for the commission, or attempted 
commission, of a criminal offense under Sections 1 to 9 inclu- 
sive of Annex A to the present Convention; 

(iii) within an installation, when there are reasonable 
grounds to believe (dringender Verdacht) that his presence is 
unauthorised or that he has committed a criminal offence 
within the installation. 

6. Where the authorities of the Forces believe that a person sub- 
ject to German jurisdiction has been guilty of a criminal offence 
under Sections 1 to 11 inclusive of Annex A to the present Conven- 
tion, the following special provisions shall apply: 

(a) If the suspect is to be arrested by the German authorities, the 
authorities of the Forces shall, if practicable, be given timely notifi- 
cation and may designate investigators to be present at the arrest. 
The latter may also be present at any searches or seizures under- 
taken in connection with the investigation. The authorities of the 
Forces shall have the exclusive right for a period not to exceed 
twenty-one days following the arrest, to conduct interrogations of 
the suspect concerning any offences of which he is suspected and 
related matters. For this purpose their investigators shall have 
access to the suspect at any time. An official designated by the 
German investigating authority may be present at the interroga- 
tion, of the conduct of which such authority shall be given timely 
notification. The German investigating authority shall take appro- 
priate measures to prevent any prejudice to the course of justice 
(Verdunkelungsgefahr) and shall refrain from any investigation ac- 
tivity of its own unless the investigators of the Forces request such 
investigation. During the interrogation by the investigators of the 
Forces, it shall, at their request, make the applications provided for 
in the German Code of Criminal Procedure and shall see to it that 
the judicial decisions suited to promote the investigation proceed- 
ings are issued and that the measures ordered in such decisions are 
carried out. At the conclusion of the investigation by the investiga- 
tors of the Forces, in any event not later than twenty-one days 
after the arrest, the interrogations and the other investigation pro-
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ceedings shall be continued by the German investigating authority. 
The investigators of the forces shall deliver to the German investi- 
gating authority all evidence collected in the course of the investi- 
gation, unless security considerations require otherwise; 

(b) If the suspect is not a German, the provisions of sub-para- 
graph (a) of this paragraph shall apply, subject to the following pro- 
viso. 

The appropriate authorities of the Forces may take the sus- 
pect into their own custody for a period of twenty-one days and 
may themselves conduct all interrogations and other investiga- 
tions. For the judicial measures required for this period, a 
member of the Forces authorised to exercise judicial functions 
shall be assigned to the competent German courts as an asses- 
sor not entitled to vote. 

7. The authorities of the Forces may search a person who is sub- 
ject to German jurisdiction or the property in his immediate pos- 
session 

(a) when so requested by the German authorities; 
(b) if he is taken into custody under sub-paragraph (b) of para- 

graph 5 of this Article, to the extent necessary to disarm him or to 
seize any item constituting proof of the criminal offence for which 
he is taken into custody. 

8. The constitutional immunities of the Federal President and 
the members of the German Federal and Land legislative bodies 
shall not be impaired by the provisions of this article. 

Article 8—Procedure and Co-operation in Criminal Proceedings 

1. The authorities of the Forces shall take such measures against 

members of the Forces who have committed criminal offences 
against German interests as they would take if such offences had 
been committed against the Power concerned, the Forces or their 
members, or their property. 

2. The German authorities shall take such measures against per- 
sons subject to their criminal jurisdiction for criminal offences 
against the Forces, their members, or the property of the Forces or 
members as they would take if such offences had been committed 
against the Federal Republic, its Laender or its nationals, or their 

property. 

3. (a) The authorities of the Forces shall at the request of the 
German authorities notify the latter of the arrest of any person for 
a criminal offence described in paragraph 1 of this article. 

(b) The German authorities shall at the request of the authorities 
of the Forces notify the latter of the arrest of any person for a 
criminal offence described in paragraph 2 of this Article. 

4. Trial of a member of the Forces for a criminal offence de- 
scribed in paragraph 1 of this Article, committed within the Feder-
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al territory shall be held within that territory except in cases of 
military exigency. When military exigency requires that the trial 

of such an offence be held outside the Federal territory, the au- 
thorities of the Forces shall so inform the German authorities with 
particulars of the time and place of trial. The German authorities 
shall be entitled to have observers present unless security consider- 
ations require otherwise and shall be informed of the result of the 

trial. 

5. The German authorities and the authorities of the Forces shall 
extend mutual co-operation in the prosecution of criminal offences 
under paragraphs 1 and 2 of this Article. Unless security consider- 
ations require otherwise, they shall permit representatives of the 

appropriate authorities to attend the trial and, within the applica- 
ble regulations, grant them the opportunity to present their views 
on questions of law and fact. In addition to the cases provided 
under German criminal procedure, the Forces or their members 
shall also have the right to appear as co-prosecutors (Nebenklaeger) 
before German courts, to the extent that the criminal offence is di- 

rected against the security or the property of the Forces or their 
members or is one of the offences listed in Annex A to the present 
Convention. On request the German authorities and the authorities 
of the Forces shall inform each other of an intent to initiate, to re- 

frain from initiating, or to discontinue a prosecution of disciplinary 
proceeding and of the decision. 

Section II: Non-Criminal Proceedings 

Article J—Jurisdiction and Procedure in Non-Criminal Proceedings 

1. Subject to the provisions of the present Convention and any 

other applicable agreement, German courts and authorities shall 
exercise jurisdiction over members of the Forces in non-criminal 
proceedings. 

2. Unless proceedings in non-criminal matters are commenced on 
the application of a member of the Forces, the German courts and 
authorities will serve upon the member concerned the written doc- 

uments or court order whereby the proceedings are commenced 
even if such service is not required by German law and regulations. 

3. The German courts and authorities shall grant members of the 
Forces sufficient opportunity to safeguard their rights. If a member 
of the Forces is unable because of official duties or authorised ab- 
sence to protect his interests in a non-criminal proceeding in which 
he is a participant, the German court or authority shall at his re- 
quest suspend the proceeding until the elimination of the disabil- 
ity, but for not more than six months. The existence of the disabil- 
ity shall be established (glawbhaft machen) by the member of the



1388 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME VII 

Forces. A certificate of the ground and duration of the disability 
issued by the appropriate authorities of the Power concerned shall 

be given due weight by the court of authority. The proceeding need 

not be suspended if the interests of the member of the Forces can 

adequately be protected by a person authorized to represent him 
before a court or other representative entitled to safeguard his 

rights. 

4. The members of the Forces shall enjoy the same rights as Ger- 

mans in respect to the right to free judicial assistance (Armen- 
recht). They shall not be obligated to post security for costs of any 
kind in cases where Germans are free from such obligation. Certifi- 

cates required to establish the right to free judicial assistance shall 

be issued by the appropriate consular authorities after they have 
made the necessary investigations. 

Article 10—Enforcement of Judgments, Decisions and Orders 

1. The authorities of the Forces shall, insofar as service regula- 

tions permit, take all appropriate measures to aid in the enforce- 

ment of judgements, decisions and orders (vollstreckbare Titel) of 
German courts and authorities in non-criminal proceedings. 

2. If the enforcement of such judgment, decision or order is to be 
effected within an installation of the Forces, the German court or 

authority shall request the authority of the Forces responsible for 

the administration of the installation to enforce or permit the en- 

forcement of the judgment, decision or order. The authorities of the 

Forces shall, if possible, comply with the request. The authorities of 
the Forces shall deliver to the appropriate German authority prop- 
erty taken by themselves for satisfaction of the judgment, decision 

or order. 
3. Property of a member of the Forces which is certified by the 

appropriate authority of the Forces to be needed by him for the ful- 
fillment of his official duties shall be free from seizure for the satis- 
faction of a judgment, decision or order, together with other prop- 
erty, tangible and intangible, which under German law is not sub- 

ject thereto. 
4. The personal liberty of a member of the Forces shall not be 

restricted by a German court or authority in a non-criminal pro- 

ceeding, whether to enforce a judgment, decision or order, to 

compel an oath of disclosure, or for any other reason. 

5. No payment due to a member of the Forces from his Govern- 
ment shall, except to the extent permitted by the laws and regula- 
tions of the Power concerned, be subject to any attachment, gar- 
nishment or other form of execution ordered by a German court or 

authority.
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Section III: Provisions Common to Criminal and Non-Criminal 

Proceedings 

Article 11—Presence in Court. Witnesses. Service of Process 

1. The authorities of the Forces shall, unless military exigency 
requires otherwise, secure the attendance of members of the Forces 

whose presence is required by a German court or authority, provid- 
ed that such appearance is compulsory under German law. If mili- 

tary exigency prevents such attendance, the authorities of the 

Forces shall furnish a certificate stating the basis and duration of 

such disability. 

2. German courts and authorities shall, in accordance with the 

provisions of German law, secure the attendance of persons whose 
presence as witnesses or experts is required by a service tribunal or 
other authority of the Forces. 

3. The provisions of paragraphs 1 and 2 of this Article shall 
apply mutatis mutandis to all proceedings requiring the production 

of evidence. 

4. Subject to the provisions of the present Convention or any 

other applicable agreement, the privilege and immunities of wit- 

nesses and experts before German courts or authorities, and serv- 

ice tribunals or authorities of the Forces, shall be those accorded 

by the law of the court, tribunal or authority concerned. Appropri- 
ate consideration shall also be given to the privileges and immuni- 

ties which the witness or expert would have before a German court 

if he is not a member of the Forces, or if he is a member of the 

Forces before a service tribunal of the Power concerned. 

5. The authorities of the Forces shall permit, or themselves 

effect, the service of process upon any person inside an installation, 

and upon members of the Forces. In all other cases service shall be 

made or permitted by the appropriate German courts or authori- 

ties. 

6. Service by German courts and authorities on members of the 
Forces shall not be effected by publication or advertisement. 

Article 12—Obstruction of Justice 

Perjury, attempts to obstruct justice, any other criminal offenses 
and contempts, committed before or against a German court or au- 

thority or a service tribunal or authority of the Forces, and failure 
to comply with process duly served in accordance with Article 11 of 
the present Convention shall be dealt with by the court or author- 
ity having criminal jurisdiction or disciplinary authority over the 

person concerned, according to its own law, as if the act had been 

committed before or against its own courts or authorities.
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Article 13—Attorneys 

1. Nations of any Power concerned and German attorneys shall 
not be hindered from acting as defence counsel before service tribu- 
nals in accordance with the rules and regulations prescribed for 
such service tribunals. 

2. A person admitted to practice as an attorney in the country of 
one of the Powers concerned may, in proceedings in which a 

member of the Forces is involved, in association with a German at- 
torney who is authorized to represent the member of the Forces in 

such proceedings, appear before German courts to make statements 
(Ausfuehrungen). 

3. Except as provided in paragraphs 1 and 2 of this Article, for- 
eign nationals may act as legal consultants, and appear before 
German courts, in the Federal territory only in accordance with 
the provisions of German law. 

Article 14—Exclusion of Public. Transfer of Proceedings 

The provisions of Section 172 of the German Judicature Act on 
the exclusion of the public from hearings of criminal and non- 
criminal proceedings, and of Section 15 of the German Code of 

Criminal proceedings. Procedure on the transfer of criminal to a 
court of a different district, shall be applied mutatis mutandis in 

cases before German courts or authorities where there is a threat 
to the security of the Forces or their members. 

Article 15—Disclosure of Information 

1. Subject to the provisions of paragraph 3 of this Article, 

(a) no German court or authority shall, in any proceeding before 
it, require or allow any person to disclose information which would 
or might prejudice the security of the Forces or the Power con- 
cerned, except with the consent of the appropriate authority of the 
Forces or the Power concerned; 

(b) no court or authority of the Forces shall, in any proceeding 
before it, require or allow any person to disclose any German state 
or official secret, except with the consent of the appropriate 
German authority. 

2. If during proceedings it appears that the disclosure of such in- 
formation or secret might result, the court or the authority, unless 

it is decided to dispense with the disclosure, shall, before hearing 

or dealing with such information or secret, request a written deci- 
sion of the appropriate authority as to whether the consent re- 
quired by paragraph 1 of this Article will be given. The consent 
will not be refused if, under the terms of the present Convention or 
any other agreement between the parties, the giving of information 
to the appropriate courts or authorities is required.
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3. The provisions of this Article shall not be applied in such a 

manner as to limit the constitutional rights of a party to a proceed- 

ing to testify or make a factual or legal statement on his own 

behalf. 

Article 16—Official Acts 

1. Whenever, in a criminal or non-criminal proceeding before a 

German court or authority, it becomes necessary to determine 

whether the act or omission which is the subject of the proceeding 

occurred in the performance by the person concerned of official 

duty for the Forces, the German court or authority shall suspend 
the proceeding and shall promptly notify the authorities of the 

Forces, stating the facts of the case. The appropriate authority of 

the Forces shall investigate the case and within twenty-one days 

after receipt of the notification transmit to the German court or 

authority a certificate describing the scope of the official duties of 

the person concerned at the relevant time and place. The certifi- 

cate shall be signed by the highest ranking representative of the 

Forces having personal knowledge of the matter. The authorities of 
the Forces shall take appropriate measures to ensure that the cer- 

tificate is compiled conscientiously as to form and content. After 
receipt of the certificate, but no later than twenty-one days after 

receipt by the authorities of the Forces of the notification, the pro- 

ceeding shall be continued. 

2. The authorities of the Forces may also submit such certificate 

to a German court or authority without having received a notifica- 

tion from such court or authority. 
3. Such certificate shall be evidence only on the scope of official 

duties of the person concerned and shall be conclusive to this 

extent. The person who issued such certificate may, however, be 

called as a witness to explain or amplify its contents; and further, 
the provisions of this paragraph shall not be applied in such 

manner as to limit the constitutional rights of a party to a proceed- 

ing to testify or make a factual or legal statement on his own 

behalf. The German court or authority shall give to the fact that 
the act or omission constituted the performance of official duty 

such legal weight and effect as it is entitled to under German law. 

4, The provisions of the Article shall not apply to cases under Ar- 
ticle 8 of the Finance Convention. 

[Here follow Parts III and IV and Annexes A, B, and C which 

deal respectively with rights and obligations, transitional and final 
provisions, penal provisions, radio frequencies, and the transitional 

regulations for the armed forces of the European Defense Commu- 
nity. ]
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Done at Bonn this twenty-sixth day of May, 1952 in three texts, 
in the English, French, and German languages, all being equally 
authentic. 

For the United States of For the United Kingdom of 
America: Great Britain and Northern 

DEAN ACHESON Ireland: 

For the French Republic: ANTHONY EDEN 

RoBERT SCHUMAN For the Federal Republic of 
Germany: 

ADENAUER 

No. 54 

Agreement on the Tax Treatment of the Forces and Their Members 

Bonn, May 26, 1952. 

[The text of this agreement is not printed here. For full text, see 
Senate Q and R, pages 131-133.] 

No. 55 

Finance Convention } 

Bonn, May 26, 1952. 

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, THE UNITED KINGDOM OF GREAT 

BRITAIN AND NORTHERN IRELAND, AND THE FRENCH REPUBLIC, OF 

THE ONE PART, AND THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY, OF THE 

OTHER PART, AGREE AS FOLLOWS: 

ARTICLE 1 

1. In the present Convention the following terms shall, unless the 

context otherwise requires, have the same meanings as are given to 
them in Article 1 of the Convention on the Rights and Obligations 

of Foreign Forces and their Members in the Federal Republic of 

Germany (hereinafter referred to as “the Forces Convention’’): 2 

1 Reprinted from Senate Q and R, pp. 135-150. 
2 For full text of the Convention on the Rights and Obligations of Foreign Forces 

and Their Members in the Federal Republic of Germany, see ibid., pp. 89-130, or 
Cmd. 8571, pp. 17-58. For an extract, see Document 53.
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The Federal territory; 
The Three Powers; 
Other Sending State; 
The Power concerned; 
Authorities of the Forces; 
Members of the Forces; 
Accommodation. 

2. In the present Convention the following additional terms shall 
be given the meanings hereinafter indicated: 

(a) Authorities of the Power concerned: 
The authorities of the Power concerned, including the authorities 

of its Forces. 
(b) The Forces: 
The armed forces of the Three Powers and of other Sending 

States stationed in the Federal Territory; provided that the term 
shall, subject to the provisions of Article 8 of the present Conven- 
tion, apply only until 30 June 1953 to the Forces stationed in the 
Federal territory of Powers concerned which have become contin- 
gents of the European Defence Force under the Treaty on the Es- 
tablishment of the European Defence Community. 3 

(c) Funds for the support of the Forces: 
That part of the defence contribution of the Federal Republic 

which is to be made available to the Powers concerned to assist in 
meeting the costs of the Forces stationed in the Federal territory 
and their members. 

ARTICLE 2 

The authorities of the Powers concerned and the German au- 
thorities shall extend to each other full cooperation and assistance 
to further the purposes of the present Convention, shall exchange 

all information available to any of them which may be necessary 

for the implementation of the present Convention, and shall afford 
to each other the services of any of their respective agencies to 
assist in the satisfactory implementation of the present Conven- 
tion. 

ARTICLE 3 

1. The Federal Republic undertakes to make a continuing annual 
contribution to the costs of defence. This contribution will repre- 
sent a use of German national resources which, under the criteria 

of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, is comparable to the 
use by other principal Western countries of their national re- 
sources for defence, including expenditures for defence measures 
outside Europe. 

3 For text of the treaty establishing a European Defense Community, see Docu- 
ments (R.1.I.A.) for 1952, pp. 116-162, or AFP, vol. I, pp. 1107-1150.
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2. In respect of the period after 30 June 1953, the defence contri- 
bution of the Federal Republic shall be established under principles 
and procedures corresponding to those applicable to the establish- 
ment of defence expenditures of member countries of the North At- 
lantic Treaty Organization. 

3. The undertakings in paragraphs 1 and 2 of this Article shall 
not result in a discrimination against the Federal Republic as com- 
pared to the other principal Western countries. 

4. The Federal Republic shall fulfil its undertaking to contribute 
to defence by adhering and contributing to the European Defence 
Community in accordance with the agreements and arrangements 
pertaining to the Community and by assisting to meet the costs of 
the Forces of the Powers concerned which are not members of the 
European Defence Community, and the members of such Forces, in 

accordance with the provisions of paragraph 5 of this Article. 
5. (a) The part of the Federal Republic’s defence contribution 

which, subsequent to 30 June 1953, will be used to assist in meet- 
ing the costs of the Forces of the Powers concerned not members of 
the European Defence Community, and the members of such 

Forces, shall be established at the appropriate time by negotiations 
in which the Community, the Federal Republic and the Powers not 
members of the Community with Forces in the Federal territory 
shall participate. 

(b) The part of the Federal Republic’s defence contribution re- 
ferred to in sub-paragraph (a) of this paragraph shall transit the 

budget of the European Defence Community; it shall not constitute 
an obligation of, or a charge to, the Community and shall not be 
subject to the control of the Community. The Community shall 
have no further obligation than to transmit the agreed amounts to 
the Forces, in a manner to be agreed by the Community, the Feder- 
al Republic and the Powers concerned. 

ARTICLE 4 

1. The provisions of this Article shall apply from the entry into 
force of the present Convention until 30 June 1953. 

2. The Federal Republic shall make an average monthly defence 
contribution of DM 850 million to be devoted exclusively to its con- 
tribution to the European Defense Community and for the funds 

for the support of the Forces. 
3. Out of the sum of DM 850 million referred to in paragraph 2 

of this Article, funds for the support of the Forces shall be made 

available according to the following schedule: 

(a) For each of the six months following the date of entry into 
force of the present Convention and falling prior to 30 June 1953, 
an amount of DM 551 million;
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(b) For each of the three months following the period specified in 
the preceding sub-paragraph and falling prior to 30 June 1953, an 
amount of DM 319 million; 

(c) For each of the months following the period specified in the 
preceding sub-paragraph and falling prior to 30 June 1953, an 
amount to be determined by negotiation between the Federal Re- 
public and the Three Powers. 

Funds to be made available for one period of time may be utilized 
in other periods in accordance with the provisions of paragraph 5 

of this Article. The Three Powers will be responsible for allocating 

or reallocating among the Powers concerned, after consultation 

with the Federal Government, the amounts made available under 

this paragraph. The provisions of Article 5 of the present Conven- 

tion shall apply to the expenditure of these funds except to the 
extent that such funds are expended in accordance with sub-para- 

graph (a) of paragraph 5 of this Article. 

4. The funds for the support of the Forces referred to in para- 

graph 3 of this Article shall transit the budget of the European De- 
fence Community; they shall not constitute an obligation of, or a 

charge to, the Community and shall not be subject to the control of 

the Community. The Community shall have no further obligation 

than to transmit the agreed amounts to the Forces, in a manner to 

be agreed by the Community, the Federal Republic and the Powers 
concerned. 

5. The only expenditures chargeable to the funds for the support 

of the Forces made available in accordance with paragraph 3 of 

this Article shall be 

(a) amounts expended on payment authorizations issued after the 
entry into force of the present Convention to satisfy liabilities for 
accommodation, goods, materials or services procured or ordered 
before the entry into force of the present Convention by the au- 
thorities of the Powers concerned as a charge to occupation costs or 
mandatory expenditures; 

(b) amounts expended on payment authorizations issued on or 
before 30 June 19538 under the Deutsche Mark budgets of the 
Powers concerned established for the period before that date in ac- 
cordance with Article 5 of the present Convention. To the extent 
that the funds provided under paragraph 3 of this Article have not 
been fully expended to meet payment authorizations issued before 
1 July 1958, they will remain available to the Forces until 30 June 
1954 for the liquidation of liabilities outstanding on 1 July 1953 
whieh are chargeable to the funds for the support of the Forces; 
an 

(c) amounts expended for such other purpose as may be agreed 
between the Federal Republic and the Three Powers.
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ARTICLE 5 

1. Funds for the support of the Forces shall be expended exclu- 
sively for that purpose. The Three Powers undertake to keep the 
costs chargeable to these funds to the minimum compatible with 
the military efficiency of the Forces of the Powers concerned, and 
to utilize the funds efficiently and economically. 

2. Budgets will be established by each of the Powers concerned, 
and the expenditure of funds for the support of the Forces shall be 
in accordance with such budget categories and within such limits 
of amount as are established in the estimates prepared by the 
Powers concerned at the time of the agreement on the sum to be 
made available under the present Convention. Each of the Powers 
concerned may freely transfer amounts among the different catego- 
ries of its budget provided that such transfers result in a change of 
not more than 10 percent in the amount originally established for 
any major category. Advance notice of such transfers will be given 
to the Federal Republic in order to enable it to make its recom- 
mendations. Transfers which result in a change of more than 10 
per cent may be affected by agreement between the Three Powers 
and the Federal Republic. 

3. The Powers concerned and the Federal Republic may, by spe- 
cial agreement, consolidate in a special budget the expenditures for 
construction in the Federal territory of 

(a) accommodation for the Forces of the Powers concerned or for 
the forces of German origin, 

(b) the installations and works referred to in Article 20 of the 
Forces Convention, 

and the expenditures for the acquisition of sites therefor. Expendi- 
tures under such budget from the funds for the support of the 

Forces shall transit the budget of the European Defence Communi- 
ty and the Community shall exercise no control over them. 

ARTICLE 6 

1. Subject to the provisions of Articles 3 and 4 of the present 
Convention and the arrangements made thereunder for effecting 
the transit of the funds through the budget of the European De- 
fence Community, the Federal Republic shall take all steps neces- 
sary to make available, as required, the funds for the support of 

the Forces. 
2. Except as provided in paragraph 4 of this Article, such funds 

shall be disbursed by the appropriate German payment offices on 

the basis of payment authorizations issued by the appropriate au- 

thorities of the Forces. These payment authorizations shall certify 

that payment within the appropriate budget category of the Power
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concerned is authorized in accordance with the terms of the 

present Convention, and appropriate documentation of services 
rendered shall be attached. In the amount specified by the pay- 

ment authorization, the appropriate German payment offices shall, 

after presentation of the payment authorization, effect the pay- 
ment so certified. The authorized representatives of the Power con- 

cerned may examine the German records relating to the payments 
made by the appropriate German payment offices. 

3. Accounts of expenditures and receipts shall be kept by each 
Power concerned, on the one hand, and by the Federal Republic, on 

the other hand, and shall conform with uniform nomenclature 

agreed by the Three Powers and the Federal Republic. If the ac- 
counts of the Federal Republic and those of any of the Powers con- 

cerned are not in agreement, after each has been audited in accord- 

ance with the procedures applicable under German law or regula- 

tions or the law or regulations of the Power concerned, as the case 

may be reconciliation shall be made under procedures to be estab- 
lished by the Co-ordinating Committee to be set up pursuant to Ar- 

ticle 14, of the present Convention. Reports of expenditures and re- 

ceipts shall be made periodically to the Co-ordinating Committee. 

4. The Powers concerned may obtain from German payment of- 
fices funds for payment through their own agencies of 

(a) minor expenditures in accordance with the regulations of the 
Power concerned or 

(b) any other expenditures which it is agreed require such proce- 
dure. 

These expenditures shall be certified and documented in accord- 

ance with paragraph 2 of this Article. 

ARTICLE 7 

1. The following types of facilities and services shall be used or 

enjoyed by the Forces, for themselves and for their members, with- 

out charge: 

(a) Administrative services or assistance of German public agen- 
cles, unless agreed to be of a special character warranting pay- 
ment; 

(b) Roads, highways, bridges; 
(c) Navigable waters, unless fees for services rendered are pay- 

able under German regulations applicable from time to time to 
military users; 

(d) German police, public health and fire protection services, 
unless agreed to be of a special character warranting payment; 

(e) Other public services and facilities normally enjoyed by resi- 
dents of the Federal territory without payment of a specific charge;
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(f) Meteorological, topographical and cartographical facilities and 
services, unless agreed to be of a special character warranting pay- 
ment; 

(g) The following types of property, except in respect of repairs 
and maintenance: 

(i) property belonging to the Federal Republic, other than 
property administered by the German Federal Railways or 
Federal Post, unless it is agreed that an exception should be 
made in the case of property acquired after the entry into force 
of the present Convention for the use for purposes other than 
defence; 

(ii) property previously owned by the former Reich which is 
subject to the administration of the Federal Republic in accord- 
ance with the Law for a Provisional Settlement of the Legal 
Status of Reich Property and the Prussian Shares of 21 July 
1951 (Bundesaesetzblatt Teil I Seite 467) and the Ordinance for 
the Implementation of Article 6 of that Law of 26 July 1951 
(Bundesaesetzblatt Teil I Seite 471), other than property ad- 
ministered by the German Federal Railways or Federal Post; 

(iii) property which has been constructed or procured by ex- 
penditures either from occupation costs or mandatory expendi- 
tures or from the defence contribution of the Federal Republic, 
except that 

(1) where property, other than property used without charge 
under items (i) (ii) of this sub-paragraph, has been recon- 
structed by such expenditures, rent shall be paid in an 
amount to be reduced in the same proportion as the cost of 
reconstruction bears to the total value of the property; and 

(2) ground rent shall be paid for sites which are not the proper- 
ty of the Federal Republic. 

2. If property of any of the Laender is used by the Forces, for 
themselves or their members, the Federal Republic undertakes to 
ensure that the Forces are relieved from liability for any claims of 
the Land concerned to compensation for such use under German 
law. 

3. With respect to property used free of charge under sub-para- 
graph (g) of paragraph 1 and property referred to in paragraph 2 of 
this Article, the Federal Republic will satisfy the owner’s liability, 
if any, under German law to pay land taxes. 

4. Members of the Forces shall in their own right receive or 
enjoy free of charge such services or facilities as are normally en- 
joyed by other persons in the Federal territory without charge. 

5. Military aircraft of any Power concerned (including aircraft 
operated under the control of the Forces of such Power) shall not 
be charged a fee for landing on, or departing from, civil airfields in 
the Federal territory, unless, in the case of airfields not owned or 

administered by the Federal Republic, fees are payable under
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German regulations applicable from time to time to military users. 
No fee shall be charged for landing by such aircraft in distress. 

6. In general the cost of the construction, repair and mainte- 
nance of transport and communications facilities, installations and 

equipment, and public utility facilities, which serve common civil- 

ian and military use shall not be charged to the defense contribu- 
tion of the Federal Republic. Where, however, these facilities are 
not revenue producing and the civil use is small or where there are 
any other special circumstances which justify a departure from the 
general rule, the extra costs attributable to the military require- 
ments will by prior specific agreements be shared or borne, as the 
case may be, by the Forces. 

ARTICLE 8 

1. Subject to the provisions of Article 9 of the present Conven- 
tion, claims in respect of loss or damage caused, after its entry into 
force, by acts or omissions of the Forces in the Federal territory 
shall be dealt with in accordance with the provisions of this Article 
and shall not be asserted otherwise than in accordance with such 
provisions. 

2. The following shall be deemed to be acts or omissions of the 
Forces: 

(a) An act or omission of a member or employee of the Forces, or 
of a person working for the Forces pursuant to Article 44 or 45 of 
the Forces Convention, in the performance of his official duties; 

(b) An activity of the Forces; 
(c) An act or omission causing damage in excess of fair wear and 

tear to accommodation or movable property made available for use 
by the Forces in accordance with the Forces Convention, where 
such damage occurs in the course of such use; 

(d) An act or omission of a member of the Forces taking part in 
manoeuvres of the Forces causing damage to immovable property. 

3. Damage caused to accommodation or movables which have 
been made available for use by the Forces shall be deemed to be 
caused on the date of its release by them, and the claim shall be 

deemed first to arise on that date. 

4. In determining whether and to what extent compensation 
shall be paid for loss or damage caused by acts or omissions of the 
Forces, the appropriate agencies of the Forces shall give due con- 

sideration to the provisions of German law which would determine 
the liability of the Federal Republic in similar circumstances. 
Claims shall be determined without regard to the exemptions from 
German traffic regulations to which the Forces are entitled under 
paragraphs 3 and 5 of Article 17 of the Forces Convention. 

d). No claim shall be dealt with under this Article in respect of
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(a) damage to public roads, highways, bridges, navigable water- 
ways and other traffic facilities resulting from their use by the 
Forces, their members or employees for normal traffic purposes; 

(b) loss of, or damage to, any property used by the Forces free of 
charge under item (iii) of sub-paragraph (g) of paragraph 1 of Arti- 
cle 7 of the present Convention; 

(c) loss or damage arising under contracts or quasi-contractual re- 
lationships. 

6. A claimant shall be deemed to have waived his claim against 
the Forces if he does not file it within ninety days of the time when 
he first knew of the loss or damage, unless there was reasonable 

excuse for his failure to file the claim within such period, particu- 
larly if he did not know against whom the claim should be assert- 
ed. Any claim not received by the agency of the Forces within one 
year of the date of the incident causing the loss or damage or, in 
the case of loss or damage referred to in sub-paragraph (c) of para- 
graph 2 of this Article, within one year from the release of the 
property shall not be dealt with. 

7. Claims shall be filed with the appropriate German agencies in 

a form to be agreed between the German authorities and the 
Forces of the Power concerned. 

8. The German agency shall 

(a) immediately forward to the appropriate agency of the Forces 
of the Power concerned such particulars of the claim as the latter 
agency may require; and 

(b) investigate the claim within a reasonable time and make a 
reasoned recommendation thereon to the agency of the Forces. 

9. The agency of the Forces shall consider whether and to what 
extent compensation should be paid for the loss suffered. It shall 
notify the claimant and the German agency of its decision. If the 

claimant accepts in full satisfaction of his claim the amount of the 
compensation awarded by the agency of the Forces, payment shall 
be made in accordance with procedures to be agreed between the 
Federal authorities and the Forces of the Power concerned. 

10. If the claimant does not accept the compensation offered, or 

does not agree with the rejection of his claim, he may, within two 
months after he has been notified of the decision, bring an action 
upon his claim in the ordinary German courts against the Federal 

Republic. 
11. The appropriate agencies of the Forces shall make available 

to the German authorities, upon request, information and evidence 

in their possession which would assist in the defence of such an 
action, insofar as they may do so under the regulations of the 

Power concerned.



ESTABLISHMENT OF CONTRACTUAL RELATIONS 151 

12. The appropriate agency of the Forces may, if it so desires, 
participate in any such action against the Federal Republic by 

(a) requiring the Federal Republic to plead certain defences or to 
appeal, or 

(b) appearing as a third party defendant (Nebenintervenient) in 
accordance with the provisions of the German Code of Civil Proce- 
dure. 

13. The appropriate German agency shall notify the agency of 
the Forces of the judgment in any such action and the grounds 
given therefor. Should the judgment of the court differ from the de- 
cision of the agency of the Forces, then 

(a) if the authorities of the Forces participated in the action 
against the Federal Republic as provided in paragraph 12 of this 
Article, the decision of the agency shall be modified so as to accord 
with the judgment; but 

(b) if the authorities of the Forces did not participate in the 
action, the agency of the Forces shall, upon request of the German 
authorities, reconsider its decision taking into account the judg- 
ment of the court. If upon such reconsideration the agency intends 
to adhere to its original decision, it shall inform the German au- 
thorities of that intention and shall give the German authorities an 
opportunity to state their views. 

Any compensation payable upon a final decision taken in accord- 
ance with this paragraph shall be paid under the procedures re- 
ferred to in paragraph 9 of this Article. 

14. Compensation awarded under a decision of an agency of the 
Forces shall, for the period ending 30 June 1953, be chargeable to 

the funds for the support of the Forces of the Power concerned, 

unless otherwise agreed between the Federal Republic and the 
Power concerned. An agreement between the Federal Republic and 
the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland in that 

regard and in relation to ancillary procedure is annexed to the 

present Convention as Annex A. The financing of payments made 

after 30 June 1953 shall be considered in the negotiations men- 

tioned in sub-paragraph (a) of paragraph 5 of Article 3 of the 
present Convention. 

15. Notwithstanding the other provisions of this Article, claims 
in respect of damage caused to accommodation or movables which 
have been made available for use by the Authorities of the Power 
concerned before the entry into force of the present Convention, 
and are released by them after 30 June 1953, shall be determined 
by the German authorities and shall not be charged to the funds 
for the support of the Forces, or to the Power concerned. 

16. Claims of inhabitants of the Federal territory against persons 
who are members of the Forces by reason of a military service rela-
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tionship or employees of the Forces who are nationals of the Power 
concerned, which arise from acts or omissions outside the perform- 

ance of official duties for the Forces, may be asserted, determined 
and satisfied in accordance with paragraphs 6, 7, 8, 9, and 14 of 

this Article. The normal remedies of the claimant against the 

person who caused the loss or damage shall remain unaffected, 
unless the claimant accepts payment of an award made by an 
agency of the Forces in final settlement of the claim. The first sen- 
tence of this paragraph shall not apply to claims for which the 
person causing the loss or damage is covered by a contract of liabil- 
ity insurance or pays compensation out of his own means. 

17. If in any civil action before a German court involving any 
claim covered by this Article it is necessary to decide whether or 
not an act or omission occurred in the performance of official 
duties, a certificate on such question shall be obtained from the ap- 
propriate agency of the Forces. Upon request of the court or the 
German authorities in a particular case, the agency of the Forces 
will review the certificate. Any certificate given shall be conclusive 
on the question involved. 

18. The provisions of paragraphs 1, 2, 4 to 13 inclusive, 16 and 17 
of this Article shall not apply to loss or damage caused by acts or 
omissions of the Forces of the Powers concerned which are mem- 
bers of the European Defence Community. 

ARTICLE 9 

1. Each Power concerned, for its part, and the Federal Republic, 
for its part, waives all claims against the other for loss of, or 
damage to, any property in the Federal Territory owned by it 
caused after the entry into force of the present Convention by ac- 
tivities, acts or omissions of agencies or persons, for whose acts or 

omissions the other is legally responsible, in the performance of 
their official duties. This waiver shall not apply to loss of, or 
damage to, property of the German Federal Railways or Federal 
Post, or to loss or damage for which those organizations are respon- 

sible. 
2. In application of the principle expressed in paragraph 1 of this 

Article, claims for loss or, damage to, property used by the Forces 
free of charge pursuant to items (i) and (ii) of subparagraph (g) of 
paragraph 1 of Article 7 of the present Convention, and claims aris- 
ing from increases in the value of such property, shall be deemed 

to cancel each other out. 
3. The Federal Republic undertakes to ensure that each Power 

concerned is relieved of liability for claims of any Land of the Fed- 
eral Republic arising from acts or omissions of the Forces as de- 
fined in paragraph 2 of Article 8 of the present Convention.
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Each Power concerned undertakes to renounce in favour of the 

Federal Republic all corresponding claims which it may have 
against any Land of the Federal Republic. Each Power concerned 
further undertakes to renounce in favour of the Federal Republic 
claims in respect of improvements leading to an increase in value 
of the property referred to in paragraph 2 of Article 7 of the 
present Convention. 

ARTICLE 10 

1. Payments by the Federal Republic in satisfaction of any claims 
referred to in Article 3 of Chapter Nine of the Convention on the 
Settlement of Matters Arising out of the War and the Occupation + 
may be charged to the funds for the support of the Forces only to 
the extent agreed between the Federal Republic and the Powers 
concerned. 

2. Any claims referred to in paragraph 1 of this Article which 
the agencies of the Power concerned have not determined before 
the entry into force of the present Convention shall be submitted to 
the appropriate agencies of the Federal Republic. 

ARTICLE 11 

1. Receipts arising from the following sources shall accrue to the 
Federal Republic and shall be duly accounted for: 

(a) The disposal of any movable property which so far as can be 
ascertained was purchased from Reichsmark or Deutsche Mark oc- 
cupation costs or mandatory expenditure funds; 

(b) Payments by third parties of amounts in consideration of im- 
provements which lead to an increase in value of their property as 
a result of expenditure from Reichsmark or Deutsche Mark occupa- 
tion costs or mandatory expenditure funds; 

(c) Repayment claims against third parties arising out of over- 
payments from Reichsmark or Deutsche Mark occupation costs or 
mandatory expenditure funds. 

2. The Deutsche Mark value of receipts arising from the follow- 
ing sources shall accrue to the Power concerned and shall be issued 
in accordance with the provisions of Articles 5 and 6 of the present 
Convention on the basis of supplementary Deutsche Mark budget 
estimates to be agreed between the Power concerned and the Fed- 
eral Republic. 

(a) The disposal of any movable property purchased by expendi- 
ture from funds for the support of the Forces. Any amounts accru- 
ing pursuant to this sub-paragraph shall be the sale price of the 
property concerned if it is sold, less the costs of disposal, or if the 
property is not sold, a value to be fixed by impartial valuation in 

* See Senate Q and R, pp. 25-88, or Cmd. 8571, pp. 75-135.
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accordance with conditions to be agreed between the Federal Re- 
public and the Power concerned; 

(b) Any receipts in Deutsche Mark or in kind arising out of the 
use by the Forces of accommodation, goods, materials and services 
provided under the present Convention or the Forces Convention, 
provided that any Deutsche Mark amounts received from persons 
or agencies not members of the Forces, as compensation for the use 
of accommodation in connection with services performed for the 
Forces and their members, shall accrue to the Federal Republic; 

(c) Payments by third parties of amounts in consideration of im- 
provements which lead to an increase in value of their property as 
a result of expenditure from funds for the support of the Forces. 
However, such payments by Laender of the Federal Republic shall 
accrue to the Federal Republic; 

(d) Repayment claims against third parties arising out of over- 
payments from funds for the support of the Forces. 

3. The Federal Republic shall with due diligence assert and pros- 
ecute such claims as fail to be made under sub-paragraphs (c) and 
(d) of paragraph 2 of this Article. The authorities of the Power con- 
cerned may require that they be consulted in due time before the 
assertion of any claim under sub-paragraph (c) of paragraph 1 or 
subparagraph (d) of paragraph 2. 

ARTICLE 12 

1. Payments for accommodation, goods, materials or services pro- 
vided for the Forces and their members shall be subject to the pro- 

visions of this Article. 

2. Subject to the effect of the tax and customs exemptions provid- 
ed in the Forces Convention or any other applicable agreement, the 
prices paid in satisfying the requirements of the Forces shall con- 
form in principle to price and wage levels prevailing from time to 
time in the Federal territory, but the authorities of the Power con- 
cerned shall receive terms and conditions not less favourable than 
those afforded to comparable purchasers. When the requirements 
of the Forces are satisfied through procurement by the German au- 
thorities, or other expenditures chargeable to funds for the support 
of the Forces are made by the German authorities, the amount to 
be paid shall be determined in agreement with the authorities of 
the Power concerned. Except in the case of goods procured for con- 
sumption by persons normally resident in the Federal territory, the 
Power concerned shall not benefit from any subsidies granted by 
the Federal Republic to lessen the price of goods in the interest of 
the individual German consumer. The procedures for implementa- 
tion of the preceding sentence shall be established by the subsidi- 
ary agreements provided for in Article 17 of the present Conven- 

tion.
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3. Compensation for accommodation, goods, materials or services 
obtained for the Forces by requisition under the Federal legislation 
referred to in paragraph 3 of Article 37 of the Forces Convention 
shall be determined by the appropriate German authorities, in con- 
sultation with the authorities of the Power concerned, in accord- 

ance with the provisions of that legislation and the principles ex- 

pressed in the first sentence of paragraph 2 of this Article. Until 
the entry into force of such Federal legislation, the existing basis 
for assessment of compensation for accommodation, goods, materi- 

als and services requisitioned for the Forces shall remain in force. 
4. The wage and salary rates for civilian personnel referred to in 

Article 44 of the Forces Convention shall be determined in accord- 
ance with paragraph 5 of that Article. The amounts chargeable to 
the funds for the support of the Forces shall include the employer’s 
contribution to social insurance funds and the premiums for statu- 
tory accident insurance payable under German law. 

5. The transport facilities and services afforded to the Forces and 
their members under the agreements mentioned in paragraph 3 of 
Article 41 of the Forces Convention shall be paid for at the rates 
established in those agreements. Before the expiry of the said 
agreements, other tariff agreements consistent with the principles 
of paragraph 2 of this Article and Article 41 of the Forces Conven- 
tion shall be concluded as provided in the latter Article. 

6. The facilities and services of the German public posts and tele- 
communications agencies afforded to the Forces and their members 
under Article 42 of the Forces Convention, and any facilities made 
available by the Forces to the German authorities under paragraph 
5 of that Article, shall be paid for at rates established in accord- 

ance with paragraph 1 of that Article. Timely agreements shall be 
concluded, consistent with the principles of paragraph 2 of this Ar- 

ticle and Article 42 of the Forces Convention, for rates to be effec- 

tive from 30 June 1953. 

| ARTICLE 13 

1. Except in special cases which may be the subject of agreement 
between the Powers concerned and the Federal Republic the ex- 
penditure of funds for the purpose of capital works shall be in ac- 
cordance with the provisions of this Article. 

2. Prior to 30 June 1953, the following costs for construction of 
accommodation shall be chargeable to the funds for the support of 
the Forces: 

(a) all material, labour and other costs of construction, including 
the cost of preparation of the site; 

(b) the cost of constructing transport, communications and public 
utility facilities and installations on, or leading to, the site, provid-
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ed that such facilities are furnished exclusively to serve the accom- 
modation concerned; 

(c) the cost of replacing or re-routing to a standard not higher 
than that previously existing, transport, communications or public 
utility facilities and installations no longer available for public use 
by reason of the construction of the accommodation concerned. 

In the case of costs referred to in sub-paragraphs (b) and (c) of this 
paragraph which are incurred by the German authorities on behalf 
of the Forces, the amount of expenditures to be charged to the 
funds for the support of the forces shall be determined in agree- 
ment with the authorities of the Forces. Where the facilities and 
installations referred to in sub-paragraphs (b) and (c) of this para- 
graph are revenue producing, or may constitute or form part of im- 
provements included in a German development plan, the costs 

thereof shall be chargeable to the funds for the support of the 
Forces in the proportion agreed between the Powers concerned and 
the Federal Republic. 

3. Until 30 June 1953, the cost of the installations and works re- 

ferred to in Article 20 of the Forces Convention shall be chargeable 
to the sum mentioned in paragraph 2 of Article 4 of the present 
Convention and paid from the funds for the support of the Forces 
to the extent that provision is made therefor in the budgets of the 
Powers concerned. If installations and work should be carried out 
for which no provision has been made in such budgets, their fi- 
nancing shall be determined by prior agreement between the Fed- 

eral Republic, the European Defence Community and the Powers 

concerned. 
4. Any expenditures, other than those provided for in paragraph 

2 of this Article, made prior to 30 June 1958 and related to the ac- 

quisition and evacuation of accommodation for the Forces shall not 
be charged to the funds for the support of the Forces mentioned in 
paragraph 3 of Article 4 of the present Convention or to the 
Powers concerned. 

5. The financing after 30 June 1953 of the expenditures covered 
by paragraphs 2, 3 and 4 of this Article shall be determined in the 
negotiations mentioned in sub-paragraph (a) of paragraph 5 of Arti- 
cle 3 of the present Convention. 

ARTICLE 14 

A permanent Co-ordinating Committee composed of representa- 
tives of the Three Powers and of the Federal Republic shall be es- 
tablished to carry out the tasks assigned to it under the present 
Convention, to coordinate the implementation of the present Con- 
vention, and to consider and make recommendations to the Signa- 
tory States concerning the removal of any doubts or difficulties
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arising in connection therewith which cannot be resolved directly 

by consultation between the competent authorities and services 

concerned. Representatives of the Commissariat of the European 

Defence Community may take part in the discussions of the Com- 

mittee, whenever the interests of the Community are involved. 

ARTICLE 15 

The Powers concerned may expend also in Berlin any funds 

made available to them under the present Convention for the pur- 

poses mentioned in paragraph 1 of Article 5. 

ARTICLE 16 

At the request of any of the Signatory States discussions may be 
opened to amend or abrogate any of the Articles of the present 
Convention, especially if agreements between the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization and the European Defence Community make 
such modification necessary or desirable. 

ARTICLE 17 

1. The Three Powers, or any Power concerned, and the Federal 

Republic will conclude, where necessary or desirable, subsidiary 
agreements regarding the implementation of the present Conven- 
tion, particularly the provisions of Article 6. 

2. The negotiations and implementation of these subsidiary 
agreements shall be co-ordinated through the Co-ordinating Com- 
mittee established pursuant to Article 14 of the present Conven- 
tion. 

ARTICLE 18 

1. The provisions of Article 3 of the present Convention shall not 

apply as between the Federal Republic and the French Republic. 

2. The provisions of the present Convention shall apply to the 

Forces of other Sending States which are not members of the Euro- 

pean Defence Community, and to the members of such Forces, 

except where excluded or modified by any agreement which may 

be made between any of such other Sending States and the Federal 

Republic. 

ARTICLE 19 

The Arbitration Tribunal established by the Convention on the 
Relations between the Three Powers and the Federal Republic of 
Germany * shall not have jurisdiction 

~ § Document 51.
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(a) over any dispute arising between the Three Powers and the 
Federal Republic under the provisions of Article 3, paragraph 4 of 
Article 4, or paragraph 3 of Article 5 of the present Convention, 

(b) to determine questions as to the extent of the competence or 
to review the decisions of the German agencies and agencies of the 
Forces referred to in Article 8 or of the Co-ordinating Committee to 
be established under Article 14 of the present Convention. 

In faith whereof the undersigned representatives duly authorized 
thereto by their respective Governments have signed the present 
Convention, being one of the related Conventions listed in Article 8 
of the Convention on Relations between the Three Powers and the 
Federal Republic of Germany. 

Done at Bonn this twenty-sixth day of May, 1952 in three texts, 
in the English, French and German languages, all being equally 
authentic. 

For the United States of America: 
DEAN ACHESON 

For the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland: 
ANTHONY EDEN 

For the French Republic: 
ROBERT SCHUMAN 

For the Federal Republic of Germany: 
ADENAUER 

Annex A 

In the case of the Forces of the United Kingdom of Great Britain 
and Northern Ireland and of the Forces of Belgium, Denmark and 

Norway the provisions of Article 8 of the Finance Convention shall 

be implemented in accordance with the following provisions: 

SECTION 1 

The functions of the appropriate agency of the Forces set out in 

paragraph 9 of Article 8 of the Finance Convention shall in respect 

of these Forces be delegated to the Federal Republic. 

SECTION 2 

1. The appropriate German agency shall inform the appropriate 

agency of the Forces of any claim lodged with it and shall append 

such particulars as the latter agency may require. 

2. After receipt of these particulars, the appropriate agency of 

the Forces will forward as soon as possible to the appropriate 

German agency such information and evidence in its possession as 

is necessary for dealing with the claim insofar as the making avail-
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able of such information and evidence is permissible under the reg- 

ulations of the Power concerned. 
3. In the case of claims to which sub-paragraphs (c) and (d) of 

paragraph 2 of Article 8 of the Finance Convention apply, the 
agency of the Forces shall in particular make available within 
twenty-one days of receipt of notification under paragraph 1 of this 
Section any information or evidence in its possession which would 
support the rejection of the claim in whole or in part. In such case 
the German agency shall assess and pay compensation only in the 
full light of such information and evidence and in any case of 
doubt shall refer to the agency of the forces before making any 
payment. 

SECTION 3 

1. Where a claim to compensation is based on an allegation of 
loss or damages caused by an act or omission in the performance of 
his official duties of a member or employee of the Forces or of a 
person working for the Forces pursuant to Article 44 or 45 of the 
Forces Convention or is alleged to arise from an activity of the 
Forces, the appropriate agency of the forces will certify whether or 
not such act or omission occurred in the performance of the official 
duties of the person concerned or an activity of the Forces was in- 
volved as the case may be. 

2. The German agency shall not assess or pay any compensation 
unless the appropriate agency of the Forces has issued a certificate 
that the act or omission causing the loss or damage occurred in the 
performance of official duties or that the loss or damage was 
caused by an activity of the Forces. 

3. If during investigations of a claim circumstances appear which 

would lead to an inference different from that contained in the cer- 
tificate on the question whether an act or omission occurred in the 
performance of official duties or an activity of the Forces is con- 

cerned, the appropriate agency of the Forces will on the request of 

the appropriate German agency review its certificate taking into 
account the representations made by the German agency. 

SECTION 4 

If a claimant brings an action in the ordinary German court 
against the Federal Republic pursuant to paragraph 10 of Article 8 
of the Finance Convention, the German agency will forward to the 
appropriate agency of the Forces a copy of the plaint. Should the 
German agency deem it necessary in the light of the plaint to 
obtain from the agency of the Forces supplementary documents or 
evidence to be used in the defence of the action, it will so inform 
the agency of the Forces as early as possible.
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SECTION 5 

Should the legally enforceable judgment of a Court in an action 

brought under paragraph 10 of Article 8 of the Finance Convention 
differ from the decision of the German agency taken under Section 

1 of this Annex, the decision shall be modified so as to make it 

accord with the judgment; this shall apply whether or not the au- 
thorities of the forces exercised their right to participate in the 

action against the Federal Republic under paragraph 12 of Article 
8 of the Finance Convention. 

SECTION 6 

To enable that part of the compensation awarded by the German 

agencies or Courts which under Section 7 of this Annex is to be 
charged to the funds for the support of the Forces of the Power 

concerned to be charged, the German agency shall by the fifteenth 

day of each month furnish to the appropriate agency of the Forces 
a list showing the amounts of compensation paid during the previ- 
ous month. 

SECTION 7 

It is agreed, as provided for in paragraph 14 of Article 8 of the 
Finance Convention, that 75 per cent of the compensation awarded 
by the appropriate German agencies or by the ordinary German 
courts shall be charged to the funds for the support of the Forces 
made available under the Finance Convention. The remaining 25 
per cent of the compensation shall be borne by the Federal Repub- 
lic. 

SECTION 8 

The provisions of this Annex shall not affect the provisions of 

paragraph 16 of Article 8 of the Finance Convention. 

SECTION 9 

If any of the Forces to which this Annex relates are or become 
part of the Forces of the European Defence Community, the above 

provisions shall apply to such Forces only so far as is consistent 

with the applicability of Article 8 of the Finance Convention to 

those Forces.



ESTABLISHMENT OF CONTRACTUAL RELATIONS 161 

No. 56 

The Foreign Ministers of the United States, the United Kingdom, 

and France to the Chancellor of the Federal Republic } 

Bonn, May 26, 1952. 

Mr. CHANCELLOR: The Three Powers advise you that, in the exer- 
cise of their rights relating to Berlin and to Germany as a whole, 
including the unification of Germany and a peace settlement, re- 
ferred to in Article 2 of the Convention on Relations between the 
Three Powers and the Federal Republic of Germany, ? they will re- 
quire that the following legislation of the Control Council be not 
deprived of effect in the Federal territory by the Federal Republic: 
Proclamation No. 1 and Directives Nos. 1, 2, 4-7, 11-18, 17, 20, 21, 

34, 36, 42, 43, 49, 51 and 53. 
Nothing in this letter is intended to or shall be construed as 

modifying in any way the new relations between the Three Powers 
and the Federal Republic established by the Convention on Rela- 
tions between the Three Powers and the Federal Republic of Ger- 
many and the related Conventions. 

DEAN ACHESON 
Secretary of State, United States of America 

ROBERT SCHUMAN 
Foreign Minister of the Republic of France 

ANTHONY EDEN 
Her Britannic Majesty's Principal Secretary of State 

for Foreign Affairs 

1 Reprinted from Senate Q and R, p. 151. 
2 Document 51. 

No. 57 

The Chancellor of the Federal Republic of Germany to the Foreign 
Ministers of the United States, the United Kingdom, and France } 

[Translation] 

Bonn, May 26, 1952. 

I acknowledge receipt of your letter of 26 May 1952. 2 The Feder- 
al Government notes that, in the opinion of the Three Powers, the 

"1 Reprinted from Senate Q and R, pp. 151-152. 
2 Document 56.



162 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME VII 

maintenance of the Control Council Provisions listed in that letter 
is necessary in connection with their rights relating to Berlin and 
to Germany as a whole. The Federal Government is of the opinion 
that these provisions for the most part represent provisions of in- 
ternal procedure of the Control Council which cannot be the sub- 
ject of German legislative authority and which, therefore, cannot 
be deprived of effect by German legislative bodies. The Federal 
Government recognizes that the remainder of these provisions, 
which relate to interzonal traffic, fall within the right of the Three 
Powers relating to Berlin and to Germany as a whole. 

ADENAUER 

No. 58 

The High Commissioners for Germany of the United States, the 
United Kingdom, and France to the Chancellor of the Federal 

Republic of Germany ! 

Bonn, May 26, 1952. 

Mr. CHANCELLOR: As we have already advised you during our dis- 
cussions on the Conventions between the Three Powers and the 
Federal Republic which have been signed today, the reservation 
made on 12 May 1949 by the Military Governors concerning Arti- 
cles 23 and 144 (2) of the Basic Law 2 will, owing to the internation- 

al situation, be formally maintained by the Three Powers in the ex- 
ercise of their right relating to Berlin after the entry into force of 

those Conventions. 
The Three Powers wish to state in this connection that they are 

nonetheless conscious of the necessity for the Federal Republic to 
furnish aid to Berlin and of the advantages involved in the adop- 
tion by Berlin of policies similar to those of the Federation. 

For this reason they have decided to exercise their right relating 
to Berlin in such a way as to facilitate the carrying out by the Fed- 
eral Republic of its declaration attached to the Convention on rela- 
tions between the Three Powers and the Federal Republic * and to 
permit the Federal authorities to ensure representation of Berlin 
and of the Berlin population outside Berlin. 

Similarly, they will have no objections if, in accordance with an 
appropriate procedure authorized by the Allied Kommandatura, 
Berlin adopts the same legislation as that of the Federal Republic, 

1 Reprinted from Senate Q and R, pp. 154-156. 
2 For text of the Military Governors letter to the President of the Parliamentary 

Council, May 12, 1949, see Germany 1947-1949, pp. 279-280. 
3 Document 51.
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in particular regarding currency, credit and foreign exchange, na- 
tionality, passports, emigration and immigration, extradition, the 
unification of the customs and trade area, trade and navigation 
agreements, freedom of movement of goods, and foreign trade and 

payments arrangements. 

In view of the declaration of the Federal Republic concerning 
material aid to Berlin and the charge on the Federal budget of the 
occupation costs of the Three Powers in Berlin in accordance with 
the provisions of existing legislation, the Three Powers will be pre- 
pared to consult with the Federal Government prior to their estab- 
lishment of their Berlin occupation cost budgets. It is their inten- 

tion to fix such costs at the lowest level consistent with maintain- 
ing the security of Berlin and of the Allied Forces located there. 

For the Government of the United States of America: 

JOHN J. McCLoy 

U.S. High Commissioner for Germany 

For the Government of the Republic of France: 

A. FRANCOIS-PONCET 
French High Commissioner for Germany 

For the Government of the United Kingdom of Great Britain 
and Northern [reland: 

IVONE KIRKPATRICK 
U.K. High Commissioner for Germany 

No. 59 

Bonn Embassy files, lot 58 M 27, D(52)1317 

The Chancellor of the Federal Republic of Germany to the High 
Commissioners of the United States, the United Kingdom, and 
France 

Bonn, May 26, 1952. 
AGSEC/Memo (52)7 Appendix “D”’ (2) 

Mr. HicH CoMmIssIONER: I have the honour, in reply to your 
letter of 26 May 1952 1 to confirm that your letter, and the list en- 
closed with it, constitute the communication referred to in para- 
graph 2 of Article 2 of Chapter One of the Convention on the Set- 
tlement of Matters Arising out of the War and the Occupation. 2 

1 For the High Commissioners’ letter of May 26 and the attached list of technical 
agreements or understandings with foreign countries made by one or more of the 
three occupying powers on behalf of one or more of the Western zones of Germany, 
see Cmd. 8571, pp. 144-172. 

2 See ibid., pp. 75-135, or Senate Q and R, pp. 25-88.
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In the course of the negotiations, my representatives have de- 
clared that the inclusion in this list of treaties and international 

agreements referring to the Saar, and the consequent assumption 
_ of certain undertakings by the Federal Republic with regard to 
these treaties and international agreements referring to the Saar, 
does not imply any recognition by the Federal Republic of the 
present status of the Saar. I repeat this declaration and would be 
grateful if you would confirm that the inclusion in the list of cer- 
tain treaties and agreements referring to the Saar does not consti- 
tute any recognition by the Federal Republic of the present status 
of the Saar. 3 

ADENAUER 

3 On May 26 the High Commissioners sent this reply to the Chancellor’s letter: 

‘“‘We have the honour, in reply to your letter of 26 May 1952, to confirm that the 
Governments of the Three Powers agree that the inclusion in the list of certain 
treaties and agreements enclosed with our letter of 26 May 1952, referring to the 
Saar, does not constitute any recognition by the Federal Republic of the present 
status of the Saar.” (Bonn Embassy files, lot 58 M 27, D(52)1317) 

No. 60 

The High Commissioners for Germany of the United States, the 

United Kingdom, and France to the Chancellor of the Federal 
Republic of Germany } 

Bonn, May 26, 1952. 

Mr. CHANCELLOR: In the course of our recent conversations you 

asked us to confirm that the right relating to Germany as a whole 
reserved by the Three Powers in Sub-paragraph (c) of paragraph 
1A of the Convention on Relations between the Three Powers and 
the Federal Republic of Germany cannot be interpreted as permit- 
ting them to affect adversely the relations established between 

themselves and the Federal Republic by the Conventions signed 

today. 

We have the honor to inform you that our Governments do not 

interpret the right in question as permitting the Three Powers to 
derogate from their undertakings to the Federal Republic in the 

Conventions signed today. 
For the Government of the United States of America 

JOHN J. McCoy 
U.S. High Commissioner for Germany 

1 Reprinted from Senate Q and R, p. 155.
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For the Government of the Republic of France 
A. FRANCOIS-PONCET 

French High Commissioner for Germany 

For the Government of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland 

IVONE KIRKPATRICK 

U.K. High Commissioner for Germany 

No. 61 

Editorial Note 

Among the letters exchanged between the three Foreign Minis- 
ters and the Federal Chancellor on May 26 was a letter concerning 
the entry into force of the contractual agreements. For text of this 
letter, see item 2 of the minutes of the meeting of the Foreign Min- 
isters with Chancellor Adenauer, Document 48. 

No. 62 

The Chairman of the Allied High Commission for Germany to the 
Chancellor of the Federal Republic of Germany ! 

Bonn, May 26, 1952. 

Mr. CHANCELLOR: I| refer to the provisions of paragraphs 3 and 5 
of Article 4 of the Finance Convention 2 and to say that the three 
High Commissioners consider it desirable to state that their under- 

standing of these provisions is as follows: 

Amounts due under payment documents issued before the entry 
into force of the Finance Convention will not be charged to the 
amounts specified in paragraph 3 of Article 4 of the Convention 
unless at the date of its entry into force the goods or services cov- 
ered by such payment documents have not actually been delivered 
or rendered. 

In this connection the three High Commissioners wish to reaf- 
firm the statement made in their letter of 10 May 1952 (AgSec (52) 
430 *) with regard to anticipatory payments made prior to 31 

1 Reprinted from Senate Q and R, p. 158. In his letter of confirmation, dated May 
26, Adenauer quoted the text of the letter from McCloy and acknowledged its re- 
ceipt. For the Chancellor’s letter, see ibid., pp. 158-159. 

2 Document 55. 
3 Not found in Department of State files.
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March 1952, which statement conforms to the principle of the un- 
derstanding stated above. 

I shall be glad if you will confirm this understanding. 

I beg Your Excellency to accept [etc.] 

JOHN J. McCioy 

No. 63 

The Chairman of the Allied High Commission for Germany to the 

Chancellor of the Federal Republic of Germany ! 

Bonn, May 26, 1952. 

Mr. CHANCELLOR: I refer to paragraph 2 of Article 6 of the Fi- 

nance Convention ? which provides that the appropriate German 

authorities shall, after presentation to them of a payment authori- 
zation issued by the Forces, effect the payment in the amount 

shown in the payment authorization. It is agreed to be in the inter- 
est of all concerned that payment shall be made as early as possi- 
ble. 

Accordingly, I understand it has been agreed that the appropri- 

ate German authorities will deal with such payments as follows: 

1. Except as provided in paragraph 3, payment shall be made 
within fifteen days after presentation of the payment authoriza- 
tion. 

2. Payment of wages and salaries shall be effected within one 
week after presentation of the payment authorization. 

3. In exceptional cases the payment period referred to in para- 
graph 1 may be exceeded if the appropriation authorities of the 
Forces do not object. The German authorities will give prior notice 
to the authorities of the Forces of the necessity for such an exten- 
sion of the period and the reasons therefor. 

I would appreciate your confirmation of this understanding. 

I beg Your Excellency to accept [etc.] 
JOHN J. McCoy 

1 Reprinted from Senate Q and R, p. 159. On May 26 Adenauer transmitted to 
McCloy a letter acknowledging receipt of the High Commissioners’ letter and agree- 
ing with its contents. For the Chancellor’s letter, see ibid., p. 160. 

2 Document 5d.
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No. 64 

The Chancellor of the Federal Republic of Germany to the Secretary 

of State } 

[Translation] 

Paris, May 27, 1952. 

Mr. SecrETARY: In the name of the Government of the Federal 
Republic of Germany, I have the honor to inform you of the follow- 

ing: 

As no effective control of atomic weapons can be accomplished 
without the overall control of the atomic energy field, the Federal 
Government undertakes to maintain controls in this field beyond 
production of such weapons. Therefore, the Federal Government 
will, by legislation, prohibit: 

(a) the development, production and possession of atomic 
weapons as defined in Annex II to Article 107 of the European 
Defense Community Treaty; 2 

(b) the import or production, by whatever process, of nuclear 
fuel in quantities exceeding 500 grams in any one year for the 
whole of the Federal Republic; 

(c) the development, construction or possession of nuclear re- 
actors or other instruments or installations capable either of 
producing atomic weapons or of producing nuclear fuel in 
quantities exceeding 500 grams in any year for the whole of 
the Federal Republic, the capability of producing 500 grams of 
nuclear reactor [fuel] as corresponding to a heat output equiva- 
lent of 1.5 megawatts; 

(d) the production or import in the whole of the Federal Re- 
public of uranium in any chemical form in quantities greater 
than nine tons of uranium element equivalent per year. 
During an interim period, however, the Federal Republic is en- 
titled to produce a quantity of uranium not to exceed thirty 
tons of uranium element equivalent for the initial require- 
ments of a reactor; 

(e) the storage of uranium in any chemical form other than 
in non-processed ores in quantities exceeding eighteen tons of 
uranium element equivalent in the whole of the Federal Re- 
public, in addition to the initial reactor requirements. 

The Federal Republic will, legislation comparable to that in force 
in your countries, control: 

1 Reprinted from Senate Q and R, pp. 161-162. Secretary Acheson replied to this 
letter on the same day, quoting the body of the letter verbatim and stating that the 
U.S. Government had noted the Chancellor’s assurances with satisfaction. For the 
full text of Acheson’s letter, see ibid., pp. 162-163. 

2 For complete text, see ibid., pp. 167-206, or AFP, vol. I, pp. 1107-1150.
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(a) the export from the Federal Republic of all articles and 
products useful in the development of atomic energy in accord- 
ance with a list to be mutually agreed amongst the four coun- 
tries, and 

(b) activities including export and import with respect to ura- 
nium, thorium and materials containing uranium and thorium. 

The Federal Republic will also take all necessary steps to ensure 
that information of a security nature in the field of atomic energy 
is not divulged to unauthorized persons. 

The Federal Republic understands that your Governments are 
agreeable to reviewing the limitation stated above on the produc- 
tion and acquisition of nuclear fuel at the end of a period of two 
years from the date of entry into force of the Conventions signed 
between your Governments and mine on 26 May 1952. 

I take this occasion, Mr. Secretary, to assure you [etc. | 

ADENAUER



Il. EXCHANGES OF NOTES WITH THE SOVIET UNION CON- 

CERNING A GERMAN PEACE TREATY, GERMAN UNITY, 

AND ALL-GERMAN ELECTIONS, MARCH 10-SEPTEMBER 

23, 1952 

A. THE SOVIET NOTE OF MARCH 10 AND THE WESTERN REPLY OF 
MARCH 25 

No. 65 

662.001/3-1052 

The Soviet Ministry for Foreign Affairs to the Embassy of the 
United States } 

RESTRICTED Moscow, March 10, 1952. 

[No. 9] 

The Soviet Govt considers it necessary to direct the attention of 
Govt of USA to fact that altho about seven years have passed since 
end of war in Europe a peace treaty with Ger is not yet concluded. 

With aim of eliminating such abnormal situation Soviet Govt 
supporting communication of Govt of Ger Democratic Republic to 
Four Powers requesting that conclusion of peace treaty with Ger be 
expedited, 2 on its part addresses itself to Govt of US and also 

Govts of Great Britain and France with proposal to urgently dis- 

cuss question of peace treaty with Ger with view to preparing in 
nearest future an agreed draft peace treaty and present it for ex- 
amination by appropriate international conf with participation of 
all interested govts. It is understood that such a peace treaty must 

be worked out with direct participation of Ger in the form of an 

all-Ger Govt. From this it follows that USSR, USA, England and 

1 This note, an unofficial translation by the Embassy in Moscow, was transmitted 

in telegram 1445 from Moscow, Mar. 10. It is the same in substance as the transla- 
tion printed in Documents on German Unity, vol. II, pp. 60-61 and in Department of 
State Bulletin, Apr. 7, 1952, pp. 531-532, or Documents (R.LI.A.) for 1952, pp. 85-88. 
A copy of the Russian language text was transmitted in despatch 625 from Moscow, 
Mar. 11. (662.001/3-1152) It was also printed in Jzvestiia, Mar. 11, 1952 and in SSSR 
s GDR, pp. 200-208. 

2On Feb. 13 the German Democratic Republic had transmitted identic notes to 
the four occupying powers requesting the speedy conclusion of a peace treaty with 
Germany. The text of this note was transmitted in telegram 1028 from Berlin, Feb. 
14. (662.001/2-1452) For text of the note and the only reply to it which was made by 
the Soviet Union on Feb. 20, see Documents on German Unity, vol. II, pp. 50 and 52. 
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France who are fulfilling control functions in Ger must also consid- 

er question of conditions favoring the earliest formation of all-Ger 
Govt expressing the will of Ger people. 

With aim of facilitating preparation of draft peace treaty Soviet 
Govt on its part proposes for the consideration of Govts of USA, GB 

and France the attached draft basis of peace treaty with Ger. 

In proposing consideration of this draft Soviet Govt at same time 

expresses its readiness also to consider other possible proposals on 
this question. 

Govt of USSR expects to receive reply of Govt of USA to the 
mentioned proposal at earliest possible time. Similar notes have 
also been sent by Soviet Govt to Govts of GB and France. 

[Enclosure] 

DRAFT OF SOVIET GOVT OF PEACE TREATY WITH GER 

Almost seven years have passed since end of war with Ger but 

Ger still does not have peace treaty, finds itself divided, continues 

to remain in unequal situation as regards other govts. It is neces- 

sary to end such abnormal situation. This responds to aspirations 
of all peace loving peoples. It is impossible to assure a just status to 
legal national interests of Ger people without the earliest conclu- 
sion of peace treaty with Ger. 

Conclusion of a peace treaty with Ger has an important signifi- 
cance for strengthening of peace in Europe. A peace treaty with 
Ger will permit final decision of questions which have arisen as 
consequence of second world war. The Eur states which have suf- 

fered from Ger aggression particularly the neighbors of Ger have 

vital interest in solution of these questions. Conclusion of peace 

treaty with Ger will aid improvement of internat] situation as 
whole and at same time aid establishment of lasting peace. 

Necessity of hastening conclusion of peace treaty with Ger is re- 
quired by fact that danger of re-establishment of Ger militarism 

which has twice unleashed world war has not been eliminated in as 

much as appropriate provisions of Potsdam conf still remain un- 

filled. A peace treaty with Germany must guarantee elimination of 

possibility of rebirth of Ger militarism and Ger aggression. 

Conclusion of the peace treaty with Ger will establish for Ger 
people permanent conditions of peace, will aid the development of 

Ger as a unified democratic and peace loving govt in accordance 

with the Potsdam provisions and will assure to the Ger people the 

possibility of peaceful cooperation with other peoples.
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As result of this the Govts of Soviet Union, the USA, Great Brit- 

ain, and France have decided urgently to set about working out a 

peace treaty with Ger. 

The Govts of USSR, USA, Great Britain and France consider 
that preparations of peace treaty shld be accomplished with partici- 

pation of Ger in the form of an all-Ger Govt and that the peace 
treaty with Ger shld be formed on the following basis: 

Basis of peace treaty with Ger. 

PARTICIPANTS 

Great Britain, Soviet Union, USA, France, Poland, Czech, Bel- 

gium, Holland and other govts which participated with their armed 

forces in war against Ger. 

POLITICAL PROVISIONS 

(1) Ger is re-established as a unified state thereby an end is put 

to the division of Ger and a unified Ger has possibility of develop- 
ment as an independent democratic peace loving state. 

(2) All armed forces of occupying powers must be withdrawn 

from Ger not later than one year from date of entry into force of 

peace treaty. Simultaneously all foreign military bases on territory 

of Ger must be liquidated. 

(8) Democratic rights must be guaranteed to Ger people to end 

that all persons under Ger jurisdiction without regard to race, sex, 

language or religion enjoy the rights of man and basic freedoms in- 

cluding freedom of speech, press, religious persuasion, political con- 
viction and assembly. 

(4) Free activity of democratic parties and organizations must be 
guaranteed in Ger with right of freedom to decide their own inter- 
nal affairs, to conduct mtgs and assembly, to enjoy freedom of press 
and publication. 

(5) The existence of organizations inimical to democracy and to 
the maintenance of peace must not be permitted on the territory of 

Ger. 

(6) Civil and political rights equal all other Ger citizens for par- 
ticipation in building of peace loving democratic Ger must be made 

available to all former members of Ger army, including officers 
and generals, all former Nazis, excluding those who are serving 

court sentences for commission of crimes. 

(7) Ger obligates self not enter into any kind of coalition or mili- 

tary alliance directed against any power which took part with its 
armed forces in war against Germany.
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TERRITORY 

The territory of Ger is defined by borders established by provi- 
sions of Potsdam conf of Great Powers. 

ECON PROVISIONS 

No kind of limitations are imposed on Ger as to development of 
its peaceful economy, which must contribute to growth of welfare 
of Ger people. 

Likewise Ger will have no kind of limitation as regards trade 
with other countries, navigation and access to world markets. 

MILITARY PROVISIONS 

(1) Ger will be permitted to have its own national armed forces 
(land, air and sea) which are necessary for defense of the country. 

(2) Ger is permitted to produce war materials and equipment the 
quantity and type of which must not exceed the limitations re- 
quired for armed forces established for Ger by peace treaty. 

GER AND UN ORGANIZATION 

The Govts concluding peace treaty with Ger will support applica- 
tion of Ger for acceptance as member of UN Organization. 

No. 66 

662.001/3-1152: Telegram 

The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Gifford) to the 
Department of State 3 

SECRET PRIORITY LONDON, March 11, 1952—7 p. m. 

3964. Prelim FonOff reaction Sov note on Ger 2 at deputy under- 
secy level fols. FonOff reps believe essential reply be guided by 
over-riding consideration of preventing delay in contractual and 
EDC negots. Best we cld hope to accomplish wld be a reply which 
wld satisfy Ger public opinion but be rejected out of hand by Sovs 
[garble] but wld appear impossible devise such a reply. Worst that 
cld happen wld be to get involved at this time in face to face conf 
with Russians which they cld string out indefinitely. 

FonOff reps believe reply must associate West powers at least as 
strongly as Sovs with necessity for unification of Ger and peace 
treaty, and since first things come first must concentrate on unifi- 

1 Repeated to Paris, Moscow, and Bonn. 

2 Supra.
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cation. They were not clear in their own minds whether reply shld 
incorporate Adenauer’s 14 points but did not exclude this possibili- 
ty. 3 

FonOff reps were strongly inclined to believe that reply shld not 
take up merits of Sovs proposed principles to govern peace treaty 

but shld take note of Sov expressed readiness to consider other pos- 
sible proposals on this ques and say that West powers will be pre- 
pared to consider principles and advance proposals when essential 
prelims as to unification settled. 
Emb ventures suggest that altho other consideraticns obviously 

involved problem of West powers in devising reply to Sov note is in 
large measure similar to that of FedRep in devising answer to 
Grotewohl-Volkskammer proposal of Sept 15, 4 which led to formu- 
lation Adenauer’s 14 points. 5 

GIFFORD 

3 For documentation on Chancellor Adenauer’s 14-point program for all-German 
elections, made to the Bundestag on Sept. 27, 1951, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. 
m1, Part 2, pp. 1747 ff. 

4 For documentation on the Volkskammer proposals of Sept. 15, 1951, see ibid. 
5 On Mar. 12 Gifford reported that Eden had invited him and Massigli to lunch 

that day and had expressed himself along the lines of this telegram. The British 
Foreign Secretary also suggested that the three powers consult with Adenauer in 
Paris at the time of the Council of Europe meeting (Mar. 19) to decide on parallel 
replies to the Soviet note. (Telegram 3987 from London, 662.001/3-1252) The note 
was also discussed briefly with Hallstein during his visit to Washington in March; 
for a record of his conversation with Byroade and Acheson, see the memorandum of 

conversations, Document 143. 

No. 67 

662.001/3-1452: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Embassy in the United Kingdom ! 

SECRET WASHINGTON, March 14, 1952—7:41 p. m. 

4510. Following is text of draft US reply to Soviet note. 2 Com- 
ments follow separately. ° 

“1. The Government of the US in examining note of Sov Govt of 

March 10 has been motivated by desire to bring division of Germa- 
ny to an end and to conclude lasting and just peace treaty. This 

has been fundamental objective of US and Western Powers since 
beginning of occupation. It is obviously an objective which lies close 

1 Drafted by Laukhuff and cleared with President Truman, Bohlen, Perkins, Mat- 

thews, and Sargeant. Repeated to Paris, Moscow, and Bonn. 
2 Document 65. 
8 Telegram 4525, Document 69.
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to the hearts of German people. Working in intimate consultation 
with freely elected spokesmen of the German people in Federal Re- 
public and in Berlin, the US and its Allies have put forward or sup- 
ported a number of proposals designed to achieve this primary ob- 
jective in orderly and practical manner. 

“2. Certainly it is the firmly held position of US Govt that no 

treaty can be imposed on German people but that the peace terms 
must be worked out in agreement with representative all-German 
Govt. The US Govt notes the agreement which Sov Govt has now 

expressed with this thesis. In the circumstances it is clear that it is 
premature to talk about the terms of possible peace treaty with 

Germany. It would indeed be cruelly misleading to engage in dis- 
cussions of peace treaty until a constituent assembly had complet- 
ed its work and laid the foundation for formation of an all-German 
Govt. The US Govt accordingly does not intend to enter into de- 
tailed discussion of Sov Govt’s draft at this stage. As regards the 

Sov Govt’s specific proposals for inclusion in peace treaty, the US 
Govt notes that the Sov Govt will be ready when the time comes to 
discuss also other possible proposals in respect of this problem. 

“8. In this connection the US Govt cannot be reminded of the 
seven fruitless years of discussion with Sov representatives about 
an Austrian treaty. It would be an encouraging augury for future 
discussions about a German treaty if the Sov Govt were to respond 
favorably to the new proposals for an Austrian treaty contained in 

the note of US Govt of March 13. 

“4. It is clear to the Govt of the US that an all-German Govt can 
only be achieved through the holding of free elections throughout 

the four zones of Germany and Berlin. If such elections are to be 
held; adequate conditions of freedom must be created in all zones of 
Germany now, rather than after the unification of the country. 

The belief of the US, French and UK Govts and of the Govts of the 

Federal Republic and of Western Berlin that such conditions of 
freedom do not obtain in the Sov Zone and in East Berlin has been 

contested by the Sov Govt. It was precisely to resolve this issue and 
determine the facts that the GA of UN, at the request of the US 

and other govts created the Commission to investigate relevant 
conditions throughout Germany. The Allied High Commission for 
Germany and the German Authorities in the Federal Republic and 
in Western Berlin have agreed to afford this Commission the neces- 
sary facilities to enable it to carry out its task. The Sov Control 
Commission and the German Authorities in Sov Zone and in East- 
ern Berlin have so far declined such facilities. In order to prepare 
the way for the essential first steps, the Govt of US will according- 
ly be glad to learn whether the Sov Govt now agrees that the UN
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Commission should be assisted to fulfill the duties assigned to it by 

the GA. 4 

‘5. The Western Powers and the Federal Republic have repeated- 

ly made concrete proposals for the holding of free and democratic 
elections throughout Germany under international supervision. 

The German Federal Parliament has recently enacted an electoral 

law for all-German elections, which has been communicated to the 

Chairman of the Sov Control Commission for Germany on Feb 22, 
1952. 5 None of these proposals was acceptable to the Soviet Gov 

nor has it made in its note of March 10 any proposals of its own 
regarding conditions under which all-German elections would be 
held. It is to be hoped that in the light of the report of the UN 

Commission—should the Soviet Govt grant it the necessary facili- 
ties—this stalemate may be resolved and conditions created which 

would permit all-German elections to be conducted, supervised and 

safeguarded. 

“6. It remains for the US Govt to say that the present note has 

been prepared not only in full collaboration with the Govts of the 

UK and France but also after a full exploration with the represent- 

atives of the German people in the Govts of the Federal Republic 

and of Berlin. They, too, look to the Sov Govt for some sign of sup- 

port for the essential first moves which have been proposed in 
order to bring about all-German elections.” 

ACHESON 

* On Feb. 11 the U.N. Commission To Investigate Conditions for Free Elections in 
Germany convened at Paris. On Feb. 22, the Commission asked the Allied High 

Commission and the Soviet Control Commission to arrange meetings in the Federal 
Republic of Germany and the German Democratic Republic, respectively, to discuss 
elections. The Allied High Commission replied on Mar. 1 that it had made the nec- 
essary arrangements in the Federal Republic and West Berlin for the period Mar. 
15-28, but no reply was ever received from the Soviet Control Commission to this or 
two subsequent requests. For the texts of the Commission’s letter and the Allied 
High Commission reply, see Documents on German Unity, vol. II, pp. 55 and 58; for 
the report of the U.N. Commission on its investigations in the Federal Republic, 
dated May 1, 1952, see United Nations General Assembly, Document A/2122/Add. 1; 
an extract from the report is printed ibid., pp. 84-85. Documentation on the work of 
the Commission is in file 320.11. 

5 For text of the letter to the Chairman of the Soviet Control Commission, see 

United Nations General Assembly, Document A/2122/Add. 1, p. 56; for the electoral 

law drafted by the Bundestag on Feb. 6, see ibid., pp. 44-46.
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No. 68 

662.001/3-2152: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Embassy in the United Kingdom ! 

SECRET WASHINGTON, March 14, 1952—7:56 p.m. 

4517. ReDeptel 4472, rptd info Paris 5400, Moscow 624, and Bonn 
2042. 2 Fol is summary of tel from Eden to Franks copy of which 

provided by Brit Embassy: Eden’s view, shared by US and Fr am- 

bassadors with whom Sov note discussed, is that present Sov initia- 
tive shld be regarded as reaction to London and Lisbon mtgs 3 and 

as confirming wisdom our policy on EDC and Ger contractuals. Im- 

minent prospect of Fed Rep integration with West has induced this 

tactical move designed to disturb Western public opinion and to 

prevent conclusion and/or ratification of the two agreements. Since 

Sov note in both tone and substance marked considerable advance 

upon previous proposals Sov Govt perhaps now prepared to pay 
bigger price in order prevent Fed Rep integration with West. 

Unless Sov move handled prudently it may have some attraction 
for Western public opinion particularly in Ger. We ought to reply 

soon in way which wld assist Fed Rep Govt in mtg opposition criti- 
cism. Although concept of neutralizing Ger may have some attrac- 
tion in Fr Eden gained impression from Fr ambassador and Mau- 
rice Schumann who also present at mtg that Sov note has dis- 
turbed Fr opinion particularly on left-wing by proposing Natl Ger 
army with Natl sources of mil equipment without specified control 
measures. If properly handled effect in Fr of Sov initiative may be 
to strengthen support for West Ger rearmament within EDC 

framework. 

While our immediate action need not be affected thereby possi- 

bility shld be considered that Sov move may be more than tactical 
one described above. Sovs may even be prepared to allow free all- 
Ger election to prevent Ger integration with West with intention of 
stalling on peace treaty after free Ger Govt established in Berlin 
leaving situation no better than one now existing in Austria. 

Eden suggests reply shld concentrate on that part Sov note relat- 
ing to creation all-Ger Govt and shld make plain that Fed Rep 

1 Drafted by Hillenbrand. Repeated to Paris, Moscow, and Bonn. 
2 Telegram 4472 reported that Ambassador Franks had been to the Department of 

State with a message from Eden which would be summarized in a subsequent tele- 
gram. (662.001/3-1252) 

3 For documentation on the London Foreign Ministers meeting, Feb. 13-19, and 
the Ninth Session of the North Atlantic Council at Lisbon, Feb. 20-25, see vol. v, 
Part 1, pp. 36 ff. and 107 ff.



EXCHANGES OF NOTES WITH THE USSR 177 

Govt and Western Allies have already made concrete proposals to 

this end along lines of which any start must be made. 

Important for Western European opinion that press shld take 

cautious but steady line in commenting on Sov note. Eden has ar- 
ranged for guidance to be given UK press to effect that Sov note 

will of course be studied by HMG in consultation with US and Fr 

Govts and Govt Fed Rep, that any Sov note requires careful exami- 
nation, and that present note which clearly not unrelated to suc- 

cessful progress of Western policies obviously raises important 

issues. 
ACHESON 

No. 69 

662.001/3-1552: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Embassy in the United Kingdom } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, March 15, 1952—1:50 p.m. 

4525. 1. Draft reply to Sov note sent you in Deptel 4510, Mar 14, 

(rptd Paris 5487, Moscow 627, Bonn 2071 2) will provide basis for 

your discussions Mon with Eden and Massigli. Its argumentation is 
very close to that contained in Brit draft and indeed incorporates 
all language of para 4 of Brit draft and much of language para 38. 3 

2. Such differences as exist, other than pure drafting differences, 
are chiefly of emphasis, rather than substance. We believe that in 
expressing our desire for a peace treaty, it is important to avoid 

overemphasis which might be interpreted in any way as acceptance 

of discussion of treaty now. Our draft stresses prematureness of 
such discussion now, which we think wld be deceptive and arouse 
false hopes in Ger and world opinion. This is position Sec took 

strongly at 1949 CFM. 4 

3. Our draft also tends to emphasize, slightly more than Brit 
draft, U.N. Commissions purpose and importance of Sov acceptance 
of it as first essential step. 

4. You will note, too, rptd references in our draft to FedRep and 

Berlin Govts, and to our cooperation and consultation with them. 

1 Drafted by Laukhuff and cleared by Bohlen, Perkins, and Bonbright. Repeated 
to Paris, Moscow, and Bonn. 

2 Document 67. 
3 A copy of this 4-paragraph draft was transmitted to London in telegram 4506, 

Mar. 14. (662.001/3-1452) 
*For documentation on the Sixth Session of the Council of Foreign Ministers, 

held at Paris, May 23-June 20, 1949, see Foreign Relations, 1949, vol. m1, pp. 856 ff.
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(Brit draft does not mention Berlin in this connection). We believe 
this is important for Ger consumption. 

5. We have devoted good deal of thought to desirability of includ- 
ing references to specific proposals made in past by western side 
(other than reference to Bundestag electoral law *), and sug of fa- 
vorable Sov action on these as additional sign of sincerity. Finally 
considered this unwise as possibly tying us too closely to some out- 
moded proposals. Third and fourth sentences our para 5 designed 
particularly to give us flexibility on this point by sug we cld still 
discuss on basis past proposals but leaving us free to move away 
from them if we wish. 

6. Finally we have included reference to Aust Treaty in para 3. 
We believe this will be helpful reminder in Ger and will strike re- 

sponsive chord there as evidence by Ger views reported by Bonn’s 
1964 Mar 18 (rptd Lon 527, Moscow 75, Paris 626.) Have so 

worded para as to stop short of setting Aust settlement as pre-con- 
dition. Believe this incidental reference will serve as useful follow 
up to our notes of Mar 138. 

7. Dept considers that Reuter and Berlin Govt as well as Adenau- 
er and FedRep Govt must be fully consulted on note when tripar- 
tite agreement reached. 

ACHESON 

5 See footnote 6, Document 80. 
6 Telegram 1964 reported the views of various governmental leaders concerning 

the Soviet note. Among these were the views of FDP leader Euler who felt the 
Soviet offer was insincere and that the best way to demonstrate its insincerity 
would be to insist on free all-German elections and immediate signing of an Austri- 
an Treaty. (662.001/3-1352) 

No. 70 

662.001/3-1652: Telegram 

The Chargé in the Soviet Union (Cumming) to the Department of 

State } 

SECRET PRIORITY Moscow, March 16, 1952—8 p.m. 

1479. Deptel 627, March 14, rptd Paris 5487, London 4510, Bonn 

2071. 2 We believe that Sov proposal, when viewed in connection 

with past policy toward Ger and best estimate Sov strategy in Eur, 

is propaganda move designed to bolster up current Sov objectives of 

delaying or preventing Western rearmament and West Ger partici- 

1 Repeated to Bonn, London, Paris, and Berlin. 

2 Printed as telegram 4510, Document 67.
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pation in it. Sov proposal obviously includes hope of leading us into 
fruitless fourpower negotiations as part their delaying tactics. 

Emphasis in US draft reply on concrete proposals which we have 
already made to assure free Ger elections seem to us best answer 

to Sov draft. 

The view set forth by Eden in Deptel 628 ? and view expressed in 

Berlin’s tel to Bonn 840, Mar 154 that proposal might mean that 

Sovs now may be more willing to relinquish any part of their con- 
trol over East Ger seems to us to be similar to views advanced in 

past few months by a number of Moscow colleagues that Sov’s anx- 
iety to prevent or stall Western Ger militarization might lead them 

to make an actual concession. We find it difficult to follow any line 

of reasoning which would involve their relinquishment of at least a 
part, and for at least a time, of Sov control over East Ger. This con- 

trol we believe to be essential to Sov objectives in Eur. Difficult to 

imagine their weakening it by allowing free elections which wld 

jeopardize the very fabric of control. Moreover, Sov policy tradi- 
tionally has been to hold on to what they have got rather than to 

engage in trade. ° 

In view internal polit considerations which Fr Govt will have to 
take into account we foresee difficulty in obtaining early identical 

draft. Since it desirable that early reply shld be made, suggest that 
replies from three govts might vary somewhat in text while con- 

taining basically identical ideas without weakening effect joint re- 

sponse. © 

CUMMING 

3 Printed as telegram 4517, Document 68. 

*Telegram 840 transmitted preliminary views of the motives and intentions un- 
derlying the Soviet note. (662.001/3-1552) 

5 Next to this paragraph in the source text Calhoun had written ‘Fr view oppo- 
site.” 

6 a to the last sentence of this paragraph in the source text, Calhoun had writ- 
ten “No.”
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No. 71 

662A.00/3-1752: Telegram 

The Charge in France (Bonsal) to the Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY Paris, March 17, 1952—8 p.m. 

5648. From McCloy for Byroade. 2 Believe Sov note should be 
viewed as presenting us with opportunity for consolidation of 

Allied policy as well as clarification of it to Ger people and Sov 

Govt. Sov introduction of national Ger army, free production, re- 
lease of Nazis and Grotewohl’s attitude on Saar? have stirred 
many reluctant elements in France and England to merits of EDC 
plan. On the other hand, emergence of note at this time is an indi- 

cation of strength of this policy and should inspire all with a confi- 
dence that has heretofore been somewhat lacking. Therefore, I be- 

lieve reply should embody a bold statement of our objectives so 
that Germans, Sovs and other nations may clearly see road on 
which unification of Ger, peace treaty, and stabilization of forces 

can be reached. Suggest reply should commence by saying Sov note 
and its tone point to need for a clear statement of Allied policy 
which is as follows: 

(1) We are just as anxious and determined to bring about peace 
and stability in world as Sov Union. Indeed our actions have given 
evidence of a far greater sincerity in this respect than has Sov post- 
war policy. 

(2) We actively seek unification of Germany and a definitive 
peace treaty with Germany and intend to continue our pressure to 
achieve these objectives. We are gratified that recently Sov Union 
has evinced such an interest in unification of Germany and appar- 
ently places such great importance upon it. 

(8) However, we intend to continue with our policy of building a 
strong Eur community capable of preserving and developing and 
extending its freedoms within its area and capable of defending 
itself from aggression or subversion from without. Germany is a 
west nation operating under a rep form of govt and must be free to 
enter into such a community. This objective is a desirable one in 
itself and would be sought even were it not for fact that Sov post- 
war policy has accented the importance of such a community, wit- 
ness Czech coup d ‘état and Korean attack. 

1 Repeated to Bonn and to London for Spofford. 
2 McCloy was in Paris for discussions with General Eisenhower on the participa- 

tion of the Federal Republic of Germany in Western defense. 
3. On Mar. 14, in a declaration of governmental policy, Grotewohl had stated that 

separation of the Saar from Germany was illegal, that it was an integral part of 
Germany, and that it must be placed solely under the authority of the German Gov- 
ernment. For an extract from the declaration, see Documents on German Unity, vol. 
II, pp. 62-63.
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(4) We intend to create this community in such a manner and on 
such a basis that it will constitute only a defense against the at- 
tacks on the freedom and welfare of its people and with no element 
or possibility of aggression itself. When so established and the 
present imbalances removed, we will be quite prepared to discuss 
with Sov Union basis for permanent peace via disarmament or 
whatever other measures may seem desirable. 

Believe advisable to throw in ref to Aust treaty delays and state- 
ment to effect that if our policy in re to free elections and free con- 
ditions under which parties may form and campaign in Germany 
remains the same and that we feel no good purpose to be derived 
from commenting upon particular paras of their proposed treaty. 
We will be prepared at proper time to comment on them and sug- 
gest some clauses of our own. 

Above are purely my personal views. I have not discussed them 
with Adenauer, but he telephoned me just before my departure for 

Paris urging that he be given opportunity to sit down with a few 

important people, as he put it, to think out proper form of reply to 
Sov Govt. 4 He indicated he had not made up his mind as to proper 

reply in all its aspects and wanted to exchange thoughts with those 

who were composing reply before any crystallization of drafts. He 

suggested this could best be done in Paris on his arrival here, but 

he emphasized that he wished to do it on an informal basis, sitting 
around table with others with similar responsibilities. He asked me 
to stay in Paris until his arrival, but I must be in Bonn tomorrow 
for UN commission. > Would like your views as to whether you feel 
my presence in Paris with Adenauer at this time would complicate 
matters. I do not think he has made similar request to other 
HICOM’s. Will be in Bonn tomorrow. ° 

BONSAL 

* For a further expression of Adenauer’s views on the reply to the Soviet note, see 
telegram 2012, infra. 

5 McCloy was holding a luncheon for the U.N. Commission on Mar. 18 at the 
Schloss Enrich. 

6 On Mar. 18 McCloy was informed that the Department of State wished to avoid 
concentrating the spotlight on the talks in Paris and hence it would be wiser for 
him to remain at Bonn. He was also advised that the reply to the Soviet note should 
be free from any suggestion of polemics or propaganda so the draft would contain, 
perhaps in the first paragraph, only a strong reference to the continuing U.S. policy 
of European integration. (Telegram 2108 to Bonn, 662A.00/3-1752)
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No. 72 

662 001/3-1752: Telegram 

The Acting United States High Commissioner for Germany (Hays) 
to the Department of State !} 

SECRET Bonn, March 17, 1952. 

2012. At close of today’s mtg Francois-Poncet asked Chancellor 

for an expression of his views re Allied reply to Sov note. He said 
these wld be most helpful to Allies in formulating their reply 
which wld be subj of further consultation with Chancellor before it 
is despatched. 

Adenauer replied that it was important to avoid holding a four- 

power conf just for sake of mtg since such conf now wld be sense- 
less and endless, and cld slow down integration and creation of Eur 
Def Community. On other hand, it was equally important to avoid 

a complete turn-down as this wld have bad psychological effect in 
Ger and Allies shld not themselves block possibility of achieving 
some positive results however remote they might seem at present. 
To Chancellor an interesting phase of Sov note was its appeal to 

Ger nationalism. He referred particularly to paras dealing with 
former Nazis and ex-Gens and creation of a nat! Ger Army. Where- 

as Nationalist movement in Ger was worthy of little attn as it had 
little substance to it, such movement wld gain in importance if 

openly supported by USSR. 

He believed that Allied reply shld be designed to bring to light 
real intentions of Sov Union and shld put two questions to it: 

(1) Since Sovs envisage necessity for creating an all-Ger Govt 
which pre-supposes free elections, are they now ready to give UN 
comm same facilities in East Ger as it has been granted in West 

er’ 
(2) What is meany by Sov requirement that Ger shld not enter 

into any coalitions or alliances directed against any power which 
took part in war against Ger? Wld this provision exclude Ger from 
Schuman Plan, EDC, And all moves toward peaceful integration of 
W Eur? 

Altho Chancellor said note shld not refer specifically to Oder- 
Neisse Line, he wanted to take this occasion again to make clear 

that no Ger Govt cld accept it as definitive frontier. Fed Rep had 
agreed that solution of problem of its eastern frontiers should be 
later sought preferably in agreement with a Free Poland and that 
in meanwhile friction with Poland over this question shld be avoid- 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, and Moscow.
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ed in hope of later creating more favorable atmosphere for settl- 
ment. 

Kirkpatrick pointed out that ref in Sov note to Potsdam was am- 
biguous and asked whether reply shld not point out that Potsdam 

did not define either Oder-Neisse Line or Koenigsberg settlement. 

Chancellor was inclined to think this wld be useful. 
In conclusion Chancellor agreed with HICOMs that whatever 

happened it was essential that work here on contracts and in Paris 

on EDC shld not be slowed down in any way but on contrary shld 
be expedited. 

Hays 

No. 73 

396 1 PA/3-1752 Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Embassy in France } 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, March 17, 1952—7:54 p. m. 
NIACT PRIORITY 

5476. From the Secretary for Bonsal. Please give this telegram to 
Ambassador Dunn immediately upon his arrival in Paris: ? 

For the Ambassador: After you have read this telegram and the 
various messages relating to it which the Embassy will have, will 
you please telephone Mr. Matthews between 9:00 and 10:00 a. m., 

Washington time Tuesday (I shall be testifying on the Hill)? 
The first question to have in your mind is whether you can rep- 

resent us in discussions in Paris with Eden, Schuman and Adenau- 

er relating to our proposed joint reply to the Russian note on Ger- 

many. We should like you to do this unless you see reasons to the 

contrary. 

The next question to have in mind is what help you would need 

from here from persons or persons who would have to leave imme- 

diately. If you feel, in the circumstances you can take this on, we 

would send Perry Laukhuff to bring you our latest thinking, and, if 

you so desire, possibly Julius Holmes, who has been in the tripar- 
tite discussions in London. 

The problem is this: 

Eden apparently wishes to settle on a joint reply this week. (We 
know too that Adenauer wishes to have a discussion of the problem 
in Paris.) At present our ideas diverge from the British and French 

1 Drafted by Secretary Acheson. Repeated to London and Bonn. 
2 Ambassador Dunn was arriving in Paris to assume his duties as U.S. Ambassa- 

dor to France.
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although we started out with fairly parallel views, especially as re- 

gards the British. We believe strongly that our main purpose is to 
drive ahead with the signature and ratification of the EDC and the 

contractual relations with Germany, and that we should not permit 
the Russians to accomplish their obvious purpose of frustrating 

both by delay. We, therefore, wish to make the reply as simple as 

possible, and in particular we do not wish to get into questions 
about the status of a united German government if one should be 

created, nor do we wish to get into arguments about the Russian 
proposal for a treaty with Germany. Both of these questions, in our 

judgment, are calculated to bring about a conference or discussions 

about a conference, both of which would slow up the two matters 
we are so anxious to hasten. 

You will see from Washington cables at the Embassy and London 

cables our proposed reply, the reasons therefor and the results of 

today’s conference in London, out of which two other proposals 

emerge. We dislike both of them. We have not seen the actual texts 
but what we have been told about them is distasteful. 3 

The attitude which we think should be taken with the Germans, 

French and British is that expressed above plus the argument that 

a reply to the note should not be indefinitely delayed, and that, 
therefore, we should center on those matters on which there is tri- 

partite agreement, leaving disputed matters to a later stage in the 
correspondence, if such a correspondence develops. 

If you feel you cannot take this on, you can discuss this with 
Matthews tomorrow over the telephone and alternative plans can 

be made. 4 
ACHESON 

3 On Mar. 17 Holmes met with Eden and Massigli to discuss further the Western 
reply to the Soviet note. The Embassy in London reported that agreement was 
reached on terms for the reply which embodied the substance of the U.S. draft (see 
telegram 4510, Document 67) and the language of the British draft. (Telegram 4093 
from London, 662.001/3-1752) The text of the redraft was transmitted in telegram 

4094 from London, Mar. 17. (662.001/3-1752) On the following day Gifford transmit- 
ted further changes in the agreed draft. (Telegram 4101 from London, Mar. 18, 

662.001/8-1852) 
4,On Mar. 18 Dunn replied that he would be glad to represent the United States. 

This apparently confirmed a conversation with Matthews (no record found in De- 
partment of State files) which is referred to in Dunn’s reply. (Telegram 5672 from 

Paris, 396.1 PA/3-1852)
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No. 74 

662.001/3-1852 

The Secretary of State to Foreign Minister Schuman ' 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, March 18, 1952. 

Since it is impossible for me to join with you, Mr. Eden and 

Chancellor Adenauer in discussing the Western reply to the Sov 
note on Ger, I hope that it will cause you no embarrassment for me 
to have Amb Dunn represent me in those discussions despite the 
fact that there will not have been time for him to present the let- 
ters formally accrediting him to Fr. 

I am sure we all agree on the importance of the problem posed 

by this Sov note and the desirability that our concerted reply be 

formulated and dispatched at the earliest possible moment. I feel 

strongly that our main purpose shld be to drive ahead with the sig- 

nature and ratification of the EDC and the contractual relations 
with Ger and that we shld not permit the Russians to accomplish 

their obvious purpose of frustrating both by delay. It seems to me 
that we shld to this end make the reply as simple as possible and, 

in particular, I believe we shld not get into questions about the 
status of a united Ger Govt if one shld be created nor into argu- 
ments about the substance of the Russian proposal for a treaty 

with Ger. Both of these questions in my judgment are calculated to 

bring about a conference, or discussions looking to a conference, 

which would slow up the two matters we are anxious to hasten. 

I feel that the discussions concerning the reply, which have al- 

ready taken place in London, have shown a considerable measure 
of tripartite agreement and in the interest of avoiding indefinite 

delay we shld center on those points of agreement leaving disputed 
matters to a later stage in the correspondence, if such a corre- 

spondence develops. 

These are my basic views in summary and Amb Dunn will be in 
a position to expand thereon on my behalf. 

I am sending copy of this msg to Mr. Eden for his info. 

ACHESON 

1 Transmitted in telegram 5482 to Paris (repeated to London and Bonn), Mar. 18. 
rated by Barbour, cleared by Laukhuff and Matthews, and signed by Secretary
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No. 75 

662 001/3-2052 Telegram 

The Charge in France (Bonsal) to the Department of State 

SECRET Paris, March 20, 1952—1 a. m. 

5715. I have just had two conversations with Schuman and Eden, 

one at 6:30 and the other after dinner. 2 I was accompanied by 
Holmes and Laukhuff. 

We presented the Dept’s position according to instrs and I espe- 
cially endeavored to emphasize main lines contained in your mes- 
sage to Schuman. * He and Eden were firmly insistent, however, on 
necessity of including in note some mention of (1) status of an in- 
terim Ger Govt, (2) freedom which all-Ger Govt must have to join 

associations of states compatible with UN, (8) frontiers and (4) Ger 

national forces. I was particularly convinced by Schuman’s strong 
plea (which had Eden’s support) for reference to freedom to join as- 

sociations, frontiers and natl army. 
It accordingly becomes abundantly clear to me that since these 

matters are of vital concern to the Brit and Fr natl positions we 
cannot hope to gain acceptance of our point of view. 

Drafting comite is meeting tomorrow morning for consideration 
of completed new draft which will include foregoing four points, 
handled so far as possible in line with our three positions. Schu- 
man and Eden have agreed moreover that Sov acceptance of UN 

commission must have first and absolute priority and they are pre- 
pared to make the other points subsidiary. 

BONSAL 

1 Repeated to London, Moscow, and Bonn. 
2 Ambassador Dunn’s two conversations with Schuman and Eden took place on 

Mar. 19. 
3 Supra. 

No. 76 

662 001/3-2052: Telegram 

The Charge in France (Bonsal) to the Department of State ' 

SECRET NIACT Paris, March 20, 1952—10 p. m. 

5754. From Amb Dunn. We have just returned from a meeting 
with Schuman and Eden at which Adenauer was present. ? Schu- 

"1 Repeated to London, Moscow, and Bonn. 
2 Laukhuff’s minutes of this meeting are in file 662.001/3-2052.
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man outlined three points which we have in mind for the reply. 
First, before there can be an all-Ger govt, there must be elections 

and he mentioned our intention of emphasizing the role of the UN 
commission. Second, the Ger govt must be free to carry on in the 
period between the election and the treaty. Third, we cld not 
ignore certain points raised by Sovs re: Treaty itself; for example, 

national forces, restrictions on political liberty of Ger govt etc. He 
said we did not intend to comment on all points raised by Sov note. 
He asked Adenauer what he thinks is necessary for Ger public 
opinion and for his policy. Adenauer referred to the existence of 
nationalist groups in Ger which, however, in the past had been 
without financial backing or strong outside support. He thought 
Sov note wld appeal to these groups in several respects. 

He also anticipated that these groups wld get financial support 
from the Sovs in line with apparent modification of Sov policy to 
support nationalist instead of Communist groups. Adenauer 
thought reply must clarify the sitn. He felt that conversation must 
be avoided as that wld give time for the strengthening of national- 
ist groups. He warned against treating Ger unification as some- 
thing of no great importance. He urged absolute necessity of rapid- 
ly concluding our policy of integrating and strengthening defense. 

Adenauer felt it was necessary to emphasize that this policy 
arises not only from the war but also from Sov policy. We shld 
point out that aim of west is to guarantee peace. He thought em- 
phasis shld be given to our belief that all-Ger govt can only be 
elected in conditions of freedom throughout Ger and that UN com- 
mission is a necessary condition to dissipated doubts as to condi- 
tions in Ger. He stressed desirability of early reply and hoped it cld 

be sent while commission still in Ger. He thought allies shld say 
they were ready to follow any promising path to a solution. In 
reply to a question from Schuman, he expressed opinion nothing 
shld be said about Potsdam or frontiers except that decisions there 

had been provisional and not definitive. Finally, felt that we shld 
make point that the provision that Ger cld not enter coalitions wld 
end all plans for Eur unity such as Schuman planned and EDC. 
Addressing himself particularly to Schuman and the French, he 
said he had no desire for national army and wld not mind hitting 
at the idea of a national army in the note. 

In short mtg after Adenauer left, we three gave final revisions to 

the draft, which I am sending by separate tel (Embtel 5749 3). 
There is no change in substance from the draft we have already 

3 The draft transmitted in telegram 5749 is the same in substance as that trans- 
mitted in telegram 2209 to Bonn, Document 78, with the exception of the final para- 
graph which is quoted in footnote 4 thereto.
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sent * and we are convinced that this now is at the point where the 
Brit and French have incorporated the points they feel strongly 
shld be embodied in the note and from Adenauer’s description of 
his own ideas, it is clear that it also meets in gen with the line he 
wld like to see followed. 

We are meeting tomorrow at 11:30 Paris time when a copy of 
this draft will be shown to Adenauer, subj, of course, to final ap- 

proval by all three govts. 
Both Eden and Schuman are particularly anxious to have us 

reach agreement on the text as soon as possible as they wish to 
have it despatched to Moscow before being given out for publica- 
tion. It wld be their idea to have it published 48 hours after it had 
been delivered in Moscow. In view of the intense interest of the 
press in this matter and the wide speculation as to the form of the 
reply it wld be advisable to have it agreed to as soon as possible. 

I feel that in the light of the persistent attitude of Brit and 
French, together with Adenauer’s views as expressed today, the 

text I am transmitting is about the best we can expect to get. 
BONSAL 

*In telegram 5731 from Paris, Mar. 20, Dunn reported that the drafting commit- 
tee had met that morning. This meeting was followed by one with Eden and Schu- 
man at which the text of a draft reply was agreed for consideration at a further 
meeting in the afternoon. The draft reply was in turn revised and its text submitted 
to Washington in telegram 5749, see footnote 3 above. (662.001/3-2052) 

No. 77 

Editorial Note 

On March 21 Ambassador Dunn, Foreign Secretary Eden, and 

Foreign Minister Schuman considered further the draft reply and 

agreed on still another draft. This draft was the same in substance 

as that transmitted in telegram 5749 (see footnote 3, supra) with 
the exception of the final paragraph which is indicated in footnote 
4, infra. This text was transmitted to Washington in a telecon 

during the morning of March 21, and relayed to President Truman 

the same day with suggested revisions especially in the final para- 

graph. No copy of the transcript of the telecon has been found in 

Department of State files; however a message from Secretary Ach- 

eson to President Truman, dated March 21, contains the draft text 

and the suggested revisions. (662.001/3-2152) On March 22 Presi- 
dent Truman, who was in Key West, Florida, approved the text of 

the draft reply subject to the revisions proposed by the Department
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of State. A telegram containing his approval is attached to the mes- 
sage from Secretary Acheson referred to above. 

For text of the reply as approved by the President, with the two 
different versions of the final paragraph, see telegram 2209, infra. 

No. 78 

662.001/3-2252: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Office of the United States High 

Commissioner for Germany, at Bonn } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, March 22, 1952—1:49 p. m. 

2209. Fol is text referred preceding tel: 2 

“1. US Govt, in consultation with the Govts of UK and France, 
have given the most careful consideration to the Sov Govts note of 
10 Mar ? which proposed the conclusion of a peace treaty with Ger. 
They have also consulted the Govt of the Ger Federal Republic and 
the Reps of Berlin. 

2. The conclusion of a just and lasting peace treaty which wld 
end the division of Ger has always been and remains an essential 

objective of US Govt. As the Sov Govt itself recognizes, the conclu- 
sion of such a treaty requires the formation of an all-Ger Govt, ex- 
pressing the will of the Ger people. Such a Govt can only be set up 

on the basis of free elections in the Federal Republic, the Sov Zone 
of occupation and Berlin. Such elections can only be held in cir- 
cumstances which safeguard the national and individual liberties 

of the Ger people. In order to ascertain whether this first essential 

condition exists, the GA of the UN has appointed a comm to carry 
out a simultaneous investigation in the Federal Republic, the Sov 

Zone and Berlin. The Comm of Investigation has been assured of 
the necessary facilities in the Federal Republic and in Western 
Berlin. US Govt wld be glad to learn that such facilities will also 
be afforded in the Sov Zone and in Eastern Berlin, to enable the 

Comm to carry out its task. 

3. The Sov Govt’s proposals do not indicate what the internat] po- 
sition of an all-Ger Govt wld be. The US Govt considers that the 
all-Ger Govt shld be free both before and after the conclusion of a 

1 Drafted by Calhoun and cleared with Barbour. Repeated to Berlin, Moscow, 

London, and Paris. 
2 Telegram 2208 to Bonn reported that the text of the note transmitted in tele- 

gram 2209 had been approved by the President, but as yet had not been approved by 
Eden or Schuman. (662.001 /3-2252) 

3 Document 65.
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peace treaty to enter into assocs compatible with the principles and 

purposes of the UN. 

4. In putting forward its proposals for a Ger peace treaty, the Sov 
Govt expressed its readiness also to discuss other proposals. The 

US Govt has taken due note of this statement. In its view, it will 

not be possible to engage in detailed discussion of a peace treaty 
until conditions have been created for free elections and until a 
free all-Ger Govt which cld participate in such discussion has been 
formed. There are many fundamental questions which wld have to 
be resolved. 

). For example, US Govt notes that the Sov Govt makes the 
statement that the terr of Ger is determined by frontiers laid down 
by the decisions of the Potsdam conference. US Govt wld recall 
that in fact no definitive Ger frontiers were laid down by the Pots- 
dam decisions, which clearly provided that the final determination 
of territorial questions must await the peace settlement. 

6. US Govt also observes that the Sov Govt now considers that 
the peace treaty shld provide for the formation of Ger nat] land, 
air, and sea forces, while at the same time imposing limitations on 

Ger’s freedom to enter into assoc with other countries. US Govt 
considers that such provisions wld be a step backwards and might 
jeopardize the emergence in Eur of a new era in which internatl 
relations wld be based on cooperation and not on rivalry and dis- 
trust. Being convinced of the need of a policy of Eur unity, the US 
Govt is giving its full support to plans designed to secure the par- 

ticipation of Ger in a purely defensive Eur community which will 
preserve freedom, prevent aggression, and preclude the revival of 

nat] militarism. US Govt believes that the proposal of the Sov Govt 
for the formation of Ger natl forces is inconsistent with the 

achievement of this objective. The US Govt remains convinced that 
this policy of Eur unity cannot threaten the interests of any coun- 

try and represents the true path of peace.” 4 

ACHESON 

4 The final paragraph of the draft transmitted in telegram 5749, Mar. 20 (see foot- 
note 3, Document 76), reads as follows: 

“6. HMG also observe that the Sov Govt now consider that the peace treaty shld 
provide for the formation of Ger natl land, air and sea forces, while at the same 
time imposing limitations on Germany’s freedom to enter into association with 
other countries. These and other points in the Sov Govt’s note call for a clear reaf- 
firmation by HMG of their policies toward Ger and toward Eur. HMG are giving 
their full support to plans which will secure the cooperation of Ger in a purely de- 
fensive Eur community designed to preserve its freedom, to ensure security against 
aggression, and to preclude the revival of Ger militarism. They are opposed to the 
formation of Ger nat] forces, as proposed by the Sov Govt, which wld endanger the 
cause of Eur unity. That cause, they are convinced, represents the true path of 
peace.” 

Continued
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No. 79 

662 001/3-2552 Telegram 

The Chargé in the Soviet Union (Cumming) to the Department of 
State } 

SECRET NIACT Moscow, March 25, 1952—5 p. m. 

1529. Mytel 1527, Mar 25, rptd London 231, Paris 644, Bonn 44, 

Berlin 80.2 Vyshinsky recd me 3 p. m. He was in good form with 
customary merrily malicious twinkle in his eye and looked ruddy 
and well though he said he had been ill. After exchange amenities 
I told him purpose my call and at his request gave him orally full 
summary note. ? He took notes and at end my exposition said he 
wld pass note to his govt; that it required full study to define Sovs 
future attitude re contents note; at present only necessary say few 
words in preliminary way: 

(1) With regard to question UN Commission, Sov position has 
been known to US Govt since sixth session General Assembly. 

(2) Sov position on question of “participation in organizations not 
compatible with principles of UNO” well known and in this con- 
nection he wished “recall that Sov deleg introduced a resolution 
that participation of the countries in certain blocs such as, for ex- 
ample, NATO was not compatible with UN”; he thought that “this 
fact wld give a clue to Sov Govt position on this question’. 

(3) As to frontier question Vyshinsky said that it seemed to him 
that Potsdam Conf finally defined Pol and Ger frontiers and there- 
fore statement in US note to contrary seemed to him unfounded. 

The final paragraph of the draft transmitted in the telecon on Mar. 21 (see the 
editorial note, supra) reads as follows: 

“6. HMG also observe that the Soviet Government now consider that the peace 
treaty should provide for the formation of German national land, air and sea forces, 
while at the same time imposing limitations on Germany’s freedom to enter into 
association with other countries. HMG consider that such provisions would be a step 
backwards and might jeopardize the emergence in Europe of a new era in which 

international relations would be based on cooperation and not on rivalry and dis- 
trust. Being convinced of the need of a policy of European unity, HMG are opposed 
to the formation of German national forces as proposed by the Soviet Government. 
In the same conviction, they are giving their full support to plans designed to secure 
the participation of Germany in a purely defensive European community which will 
preserve freedom and prevent aggression and preclude the revival of German mili- 
tarism. HMG remain convinced that this policy of European unity cannot threaten 
the interests of any country and represents the true path of peace.” 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, Bonn, and Berlin. 

2 Telegram 1527 reported that Cumming had an appointment to see Vyshinsky at 
3 p. m. (662.001/3-2552) 

3 For final text of the note delivered to Vyshinsky, which is the same except for a 
few minor textual differences as that transmitted in telegram 2209 to Bonn, supra, 
see Department of State Bulletin, Apr. 7, 1952, pp. 530-531; AFP, vol. II, pp. 1797- 
1798; Documents (R.I.1.A.) for 1952, pp. 89-91.
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“One shid not confuse final decisions with putting seals on the doc- 
ument. 

(4) As to formation Ger armed forces, it was unnatural for a sov- 
ereign state to have such forces for its defense. “If I am not mistak- 
en, US Govt took this point of view with regard to Jap at the time 
the separate peace treaty was concluded, though unlawfully, at San 
Francisco”; that treaty provided for Jap armed forces “why not 
then similar forces for Ger as in the case of Ital, Bulg, Fin, et 
cetera?” 

I said that my govt’s note spoke for itself and its text contained 
answers to his comments which I wld, however, report as Mr. Vy- 
shinsky’s preliminary observations. 

Interview took about 30 minutes and atmosphere entirely re- 
laxed. 

CUMMING 

No. 80 

662.001/3-2552: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Embassy in the United Kingdom ! 

SECRET WASHINGTON, March 25, 1952—8:45 p. m. 

4744. Re Deptel 2209, 2 Dept believes unlikely Sovs will reject 
Western reply ? outright but will reply probably along lines one of 
fol alternatives: (a) a gen statement in which Sovs disregard or 
brush aside particular pts made in West note, reiterate position set 
forth in Sov note of Mar 10 * and demand early mtg of four powers 

possibly with a specified date and place; or (b) rejection and de- 
tailed argumentation against particular West pts, ending, however, 

with demand for “early” mtg. 
If Sov reply along lines of (b) above, which Dept inclined think 

more likely, Dept believes Sovs, along with repetition “proof” Sov 
efforts achieve Ger peace treaty and Ger unity and West obstruc- 
tion these efforts, will: 

1. Reject inspection by UN Comm as violation various four power 
agreements and as constituting unwarranted interference internal 
affairs Ger. (This reaction is strongly suggested among other things 
by Grotewohl speech Mar 14, > position taken in East Ger commen- 

1 Drafted by Davis of EE and Guthrie and Harvey of DRS, cleared by Bohlen and 

Calhoun, and signed for the Secretary of State by Barbour. Also sent to Paris, 
Berlin, Bonn, and Moscow. 

2 Document 78. 
3 Regarding the Western reply, see telegram 1529, supra. 
* Document 65. 
5 For an extract from the declaration of governmental policy by Minister Presi- 

dent Grotewohl on Mar. 14, see Documents on German Unity, vol. II, pp. 62-63.
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taries since Mar 20, and Pravda article Mar 24.) Sovs may well 
counter with proposition “any inspection necessary” shld be under 
four power control or even by Gers themselves. Sovs will almost 
certainly deny they oppose free elections and will contend they 
have consistently supported formation all Ger Govt “responsive to 
will of Ger people’”’. 

2. Reject West contention formation all Ger Govt must precede 
four power discussion as simply a delaying tactic. Sovs may take 
position four power mtg necessary for working out arrangements to 
effect unity but Dept considers more likely Sovs will continue to 
leave unclear relation between four power mtg and creation all Ger 
Govt. It is not excluded that Sovs may adopt East Ger line that 
estab all Ger Govt is a matter in first instance for Gers themselves 
to work out and may assert in line recent East Ger statements that 
basis has already been laid in respective electoral laws of East and 
West Ger regimes. ® 

3. Probably not dwell on boundaries issue because of necessity 
tight rope act between Pol and Ger opinion. Dept believes reaction, 
if any, will be along lines “views Sov Govt well known”’. 

4. Probably react strongly West pts re rights all Ger Govt enter 
into assocs and especially final para West note relating Ger partici- 
pation “defensive Eur community’. Likely to assert Sovs not op- 
posed assocs “compatible with the principles and purposes of the 
UN”, but will argue that West note seeks to include Ger in ‘‘notori- 
ously aggressive’ nat which is “spearheaded against the Sov Union 
and the peoples democracies’ and completely incompatible UN 
charter and principles. Will probably argue nat] Ger army as pro- 
vided Sov proposal wld be solely for defense of Ger, compatible 
with sovereignty of Ger people and wld not carry threat of aggres- 
sion because Ger wld be “peace loving and democratic”. They will 
argue further that West pt that Ger army shld be integrated Eur 
forces under Eur unity plan is designed force Ger participation ‘‘ag- 
gressive’ North Atlantic plan and to insure Ger contribution 
cannon fodder US dominated West Eur armed forces not as equal 
but as puppet. 

Dept wld appreciate soonest ur own estimate likely Sov reaction 
West note, ur appraisal significance and implications thereof for 
Sov policy, and where possible, likely views Govt to which you ac- 
credited, without making any official inquiries. 7 

ACHESON 

° For text of the draft electoral laws of the Federal Republic of Germany and the 
German Democratic Republic, dated Feb. 6 and Jan. 9 respectively, see Documents 
on German Unity, vol. II, pp. 31-37 and 44-46, or Papers and Documents, pp. 64-75. 

7 Responses to this telegram showed general concurrence with the analysis pre- 
sented in this telegram. Berlin expressed its general agreement in telegram 1182, 
Mar. 27. (662.001/3-2752) Moscow also expressed general agreement with the analy- 
sis as did British and French representatives in Moscow who were consulted by the 
Embassy. (Telegram 1548 from Moscow, Mar. 28, 662.001/3-2852) London reported 
that the Foreign Office expected the next Soviet note to be more positive in tone 
than did the United States. (Telegram 43820, Mar. 28, 662.001/3-2852) Bonn shared 
the views of Berlin subject to minor shades of interpretation. (Telegram 2189, Mar. 

Continued
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No. 81 

662.001/4-252 

Memorandum by Louis Pollak of the Office of the Ambassador at 
Large to the Ambassador at Large (Jessup) 

SECRET WASHINGTON, April 2, 1952. 

Subject: Departmental Views on Germany 

The following is an attempt to summarize the views on substance 
and on tactics expressed in the meeting held in Mr. Matthews’ 
office on April 1 to discuss the next steps on the Soviet note on 
Germany. Those present at the meeting were: 

Mr. Matthews 

Mr. Jessup 

Mr. Perkins 

Mr. Bohlen 

Mr. Nitze 

Mr. Ferguson 

Mr. Barbour 

Mr. Laukhuff 

Mr. Lewis 

Mr. Calhoun 

I, Ideas on Substance 

a. On the question of whether we really want German unifica- 
tion there seemed to be very substantial differences of opinion, and 
also—at least in terms of our fundamental European objectives— 

considerable uncertainties of opinion. On the immediate question of 
whether we presently favor German unification, Nitze was clear 

that we had put ourselves on record in favor of free elections lead- 
ing to a unified Germany, and that we could not withdraw from 
this position. 

At the outset, Nitze and Bohlen were in agreement that the pre- 
ferred U.S. solution of the German situation would be a unified 
Germany within the EDC. (Nitze and Bohlen were both very doubt- 
ful whether the French would buy such a solution; there was no 
discussion of how the French would feel about a unified Germany 
outside the EDC, but presumably they would have very grave res- 

29, 662.001/3-2952) The Embassy in Paris reported that the French believed the 
next Soviet note would attempt to maintain the pressure for further negotiations or 
exchanges, while the Embassy itself agreed with the Department of State analysis, 
expecting the Soviet Union to reject the Western note and present detailed argu- 
ro against the Western position. (Telegrams 6018 and 6023, Apr. 1, 662.001/4-
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ervations about this, too, unless very strict controls on German war 

potentials were maintained.) 
Laukhuff and Lewis took no exception to the objective of a uni- 

fied Germany within the EDC, but they made it clear that their 

doubts as to the feasibility of accomplishing the objective placed 
them in opposition to German unity and the preliminary step of 
free elections at the present time. The Ger position seems to be 
that it is better to have Western Germany in the EDC than to 
gamble on a unified Germany which would be free to stay out of or 
to quit the EDC. 

Discussion of the abstract desirability of German unification pro- 
duced less rather than more conviction that a unified Germany 
was a desirable goal. Bohlen, while not convinced one way or an- 

other, feels that a unified Germany in a Europe which is still divid- 
ed presents certain very grave dangers of German domination of 
the Continent or rapprochement with the Soviet Union. Bohlen 
feels that the present Soviet bid for a unified Germany is really di- 
rected at the right-wing industrialists who support Adenauer 
rather than at the German Socialists; it is the industrialists whom 

the Soviet Union could tempt with markets stretching from East- 
ern Europe to the Pacific (including China)—markets which it 
would be very difficult for Germany to duplicate in the West. 

Nitze shares some of Bohlen’s apprehensions about the “unified 
Germany in a divided Europe” concept; but Nitze prefers what he 
regards as a more ‘aggressive’ approach to the problem—i.e., that 
unification of Germany would tend to accelerate the unification of 
Europe as a whole. 

b. There was also no clear agreement as to what the West Ger- 

mans want—1i.e., just how they are likely to respond to possible 

Soviet and Western moves. 
Nitze and Ferguson seem to feel that the West Germans are pri- 

marily interested in German unity. Ferguson feels that if faced 
with the simple choice of West German integration into Western 

Europe or unification of all Germany, the West Germans would 

take the second. Nitze agrees that the Soviets can block the con- 
tractual arrangements and German participation in the EDC if 
they are genuinely willing to establish a free and unified Germa- 
ny—which means liquidating the entire East German investment. 

Nitze thinks it unlikely, however, that the West Germans would 

be confronted with a simple choice between integration and unifi- 
cation; he foresees a choice between unification in the near future 

and a present integration which would not preclude subsequent 
unification. Faced with that choice, the West Germans would, in 

the view of Nitze and also of Ger, take the latter course. Ferguson 
was very doubtful of this analysis; based on the intelligence reports
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which he has studied, Ferguson is pretty well convinced that the 
Germans want unity above all, and would buy what appeared to 

them a bona fide Soviet offer. Ferguson regards it as very difficult 

to pursue effectively the parrallel propaganda course suggested by 
Jessup pursuant to the Nitze analysis—i.e., simultaneous emphasis 
on German unity and German integration with the West. Bohlen, 
on the other hand, is inclined to feel that we may be exaggerating 
the West German pressure for unity; put another way, Bohlen won- 

ders whether the West Germans are not more skeptical of Soviet 
good faith on the unification issue than we have been inclined to 
believe. 

c. Assuming German integration with the West now, it was not 
agreed whether such integration would continue after the estab- 
lishment of a unified German government. Laukhuff, Bohlen, and 

Ferguson all seemed to feel that we had departed considerably 
from the concept, recalled by Jessup, that the government of a uni- 
fied Germany would merely be an enlarged Bonn government 
which would simply continue whatever obligations had been as- 

sumed by the Bonn government as now constituted. (It was pointed 
out that Adenauer had insisted on inserting a clause in the con- 
tractual arrangements which seemed to look toward a continuity of 
rights and responsibilities for an expanded German government; it 
was not known whether there was any parallel provision in the 
EDC treaty.) 

There was some feeling that our March 25 reply to the Soviet 
note had already placed us on record in support of the proposition 
that a unified German government would be free to affirm or repu- 
diate its obligations under the contractual arrangements for the 
EDC. This feeling was based on the language in paragraph 3, to the 

effect that “the United States Government considers that the all- 
German government should be free both before and after the con- 
clusion of a peace treaty to enter into associations compatible with 

the principles and purposes of the United Nations.” 

Jessup suggested that we could take the position that a freely ne- 
gotiated peace treaty with Germany could effect modifications of 
the contractual arrangements now under negotiation, and that if 
Germany and the Soviet Union could present persuasive reasons 
for such modifications, they would of course be considered in the 

negotiation of the peace treaty. 
There was some separate discussion as to the possibility of an 

“Austrian situation” in which there would be a unified German 

government prior to the negotiation of a peace treaty. Perkins feels 

that any extended repetition of the Austrian pattern would be 
most unfortunate, but it was agreed that paragraphs 2 and 4 of our
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note of March 25 envisaged the establishment of an all-German 

government with which the peace treaty will be negotiated. 

IT. Ideas on Tactics 

a. With regard to the content of our next note on Germany, 
Bohlen suggested that the following two-point policy would most 
accurately reflect our objectives, would be the simplest of exposi- 
tion, and would be the least likely to get us tripped up: 

1. We are going ahead on integration. 
2. If the Soviet Union is genuinely prepared to permit free elec- 

tions and the consequent establishment of a unified Germany, we 
are prepared to let the ultimate all-German government decide 
whether it wishes to continue its adherence to the integration pro- 
gram. 

[In speaking of ‘integration’, Bohlen has in mind not only the 
EDC, but also the Schuman Plan.] ! 

b. On the question of possible talks with the Soviet Union about 
Germany, there was general agreement that they should be avoid- 
ed if possible. Matthews, Perkins, and Ferguson addressed them- 
selves specifically to this point. 

Laukhuff agreed that it would be nice to avoid talks at the 
present time, but expressed what was probably a general consensus 
that we might be put in a position where we could not avoid talks 
of some sort. Assuming talks are in order, it seems to be the gener- 

al feeling that they should be on as low a level as possible. Lauk- 
huff, for example, suggests that we propose a meeting of the Allied 
Control Commission to discuss what the four powers can do (per- 
haps in conjunction with the UN Commission) to explore the possi- 

bility of free German elections. Calhoun, reflecting certain fears 
about an apparent re-establishment of the Control Commission ma- 

chinery, suggested a meeting of Deputy High Commissioners. 

Jessup asked Bohlen what his reaction would be if the Soviets 
were to meet the two-point Bohlen proposal with the suggestion 
that the proposal be discussed at a CFM together with other mat- 

ters. Bohlen felt that any discussion should be at a lower level, and 
that we should simultaneously push for completion of our integra- 
tion program. (As a corollary of Bohlen’s feeling that we may exag- 
gerate the West German emphasis on unity, Bohlen is inclined to 
feel that we always overestimate the extent to which conversations 
related to German unity may obstruct progress toward integration. 
Bohlen feels that if the West Germans stop supporting EDC and 
the contractual arrangements simply because we have exploratory 
talks with the Soviet Union, we are building our German integra- 

1 Brackets in the source text.
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tion program on shifting sands indeed. Accordingly, Bohlen thinks 
we should point out to the Germans that any Soviet concessions 
which give promise of unity are solely based on Soviet fears of 

German integration, and that further progress on integration is the 
key to those further Soviet concessions which could make unity a 
reality.) 

c. There was general agreement that we should step up our prop- 

aganda in Germany in accordance with whatever substantive objec- 
tives we agree upon. It was specifically suggested by Bohlen, pursu- 

ant to his analysis outlined above, that we lay increasing stress on 
the dangers to Germany of the Soviet armies and the need to 

counter those dangers by accelerating the intergration program. 

As a companion propaganda piece, Jessup suggested that we 
must try to emphasize the idea that integration is in no way incom- 

patible with German unification. Ferguson repeated his doubts that 
we could effectively persuade the Germans of this secondary propo- 
sition. (Ferguson’s propaganda doubts seem to correspond closely 

with his substantive doubts that we can keep the integration move- 
ment going if the Soviets appear to the Germans to be making sub- 

stantial offers of unity; presumably, and it would seem correctly, 
Ferguson thinks it is very difficult for us to make effective propa- 
ganda on the basis of a position about which we are not ourselves 

convinced.) 
d. It was generally agreed that there should be no talks with the 

British and French about possible further moves until the Soviet 
Union has replied to our March 25 note. Bohlen seemed to express 

the group’s sentiment in suggesting that talks which did not focus 
upon a particular Soviet text would simply tend to rigidify the sep- 

arate views of the three powers as to a whole range of problems, 

most of which would turn out to be purely hypothetical. There was 
no agreement on whether the talks, whenever they take place, 

should be conducted here or in London or Paris. 

III. Immediate Conclusions 

The immediate conclusions reached at the meeting were as fol- 

lows: 

1. That Ger should prepare an analysis of the contractual ar- 
rangements and the EDC treaty to determine the extent to which 
those instruments envisage continued participation by a unified 
Germany. [It was also suggested that it would be well to prepare a 
time-phased appraisal of our concept of the German unification 
process—i.e., exploration of free election possibilities leading to free 
elections leading to a constituent assembly of an all-German gov- 
ernment leading to negotiation of a peace treaty between the all-
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German government and the four powers. Nobody was assigned to 
do this Job.] 2 

2. Talks with the UK and France should not be undertaken 
before we have a Soviet reply to our note of March 25. ® 

Louis H. PoLLAk 

2 Brackets in the source text. 
3 Attached to the source text was a 2-page “Notes on discussion of Soviet note in 

Mr. Matthews’ Office 4/2/52”, prepared by Jessup, which summarized this memo- 
randum in outline form. 

B. THE SOVIET NOTE OF APRIL 9 AND THE WESTERN REPLY OF 

MAY 13 

No. 82 

662.001/4-1052 

The Soviet Ministry for Foreign Affairs to the Embassy of the 
United States } 

CONFIDENTIAL [Moscow,] April 9, 1952. 

No. 14 

In connection with the note of the Government of the USA of 
March 25 2 of this year the Soviet Government considers it neces- 
sary to state the following. 

In its note of March 10 3 the Soviet Government suggested to the 
Government of the USA and also to the Governments of Great 

Britain and France that the question of a peace treaty with Germa- 

ny be discussed without delay in order that an agreed draft of the 

peace treaty might be prepared at the earliest possible date. With a 
view to facilitating the preparation of a peace treaty the Soviet 
Government presented a draft of bases for a peace treaty with Ger- 
many, expressing agreement also to discuss any other suggestion. 

The Soviet Government suggested in this connection that a peace 

treaty be worked out with the immediate participation of Germany 
in the form of an all-German government. In the note of March 10 
it was foreseen also that the USSR, the USA, Great Britain and 

1 The source text is a translation prepared in the Division of Language Services in 
the Department of State. It was attached to an informal translation prepared in the 
Embassy in Moscow and transmitted in telegram 1644, Apr. 10, and should be com- 
pared for minor textual differences with the text printed in Department of State 
Bulletin, May 26, 1952, pp. 819-820. The Russian language text was transmitted as 
an enclosure to despatch 689 from Moscow, Apr. 15. (662.001/4-1552) It is also print- 

ed in Jzvestiia, Mar. 11, 1952, and in SSSR s GDR, pp. 205-207. 

2 Regarding this note, see telegram 1529, Document 79. 
3 Document 65.



200 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME VII 

France, fulfilling occupation functions in Germany, should review 

the question of conditions favorable to the earliest possible forma- 

tion of an all-German government expressing the will of the 
German people. 

Introducing its suggestion with regard to the question of a peace 
treaty with Germany and the formation of an all-German govern- 
ment, the Soviet Government proceeded on the basis of the fact 
that the solution of these basic questions has great significance for 
strengthening peace in Europe and corresponds to the require- 
ments of a just attitude toward the legitimate national interests of 
the German people. 

The urgency of the conclusion of a peace treaty with Germany 
creates the necessity for the Governments of the USSR, the USA, 

Great Britain, and France to take immediate measures for the uni- 

fication of Germany and the formation of an all-German govern- 
ment. 

In this connection the Soviet Government considers it necessary 
that the Governments of the USSR, the USA, Great Britain, and 

France discuss without delay the question of conducting free all- 
German elections as was suggested earlier. Recognition on the part 
of the Governments of the USSR, the USA, Great Britain, and 

France of the necessity of conducting free all-German elections will 
create the full possibility of conducting such elections in the very 
near future. 

With regard to the suggestion concerning the future free all- 

German elections in the matter of having the UN Commission 

verify the existence of conditions for such elections, this suggestion 
is in contradiction to the UN Charter which in accordance with Ar- 
ticle 107 excludes UN interference in German affairs. Such a verifi- 
cation could be conducted by the Commission formed by the four 
powers fulfilling occupation functions in Germany. 

The Government of the USA had an opportunity to acquaint 
itself with the draft of the bases of a peace treaty with Germany 
proposed by the Soviet Government. The Government of the USA 
did not express agreement to enter into the discussion of this draft 
and did not propose its own draft of a peace treaty. 

In the meantime the Government of the USA introduced a series 

of objections to specific points of the Soviet draft of bases for a 
peace treaty with Germany which involves a further exchange of 
notes between the governments and a delay in deciding the ques- 
tions in dispute which could have been avoided by direct discussion 
between the powers. Inasmuch, however, as such questions are pre- 
sented in the USA note of March 25, the Soviet Government con- 

siders it necessary to dwell on these questions.
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In the Soviet draft of bases for a peace treaty with Germany it is 
stated: “Germany shall obligate herself not to enter into any coali- 
tions or military alliances directed against any power which took 
part with its armed forces in the war against Germany.” 

The Soviet Government suggests that such a proposal is in 

accord with the interests of the powers fulfilling occupation func- 
tions in Germany and of neighboring powers, and in equal meas- 
ures with the interests of Germany itself as a peace-loving and 
democratic state. In such a suggestion there is no inadmissible lim- 
itation on the sovereign rights of the German Government. But 
this suggestion also excludes the inclusion of Germany in any 

group of powers directed against any peace-loving state. 

In the Soviet draft of a peace treaty with Germany it is stated: 
“Germany shall be permitted to have those national armed forces 
(land, air, and sea) of her own necessary for the defense of the 

country.” 

As is well known, the Soviet Government introduced similar sug- 
gestions also concerning the draft of a peace treaty with Japan. 
Such a suggestion is in accord with the principle of national sover- 
eignty and equal rights between states. It is impossible to imagine 
such a position whereby Japan would have the right to its national 
armed forces designed for the defense of the country while Germa- 
ny would be deprived of this right and would be placed in a worse 
position. There cannot be any doubt that in the interest of peace, 
as well as in the interest of the German nation, it will be much 

better to create such armed forces than to create in West Germany 
hireling troops, bent on revenge, headed by Fascist-Hitlerite gener- 
als ready to engulf Europe in a third world war. 

With regard to the German frontiers the Soviet Government con- 

siders quite sufficient and definitive the Potsdam Conference provi- 
sions in this connection which were accepted by the Government of 
the USA as well as by the Governments of the USSR and Great 
Britain, and to which France acceded. 

The Soviet Government proposes anew to the Government of the 

USA to enter, together with the Governments of Great Britain and 
France, into a discussion of a peace treaty with Germany and also 
the question of the unification of Germany and the creation of an 
all-German government. The Soviet Government does not see any 
basis for delaying the decision of these questions. 

At this very time the question is being decided as to whether 

Germany will be re-established as a united, independent, peace- 
loving state, entering into the family of the peace-loving peoples of 
Europe, or whether the division of Germany and the concomitant 
threat of war in Europe will remain.
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The Soviet Government is simultaneously sending similar notes 
to the Governments of Great Britain and France. 

No. 83 

Secretary’s Memoranda, lot 53 D 444, “Staff Meetings January-June 1952” 

Memorandum of the Secretary of State's Daily Staff Meeting ! 

SECRET WASHINGTON, April 10, 1952. 

SM N-22 

[Here follow seven numbered paragraphs in which those present 
at the meeting discussed the military situation in Korea, Commu- 
nist propaganda activities, the Japanese Peace Treaty, Bolivia, and 
countervailing duties. ] 

Soviet Note on Germany 

8. Mr. Jessup explained that there had been no preliminary talks 
with the French and British because we had decided to wait for the 
note, ? rather than theorize on what we might do when the note 
arrived. The Secretary asked what our general objective was in 
these series of notes. Mr. Jessup explained that some people feel 
that if we get started on talks with the Soviets, it will delay things 
in Germany. Mr. Jessup said that he was not sure that this was 
true. He felt that perhaps ‘“medium-level’ talks would not have a 

delaying effect on our objectives in Germany. 
9. Mr. Bohlen suggested that it might be wise to get a strong 

statement of our policy on Germany and include this in our next 

note. Then we might call a meeting of the High Commissioners or 

their deputies in order to discuss what might be done on Germany. 
The difficulty in this proposal obviously is our getting a strong 
statement which would have the proper safeguards in it. 

(The Secretary had to leave the meeting at this point.) 
10. Mr. Bohlen felt that we would be in a better position propa- 

ganda-wise if we were meeting with the Soviets, so that we could 
make counter points at the same time that they make their propos- 

als. Mr. Bohlen’s general reaction to the note was that it did not 
say anything. Mr. Jessup felt that there was one inconsistency in 
the note in the third paragraph. He felt that the third paragraph 
accepted our idea of “‘stages’’ and perhaps we should pick up this 
interpretation of acceptance in our response to the note. 

1 The source text bears no indication of the drafter of the memorandum or of the 
participants in the meeting other than those referred to in the numbered para- 
graphs. 

2 Supra.
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11. Mr. McDermott stated that the note probably will be pub- 

lished on Friday. He said that it has been suggested to him by cor- 
respondents, and he agrees, that Mr. Bohlen, or someone else, 

might meet with the press and tell them what is in the note and 
state our general attitude towards it. Mr. McDermott felt that the 

press needed guidance and if we did not talk to them about the 
note, they would have a week-end free to offer their various inter- 

pretations, which might be unfortunate. Mr. Bohlen explained that 

the usual practice is to release such notes in Moscow on the 
evening radio, which might be early Saturday morning our time. 

He felt that we should not reveal the content until Moscow re- 
leases it, because the practice of 48 hours between delivery of notes 
and releasing the texts is important to us and should be main- 
tained. He suggested that we might send a telegram to Paris and 
London in an effort to get an agreed noncommittal line which 
might be expressed. At least, we could explain to the British and 
French what we plan to do in briefing our press. * Mr. Bohlen sug- 
gested that we should merely analyze the note, because it is clear 
that we will not know our position and will not have consulted the 
British and French by the time of the briefing. 

12. There appeared to be general agreement that such a briefing 
session should be held, if possible, in order to analyze the note for 

the benefit of the press. It was further agreed that the people in 
the various offices in the Department should be advised that they 
should not talk to the press on this matter. A meeting of interested 

’ officers was planned for later in the day to discuss the note. 4 

3 A telegram along these lines was sent to London, Paris, Bonn, and Moscow at 

3:05 p.m. on Apr. 10. (Telegram 5113 to London, 662.001/4-1052) 
4 No record found in Department of State files. 

No. 84 

762.00/4-1252: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Office of the United States High 

Commissioner for Germany, at Bonn ! 

SECRET WASHINGTON, April 12, 1952—12:04 p.m. 

2044. 1. Next six months and especially next six to ten weeks 

represent crucial period in our efforts to prevent Sov manipulation 

of unity issue from checkmating integration of FedRep with West 

1 Drafted by Laukhuff, Ausland, Cox, and Straus and cleared by Lewis, Jessup, 
GAI, and P. Repeated to London, Paris, and Moscow.
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via contractuals and EDC (as well as coal and steel plan). Dept con- 
siders that strong coordinated campaign must be made (in full co- 
operation with Fr and Brit) to support our basic policy and con- 
vince Ger opinion of rightness of course FedRep pursuing. Our line 
of argument must be threefold, as follows. 

2. First, the current Sov “proposals” 2 and maneuvers are intend- 
ed solely to obstruct the bldg of the new Europe and are by no 
means intended seriously to bring about Ger unification on basis of 
freedom. We must continue to expose insincerity of Sov proposals 
and what kind of unity they wld produce. Real nature of Sov pro- 
posals is brought out by answering fol three questions: 

a. What kind of united Ger is Sov Union proposing? Sov Union in 
its note of Mar 10 stated that a united Ger shld be a “democratic” 
state. Sov Union means by this an Eastern Eur type “democracy”. 
As SovZone radio said on Mar 26, the regime in SovZone will serve 
as “a core of a future democratic Ger’’. Fact that Sovs have finally 
accepted principle of investigation does not necessarily mean they 
are in fact willing to see an impartial investigation conducted. If 
Sovs really wanted to hold election at earliest opportunity, as they 
say they do, they wld have accepted UN Comm machinery for con- 
ducting investigation. Sov reference to Art 107 of UN Charter legal 
quibbling, with which large majority of UN members in any event 
in disagreement. 

b. What internatl position is Sov Union proposing for a united 
“democratic” Ger? Sov Govt seeks to create impression that it offers 
Ger an independent ‘neutral’ position. But one of two things wld 
result. Either Eastern Ger wld continue to be occupied by Sov 
troops as at present, which wld permit neither independence nor 
freedom nor neutrality, or else all troops wld be withdrawn by all 
powers, leaving Sov troops poised on Oder-Neisse line and Western 
troops holding an uncertain bridgehead in Fr or US troops even 
withdrawn from Europe altogether. ? Such a vacuum wild invite ag- 
gression and domination from the East and wld permit neither in- 
dependence nor neutrality. As long as Sov Union holds its present 
view on world situation, neutrality for Ger is impossible. Sov Union 
claims world at present divided into two camps: on the one hand a 
“war camp” led by US and on other a “peace camp’ led by Sov 
Union. This has been their consistent assertion since a speech by 
Zhdanov at conference in Pol in 1947 which established Comin- 
form. Sovs consider control of Ger key to struggle between these 
two camps. Until Sovs change this view, Ger neutrality is a delu- 
sion. Sov note of Mar 10 says that a united Ger will be a “peace- 
loving” state. By this, Sovs mean that Ger shld be a member of Sov 
bloc. As Pieck said on Mar 11, Sov proposal will permit Ger to 

2 Presumably a reference to the Soviet notes of Mar. 10 and Apr. 9, Documents 65 
and 82. 

3 In telegram 2567 to Bonn, Apr. 15, the Department of State advised that the last 
eight words of this sentence should be deleted and the following sentence added: 
“This would create entirely new situation in Europe and implications for policies of 
NATO countries including US are difficult to foresee at present.” (762.00/4-1552)
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become “an equal partner in family of peace-loving nations’. On 
other hand, Sov proposals preclude all cooperation by Ger with 
Western Europe, even membership in Schuman Plan. Grotewohl, 
on Mar 14, said that Schuman Plan is “entirely void under inter- 
nat] law as far as Ger as a whole is concerned”’. 4 

c. What then does the ‘‘new” proposal by the Sov Union for a Ger 
Natl Army amt to? As SovZone radio said on Mar 25 “it is not pos- 
sible to tear the question of the armed forces out of context of Sov 
note. The Ger which, according to Sov note, is to have the right to 
have forces is a democratic peace-loving state ....’5 One shld 
look at Pol to see a “democratic peace-loving state” with a Natl 
army (Sov style), whose commander is not only former Sov Chief of 
Staff but is now vested with such powers as to make the Pol Govt 
mere puppet in his hand. Sov Union is not proposing Natl army in 
democratic independent Ger but is proposing to do what they have 
already done in Eastern Eur: arm the State to the teeth after it 
has become Sov satellite. 

3. Second, close integration of free Western Eur is a worthwhile 

objective in itself. Ger at very edge of Sov empire is in special 
danger. Presence of powerful Sov military machine on and near 
Ger soil and aggressiveness of Sov prop press home to Ger (and 
Western European) people ever-present threat of Sov intervention 
and expansion policy. Vis-a-vis this threat it must be aim of every 
patriotic German to give precedence to policy which will bring Ger 
protection and security. Integration with Western Eur offers Ger 
Natl integrity and security. Therefore close integration of free 
Western Eur contains very guarantee which responsible Ger lead- 
ership is seeking today in Natl interest. Emphasis shld also be laid 
on unique opportunity which now exists to bring to reality ancient 
Eur dream of unity. If advantage can be taken of this opportunity 

not only is there promise of new era of peace, strength and pros- 

perity opening up for Eur but jealousies and rivalries which have 

caused so many wars can be controlled at long last. Ger has every- 

thing to gain from such policy and is indeed in excellent position to 
be leader in it. If it is true that strong undercurrent of European- 
ism exists, especially among Ger youth, positive presentation of 

this policy shld have appeal. Develop theme which is briefly out- 
lined in last para of Western reply to Sov note and in Sec’s state- 
ment of Mar 26 (Mar 26 Wireless Bulletin EUB 56). ® 

4. Third, bldg of Western strength through integration including 
Ger is entirely compatible with achieving of Ger unity on livable 

* For Grotewohl’s declaration of governmental policy on Mar. 14, see Grotewohl, 
Reden und Aufsdtze, Band III, pp. 74-94. 

5 Ellipsis in the source text. 
6 For Secretary Acheson’s statement on U.S. policy toward Germany made at a 

press conference on Mar. 26, see Department of State Bulletin, Apr. 7, 1952, pp. 530-
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terms, that is, under conditions of freedom, strength and security. 

Gers must not be allowed to picture themselves as facing choice of 

integration or unity. That is true only if we think of unity on Sov 

terms. Those terms as pointed out in para 2 above wld produce a 
unity which is certainly not compatible with Eur integration. 

Unity which the Gers want is unity under conditions of polit and 
economic freedom, freedom from the strait-jacket of Commie rule 

and Sov domination, freedom from fear and concentration camps, 

freedom for religious life. Unity of this nature can be attained and 
maintained only by efforts of strong united West. The policy of 

peace through strength is already demonstrating its success, as wit- 
ness the renewed Sov overtures themselves. If Sovs are willing to 

make small concessions now, they shld be willing to make even 

more as Western strength grows. The only choice the Gers face 

therefore is one between unity on Sov terms which wld leave Ger 

weak, unprotected and prey to Sov domination, and on other hand 

policy of bldg strength and obtaining security through unification 
of Western Europe. 

5. We must at same time make clear that US is ready now as 
ever to establish Ger unity with freedom along lines previously 

enunciated by us and which wld not leave Ger unprotected and wld 
not prejudice Europe’s hopes for new future. We shld further em- 

phasize that present course of action which seeks to integrate 
Western Europe and to bring about Ger unity is not only sound 

course in itself but is only realistic and workable course in face of 

consistent strategy of obstruction and double-talk of Sov Union. 

6. These arguments shld be pressed home vigorously by all US 

info services and officials at all levels. Wld consider it desirable to 
circulate this guidance to all consular officers and other local reps. 

Full Fr and Brit support shld be sought. Maximum use shld be 

made of statements made by Commie leaders, press and radio 

which will support our arguments. No effort shld be spared to line 

up majority Ger support behind current US and Adenauer policy 

and believe this line shld be taken regardless of form and content 
of further Sov moves (barring unexpected genuine offer of settle- 

ment on our terms). 

Foregoing is Dept’s thinking for your background information 

and will form basis for information guidance. 
ACHESON
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No. 85 

662 001/4-1252: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (McCloy) to the 
Department of State 

SECRET Bonn, April 12, 1952—2 p.m. 

2368. From McCloy. Although Chancellor had proposed mtg yes- 
terday with HICOMers for prelim exchange of views on Sov note, ! 
Francois-Poncet’s instrs precluded his attendance. In place of mtg 
desired by Chancellor it was then decided that Kirkpatrick as 
chairman shld call on him to receive a prelim expression of 

FedRep’s views. Kirkpatrick has given us the fol memo of his con- 
versation: 

Verbatim text: “The Chancellor thought that the note, which he 
did not regard as very clever, was aimed primarily at Ger public 
opinion. It showed that the Sov Govt, after careful thought, had de- 
cided in no essential way to modify their previous proposals. But it 
wld obvious require the most careful exam, and, as it was not ad- 
dressed to the Fed Govt, they certainly had no intention of 
(giving?] any opinion about it in public at this stage. 

The Chancellor then gave his own prelim views on the treatment 
of the note. From the point of view of Ger public opinion, it wld be 
well to emphasize at the outset the intention of the West Powers to 
promote the reunification of Ger in freedom. Equally important, 
the West Powers must state that they are fully prepared to hold a 
Four-Power Conf, but that experience (e.g. over Austria and Korea) 
proved that a conf served little useful purpose when there was no 
approximation towards previous agrmt on important questions. In 
the case of Ger, there were at least three such important questions: 

(1) The future full sovereignty of Ger with the right to con- 
clude any alliances she pleased. 

(2) Ger’s defense forces. 
(3) Ger’s frontiers. 

The Sov note did not help on any of these questions, about which 
there shld at least be an approach towards agrmt before a conf cld 
usefully be held. He advised that the above points shld appear at 
the -beginning of the reply since they were points on which public 
opinion here was sound. 

The question of all-Ger elections and the UN Comm, important 
though it was, shld from the point of view of Ger public opinion 
come at the end of the reply. It was essential not to give up all idea 
of using the UN Comm. UNO wild in the future be of great impor- 
tance to Ger, as an internat] body she cld turn to in place of the 
Occupying Powers when the latter surrendered their rights after 
the conclusion of a treaty. Moreover, it was obvious that Four- 

1 Document 82.
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Power control over the elections wld be a farce: The opinion of the 
Three West Powers which, as regards this question, were already 
known, wld be in clear conflict with that of the Russians. Finally, 
the Chancellor hoped that, in the West reply, the question of free- 
dom and all-Ger elections on the one hand and of a peace treaty on 
the other, cld somehow be separated. There was the risk of them 
getting mixed up.” ? 

We plan to have mtg with Chancellor immediately fol Easter hol- 
iday and will explore matter further with particular ref to question 
raised in your tel 2518. 3 

My present feelings are, however, that we shld not lose this occa- 

sion to make a strong positive statement reaffirming our policy of 

West integration including a free unified Ger in it. It cld be said 
that the aim of such policy is to create a firm basis for peace in 

Eur and provide a strong def structure which will menace no 

peace-loving nation and prevent any possible rise of aggressive na- 
tionalism, thus giving a surer guarantee than the existence of natl 

armies. In making such an affirmation, it is important to underline 
that the freely-elected Ger Govt fully supports this policy as in the 
best interests of Ger as well as of Eur as a whole. 

Emphasis shld also be laid upon conditions for free elections 

which are essential to the creation of an all-Ger Govt. The absence 

of any Sov response to the proposals made in respect of these both 
by the Allies and by the Bundestag shld likewise be noted and im- 

portance attached to this omission. Discussion of procedures for in- 
vestigating pre-election conditions, however, seems premature at 

this stage. 

McCoy 

2Qn Apr. 17 the Embassy in London transmitted a summary of this meeting 
which had been given to it by the Foreign Office. It is the same in substance as that 
printed here. (Telegram 4672, 662.001/4-1752) 

8 Telegram 2518 asked for McCloy’s best judgment of the effect in Germany of a 
reply to the Soviet note along the following lines: (1) a strong reaffirmation of the 
policy of Western integration including Germany, or (2) willingness to have the 
High Commissioners or their representatives meet to consider preelection conditions 
assuming that the U.N. Commission would be used. (662.001/4-1052) 

On Apr. 16 McCloy reported that in a further conversation with Adenauer that 
day the Chancellor had added little to his preliminary views. (Telegram 2392 from 
Bonn, 662.001/4-1652) For Adenauer’s account of this conversation, see Erinnerun- 

gen, pp. 91-93.
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No. 86 

662.001/4-1752: Telegram 

The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Gifford) to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY Lonpon, April 17, 1952—1 p.m. 

4673. Herewith foll summary of views on Sov note which Eden 
intends outline to Cab (Embtel 4667, April 16, rptd Paris 2149, 

Moscow 147, Bonn 306, Berlin 54 2). 

Begin summary. Present note, ® like first Sov note, * is primarily 
designed to delay and impede west plans for association of Ger 
with common def. It consists mainly of reiteration of proposals in 
first note. Principal new point is statement that question of con- 
ducting free all-Ger elections shld be discussed by four govts and 
any necessary investigation carried out by Four-Power command 
not by UN. But when asked whether Sov Govt was proposing estab- 
lishment of Four-Power comm Vyshinsky was very evasive. Sov 
Govt still has not committed itself to holding of elections before 
conclusion of a peace treaty and may still be aiming at formation 
of provisional non-elected all-Ger Govt. 

We must proceed with our present policy of trying to secure sig- 
nature and subsequent ratification of EDC treaty and Ger contract. 
We must so handle Sov note as to encourage Ger not only to sign 
but also to ratify these agreements. 

This means we must be careful not to shut door on Four-Power 
discussions and on reunification of Ger. We must seek to avoid any 
Four-Power discussions before EDC treaty and contract have been 
signed, as we now hope, in third week of May. However, while we 
need not commit ourselves at this stage and shld want to ascertain 
thru further diplomatic exchanges that a basis for negotiations 
exists, we shld not exclude possibility of Four-Power discussions, 

say, In June or July once agreements have been signed but prior to 

their ratification. Holding of such discussions will probably be a 
necessary prelude to ratification in Ger and France. We also have 
to consider public opinion in UK and elsewhere in Europe. 

Such discussions, if they are held, shld be for purpose primarily 
of seeking agreement on holding of free elections throughout Ger. 

1 Repeated to Paris, Moscow, Bonn, and Berlin. 
2 Telegram 4667 reported that Eden favored coordinating the reply to the Soviet 

note in either Paris or London and stated that Gifford was transmitting in another 
telegram the views which Eden would present to the British Cabinet concerning the 
reply. (662.001/4-1652) 

3 Document 82. 
* Document 65.
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But we shld not debar ourselves from raising other relevant topics, 
such as status of all-Ger Govt after elections. 

We must play for time until EDC treaty and contract have been 
signed. We need not be in hurry to reply to Sov note, but shld send 
off our answer, say, early in May. In order to gain time, we shld 
continue in our reply to uphold UN Comm as being right body to 
investigate conditions for elections. But we shld not place too much 
emphasis on Comm’s merits. Also, we shld emphasize drawbacks of 
Four-Power approach suggested by Sov Govt, particularly in ab- 
sence of adequate agreement among Four-Powers on any of main 

principles of their policy. 

Like Sov note, our reply shld take full acct of Ger opinion. Ac- 
cordingly, we shld endeavor follow as far as possible suggestions 
made to chairman of AHC by Adenauer. * But it is questionable 

whether we shld give such a secondary place, as Adenauer sug- 
gests, to question of free elections. Elections are our first essential 
condition and will have to form main item on agenda of any Four- 
Power discussion. Therefore we must keep them in forefront. End 
Summary. 

GIFFORD 

5 For a report on this meeting, see telegram 2368, supra. 

No. 87 

662.001/4-1252: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Embassy in the United Kingdom ' 

SECRET WASHINGTON, April 18, 1952—7:27 p.m. 

5324. We agree to UK proposal that tri consideration of reply to 

last Sov note 2 be coordinated in Lond. HICOMs shld continue with 

Ger discussions initiated by Kirkpatrick (Bonn 2368 Apr 12 8). Fol 
are Dept preliminary views for your guidance in Lond conversa- 

tions pending receipt of fuller reports on Eur reactions importance 

of which we fully appreciate. 

Reply shld contain strong reaffirmation of intention three Govts 

and Fed Rep to continue present policy designed in interests of Eur 

peace. On this point we suggest something along fol lines: 

1 Drafted by Jessup and Laukhuff; cleared by Barbour, Bonbright, Bohlen, and 

Matthews; and initialed by President Truman and Secretary Acheson. Repeated to 

Paris and Bonn. 

2 Document 82. 
3 Document 85.
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“US Govt observes with particular regret that Sov Govt does not 
accept view that an all-Ger Govt will be permitted to associate 
itself with other freedom-loving Govts in orgs which are compatible 
with principles and purposes of UN, which exist for purely defen- 
sive purposes and which shld not cause concern to any state which 
does not have aggressive aims. Likewise, the type of proposal for 
German nat’] armed forces which the Sov Govt now appears to be 
making wld repeat mistakes of past history in a way that wld be 
avoided by the forward looking proposal to allow Ger to make a 
contribution to a common European defense force in the service of 
a common European policy of peace. In its note of Mar 25, US Govt 
pointed out that it is giving full support to a policy which will 
bring into being a peaceful Eur community which will mark begin- 
ning of a new era in which international relations will be based on 
cooperation and not on rivalry and distrust. It was also pointed out 
that it remains conviction of US Govt that fulfillment of this pro- 
gram represents most constructive means to eliminate dangerous 
tensions in Eur. It is policy of US Govt to foster development of 
such a Eur community in which Ger will participate, and it cannot 
accept Sov Govt’s denial to Ger of this basic right of a free and 
equal nation to associate itself with other nations. US Govt repeats 
that this policy of Eur unity, which is supported by free nations of 
Eur, including Fed Rep of Ger, cannot threaten interests of Sov 
Union or of any country following true path to peace. US Govt will, 
therefore, not be deflected from its support of this policy. 

Sov Govt’s attitude on this fundamental question and its insist- 
ence on isolating Ger from Western Europe does not augur well for 
future accord on status and rights of an all-Ger Govt and on terms 
of a peace treaty to be negotiated with a free, unified Ger.” 

Note shld also contain brief restatement of our position that Sov 
contention that Ger frontiers were fixed by Potsdam is erroneous. 

On question of UN Commission, we shld again reject specious 

Sov arguments based on Art 107 of Charter but cannot ignore Sov 

suggestion for 4-power action. 

On this point we suggest note shld contain an argument along fol 

lines: 

“We cannot make progress towards the attainment of our objec- 
tive of Ger unification so long as the Sov Govt persists in barring 
the way to participation in genuinely free elections by the 17-mil- 
lion inhabitants of East Ger under conditions similar to those en- 
joyed by the 50-million citizens of the Fed Rep. 

The US Govt has noted the Sov Govt’s suggestion that a Comm, 
formed by the four powers occupying Ger, cld undertake the inves- 
tigation required to ascertain whether the essential conditions to 
free elections exist. It was precisely because of the difference of 
opinion between the US, the UK and Fr on the one hand, and the 
Sov Union on the other, as to the conditions obtaining in the vari- 
ous parts of Ger, that the establishment of an impartial UN Comm 
was proposed. Under these circumstances the US Govt cannot be 
sanguine that satisfactory results wld be reached solely thru the 
medium of four-power action.
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Nevertheless the US Govt is prepared to examine the possibility 
of reaching agrmt on a means for determining whether conditions 
of freedom exist throughout Ger which wld make possible the 
holdin of free elections. Such is indeed a primary purpose of the 
Comm recently established by the UN. The US Govt has noted 
with regret the attitude thus far taken by the Sov Govt toward the 
UN Comm whose establishment was supported by an overwhelm- 
ing majority of the members of the UNGA. The members of the 
UNGA thus rejected the Sov Govt’s interpretation of Art 107 of the 
UN Charter as set forth in its note of Apr 9. Art 107 provides: 
‘Nothing in the present Charter shall invalidate or preclude action, 
in relation to any state which during the Second World War has 
been an enemy of any signatory to the present Charter, taken or 
authorized as a result of that war by the govts having responsibil- 
ity for such action’. This language clearly does not bar consider- 
ation by any UN organ of matters relating to states which during 
World War II were enemies of members of UN. It simply says that 
nothing in Charter shall preclude or invalidate certain actions by 
certain states. However even under erroneous Sov interpretation of 
the Charter there wld be no impediment to agrmt by the four 
powers to avail themselves of the assistance of the UN Comm 
which is now available in order to determine what conditions wld 
make it possible to hold genuinely free elections throughout Ger.” 

Since our prime objective must continue to be to avoid any step 
which wld slow up signing of contractuals and EDC, reply shld 
avoid suggestion of willingness to participate in any gen four-power 
mtg such as CFM. You shld however discuss relative advantages 

and disadvantages of proposing possible mtg perhaps of reps of 
HICOMs to discuss use of UN Comm by four powers to determine 
existence of conditions permitting free elections. Such a proposal 
wld be tied in with line of argument given above relative to UN 
Comm. We can see some advantages in a mtg at that level which 
might expose Sov sham. Moreover, such a tri proposal wld take ini- 

tiative from Sovs who might very well in a further note make spe- 

cific proposal for type of mtg which wld not be satisfactory to us. 

We believe mtg at this level and on this restricted subj wld not ap- 
preciably diminish Ger willingness to conclude negots but this view 

shld be checked with opinions of HICOMs. 

Believe no necessity for great haste in replying to Sov note but 

we shld avoid such delay as might be interpreted as reflecting inde- 

cision or split in Western front. Meanwhile, we must push ahead 
with conclusion of negots and arrangements for signature EDC and 

contractuals. 
ACHESON
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No. 88 

740.5/4-1952: Telegram 

The United States Permanent Representative to the North Atlantic 
Council (Draper) to the Department of State 3 

SECRET Paris, April 19, 1952—6 p.m. 

Polto 1177. Personal for the Secretary from Draper. In light my 
past experience in Germany and recent experience in present ca- 
pacity, I have naturally been giving thought to latest Soviet note 
on Germany. I am submitting below for what value they may have 
to you my thoughts on the general line we should take in discuss- 
ing with the Fr and UK the reply which would achieve maximum 
advantage to our policies. 

First, I believe we should restate formally our policy and our in- 
tention to proceed without delay to conclusion of contractual agree- 
ments and EDC Treaty. 

Secondly, I think we should recapitulate the reasons why these 
projects are necessary, going back to the failure of the Moscow 
Conference in 1947, to the Berlin blockade, to the fruitless negots 
over an Austrian Treaty, and finally to the aggression in Korea 
and the dragging negotiations for an armistice. 

Thirdly, I think we should emphasize that our policies and ac- 
tions are entirely defensive in character and necessary for the secu- 
rity and peace of the free world which is threatened from only one 
direction. This has been stated clearly before but it might be reaf- 
firmed that the free world poses no threat of aggression to anyone 
and that the very character of its institutions testifies to the impos- 

sibility of aggressive action. 

It then seems to me important that we straighten out once more 
the Potsdam record on Germany’s eastern frontier. 

I think we should say that we are unwilling to delude the people 

of the free world and the people of Germany by entering at this 
time into a conference to discuss with the Soviets a draft peace 

treaty for Germany which is so out of harmony with reality and 
the aspirations of the German people and for which incidentally, 
the Austrian treaty negots provide an unhappy precedent. 

We should, however, state that we have always considered that 

the unification of Germany should be achieved as soon as possible. 
Our position on this has been made clear many times. However, we 
cannot accept unification nor do we believe the German people 
themselves would favor it if the price paid for unification were 

1 Repeated to Bonn, personal for McCloy; to London, personal for Gifford; and to 
Paris, personal for Dunn.
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domination by an outside power of all of Germany in the same 
fashion that Eastern Germany is now controlled. Nevertheless, we 

would be prepared to discuss in the future with the Soviets, in a 

quadripartite conference, the appropriate bases for free elections in 
all of Germany as the necessary preliminary steps toward a defini- 

tive treaty of peace. Before such a quadripartite conference it 
would be necessary to receive satisfactory clarification by the 

USSR of what it means by free elections, as well as satisfactory as- 

surances on inspection. Does it mean the type of ‘free’ elections 

held in Poland, Czechoslovakia and other satellites? Does it mean 

the type of election in which there is but one slate of candidates? 
We might also ask the soviets to specify what parties it has in 

mind which should be suppressed as anti-democratic and how such 
ground rules can be considered consistent with the concept of free 

elections. 

In conclusion, I believe our reply should state in effect that we 
intend to pursue the policies which will restore the FedRep to a 

place in the family of free nations, which will provide the free na- 
tions with the security of adequate defenses within the shelter of 
which they can pursue their overriding objectives of prosperity and 

peace. 

The note, I believe, might end with a statement to the effect that 

the question of Germany is only one of the problems which exist in 
the world today by reason of Soviet attitudes and actions. The US, 

for its part, is willing, as it has stated so many times, to attempt 
the solution of all of these problems by peaceful means in the UN 

or within its framework. 
Anderson and Merchant concur. 

DRAPER
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No. 89 

662.001/4-2552: Telegram 

The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Gifford) to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY Lonpon, April 25, 1952—8 p.m. 

4863. Herewith fol provision agreed text reply to Sov note on 
Ger 2 which is being forwarded to govts for comment. Req Dept’s 

views soonest. * 

Verbatim text: 1. Reply to the Sov Govts note of the 9th Apr 
HMG wish to invite the Sov Govt’s atten to the fol essential consid- 
erations governing the election of an all-Ger Govt and the negot of 
a peace treaty with Ger. It remains the policy of HMG to accom- 
plish both these objectives on terms that will assure unity with 
freedom and peace with security. 

2. HMG are ready to begin negots with the Sov Govt on these 
issues at the earliest possible date. They must point out however 
that the Sov Govt’s note of the 9th Apr throws a little new light 
upon their conception of the basis for any such negots. HMG wish 
to ensure that a new conf shld not encounter difficulties such as 
have led to the failure of earlier mtgs. They are convinced that 
careful preparation is more likely to lead to success than to cause 
delay. They accordingly consider it essential to reach a clear under- 
standing upon the scope of any future convs and upon the funda- 
mental problems to be examined. 

3. HMG desire to eliminate once and for all from internat! rela- 
tions the nationalist and militarist spirit which has been the chief 
cause of so many conflicts. They have therefore spared no effort 
since the end of hostilities to estab among the nations, and espe- 
cially those of Eur, peaceful relations founded upon equality and 
conceived in a new spirit of full coop. They have no responsibility 
for the failure to extend this coop beyond the present limits, Ger is 
divided because Eur is divided. A true unity based upon freedom of 
choice and mutual interest has to be re-established thruout Eur. In 
this way the most difficult problems, particularly the Ger probl, 
can be peacefully resolved. For their part HMG, in close coop with 
the Fr and US govts, have sought to create such unity first of all in 
West Eur. Marked progress is at present being made in this direc- 
tion. In the FedRep important results have been secured which will 
make possible Ger’s free adherence to the peaceful community of 
Eur nations. While HMG are resolved to continue to carry out this 
programme which is not directed against any state, and does not 

1 Repeated to Bonn, Paris, and Moscow. 

2 Document 82. 
3 Tripartite coordination of the reply to the Soviet note had begun in London on 

Apr. 23. (Telegram 4811 from London, Apr. 23, 662.001/4-2352) At the first meeting 
British and French draft replies were considered and a compromise draft, transmit- 

ted in telegram 4863, agreed on. Texts of the British and French drafts were trans- 
mitted in telegrams 4784 and 4788 from London, Apr. 22. (662.001/4-2252)
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threaten anyone, they nevertheless remain ready to examine any 
precise suggestions which wld reduce tension and strengthen peace. 

4. HMG still consider that the Sov Govt’s proposals for a peace 
treaty are not likely to promote lasting peace in Eur. These propos- 
als confine Ger within narrow limits while permitting her natl 
armed forces. They wld thus tend to create a permanent state of 
tension and insecurity in the centre of Eur. As regards the Ger 
natl forces and the Sov Govt’s erroneous interpretation of the terri- 
torial provisions of the Potsdam protocol, HMG have already made 
known their posit. [US-UK: They do not consider that an analogy 
can be drawn, as suggested in the Sov note, between Ger and 
Japan where conditions are entirely different] + moreover the Sov 
Govt’s stipulation that Ger shld not be included “into one or an- 
other grouping of powers directed against any peace-loving state” 
requires clarification. If this stipulation means an obligation simi- 
lar to those assumed by all member states of the UN, then Ger’s 
membership of the UN wld make any such provision unnecessary. 
If it means a special and discriminatory obligation, HMG wld re- 
quire more precise info. They cld not accept a provision which for- 
bade Ger to enter into associations with other states, which one of 
the signatories of the peace treaty might choose to regard as direct- 
ed against a peace-loving state. 

5. A peace treaty can only be worked out when Ger unity has 
been re-established and an all-Ger Govt formed. The Sov Govt has 
failed to state what wld be the posit of the all-Ger Govt during the 
period before the peace treaty. This is, however, an essential point. 
In the view of HMG the all-Ger Govt formed as a result of free 
elections shld itself enjoy the liberty of action necessary to estab its 
genuinely representative character in internal affairs, and in exter- 
nal affairs to enable it to assume its responsibilties in the discus- 
sion of the peace treaty and prepare for its subsequent responsibil- 
ities. HMG consider it necessary to know the views of the Sov Govt 
on this subj. 

6. HMG are happy to note that the Sov Govt agree in principle 
with the proposal which has long been before them in regard to 
free elections thruout Ger. However, the Sov Govt do not agree 
that the Intl Commission set up by the GA of the UN shld first 
carry out an enquiry to estab whether conditions for free elections 
at present exist thruout Ger. The Sov Govt base their refusal on 
Art 107 of the UN Charter. But this art in no way precludes the 4 
Powers from resorting to the good offices of the UN: This interpre- 
tation has moreover been upheld by the UNGA whose decision 
taken by an overwhelming majority shld be accepted by all mem- 
bers of the organisation. Moreover, the ques is not simply one of 
procedure. Since the Sov Govt decided on the 20th Mar, 1948 to put 
an end to the activity of the control council the west and east parts 
of Ger have evolved in increasingly divergent directions. It is pre- 
cisely for this reason that an impartial enquiry is needed before 
elections take place. The Sov Govt have themselves recognised this 
fact. They stated however that the responsibility for the enquiry 
cld be entrusted to a commission formed by the 4 Powers. HMG 

* Brackets in the source text.
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wld be glad of elucidation of the Sov Govt’s views in this matter, 
especially as regards the composition and functions of such a body. 
A commission composed solely of members with direct responsibil- 
ities in Ger, who wld thus be both judge and party, wid have diffi- 
culty in reaching useful decisions. The elections which the 4 govts 
desire wld thus be indefinitely delayed. In addit, if a commission of 
this character were to appear to be preparing to re-estab the 4- 
Power control system this wld be a step backward out of keeping 
with constitutional developments in the FedRep. For these reasons 
HMG maintain their preference for the UN commission; it is al- 
ready in being, its functions have been laid down and it can take 
action without delay. HMG are nevertheless willing to examine 
any other precise proposal which wld permit of a really impartial 
investigation. They are ready for their part to abide entirely by the 
conclusions of an impartial Intl Commission. They understand that 
the Ger Fed Govt are also ready to do so. They wid be glad to know 
that the Sov Govt are likewise willing, so far as their zone of occu- 
pation in Ger is concerned, to ensure that all recommendations 
made by such a commission will be carried out. 5 End verbatim. 

GIFFORD 

5 On Apr. 27 Holmes and Perkins held a telecon during which the former indicat- 
ed that this draft was preliminary both in form and in substance. No record of this 
telecon has been found in Department of State files, but it is described in telegram 
4912 from London, Apr. 380. (662.001/4-3052) 

Two days later McCloy commented that two points which were not clearly 
stressed in this draft should be featured in any reply. The first was the need for a 
positive statement of Allied aims in Germany and Europe; the second was the need 
to stress the importance of free elections. (Telegram 2585 from Bonn, Apr. 29, 
662.001/4-2952) 

No. 90 

662.001/4-2552: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Embassy in the United Kingdom } 

SECRET PRIORITY WASHINGTON, April 30, 1952—8:01 p.m. 

092. 1. Dept fully appreciates disadvantage at which you were 
placed in having to deal with complete Brit and Fr draft replies to 

Sov note while not yourself possessing complete US draft. However, 

Dept does not find draft text satis (Embtel 4863, Bonn 538, Paris 
2217 ). It is not in line with suggestions in Deptel 5324, rptd Paris 
6157, Bonn 2636, ? and observations on UK draft in Deptel 5472, 

1 Drafted by Laukhuff; cleared with Jessup, Bruce, G, C, EUR, GER, S/P, P, and 

UNA; and initialed for Secretary Acheson by Jessup. Repeated to Paris, Moscow, 
Bonn, and Berlin. 

2 Supra. 
3 Document 87.
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rptd Paris 6290, Bonn 2748, Moscow 736, * latter of which we real- 

ize did not reach you in time for consideration in tripartite discus- 

sion. On basis of ideas expressed below and taking into acct UK, Fr 
and FedRep views, Dept believes note on lines of text in next fol 
tel > wid best serve our common purposes. 

2. Dept believes drafting problem will be simplified if we can 
first reach agreement on certain principles to govern our reply. We 

think there are four main principles. 

3. First, we shld present the policy of Eur integration strongly 
and positively but in so doing we shld be careful not to present it 
as a policy which the three Powers have formulated and are insist- 
ing upon, but rather as a policy of the FedRep and other Eur coun- 

tries which we (US and UK) support. This presents some drafting 
problem as Fr relationship to policy is somewhat different from 
ours but we believe our suggested text meets needs of all three. Be- 
lieve this point important as many Gers tend to feel we are forcing 
Ger down path of our choosing. 

4, Second, the reply shld not contain any discussion of treaty pro- 
visions except what may be considered strictly necessary to main- 
tain positions already taken. Lines of thought and argument shld 
be simple and concentrated. We took line in first note we wld not 
discuss treaty provisions now and believe we shld adhere firmly to 
this position, seeking to force Sov discussion onto ground of our 
choosing. Accordingly, we omit all reference to questions of natl 
armed forces, boundaries or even status of Ger Govt. Although we 

recognize that some reference may be necessary to positions in pre- 
vious note on these points, we feel these are questions for future; 

discussion of them now only scatters our fire and detracts from 
first essential, i.e., investigation of conditions. We have made our 

point already that we have our own views on these questions and 
that they must be resolved at various stages. There is of course 
much valuable material of historical nature, such as reference to 

Sov walk-out from ACC, our past proposals for elections, etc., but 
believe this can better be used in press statements at time note 
sent. We plan to make such use of this material. 

5. Third, with regard to unification, we shld seek to center the 

discussion on, and so far as possible pin the Sovs down to, essential 

first steps. 

6. Fourth, since talks of some sort are probably necessary, it is 

therefore desirable to take the initiative in proposing them in 

4Telegram 5472 transmitted Department of State general observations on the 
British draft reply to the Soviet note (see footnote 3, supra), but stated that it was 
unnecessary to get into drafting changes at that stage of the discussions. (662.001/4- 

2 

” Telegram 5598, infra.
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order to convince Gers we mean business and are not afraid to 
talk, and to control level, substance and timing of talks. Dept has 

come increasingly to conclusion in this regard that we have much 
to gain and nothing to lose by making specific proposal in this 
reply for talks (see para 9 our text). Timing will be about right so 

that talks wld not begin until after signature of EDC treaty and 

contractuals, but early in ratification period. Believe also that talks 
in Berlin wld have good effect there and provide some protection 

against any unpleasant Sov moves there this summer. On whole, 

think it much wiser to take pessimistic line in notes but end with 

concrete proposal for action than to start with rather enthusiastic 
utterances in favor of talks but end inconclusively with wide varie- 
ty of queries and statements disputing what Sovs have said. Draft 

in Embtel 4863 in placing emphasis on points which need clarifica- 

tion before talks can begin, might lead us into trap of wanting to 

start talks satisfy Ger and other public opinion before clarification 
demanded has been obtained. 

7. You shld emphasize point which has also been stressed by Ade- 
nauer that Sov attempt to disrupt our plans will not cease when 

agreements are signed but will probably be intensified during rati- 
fication period. Accordingly, it is in our interest to expose Sov in- 

sincerity at earliest possible date and in any event before legis de- 

bates are concluded. We believe mtg at level of HICOMers, or their 

reps, for restricted purposes is most useful procedure (see our text). 

If Sovs are really prepared to open Eastern Zone, we shld force 

their hand. We can not allow our plans to be thwarted merely by 

speculation that Sovs may be ready actually to pay a high price. 
8. Believe you shld keep clearly before your colleagues need for 

real consultation with Adenauer and Reuter at earliest possible 

date, on basis of semi-agreed text as soon as we have one. Reuter 

seems quite bitter, according our info, over cursory nature of “con- 

sultation” with him on first note. 

9. Especially desire comments from Bonn as to desirability of 

proposal for talks in para 9 our text. Would also like Bonn’s judg- 
ment as to whether a specific date, say June 8, should be proposed. 

Would proposal of this sort coming shortly before signing of con- 
tractuals in any way hold up signing? 

ACHESON
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No. 91 

662.001/4-3052: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Embassy in the United Kingdom } 

SECRET NIACT WASHINGTON, April 80, 1952—7:59 p.m. 

5093. Fol is draft reply to Sov note, as referred to in our immed 
preceding tel: 2 

“1. The US Govt has studied the Sov note of Apr 9 carefully in 
the hope that it wld offer encouragement for believing that the Sov 
Union was prepared to cooperate to bring about the unification of 
Ger through free elections, the formation of an all-Ger Govt and 
the conclusion of a peace treaty with that Govt under conditions 
which wld advance the cause of peace in Eur. These remain basic 
objectives of the US Govt. The US Govt, however, considers that 

the Sov Govt’s note throws little new light upon that Govt’s concep- 
tion of the means for reaching these objectives. It remains the 
policy of the US Govt to accomplish these objectives on terms that 
will assure unity with freedom and peace with security. 

“2. The US Govt observes that the Sov Govt continues to main- 
tain the view that an all-Ger Govt cannot be permitted to associate 

itself with other freedom-loving Govts in organizations which are 
compatible with the principles and purposes of the UN and which 
shld not cause concern to any state which does not have aggressive 

aims. In its note of Mar 25, the US Govt pointed out that it is 

giving full support to the efforts which the Ger Fed Rep and other 

free states of Western Eur are making to bring into being a peace- 

ful Eur community and thus to begin a new era in which internat’! 
relations will be based on cooperation and not on rivalry and dis- 
trust. The US Govt welcomes the development of such a Eur com- 
munity in which Ger will participate. It considers it essential that 
the Sov Govt shld not deny to Ger this basic right of a free and 
equal nation to associate itself with other nations for peaceful pur- 
poses. The US Govt reemphasizes that this policy of Eur unity now 
being inaugurated and pursued by the free nations of Eur, includ- 
ing the Fed Rep of Ger, cannot threaten the interests of the Sov 
Union or of any country whose policy is devoted to the mainte- 
nance of peace. The US Govt will, therefore, not be deflected from 

its support of this policy. 
“3. The maintenance of the Sov Govt’s attitude on this funda- 

mental question and its insistence on isolating Ger from Western 

1 Drafted by Laukhuff; cleared with Bruce, G, C, EUR, S/P, P, and UNA; initialed 
for Secretary Acheson by Jessup. Repeated to Paris, Moscow, Berlin, and Bonn. 

2 Telegram 5592, supra.
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Eur does not augur well for establishing the necessary status and 

rights of an all-Ger Govt and the appropriate terms of a peace 

treaty to be negotiated with a free unified Ger. 
“4. Nor can progress be made towards the attainment of our ob- 

jective of Ger unification so long as the Sov Govt does not cooper- 

ate in preparing for the participation in genuinely free elections by 
the 17 million inhabitants of East Ger under conditions similar to 
those enjoyed by the 50 million citizens of the Fed Rep. 

“5. If the Sov Govt had, like the three Govts and the Fed Rep, 

been willing to facilitate the work of the UN Comm appointed 
under Gen Assembly Res No. A/L.12 of Dec 20, 1951, ? that Comm 

might already have made a report which wld have revealed wheth- 
er the conditions essential to such elections now exist. If the Comm 
had found that such conditions do not exist, the four powers cld 
have already met to discuss the report and to determine what 
action shld be taken to create the proper conditions. 

“6. The Sov Govt’s opposition to the UN Comm is stated to have 
been based on its interpretation of Art 107 of the Charter which 
reads as follows: 

‘Nothing in the present Charter shall invalidate or preclude 
action, in relation to any state which during the Second World War 
has been an enemy of any signatory to the present Charter, taken 
or authorized as a result of that war by the govts having responsi- 
bility for such action.’ 

This language clearly does not bar consideration by any UN organ 
of matters relating to states which during World War II were en- 

emies of members of UN. It simply says that nothing in Charter 
shall preclude or invalidate certain actions by certain states. How- 

ever even under erroneous Sov interpretation of the Charter there 
wld be no impediment to agrmt by the four powers to avail them- 

selves of the assistance of the UN Comm which is now available in 
order to determine what conditions wld make it possible to hold 
genuinely free elections throughout Ger. 

“7. The US Govt has noted the Sov Govt’s suggestion that a 
Comm, formed by the Four Powers occupying Ger cld undertake 
the investigation required to ascertain whether the conditions es- 
sential to free elections exist. It was precisely because of the differ- 
ence of opinion between the US and the UK and France, on the 
one hand, and the Sov Union on the other, as to the conditions ob- 

taining in the various parts of Ger, that the estab of an impartial 
UN Comm was proposed. Under these circumstances, the US Govt 
cannot be sanguine that satisfactory results wld be reached solely 

189 por text of this U.N. resolution, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. m1, Part 2, p.
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through the medium of Four-Power action. Moreover, if the Sov 

Suggestion contemplates reestablishing the Four-Power control 

system this wld be a step backward, out of keeping with constitu- 
tional developments in the Fed Rep. 

“8. Furthermore, no Comm cld advance the cause of Ger unifica- 

tion, unless it were ensured that unsatisfactory conditions in any 

zone, wld be rectified by the authorities concerned, and unless 

there cld be some agrmt on the conditions regarded as essential to 
free elections. There are many questions concerning these condi- 

tions, to which every Ger citizen as well as the US Govt is entitled 
to have a satis answer before there can be any prospect of a solu- 
tion to the problem of Ger unification. 

“9. Nevertheless, the US Govt is ready to examine every possibil- 
ity of reaching agrmt on a means for determining whether condi- 

tions of freedom exist throughout Ger which wld make possible the 
holding of free elections. It is accordingly prepared to authorize the 

US High Commissioner in Ger or a representative designated by 

him to discuss with his colleagues in Ger representing the Govts of 
the UK, France and the Sov Union, the possibility of arranging for 
an impartial Comm to carry out the necessary investigation in all 

of Ger. The reps of the Four Powers cld likewise discuss the func- 
tions and prerogatives of the Comm, and cld recommend criteria by 

which it shld be guided in its investigations. As previously noted 
even if the Sov Union should persist in maintaining its erroneous 

legal objection to the authority of the UN to establish a Comm, 

there wld be no impediment to agreement by the Four Powers to 

use this Comm as a neutral agent. 

‘10. If agrmt can be reached on these matters, and if an impar- 

tial investigation of conditions throughout Ger is held, the US Govt 
wld then be prepared to discuss, on the basis of the majority recom- 
mendations of the Comm, what further steps wld be required in- 

cluding the creation where nec of appropriate conditions looking 

toward free nation-wide elections. 
“11. In the preparation of its reply, the US Govt has consulted 

with the Govts of the UK, France and the Ger Fed Rep and with 

the reps of Berlin.” 4 
ACHESON 

4On May 1 Gifford reported that he had given copies of this draft to Foreign 

Office and French representatives. The consensus of the tripartite drafting commit- 

tee was that the main question raised by the draft was whether the proposed quad- 

ripartite meeting would prejudice the signing of the contractuals and the EDC. For 

this reason the views of the Allied High Commissioners would be sought and, if they 

approved the proposal, Adenauer would be consulted as well. (Telegram 4953 from 

London, 662.001/5-152)
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No. 92 

662.001/5-252: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (McCloy) to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY Bonn, May 2, 1952—11 p.m. 

2639. Proposal contained in para 9 Deptel 2850 (London 5593, 

Moscow 752, Berlin 373, Paris 6418)? discussed with Chancellor 

this afternoon. Chancellor felt such a mtg would be helpful in per- 

suading public opinion western allies sincere in their desire to 

bring about Ger unity on conditions acceptable to Ger people. He 

considered it important, however, that scope of mtg be limited 
purely to discussion of conditions permitting free elections and pos- 

sibility of investigation by impartial, international commission. If it 

could be indicated possibly by ref that the Bundestag proposals for 
free elections would be considered by such a group, this would have 
most useful effect here Ger. It was important, however, in Chancel- 

lor’s opinion that mtg in Berlin be handled so as to avoid giving 
rise to any speculation re revival of four-power control commission. 

For that reason he thought possibly better if HICOMers themselves 

did not participate. * 

In discussing proposal with UK and Fr representatives this after- 

noon they were in agreement that, while mtg in Berlin might pro- 
vide some protection from unpleasant Sov activities there, never- 

theless there was danger that such a mtg would not be at sufficient 
high level to provide a real indication of Sov intentions thus defeat- 

ing our purpose in holding it. Brit express concern that in the 

present phase of Bundestag opposition to contractual agreements 

negots would be slowed up by an early offer to talk to the Sovs and 
signature might not therefore take place before talks began thus 

delaying it indefinitely. They argue that possibility of early talks 
may strengthen those elements which are reluctant go ahead and 
increase the Chancellor’s difficulties in obtaining authority to sign. 

They suggest therefore that a more general offer be made which 

would not tie us down until the Sovs had accepted our conditions 

and since quadripartite talks would not thus be as imminent, the 

1 Repeated to Moscow, London, Paris, and Berlin. 
2 Supra. 
3QOn May 3 McCloy reported that after further thought Adenauer concluded that 

the U.S. proposal for a meeting in Berlin would be a mistake. If the meeting were 
proposed, Adenauer feared that the Federal Cabinet in addition to SPD opposition 
would insist that the meeting take place before signature of the contractuals and 
the EDC. (Telegram 2649 from Bonn, 662.001/5-352)
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more general offer would not have same result in slowing up 
present negots. 

The Fr on the other hand, while less concerned with the immedi- 

ate effect upon signature, thought that once the negots had been 

begun on the Berlin level, the Sovs could have every excuse and 
possibility of so prolonging them that it would be difficult to break 
them off later and thus endanger ratification. They are also in- 

clined to favor the general offer contained in the original tripartite 
version instead of our specific suggestion.* 

Both UK and Fr representatives expressed view that, given the 
present state of Ger opinion and apparent hesitancy about going 

ahead with integration, it might not be bad to hint through re- 

sumption of quadripartite talks in Berlin that there was the alter- 

native of return to ACC procedure if the Gers refuse to agree to the 
contracts. 

In our opinion Dept’s note still somewhat negative and does not 
take advantage fully of opportunity (and necessity) of restating our 

objectives and policy. It is an improvement on earlier drafts in con- 
centrating on conditions for free elections. 

I recognize there is danger that making any specific offer to talk 

to the Sovs might slow up the negots here. Nevertheless, I am 
firmly of the opinion it is important that prior to ratification quad- 

ripartite conversations will have taken place which can clearly 
demonstrate the insincerity of the Sov offer. Otherwise ratification 
will have been seriously endangered. Furthermore, we have ade- 
quate time before the autumn sessions of the European Legisla- 
tures to prove our point. To argue conditions for mtg through an 
extended exchange of notes will not carry same conviction as mtg 
itself. I agree that we must establish some conditions prior to any 
mtg and consider this can be achieved by going clearly on record 

that we demand the liberation of the Sov zone population as a pre- 

condition to final peace settlement. I believe that opposition to con- 

tractual agmnts has not been stimulated by the Sov offer but is in- 

herent in the terms of the contracts themselves and that therefore 

if some improvement along the lines suggested by the Chancellor 

in our mtg yesterday can be made we are all right. * It can be 

argued that the west bargaining position has been strengthened 

thereby and there will be time enough before ratification for a 
review of the whole situation if the talks by any chance be produc- 

tive of real results. 

4 A reference to the draft transmitted in telegram 4863, Document 89. 

5 For a report on the High Commissioners meeting with Chancellor Adenauer on 

May 1 to consider contractual relations, see Document 24.
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If by any chance as a result of this exchange Sovs shld eventual- 
ly agree to free elections, we must guard against neutralization of 

Ger in period after formation of all Ger Govt and the conclusion of 
the peace treaty when forces will be withdrawn. Even tho as result 
of peace treaty Ger is given freedom of action, it is difficult to see 
how, when Sov troops remain in one-third of Ger, it can be fully 

integrated with west and peace treaty negots can be greatly pro- 
longed. This is, however, a danger of which I am sure you are 
aware. 

McCoy 

No. 93 

662.001/5-352: Telegram 

The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Gifford) to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY LonpDoON, May 3, 1952—5 p.m. 

5000. Tripartite group drafting reply to Sov note on Ger met this 
morning to consider HICOM and Adenauer’s views re US proposal 
contained para 9 Deptel 5598 Apr 30.2 Views of UK and Fr 
HICOM, as given by Roberts and Crouy-Chanel, were substantially 
as outlined in Bonn’s 2639 to Dept May 2.2 Kirkpatrick also 
thought that putting forward proposal wld mean “virtual elimina- 
tion of UN Comm”. 

Roberts reported that Eden, with whom he had just discussed 
subj, had at first favored US proposal. However, after further con- 
sideration and in light of Kirkpatrick’s report of danger of delaying 
signature timetable, Eden thought that proposal by west for quad- 
ripartite mtg should be made more conditional and formulated in 
different manner. He felt that we must continue follow program 
based on signature of various agreements by May 20, and that 
there is gen agrmt that quadripartite mtg will have to be held 
before ratification of these agrmts. Therefore Eden believes west 
shld stick to its logical line that free elections are prerequisite and 
that essential point is to determine whether conditions for free 
elections exist. He wanted as we do to seize initiative, and suggests 

definite proposal to Sovs in final para of note that UN Comm (or 
any other impartial comm on which Sovs put forward precise and 
practical proposals) shld proceed with immed investigation elector- 

1 Repeated to Paris, Moscow, Bonn, and Berlin. 
2 Document 91. 
3 Supra.
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al conditions. As soon as its report was recd, reps of four powers 

wld meet to consider report ‘‘with view to reaching agrmt on early 
holding of free elections throughout Ger’”’. 

Roberts explained that level at which mtg wld be held had delib- 

erately been left vague. Selwyn Lloyd and Nutting were pleased 
with tenor of Eden’s suggestion since they said it wld go long way 
to take wind out of sails of certain critics of policy re Ger. Roberts 
then circulated revised draft, gen based on draft contained Embtel 
4863 Apr 25, * incorporating Eden’s suggestion as final para. 

Holmes remarked that his first reaction to Eden’s suggestion was 
favorable but that its method of presentation was extremely impor- 

tant. US believed essential that note contain strong and positive 

statement of our policy in Europe and, putting first things first, 

[would come?] question of conditions for elections. Wished limit dis- 

cussion of treaty provisions to minimum. Therefore draft shld be 
telescoped and sharpened to focus attn on proposal for quadripar- 

tite mtg to examine report of investigating comm. Roberts agreed 

and suggested that revised draft be prepared for discussion at Mon 

mtg. 

Crouy-Chanel said Schuman had not yet commented on US draft 
but that Parodi had certain reservations particularly re effect on 
public opinion. Crouy-Chanel, who appeared favor Eden’s formula, 

is flying to Paris today and will obtain official Fr comments for use 
at Mon mtg. 

Both Roberts and Crouy-Chanel thought proposed US draft wld 
have been suitable as basis for reply if para 9 had been approved 

by HICOMs and Adenauer. However, in view of reports from 

HICOMs and new Brit proposal, they preferred work on basis draft 
contained Embtel 4863. As Dept aware, we are not satisfied with 
this draft and will press to have it conform with principles set 

forth in Deptel 5592.5 Hope to be able forward revised draft 

Monday. 
Since above was drafted, Reber has telephoned Holmes that Ade- 

nauer has had second thoughts re para 9 US proposal and now be- 

lieves that it might jeopardize signature timetable. 
GIFFORD 

4 Document 89. 
5 Document 90.
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No. 94 

662.001/5-652: Telegram 

The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Gifford) to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY LONDON, May 6, 1952—7 p.m. 

5036. Tripartite working group on reply to Sov note on Ger today 
completed tentative draft text contained next following cable. ? 
Crouy-Chanel reported he had spent several hours yesterday with 
Schuman analyzing problem of framing reply under present condi- 
tions and studying Brit text submitted at Saturday’s meeting 
(Embtel 5000, May 3) which does not differ substantially from 

Brit revision mentioned Embtel 5009, May 5. * Schuman considers 
that growing difficulties in Ger may, unless checked, be beginning 
of success for the Soc move. The greatest danger is that Gers may 
be tempted to seek unity at all costs. Western reply must preserve 
the possibility of maneuver against contingency that Gers may be 
further seduced by this hope. Western reply must not encourage it. 
It would, therefore, be a mistake for the reply to concentrate too 

much on free all-Ger elections. The Sovs may well be ready to con- 
cede much or most of what we would demand. This is a subj on 
which if the Russians wish, it would be easy to agree quickly, but if 
elections were held while Four Power control were maintained, 

Sovs would be in a position to feed out concessions bit by bit, thus 
maintaining themselves for years in a strong bargaining position. 
To prevent this situation the Western reply must be directed 
toward bringing out the fact that it is the Sov purpose to keep Ger 

under the closest Four Power control possible and therefore to 
show the Gers that their interests require not only free elections 
and a reunited Ger, but a free Ger. Slogan of West must be not 

merely free elections but free elections for a free Ger. Fr therefore 

propose that the obtaining of suitable guarantees of the freedom of 
Ger during period after elections and before treaty should be made 
condition to holding of quadripartite mtg, in addition to condition 
suggested by Eden that impartial investigation of conditions for 
holding elections must first be held. 

While setting up conditions precedent to holding quadripartite 
meeting on elections may detract from value of note as seizure of 

1 Repeated to Paris, Moscow, Bonn, and Berlin. 

2 Telegram 50387, infra. 

3 Supra. 
* Telegram 5009 reported that a new British draft had been received, but its text 

oe not be transmitted until the tripartite drafting group had met. (662.001/5-
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initiative by West Emb nevertheless strongly impressed Adenauer 
second thoughts as to risk of delays to signature contractuals 
(Bonn’s 2649, May 35). Emb considers this risk justifies conditions 
Brit and Fr seek to attach to offer of quadripartite meeting on elec- 
tions. 

Eden’s expression of hope that draft might be ready by Wednes- 
day (Embtel 5009, May 5 and Deptel 5710, May 5 ®) now obviously 
impossible. 

Emb doubts if Fr and Brit will agree to delivery of Aust note 
May 8 in absence substantial tripartite agreement April note by 
end of day May 7.7 Dept’s views therefore urgently requested. 

GIFFORD 

5 See footnote 3, Document 92. 
6 Telegram 5710 stressed, inter alia, that the lack of agreement on even the fun- 

damentals of a draft reply made delivery of the note on Wednesday, May 7, impossi- 
ble. (662.001/5-552) 

7 Regarding the tripartite note of May 9 concerning the Austrian Treaty, see Doc- 
ument 798. 

No. 95 

662.001/5-652: Telegram 

The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Gifford) to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY Lonpon, May 6, 1952—8 p.m. 

5087. Fol tentative draft text mentioned immed preceding 
cable. 2 

Verbatim text. 

1. In reply to the Sov Govt’s note of the 9 Apr, Her Majesty’s 
Govt wish to make the fol observations in regard to the election of 
an all-Ger Govt and the negot of a peace treaty with Ger. It re- 
mains the policy of HMG to achieve both these objectives on terms 
that will ensure unity with freedom and peace with security. 

2. They are ready to begin negots with the Sov Govt on these 
issues at the earliest possible date. But HMG and the US, French 
and Soviet Govts must first reach a clear understanding upon the 
scope of the negots and upon the fundamental problems to be ex- 
amined. Proper preparation is essential to success and to avoid 
long delays such as led to the failure of earlier mtgs. The Sov 
Govt’s note of the 9th Apr throws little new light on what they 

1 Repeated to Paris, Moscow, Bonn, and Berlin. 

2 Telegram 5036, supra.
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consider shld be the means for ensuring the success of any such 

negots. 

3. HMG think it necessary to recall the main principles guiding 
their policy in regard to Eur and more especially to Ger. They seek 
to eliminate once and for all from internat] relations the national- 
ist and militarist spirit which has been the chief cause of so many 
conflicts. The interests of all peoples call for a true unity based 
upon freedom of choice and mutual benefit, established by peaceful 

means throughout Eur. In this way peaceful solutions to the most 
difficult problems, and particularly the Ger problem, can be 
reached. Ger is divided because Eur is divided. 

4. HMG, in close co-operation with the Fr and US Govts, have 

encouraged and supported all moves towards unity in West Eur. 
After three years of fruitless effort to reunite Ger, the three West 
Zones were unified in 1948 and the freely-elected, democratic govt 
of the FedRep came into existence in 1949. Further progress has 
been made since and Ger’s free adherence to the peaceful commu- 
nity of Eur nations is now possible. A reunited Ger could now par- 
ticipate in a system conceived not only to protect the peace but to 
promote econ well-being. HMG are resolved to continue to support 
this programme. They are more than ever convinced that it repre- 
sents the true path to peace. It is not directed against any states: 

Nor does it threaten anyone. 
5. HMG have no responsibility for the failure to extend this coop- 

eration beyond its present limits. They remain ready to examine 
with sincerity and good will any practical and precise suggestions 
designed to reduce tension and to heal existing divisions. 

6. HMG do not, however, think it possible to hold discussions 

now upon the provision of a Ger peace treaty. Such a treaty can be 
worked out only when Ger unity has been established and after an 
all-Ger Govt has been formed, as a result of free elections, to take 

part in full freedom in such discussions. HMG have already made 

known their views on some of the Sov Govt’s proposals, especially 
their erroneous interpretation of the territorial provisions of the 

Potsdam protocol and their intention, while confining Ger in a po- 
sition of permanent isolation, to allow her to build up armed forces. 

Their proposals wld mean permanent state of tension and insecuri- 
ty in the centre of Eur. 

7. In their latest note the Sov Govt now stipulate that Ger must 
not be included “into one or another grouping of powers directed 
against any peace-loving state’. Ger’s proposed membership of the 
UN shld surely make any such provision unnecessary. In any case 
HMG cld not accept any provisions forbidding Ger to enter into an 
association with other states which one of the signatories of the 
peace treaty might arbitrarily choose to regard as “directed against
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any peace loving state’. They cannot admit that Ger shld be denied 
the basic right of a free and equal nation to associate itself with 

other nations for peaceful purposes. They must therefore ask the 
Sov Govt to state whether they intend to exclude Ger from associa- 
tions of a purely defensive character. 

8. HMG further observe that the Sov Govt have still failed to 
state what wld be the position of an all-Ger Govt during the period 
before the peace treaty. This is an essential matter, which is in- 
separable from the problem of elections. The all-Ger Govt resulting 
from free elections must itself be free. It must be able to establish 
its genuinely representative character in internal affairs and, in 

the external field, to play its full part in the discussion of the peace 
treaty and to prepare for its subsequent responsibilities. For these 
purposes it must enjoy the necessary freedom of action. Her Majes- 
ty’s Govt consider it nec to ask for a precise and early statement of 
the Sov Govt’s views on this point. They must ask specifically 
whether the Sov Govt consider that an elected all-Ger Govt wld be 
under four power control until after the conclusion of a peace 
treaty or whether they agree that it shld enjoy the above freedom 
of action. 

9. HMG are happy to note that the Sov Govt now agree in princi- 
ple that there shld be free elections throughout Ger. Such free elec- 
tions can, however, only be held if the nec conditions exist in all 

parts of Ger and will be maintained not only on the day of voting 
and prior to it but also thereafter. An essential first step is, there- 

fore, to ensure such conditions. Otherwise no progress can be made. 
In recent years the West and East parts of Ger have evolved in in- 
creasingly divergent directions. This is a principal reason why an 

impartial enquiry is needed before elections take place. 

10. The Sov Govt do not agree, however, that the internat] com- 

mission set up by the Gen Assembly of the UN shld carry out such 
an enquiry throughout Ger. They base this refusal on their inter- 
pretation of Article 107 of the UN charter. But this reads as fols: 

‘Nothing in the present charter shall invalidate or preclude action, 
in relation to any state which during the second world war has 
been an enemy of any signatory of the present charter, taken or 
authorised as a result of that war by the govts having responsibil- 
ity for such action’. This language clearly does not preclude the 
UN from considering Ger affairs. This interpretation was upheld 
by the UN Gen Assembly by an overwhelming majority. However, 
even under the Sov Govt’s erroneous interpretation of the charter 
there is nothing to prevent the four powers from availing them- 
selves of the UN commission in order to determine the conditions 
in which genuinely free elections cld be held throughout Ger.
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11. The Sov Govt suggest instead that responsibility for the en- 

quiry shld be entrusted to a commission formed by the four occupy- 
ing powers. Before HMG cld feel assured that this suggestion wld 

result in an impartial enquiry they wld need to know what wld be 
the composition and functions of such a body. A commission com- 
posed solely of members with direct responsibilities in Ger wld be 
both judge and party. Experience during the period of four power 
control of Ger suggests that it wld not be able to reach useful deci- 
sions. Thus the elections which the four govts desire wld be greatly 
delayed. Nor can HMG overlook the fact that the appointment of a 
four power commission might be interpreted as a step towards the 

reestablishment of four-power control in Ger. This wld be a retro- 
grade move, out of keeping with constitutional developments in the 
FedRep. 

12. For these reasons HMG maintain their preference for the UN 
commission: It is already in being, its functions have been laid 
down and it can take action without delay. They are nevertheless 
willing to examine any other precise proposals which wld permit of 
a really impartial investigation. 

13. HMG, in agreement with the US and Fr Govts and after con- 
sultation with the Ger Fed Govt and the Ger authorities in Berlin, 

accordingly make the fol proposals: 

i. The UN commission shld begin its investigation at once and 
report at the earliest possible date whether conditions for genuine- 
ly free elections exist in the FedRep, in the Sov Zone of Ger and in 
Berlin, and, if not, what steps shld be taken to create such condi- 
tions. 

ii. Alternatively, HMG are ready to consider any other practical 
and precise proposals for an impartial commission of investigation 
which the Sov Govt may wish to put forward, on the one condition 
that they are likely to promote the early holding of elections 
throughout Ger. 

ili. Immediately the report of either of the above bodies is avail- 
able, representatives of the UK, US, Fr and Soviet Govts wld meet 
to consider it with a view to reaching agreement on: 

(a) The early holding of free elections throughout Ger; and 
(b) The essential guarantees that the all-Ger Govt formed as 

a result of these free elections shall enjoy freedom of action 
during the period before the peace treaty. 3 

3Qn May 7 Gifford reported that Eden had approved this text subject to minor 
“tidying-up’. (Telegram 5059 from London, 662.001/5-752) The following day Reuter 
and Adenauer were shown this draft text. Reuter was pleased with the draft and 
referred to it as ‘‘a good one’. (Telegram 1823 from Berlin, May 8, 662.001/5-852) 
Adenauer considered it generally satisfactory, but wanted to consult his Cabinet 
before giving a final answer. (Telegram 2742 from Bonn, May 8, 662.001/5-852) The 
Cabinet also expressed its satisfaction on May 9. (Telegram 2751 from Bonn, 
662.001/5-952)
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End verbatim text. 

GIFFORD 

No. 96 

662.001/5-652: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Embassy in the United Kingdom } 

SECRET NIACT WASHINGTON, May 9, 1952—6:27 p.m. 

5807. 1. This msg contains our comments on draft text in Embtel 
5037, rpt Bonn 564, Paris 2272, Moscow 181, Berlin 68. ? Our re- 

vised draft contained in next fol tel. 3 

2. Believe objectives mentioned in para 1 London text shld be 
broadened to include mention of unification of Ger. 

3. Our formulation seeks to improve tone para 2 by coupling our 
readiness to begin negots with necessity for Sov Govt to give evi- 
dence of constructive attitude. 

4. We consider para 3 to be unwise in its discussion of interrela- 
tionship between Ger and Eur unity, implying that latter may be 
preconditioned to former. Believe this para as well as para 5 shld 
be eliminated and likewise continue to feel that para 4 remains in- 
sufficient statement of value of policy of integration and of our sup- 
port for that policy. Have, therefore, substituted for paras 3, 4 and 

5 a new para 3 which is combination of para 7 of London text with 

para 2 of last US draft. + We believe this revision will particularly 
meet McCloy’s suggestions for better org contained in Bonn’s 2742 
(rptd London 764, Paris 884, Berlin 274, Moscow 109). ® 

5. We have somewhat revised para 6 of London draft in effort to 
give greater emphasis to necessity for Ger participation in treaty 

negot, to correct statement with regard to Sov proposal for Gers 
isolation and in order to eliminate reference to “allowing” Ger to 
build up armed forces. 

6. Have handled para 7 as stated in point 4 above. Only wish to 
add our belief that last sentence of para 7 is better as statement of 
assumption than as question. 

1 Drafted by Laukhuff; cleared by Bonbright, Matthews, GER, P, and UNA, and 
initialed for Secretary Acheson by Jessup. Repeated to Paris, Moscow, Bonn, and 
Berlin. 

2 Supra. 
3 Telegram 5808, infra. 
4 Transmitted in telegram 5598, Document 91. 

5 Telegram 274, in addition to reporting Adenauer’s reaction to the draft in tele- 
gram 5037, supra, reported McCloy’s suggestions for rearranging several paragraphs 
in the note. (662.001/5-852)
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7. In suggesting revision of para 8 we believe we have fully con- 

served a point which draft para seeks to make but have somewhat 

avoided difficulties dealt with in fourth para Embtel 5098 (rptd 
Paris 2292, Moscow 190, Bonn 574, Berlin 72). ® We also think our 

revision is preferable in speaking of maintenance rather than estab 
of rep character, in eliminating distinction between internal and 
external fields and in a reference to the necessary “governing 

powers’. On last point Berlin has analyzed available evidence as 
suggesting Sovs hope to keep all-Ger Govt in powerless position vis- 

a-vis Eastern Zone between elections and treaty and that they wld, 
therefore, view independent governing functions with distaste and 

wld be touchy on this point. 

8. Para 9 has one slight modification to emphasize relatively 

major importance of Western Ger. 

9. We believe references to elections “which the four Govts 

desire’ shld be deleted from para 11. See no reason to credit Sov 
Govt with desire for elections. 

10. Consider that second sentence of para 12 is apt to suggest 

that UN Comm proposal has been written off. Similarly, formula- 
tion of sub-points i and ii of para 18 seems open to dual criticism 

that it reproposes in precise terms something already rejected by 

Sov Union and then immediately writes off this proposal by invit- 

ing alternative proposals. (In addition whole para lays us open to 
loss of initiative to Sovs but this danger can probably not be avoid- 

ed in any event.) We have accordingly suggested new language in 

our para 9 which combines thoughts of your paras 12 and 138 ina 
way calculated, we believe, to avoid criticisms mentioned above. 

11. With respect to sub-point iii(b) of para 18 we suggest a slight 

modification because we are troubled by the phrase “essential 
guarantees”. We wonder what guarantees cld actually be demand- 
ed or given and consider that “‘assurances’ were what para was 

really driving at. 

12. To save time and prevent confusion, we have maintained our 

draft in form of reply from HMG. 

13. Our draft is being submitted for White House clearance and 

we will send you further message tonight or phone you in morning. 

ACHESON 

6 In this paragraph Gifford reported on the efforts of the tripartite group to devise 
language that would allow Germany freedom to associate with other states and to 
negotiate a peace treaty without being subject to duress. (662.001/5-852)
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No. 97 

662.001/5-952: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Embassy in the United Kingdom } 

SECRET NIACT WASHINGTON, May 9, 1952—6:28 p.m. 

0808. Fol is draft reply to Sov note as explained in our immed 
preceding msg: ? 

“I. In reply to the Sov Govt’s note of the 9 Apr, HMG wish to 
make the fol observations in regard to the unification of Ger, the 

formation and status of an all-Ger Govt and the conclusion of a 
peace treaty with that Govt. It remains the policy of HMG to 
achieve these objectives on terms that will ensure unity with free- 
dom and peace with security. 

“2. They are ready to begin negots with the Sov Govt on these 
issues just as soon as the Sov Govt gives sufficiently precise evi- 
dence of its views to offer reasonable assurance that the futility of 
previous mtgs wld not again result from the Sov attitude. HMG 
and the US, Fr and Sov Govts must, therefore, first reach a clear 
understanding of the scope of the negots and of the fundamental 
problems to be examined. The Sov Govt’s note of Apr 9 throws 
little new light on what they consider shld be the means for insur- 
ing the success of any such negots. 

“3. In their latest note the Sov Govt now stipulate that Ger must 

not be included ‘into one or another grouping of powers directed 

against any peace-loving state’. Ger’s proposed membership in the 

UN shld surely make any such provision unnecessary. In any case, 

HMG cld not accept any provisions forbidding Ger to enter into 

assoc with other states which one of the signatories of the peace 

treaty might arbitrarily choose to regard as ‘directed against any 
peace-loving state’. They cannot admit that Ger shld be denied the 
basic right of a free and equal nation to associate itself with other 
nations for peaceful purposes and they must assume that the Sov 
Govt likewise cannot object to Ger’s right to enter into defensive 
agrmts. In their note of Mar 25, HMG pointed out that they are 
giving full support to the efforts which the free states of Western 
Europe are making to bring into being a peaceful European com- 
munity and thus to begin a new era in which internatl relations 
will be based on cooperation and not on rivalry and distrust. HMG 
welcome the development of such a European community in which 

1 Drafted by Laukhuff; cleared with Bonbright, Matthews, Secretary Acheson, 
Nitze, Hickerson, GER, and P; initialed for Secretary Acheson by Jessup. Repeated 
to Paris, Moscow, Bonn, and Berlin. 

2 Telegram 5807, supra.
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Ger will participate. HMG reemphasize that this policy of Europe- 
an unity now being inaugurated and »ursued by the free nations of 
Europe including the FedRep of Ger, cannot threaten the interests 
of the Sov Union or of any country whose policy is devoted to the 
maintenance of peace. HMG will, therefore, not be deflected from 

their support of this policy. 

“4. A Ger peace treaty can be worked out only if there is an all- 
Ger Govt formed as a result of free elections and able to participate 
in full freedom in the discussions of such a treaty. It is plain, there- 
fore, to HMG that it is not possible to hold discussions now about 

the provisions of a Ger peace treaty. HMG have already made 

known their views on some of the Sov Govt’s proposals, especially 

their erroneous interpretation of the territorial provisions of the 

Potsdam Protocol and their intention to confine Ger in a position 
of permanent isolation from Western Europe in such a manner as 
to give to Ger no adequate capability of defense. The Sov proposals 
wld mean a permanent state of tension and insecurity in the center 
of Europe and permanent shackles upon Ger’s rights of internat] 
assoc. 

“5. In connection with the freedom which an all-Ger Govt must 
have, HMG wish to emphasize that such freedom is essential both 

before and after a peace treaty has been negotiated. The all-Ger 
Govt resulting from free elections must itself be free. It must be 

able to maintain its genuinely representative character, and to 
assume its responsibilities as the Govt of a reunited Ger and to 
play its full part in the discussion of the peace treaty. This ques- 
tion of freedom is, therefore, inseparable from the problem of elec- 

tions. The Sov Govt have still failed to give any indication of their 

views on this subj. HMG must ask specifically whether the Sov 
Govt consider that an all-Ger Govt, resulting from an election of a 

Constituent Assembly, wld be under four Power control until after 
the conclusion of a peace treaty or whether they agree that it shld 
enjoy the necessary freedom of action and governing powers. 

‘6. HMG are happy to note that the Sov Govt now agree in prin- 
ciple that there shld be free elections throughout Ger. Such free 
elections can, however, only be held if the necessary conditions 

exist in all parts of Ger and will be maintained not only on the day 
of voting and prior to it but also thereafter. An essential first step 
is, therefore, to ensure such conditions. Otherwise no progress can 
be made. In recent years the Eastern part of Ger has evolved in a 
direction increasingly divergent from the main path of Ger 
progress. This is a principal reason why an impartial inquiry is 
needed before elections take place. 

“7. The Sov Govt do not agree, however, that the internat] comm 

set up by the Gen Assembly of the UN shld carry out such an in-



236 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME VII 

quiry throughout Ger. They base this refusal on their interpreta- 
tion of Art 107 of the UN Charter. But this reads as follows: ‘Noth- 

ing in the present Charter shall invalidate or preclude action, in 
relation to any state which during the second world war has been 
an enemy of any signatory of the present charter, taken or author- 
ized as a result of that war by the govts having responsibility for 
such action.’ This language clearly does not preclude the UN from 
this consideration of Ger affairs. This interpretation was upheld by 
the UN Gen Assembly by an overwhelming majority. However, 
even under the Sov Govt’s erroneous interpretation of the Charter 
there is nothing to prevent the four powers from availing them- 
selves of the UN Comm in order to determine the conditions in 
which genuinely free elections cld be held throughout Ger. 

“8. The Sov Govt suggest instead that responsibility for the in- 
quiry cld be entrusted to a comm formed by the four occupying 
Powers. Before HMG cld feel assured that this suggestion wld 
result in an impartial inquiry they wld need to know what wld be 
the composition and functions of such a body. A comm composed 
solely of members with direct responsibilities in Ger wld be both 
judge and party. Experience during the period of four Power con- 
trol of Ger suggests that it wld not be able to reach useful deci- 
sions. Thus the elections wld be greatly delayed. Nor can HMG 

overlook the fact that the appointment of a four Power comm 
might be interpreted as a step towards the reestablishment of four 

Power control in Ger. This wld be a retrograde move, out of keep- 
ing with constitutional developments in the FedRep. 

“9. For these reasons HMG maintain their preference for the UN 
Comm: It is already in being, its functions have been laid down and 
it can take action without delay. Nevertheless HMG are ready to 
examine every possibility of reaching agrmt on a means of deter- 
mining whether conditions of freedom exist throughout Ger which 
wld make possible the holding of free elections. Accordingly, HMG, 
in agrmt with the US and Fr Govts and after consultation with the 

Ger Fed Govt and the Ger authorities in Berlin, request the Sov 
Govt, bearing in mind the views on this subj which have been set 
forth in this note, to give precise answers to the fol questions: 

“a. Does the Sov Union agree that an impartial comm shld 
immed undertake to determine whether there exists in the Sov 
Zone of Ger, as well as in the FedRep and in all sectors of Berlin, 
the conditions necessary for the holding of free elections? 

“b. Does the Sov Union agree that the four powers exercising re- 
sponsibilities in Ger shld utilize for this purpose the members of 
the UN Comm which is presently available? 

“If the Sov Union has in mind some specific variation of the pro- 
cedure contemplated by the UNGA’s res what are the specific pro-
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posals which wld achieve the impartial and unrestricted investiga- 
tion which is required? — 

“c. Is the Sov Union prepared to facilitate the investigation of 
the impartial comm in the Sov Zone and in the Sov sector of 
Berlin? 
“HMG as well as the Govts of Fr, the US, and the FedRep have 

already stated their willingness to facilitate such an investigation. 

“10. As soon as the report of an impartial Comm as agreed 

among the four Powers is available, HMG are prepared to desig- 
nate a rep to meet with reps of the Govts of Fr, the US, and the 

Sov Union to consider the report of this Comm with a view to 

reaching agrmt on 

“(a) The holding of free elections throughout Ger, including the 
creation where necessary of appropriate conditions; and’ 

“(b) The assurances to be given by the four Powers that the all- 
Ger Govt will have the necessary freedom of action during the 
period before the coming into effect of the peace treaty.” 

ACHESON 

No. 98 

762.00/5-952 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State to the President 

SECRET WASHINGTON, May 9, 1952. 

At our meeting on Monday last,! after going over with me the 
main points to be included in a tripartite answer to the Russian 

note on German elections and a German treaty, you approved the 

approach outlined. At the time I assured you that after the text 
had been hammered out with our Allies I would submit to you the 
language of a proposed reply. This is now enclosed. 2 It is still not 

in final form since another meeting in London of representatives of 
the three Powers will be necessary before final agreement. I 

thought that you would wish to see it in this stage. 
With one exception the proposed note follows the principles 

which you and I discussed. The exception is this. Our proposal had 

1No record of a meeting between President Truman and Secretary Acheson on 
either Apr. 28 or May 5 has been found in Department of State files; however, a 
memorandum of conversation with the President, drafted by the Secretary of State 
and dated May 1, reads as follows: 

“The President approved the line which we were taking in the Soviet reply. I as- 

sured him that after we got down to a more definitive text with the British and 
French, I would submit it to him.” (662.001/5-152) 

2 No enclosure was found attached to the source text. For text of the draft under 
reference here, see telegram 5808, supra.
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included an offer to meet with the Russians through the High Com- 
missioners in Germany to discuss plans for having the United Na- 

tions Commission or some neutral body investigate conditions 

throughout Germany to see whether free elections were possible in 

all parts of it and to recommend such rectification of existing con- 
ditions as might be necessary. It was the unanimous opinion of Mr. 

Eden, Mr. Schuman, Chancellor Adenauer and Mayor Reuter that 

so definite a proposal would raise the danger in many quarters in 

Germany and elsewhere in Europe of postponing the signing of the 

EDC treaty and the contractual relations with Germany until such 
a meeting were held. Our representatives in Europe were im- 

pressed by the unanimity of this view. It seemed to us that our Eu- 

ropean friends are better qualified than we are to appraise this 

danger which must certainly be avoided. We therefore recommend 

that our original proposal be amended by accepting the European 

view as it is expressed in this draft. 

I know that you will not be able to get to this paper until this 

evening or possibly tomorrow morning. When you have had a 

chance to consider it, I should appreciate your instruction so that I 

may tell our people in London to go forward with a meeting, with 
the paper as it is or as it may be modified in accordance with your 

wishes. 

I am going to Sandy Spring this evening after dinner and shall 

be there tonight after nine o’clock and tomorrow. The White House 

operator knows how to reach me. 3 

Respectfully, 
DEAN ACHESON 

3 According to a White House memorandum, dated May 10 and initialed “H.S.T.”, 

President Truman telephoned Secretary Acheson during the evening of May 9 and 

approved the suggested deletion and the text of the draft reply. (662.001/5-1052) The 

President’s approval was then transmitted to London in telegram 5825, May 9 at 

8:44 p.m. (662.001/5-952)
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No. 99 

662.001/5-1152: Telegram 

The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Gifford) to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET NIACT LONDON, May 11, 1952—8 p.m. 

5181. After working group agrmt on proposed changes Dept’s 

text draft reply to Sov note (Deptel 5808, May 9 2) as contained in 
Embtels 5129 and 5130, May 102 Roberts took modified draft to 
Eden in country returning this morning with Eden’s instructions. 

In meantime Crouy-Chanel had also recd instructions from Paris. 

At working group mtg today, Roberts stated his instructions 
were to insist on London draft contained Embtel 5037, May 6, 4 

which had already been accepted not only by Fr and Br but by 
Adenauer and Reuter. He said that Eden was considering instruct- 
ing Franks to make a strong plea to Secretary to return to London 
draft. Crouy-Chanel also stated preference of Paris for London 
draft. Holmes pointed out, among other things, that if Eden held to 

this position there was no hope of agrmt in time to help him in 
Commons debate Wednesday. 

In discussion which followed it became apparent that principal 

concern of both Br and Fr was their own and Ger public opinion. 
They consider reply in order to be effective must speak not only to 
those who are convinced of rightness of our joint policy of building 
strength in West Europe but must contribute to silencing the 
doubts of those who suspect our policy and who constitute a polit 

problem of first magnitude in Ger and Fr and of growing concern 

in Br. It must help Eden in his debate next Wednesday. Over 
longer pull it must help Attlee and Co handle Dalton and Co. It 

must avoid a tone which both Br and Fr believe many Gers wld 

find in Dept’s draft that in fact their choice is between our policy 
of integration, and Ger unity. In that case they both fear Gers will 
choose unity. These are the reasons why both insisted on changes 
in para 2 and the re-insertion of para 5 from London draft. They 
feel that both these are necessary to meet Adenauer and Reuter 

1 Repeated to Bonn and Berlin. 
2 Document 97. 
3 Telegram 5129 reported that the draft transmitted in telegram 5808 had been 

generally accepted by the tripartite working group with the exception of paragraphs 
9 and 10. It continued that the revised text, which was indicated by the specific com- 
ments transmitted in telegram 52380, was the best that the U.S. representative was 
able to achieve and was also the one most likely to produce early tripartite agree- 
ment. (662.001/5-1052) 

* Document 95.
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views. When pinned down both agreed that order of Dept presenta- 

tion was an improvement and much of London draft remained ver- 

batim. Fol proposed changes were then worked out which are in 
addition to those contained in Embtel 5129 and 5130 including sub- 
stitution of para 2 from London draft (Embtel 5037, May 6) for para 
2 Dept’s draft as modified yesterday. 

Roberts now advises us that Eden has accepted Dept’s draft with 
proposed changes agreed this morning and yesterday. Crouy-Chanel 
believes that it meets objections of Paris and will be acceptable. Br 
and Fr wiring authority Bonn and Berlin to show to Adenauer and 
Reuter. Assume McCloy has authority to do same and will notify 
Lyon. 

Clean text containing cumulative changes resulting from yester- 
day and today’s mtgs in next fol msg. 5 

Discussion of proposed changes agreed at today’s mtg fols: 
[Here follows a list of specific drafting changes in the text of the 

note. | 

GIFFORD 

5 Telegram 51382 from London, May 11. (662.001/5-1152) For text of the draft sub- 
mitted in this telegram, see the note from the U.S. Embassy in the Soviet Union to 
the Soviet Foreign Ministry, Document 101. 

No. 100 

662 001/5-1152: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Embassy in the United Kingdom } 

SECRET NIACT WASHINGTON, May 12, 1952—2:01 a.m. 

5843. Secy has given most earnest consideration to Eden’s plea to 

get note in final shape by accepting draft as it now stands (urtel 

5132 2). Explanations urtel 51312 were reinforced by representa- 

tions of UK and Fr Embassies. * Accordingly we will pass over 

many points in drafting which we would like to discuss. 

There are however three points which go to heart of position our 

three governments have taken and which in our case have been 

reaffirmed as late as Friday by the President. 

1 Drafted by Laukhuff and cleared by Jessup. Repeated to Paris, Moscow, Bonn, 

and Berlin. 
2 For text of the draft transmitted in telegram 5132, see the note from the USS. 

Embassy in the Soviet Union, May 18, infra. 

3 Supra. 
4 No record of these representations has been found in Department of State files.
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First. We have taken clear position that in light of experience we 
do not intend to sit down now with the Soviets to negotiate 
German Peace Treaty before familiar essential prerequisites of 
elections etc. are met. From outset we have objected to opening 
note with general statement of willingness or eagerness to start 
such negotiations. New text of para 2 returns to old formulation 
and specifically refers to ‘‘these issues” which include peace treaty. 
Secy therefore considers it necessary to return to formulation first 
sentence para 2 ourtel 58085 or at least variation thereof con- 
tained urtel 5129, ® although we consider our wording far stronger 
and more effective. 

Second. In new para 11 (i) must point out danger of formulation 
which places in hands of outside Commission power to say what 
steps must be taken to create conditions necessary for free elec- 
tions. Its decisions might be entirely inadequate. Western Allies 
must retain some freedom of decision as to conditions they will 
demand. First sentence para 11 (i) shld therefore be amended to 
end “and, if not, shld recommend for consideration by the four 
powers what steps shld be taken to create such conditions.” 

Third. We feel it is very important to retain in para 11 (iv)a the 
clause “including the creation where necessary of the appropriate 
conditions’. It is not enough that this might be considered to be 
implicit in “agreement on elections”. As Secy points out, creation 
of necessary conditions is essential first step toward which both our 
notes are pointed. We must not fail to make explicit both to Sovs 
and the public opinion that this must indeed be first question dis- 
cussed after report of commission. Omission of phrase particularly 
serious in London draft when taken together with phrasing of sub- 
para (i), since it reinforces impression that this question might be 
decided by Commission rather than four powers. Even with sub- 
para (i) corrected as we desire, however, Secy considers clause must 
be maintained in sub-para (iii), not as “addition of final hurdle” as 
Eden puts it but rather as statement of first and unavoidable 
hurdle. 

Resubmission of these three points to President would involve 
such amount of time as to upset time schedule to which Secy ap- 

preciates Eden attaches such importance. Nor does Secy feel that 
he could recommend to President revisal his considered views on 
these points. 

In addition Secy believes one additional point is of such impor- 
tance that it should be taken care of. This involves deletion of 
modifying phrase after “permanent isolation” in third sentence 
para 6. Impossible to sustain thesis that Sovs have proposed that 
Ger be completely isolated on all sides. Their proposals wld in fact 
only have effect of cutting Ger off from western Europe. Secy be- 
lieves it necessary therefore to restore phrase “from Western 
Europe” or to substitute some other similar phrase such as “from 

5 Document 97. 
6 See footnote 3, Document 99.
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the free nations of Europe”. Other changes in this sentence accept- 

able except we wld prefer if possible to substitute “limited” for 
“her own’ and addition of words “of her own” at end of sentence, 

in order more clearly to suggest inadequacy of what Sov Govt pro- 
poses to allow to Ger. 

We also suggest that impression of writing off UN Commission 

cld be still further reduced by revising para 9 (iii) to read ‘‘Despite 
their strong preference for the procedure under (ii) above, HMG 

are ready to consider any variation of that procedure which the 
Sov Govt may wish to put forward, if it contains practical and pre- 
cise proposals for an impartial commission of investigation and if it 

is likely to promote the early holding of free elections throughout 
Ger’. You need not insist on this change if Brit or Fr object. 

If text can be agreed along above lines, London shld request that 
HICOMers and Commandants obtain reactions of Adenauer and 

Reuter. London shld also coordinate with Moscow time of delivery 

and release, bearing in mind desirability of 24 hour interval be- 
tween delivery and release, and usual problem of coordinating dif- 

fering Eur and US needs re press and radio release hours. Believe 
you shld repeat complete revised text of all paras changed from 
urtel 5182, as finally agreed, to all addressees, in order avoid any 

errors. 

ACHESON 

No. 101 

The Embassy of the United States to the Soviet Ministry for Foreign 
Affairs } 

[Moscow, May 18, 1952. | 

1. In reply to the Soviet Government’s note of the 9th of April, 

the United States Government wishes to make the following obser- 

vations in regard to the unity of Germany, the election of a free 
all-German government and the conclusion of a peace treaty with 

that government. It remains the policy of the United States Gov- 

1 Reprinted from Department of State Bulletin, May 26, 1952, pp. 817-819. It com- 
prises the draft transmitted in telegram 5132 from London, May 11 (662.001/5-1152) 
and, as indicated in the footnotes that follow, the revisions proposed by the Depart- 
ment of State in telegram 58438, supra, and a few other minor drafting changes that 
were made in London or Moscow to coordinate the text with that of the British and 
French. The note was delivered to the Soviet Foreign Ministry at 11 p.m. (Moscow 
time) on May 13.
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ernment to achieve these objectives on terms that will insure unity 
with freedom and peace with security. 

2. It is ready to begin negotiations with the Soviet Government 
on these issues; and it desires to do so just as soon as it is clearly 
apparent that it is also the intention of the Soviet Government to 

avoid the fruitless negotiations of the past. The United States Gov- 
ernment and the Governments of the United Kingdom, France and 

the Soviet Union must therefore first reach a clear understanding 

upon the scope of the negotiations and upon the fundamental prob- 
lems to be examined. Proper preparation is essential to success and 
to avoid long delays. The Soviet Government’s note of the 9th of 
April throws little new light on what it considers should be the 
means of insuring the success of any such negotiations. 3 

3. In its latest note the Soviet Government now stipulates that 
Germany must not be included “into one or another grouping of 
powers directed against any peace-loving state’. Germany’s pro- 
posed membership in the United Nations should surely make any 
such provision unnecessary. In any case the United States Govern- 
ment could not accept any provisions forbidding Germany to enter 
into association with other states which one of the signatories of 

the peace treaty might arbitrarily choose to regard as “directed 
against any peace-loving state’. It cannot admit that Germany 
should be denied the basic right of a free and equal nation to asso- 
ciate itself with other nations for peaceful purposes. It must 
assume that the Soviet Government likewise cannot object to Ger- 
many’s right to enter into defensive agreements. 4 

4. In its note of March 25, > the United States Government point- 

ed out that it is giving full support to the efforts which the free 

states of Western Europe, including the German Federal Republic, 

are making to bring into being a peaceful European community 

and thus to begin a new era in which international relations will 

2 This paragraph is the same as that transmitted in telegram 5132 with the excep- 

tion of the substitution of “United States Government” for “HMG”’. This substitu- 
tion was made in all similar instances below. 

3 Paragraph 2 of the draft transmitted in telegram 5132 reads: 

“2. They are ready to begin negots with the Sov Govt on these issues at the earli- 
est possible date. But HMG and the US, French and Sov Govts must first reach a 
clear understanding upon the scope of the negots and upon the fundamental prob- 
lems to be examined. Proper preparation is essential to success and to avoid long 
delays such as led to the failure of earlier mtgs. The Sov Govt’s note of the 9th 
April throws little new light on what [they] consider shld be the means for ensuring 
the success of any such negots.”’ 

*This paragraph is the same as that transmitted in telegram 5132 except that 
“its” and “It” are “their” and “They’’. Similar changes apply in subsequent para- 
graphs. 

5 A footnote in the source text at this point indicates that the U.S. note of Mar. 25 
is printed in Department of State Bulletin, Apr. 7, 1952, pp. 530-531.
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be based on cooperation and not on rivalry and distrust. The 
United States Government welcomes the development of such a 
European Community in which Germany will participate. Germa- 
ny is divided because Europe is divided. This policy of European 

unity cannot threaten the interests of the Soviet Union or of any 

country whose policy is devoted to the maintenance of peace. The 
United States Government will, therefore, not be deflected from its 

support of this policy. It is more than ever convinced that it repre- 
sents the true path of peace. ® 

). The United States Government has no responsibility for the 
failure to extend this cooperation beyond its present limits. It re- 
mains ready to examine with sincerity and good will any practical 
and precise suggestions designed to reduce tension and to heal ex- 
isting divisions. 

6. A German peace treaty can be worked out only if there is an 
all-German government formed as a result of free elections and 
able to participate in full freedom in the discussion of such a 
treaty. It is, therefore, not possible to hold discussions now about 

the provisions of a German peace treaty. The U.S. Government has 
already made known its views on some of the Soviet Government’s 
proposals especially its erroneous interpretation of the territorial 
provisions of the Potsdam protocol and its intention to confine Ger- 
many in a position of permanent isolation from Western Europe 7 
while obliging her to seek to provide for her defense solely through 

her own national armed forces. The Soviet proposals would mean 

permanent shackels upon Germany’s rights of international asso- 
ciation and a permanent state of tension and insecurity in the 
center of Europe. 

7. The all-German government resulting from free election must 
itself be free. Such freedom is essential both before and after a 
peace treaty has been negotiated. It must be able to maintain its 
genuinely representative character; to assume its responsibilities as 
the government of a reunited Germany and to play its full part in 
the discussion of the peace treaty. This question of freedom is, 
therefore, inseparable from the problem of elections. The Soviet 
Government has still failed to give any indication of its views on 
this subject. The United States Government must ask specifically 
whether the Soviet Government considers that an all-German gov- 
ernment, resulting from free elections, would be under four-power 

control until after the conclusion of a peace treaty or whether they 

6 Paragraphs 4 and 5 are the same as those transmitted in telegram 5132 subject 
to the drafting changes indicated in footnotes 2 and 4 above. 

7 The draft transmitted in telegram 5132 did not have the phrase “from Western 
Europe’’.
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agree that it should have the necessary freedom of action and 
powers of government. ® 

8. The United States Government is happy to note that the 
Soviet Government now agrees in principle that there should be 
free elections throughout Germany. Such free elections can, howev- 
er, only be held if the necessary conditions exist in all parts of Ger- 
many and will be maintained not only on the day of voting, and 
prior to it, but also thereafter. An essential first step is, therefore, 
to insure such conditions. Otherwise, no progress can be made. In 

recent years the eastern part of Germany has evolved in a direc- 
tion increasingly divergent from the main path of German 
progress. This is a principal reason why an impartial inquiry is 
needed before elections can take place. ® 

9. The Soviet Government does not agree, however, that the 

international commission set up by the General Assembly of the 
United Nations should carry out such an inquiry throughout Ger- 
many. It bases this refusal on its interpretation of Article 107 of 
the United Nations Charter. But this reads as follows: ‘Nothing in 
the present Charter shall invalidate or preclude action, in relation 
to any state which during the Second World War has been an 
enemy of any signatory to the present Charter, taken or authorized 
as a result of that war by the Governments having responsibility 
for such action.” These words clearly do not preclude !° the United 
Nations from considering these aspects of German affairs. This in- 
terpretation was upheld by the United Nations General Assembly 
by an overwhelming majority. However, even under the Soviet 
Government’s erroneous interpretation of the Charter there is 
nothing to prevent the Four Powers from availing themselves of 

the United Nations Commission in order to determine the condi- 
tions in which genuinely free elections could be held throughout 
Germany. 

10. The Soviet Government suggests instead that responsibility 

for the inquiry could be entrusted to a commission formed by the 
four occupying powers. Before the United States Government could 

feel assured that this suggestion would result in an impartial in- 
quiry it would need to know what would be the composition and 
functions of such a body. A commission composed solely of mem- 
bers with direct responsibilities in Germnay would be both judge 
and party. Experience during the period of four-power control of 

8 This paragraph is the same as that transmitted in telegram 5132 subject to the 
drafting changes indicated in footnotes 2 and 4 above. 

® This paragraph is the same as that transmitted in telegram 5132 subject to the 
drafting changes indicated in footnotes 2 and 4 above. 

10Tn the draft transmitted in telegram 5132 this sentence began ‘This language 
clearly does not preclude’.
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Germany suggests that it would not be able to reach useful deci- 

sions. Thus the elections would be greatly delayed. Nor can the 

United States Government overlook the fact that the appointment 
of a four-power commission might be interpreted as a step towards 
the re-establishment of four-power control in Germany. This would 
be a retrograde move, out of keeping with constitutional develop- 
ments in the Federal Republic. 13 

11. For these reasons the United States Government maintains 
its preference for the United Nations Commission: It is already in 
being, its functions have been laid down and it can take action 
without delay. Nevertheless, the United States Government is 
ready to examine every possibility of determining whether condi- 
tions of freedom exist throughout Germany for the holding of genu- 
inely free elections. The United States Government in agreement 
with the United Kingdom and French Governments and after con- 
sultation with the German Federal Government and the German 
authorities in Berlin, accordingly makes the following proposals: 

(i) An impartial commission should immediately determine 
whether there exist in the Soviet Zone of Germany, as well as in 
the German Federal Republic and in all sectors of Berlin, the con- 
ditions necessary for the holding of free elections and, if not, }2 
should recommend for consideration by the Four Powers exercising 
responsibilities in Germany what step should be taken to create 
such conditions. The Four Powers should give the necessary facili- 
ties for the investigation of such a commission in the German Fed- 
eral Republic, in the Soviet Zone, and in all sectors of Berlin. The 
three Western Powers and the German Federal Government have 
already stated their willingness to do so. 

(ii) The Four Powers should utilize for this purpose the United 
Nations Commission which is already available. This seems the 
quickest and most practical course. 13 

(iii) Despite its strong preference for the procedure under (1i) 
above, the United States Government is ready to consider any 
other practical and precise proposals for an impartial commission 
of investigation which the Soviet Government may wish to put for- 
ward, on the one condition that they are likely to promote the 
early holding of free elections throughout Germany. 

(iv) As soon as the report of such an impartial commission is 
available, representatives of the United States, United Kingdom, 
French and Soviet Governments would meet to consider it, with a 
view to reaching agreement on: 

11 Paragraphs 10 and 11 are the same as those transmitted in telegram 5132 sub- 
ject to the drafting changes indicated in footnotes 2 and 4 above. 

12 The draft transmitted in telegram 5132 does not contain the remainder of this 
sentence, but reads “what steps shld be taken to create such conditions”. Additional- 
ly that draft uses the term “Four Occupying Powers” throughout the rest of the 
note in place of ‘Four Powers”. 

13 Subparagraphs ii, iii, and iv are the same as those transmitted in telegram 
51382.
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(a) The early holding of free elections throughout Germany, 
including the creation where necessary of the appropriate con- 
ditions; and 14 

(b) The assurances to be given by the Four Powers that the 
all-German government, formed as the result of these free elec- 
tions, will have the necessary freedom of action during the 
period before the peace treaty conies into effect. 1° 

14 Subparagraph (a) in the draft transmitted in telegram 5132 reads “(a) The early 
holding of free elections thruout Ger; and”. 

15 This subparagraph is the same as that transmitted in telegram 5182. 

C. THE SOVIET NOTE OF MAY 24 AND THE WESTERN REPLY OF 

JULY 10 

No. 102 

662.001/5-2552 

The Soviet Ministry for Foreign Affairs to the Embassy of the 
United States } 

RESTRICTED [Moscow, May 24, 1952.] 

In connection with the note of the Govt of USA May 13? this 
year Soviet Govt finds it necessary to state following: 

1. Concerning the urgency of a decision of the German question 

and the delaying by the western powers of the exchange of written 
communications in this question. In its note of March 10, 1952, 3 

Soviet Govt proposed to the Govts of the USA, Great Britain, 

France that they examine together the question of the conclusion 

of a treaty of peace with Germany and of the establishment of an 
all-German govt. In order to facilitate and expedite preparation of 

a treaty of peace with Germany the Soviet Govt put forward its 
draft of this treaty, expressing at the same time its readiness to 

consider other possible proposals on this question. The Soviet Govt 
considers it necessary to solve this question immediately, being 

guided by the interests of the strengthening of peace in Europe and 

the necessity of satisfying the legitimate national demands of the 
German people. 

1 The source text is a translation prepared in the U.S. Embassy in Moscow and 
transmitted in telegram 1880, May 25. It should be compared for minor textual dif- 
ferences with that printed in Department of State Bulletin, July 21, 1952, pp. 93- 
96. No copy of the Russian-language text has been found in Department of State 
files, but see Jzvestiia, May 25, 1952, or SSSR s GDR, pp. 218-223. 

2 Supra. 
3 Document 65.
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Inasmuch as there was advanced in the reply of the Govt of the 
USA of March 25? in connection with the question concerning the 

formation of an all-German govt a proposal for the study of condi- 
tions existing for the conduct of general elections in Germany, the 
Soviet Govt in its note of April 9 > agreed with this proposal, insist- 
ing, however, that the study in question should be conducted not by 
a commission of the United Nations Organization, which is not 

competent for question of the making of peace with Germany, but 

an impartial commission of the four powers exercising the occupa- 
tional function in Germany. At the same time the Soviet Govt once 
again proposed to the Govt of the USA and likewise to the Govts of 
Great Britain, [and] France that the consideration of a treaty of 
peace with Germany should no longer be postponed and likewise 
the question of unification of Germany and the creation of an all- 
German government. 

Notwithstanding the fact that the Soviet Govt accepted the pro- 
posal of the Govt of the USA for verification of the presence of con- 
ditions for conducting in Germany free general elections and the 
proposal of the Soviet Govt for appointment of a commission for 
conducting this verification by agreement between the four powers 
guarantees the objectivity and impartiality of the commission in 
question, the decision of the question concerning the peace treaty 
with Germany and the unification of Germany as demonstrated by 
the note of the Govt of the USA of May 18 is again postponed for 

an indefinite period. It is evident from this note that the Govt of 
the USA is also unwilling to agree that the four powers should pro- 
ceed finally to the examination of these questions without further 
delays. 

In view of this the Govt of the USA in its note of May 18 ad- 
vanced a whole series of new preliminary conditions which it had 
not advanced in its note of March 25 and about which it now pro- 
poses to negotiate by means of a continuation of the exchange of 

notes before proceeding to direct negotiations. Thus in its note of 
May 138 the Govt of the USA proposes before the beginning of 
direct negotiations that agreement to be reached “‘concerning the 
framework of negotiations and concerning the basic problems to be 
taken under consideration” and likewise to continue the written 
exchange of communications concerning the composition and func- 
tions of the commission for verification of the conditions to Germa- 
ny for general elections, etc. 

All these facts make evident that the Govt of USA is continuing 
to delay the conclusion of a treaty of peace with Germany and the 

4 Regarding this note, see telegram 2209, Document 78. 

5 Document 82.
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decision on the question [of] unification and also the establishment 
of all-German govt. Only this could explain the fact that in its note 
of May 18 the Govt of the USA anew introduced whole series of 
questions for the prolongation of the exchange of notes which, 
apart from this, has already dragged on for several months, instead 

of the four powers proceeding to direct negotiations and beginning 
the joint consideration of a peace treaty with Germany and with 
all the related questions. 

In these circumstances the opinion cannot fail to be strengthened 
in Germany as well as beyond its borders that the Government of 
the USA in reality is not aiming at the conclusion of a peace treaty 
with Germany and putting an end to the division of Germany. But 
without the conclusion of a peace treaty and the unification of Ger- 
many a fully equal German govt cannot be restored, a German 
govt both independent and in full possession of rights and express- 
ing the genuine will of the entire German people. 

2. Regarding separate agreements of the western powers with 
Western Germany and their attempts to avoid conclusion of a 
peace treaty with Germany. The Soviet Govt considers it necessary 
to direct special attention to the fact that simultaneously with the 
extended exchange of notes the Govt of the USA, together with the 
Govts of Great Britain, France is conducting separate negotiations 
with the Bonn govt of Western Germany regarding the conclusion 
of the socalled “general’’ contract. Actually this is in no way a 
“general’’ contract but a separate treaty which is falsely called 
“general” in order to deceive the people. Thus the Potsdam Agree- 
ment was flagrantly violated by which the responsibility for the 
preparation of a peace treaty with Germany was placed upon the 
four powers—USA, Great Britain, France and USSR. 

Despite the secret character of the negotiations carried on with 

the Bonn Govt and despite the fact that the full text of this sepa- 
rate agreement until now has not been published from the infor- 
mation which has appeared in the press the contents of this sepa- 
rate treaty has become known already. From these facts it is evi- 
dent that the mentioned peace treaty prepared by the Govts of the 
USA, Great Britain and France with West Germany in no way has 

as its aim the extension of freedom and independence of Western 
Germany. Together with formal abrogation of the occupation stat- 
ute this treaty preserves the regime of factual military occupation 
keeping West Germany in a dependent and subservient status with 
regard to the Govts of the USA and of Great Britain and France. 

Together with this by means of conclusion of this separate treaty 
with West Germany the Govts of the USA, Great Britain and 
France legalize the re-establishment of the German army headed 
by Hitlerite generals which means that they open the way to the
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re-establishment of aggressive West German militarism. Actually 

this treaty is an open military alliance of the USA, Great Britain 

and France with help of West Germany by means of which the 
German people are drawn by the Bonn govt into preparations of a 

new war. 

Together with this the Govts of the USA, Great Britain and 
France achieve the inclusion of West Germany into the group of 
powers created by them under the name of “European Defence 
Community”: France, West Germany, Italy, Belgium, Holland and 

Luxembourg. This self-styled ‘European community” is supposed to 
become an integral part of the North Atlantic bloc and great and 

so-called “European army” into which should go the presently cre- 
ated German armed forces in West Germany. It is quite obvious 
that the aim of the creation of a “European community” and “Eu- 
ropean army’ consist not only of legalizing the remilitarization of 
West Germany as is taking place in fact, but also to include West 

Germany in the aggressive North Atlantic bloc. 
It is known to all that exactly in recent times the Govt of the 

USA has attempted to hasten by all means the conclusion of the 
mentioned separate treaty with West Germany as well as the in- 
clusion of West Germany into the “European community”. Like- 
wise it attempts, not only to definitively separate from but oppose 
one portion of Germany to the other. This means that the Govt of 
the USA is interested not in the unification of Germany and not in 
a peace treaty with Germany but by means of the new separate 

agreement more strongly than before to tie Western Germany and 

the Western German army now created with the North Atlantic 
bloc of powers which is incompatible with the possibilities of a 

peaceful development in Europe. 

All this shows that at the present time an agreement is taking 
place between right wing revanchist circles of Western Germany 

and the North Atlantic group of powers. This agreement can be 
based only on the support of the revanchist aspirations of the Bonn 

Govt of Adenauer which is preparing to unleash a new war in 

Europe. The restoration now of a West German army under the 
leadership of Fascist Hitlerite generals can only serve the aggres- 

sive aims of the German revanchists. On the other hand, the inclu- 

sion of such of West Germany in the so-called European army and 

consequently in the army of the North Atlantic bloc, even more un- 
derlines the aggressive character of the whole North Atlantic 

group. 
In the light of these facts no one can believe that the presently 

created “European community” and “European army” can repre- 
sent “a path to peace” as is stated in the American note of May 13. 
The real meaning of the mentioned agreement of the North Atlan-
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tic bloc with the govt of Adenauer can comprise only the further 
strengthening of the aggressive character of the North Atlantic 
group of powers presently striving for the direct union with the 
German revanchists who represent the most aggressive circles in 
Europe. 

The conclusion with the Bonn Govt of West Germany of agree- 
ments such as the above mentioned separate treaty or agreement 
regarding the ‘European community’ places upon this part of Ger- 
many new obligations strengthening its dependence on the occupy- 
ing powers and creating new difficulties for unification with the 
eastern part of Germany which is not tied by such obligations and 
is developing in conditions favorable to national unification of Ger- 
many into a unified independent democratic and peace-loving state. 
The desire of the Govt of the USA to conclude as soon as possible 
the above mentioned separate agreement with West Germany at 
the same time that negotiations regarding a peace treaty and unifi- 

cation of Germany again and again are postponed, means that it 
intends by means of the mentioned separate agreements to place 
the German people before a fait accompli: The German people will 
be placed before the fact of the remilitarization of West Germany 
and the retention of occupation troops in West Germany. And 
there will presently arise insurmountable obstacles in the path of 
the conclusion of a peace treaty and the unification of Germany. 

However, it is not possible on one hand to make statements 

about recognition of the necessity of a peace treaty and the unifica- 
tion of Germany and on the other to do everything to make diffi- 

cult and to impede the conclusion of a peace treaty with Germany 
and the restoration of a unified German state. This leads to the un- 
dermining of any kind of confidence toward the dual policy of such 

powers and places the German people in the necessity of seeking 
its own way to a peace treaty and national unification of Germany. 

3. Proposal of the Soviet Govt. Despite the presence of disagree- 
ment regarding the peace treaty with Germany and also the unifi- 

cation of Germany and the formation of an all-German govt, the 
Soviet Govt again proposes to the Govt of the USA and also to the 
Govts of Great Britain and France to enter into joint discussion of 
these questions and not to permit extended delay in this matter. 

Continued review of these questions by means of further ex- 
change of notes cannot produce the results which might be 
achieved by direct negotiations and can only make achievement of 
agreement more difficult. Meanwhile, further delay of decision of 
the question of a peace treaty and unification of Germany cannot 
fail to arouse legitimate dissatisfaction of the German people even 
not mentioning that such sort of delay in this matter is contradic- 
tory to the interests of the establishment of normal and permanent
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relations between Germany and neighboring states as well as the 
interests of strengthening of general peace. 

The Soviet Govt proceeds on the principle that in working out a 
peace treaty with Germany the Govt of the USSR as well as the 
Govts of the USA, Great Britain and France will be guided by the 
provisions of the Potsdam Agreement, particularly in the question 
of the boundaries of Germany as was mentioned by the Soviet Govt 
in its note of April 9. 

As regards the all-German govt and its powers, it is understood 
that this govt also must be guided by the Potsdam provisions and 
also after conclusion of the peace treaty by the provision of the 
peace treaty which serve the establishment of a permanent peace 
in Europe. In this connection the Soviet Govt continued to consider 
it the inalienable right of the German people to have its own na- 
tional armed forces necessary for the defense of the country with- 
out which it is impossible to decide the question of the powers of 
the all-German govt in a just and proper fashion. 

Proposing to enter into direct negotiations urgently regarding a 
peace treaty with Germany and the formation of an all-German 
govt, the Soviet Govt proceeds also from the fact that no kind of 
separate agreement of one or another part of Germany with govts 
of other states can impose any kind of obligations and that the all- 

German govt which will have signed the peace treaty will possess 
all the rights which the govts of other independent sovereign states 
possess. 

No. 103 

662.001/5-2552: Telegram 

The Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Kennan) to the Department of 
State } 

SECRET NIACT Moscow, May 25, 1952—1 p.m. 

1881. Sov note on Ger, text of which was submitted with my 
1880, May 25, rptd Bonn 80 2 seems to me at first glance remarka- 
ble for its weakness, its mild discursiveness, its lack of enthusiasm, 

its failure to add to discussion any important new element with 
real appeal to Gers, and finally for tone of plaintive and almost in- 
jured sweet reasonableness with which it reiterates propositions 
most non-Commie Gers wld surely either not believe at all or have 

1 Repeated to Bonn for Secretary Acheson who was there for the signing of the 
contractual agreements with the Federal Republic of Germany. 

2 The text of the note is printed supra.
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long since accepted as true but “so what?” the familiar elements— 

the charges that we are delaying the exchanges, that we want to 
create fait accompli, that this represents separate treaty of peace, 

that honest Gers are going to find themselves tied to dangerous 
policies of Atlantic Pact and Ger right-wing revanchists—wld 
hardly seem to have any shattering effect at this stage. What 

seems to uS main new element—namely Four-Power control a la 
Potsdam as the answer to all questions concerning transition from 

elections to peace treaty—can hardly be expected to have any 

strong appeal anywhere, least of all to Gers, and seem to reflect 

much less of a dynamic polit attack on Moscow’s part than an ap- 
prehension of getting caught out in an unshod position on a dan- 

gerous subj. The bid for oral negots is perfunctory and without em- 
phasis and no plans are taken to guard in advance against obvious 

answers from our side. 

So far as Sov fon policy is concerned, there are several possible 
explanations for all this, and as usual they are not necessarily mu- 
tually contradictory. Among them I wld note fol: 

(a) That Kremlin, recognizing poor prospects of success in recent 
line and danger of loss of prestige to itself in any vigorous continu- 
ation of it, is setting about to disengage its own responsibility with 
respect to coming event in Ger, and preparing to leave dirty work 
to its Ger stooges. Something of this thinking may lie behind ref in 
note to Ger people being placed before necessity of “seeking their 
own paths” to peace treaty and unification. This element is in any 
case not new in sov approach to Ger. It wld, of course, not preclude 
extremely vigorous and dangerous actions by East Ger auths with 
respect to Berlin. 

(b) That Kremlin, whose suspicions are always particularly lively 
with respect to Ger Commies, has been in some way estranged by 
handling of this matter on part of latter, has gained impression 
they are going too far and too fast and attempting to exploit Sov 
support in some way, and is therefore disengaging itself in anger 
and leaving them with the burden; 

(c) That Sov attentions are at present absorbed with plans and 
undertakings elsewhere, most plausibly in Middle East, possibilities 
of which loom larger in their eyes than Ger at this moment. 

Of equal interest to us here is bearing of note on governmental 

sitn here in Moscow. This note is not the authentic, terse, collected, 
menacing voice of Stalin’s Kremlin when functioning in high gear 

and pursuing an important Sov initiative. On contrary, document 

seems to me to show signs of having been prepared by hacks sup- 

plied only with grudging, cryptic and guarded instrs and told to 
make best of it. 

KENNAN
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No. 104 

662A.00/5-2652: Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Embassy in France ! 

SECRET WASHINGTON, May 26, 1952—7:23 p.m. 

Telac 9. For the Secretary. 2 

1. We thought you might like to have our prelim thoughts and 
reactions on Sov note ? in event you have some exchange of views 
with other Mins on this subj. In gen we think Moscow’s initial 

analysis (Moscow’s 1881, rptd Bonn 814) was well taken except 
that we are not fully convinced that note reflects Kremlin anger 
with Ger Commies handling of unification issue. 

2. Dept considers note a feeble effort under the circumstances. 

With possibly one exception it contains nothing new, limits itself to 

confirming previous positions, and in gen turns to propaganda lan- 

guage as substitute for any constructive polit proposals. For these 

reasons we think it shld have little propaganda value for Sov cause 
in Ger. 

3. The one seemingly new element is the reliance upon Potsdam 

agreement not only for territorial solutions but for peace treaty 
provisions generally and, even for defining status of all-Ger Govt 

prior to peace treaty. While this may possibly be a bid for that part 
of Fr opinion which wld like to continue fon occupation and domi- 

nation of Ger, we think it will almost certainly leave Gers cold. 

4. Dept is particularly struck by lack of renewal of any kind of 
proposal for investigation of conditions in Ger or any proposals for 

Ger elections. There is almost complete retreat to position reflected 
in first Sov note, > that is, emphasis on importance of negotiating 

regarding peace treaty. All this seems to demonstrate an eagerness 

on part of Sovs to disengage on question of election and almost 

gives appearance of relief that we did not accept their previous sug- 
gestions. We note in passing that present note states that Sovs had 
previously proposed that investigation of conditions “shld be con- 
ducted” by Four-Power Comm, whereas language previously used 
had seemed something less than outright proposal since it said that 

such Comm “cld”’ conduct investigation. 

1 Drafted by Laukhuff and cleared by Riddleberger, Bonbright, Barbour, Mat- 
thews, Bohlen, and McWilliams. Repeated to Bonn, Moscow, and London. 

2 Secretary Acheson was in Paris for the signing of the European Defense Com- 
munity Treaty and related documents. 

3 Document 102. 
4 Supra. 
5 Document 65.
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5. Note generally bears appearance of being written “for the 

record.” They reiterate what they previously proposed and stress 
our “rejection” of their proposals. They get in some additional licks 
at Eur Defense Community and “Hitlerite”’ character of projected 
Ger rearmament. They end by asserting that there can be no bind- 
ing quality to any “separate agreement with one or another part of 
Ger’. In this gen context, renewed Sov proposal for talks certainly 
has, in our opinion, an unconvincing and hollow ring. 

6. Dept does not consider that note calls for any immediate re- 
sponse and Dept has not reacted in any way publicly to note. Our 
thoughts at this time are that an eventual reply might either (a) 

note Sov rejection of our proposals and break off any further ex- 
change of communications at present or (b) might conceivably sug- 
gest some sort of low level talks. We rather incline to former sug- 
gestion at present but much will depend on development of Eur, es- 
pecially Ger, reaction to note, which we do not yet know. 

BRUCE 

No. 105 

662A.00/5-2852: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Department of State } 

SECRET Paris, May 28, 1952—6 p.m. 

7397. From the Secy. Embtel 7355. 2 In tripartite discussion this 
morning Schuman characterized Sov note of May 243 as deliber- 
ately obscure and partially contradictory. He felt it threw no fur- 
ther light on Sov ideas as to commission or elections. He had noted 
three things. One was that Moscow contemplated no sovereignty 

for Ger before treaty went into effect; that on contract it advocated 
return to Potsdam and four-power control. This seemed clearly in- 
sincere. Second was that no treaty entered into by FedRep cld bind 
Eastern Ger after unification. While note did not say so, logical 

conclusion this argument was that GDR agrmts with Pol and Czech 

1 Repeated to London, Moscow, and Bonn. 

2 Telegram 7355 suggested that the Department of State might wish to begin pre- 
paring a general outline of a reply to the Soviet note in view of the agreement that 
had been reached with Eden (see footnote 3 below) on May 26. (662A.00/5-2752) 

3 At a meeting during the evening of May 26 Eden and Acheson had discussed, 
inter alia, the reply to the Soviet note and agreed that coordination should take 
place in Washington following initial agreement in Paris. The two Foreign Minis- 
ters had also agreed that Adenauer should be consulted and Secretary Acheson read 
Kennan’s comments (telegram 1881, Document 103), which Eden thought were ex- 
cellent. This discussion was reported in telegram 7354 from Paris, May 27 (700.00/5- 
2752).
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on Oder-Neisse line wld be similarly nonbinding. Third was implied 
threat to Berlin contained in sentence stating undermining of con- 

fidence in policy of Western powers “places Ger people in necessity 

of seeking its own way to peace treaty and natl unification”. This 

note, instead of referring to a progression of elections, establish- 

ment of all-Ger Govt and then conclusion of peace treaty, referred 

to peace treaty as first objective and therefore posed most difficult 
problem first. 

Secy stated he had noted same points and felt note marked re- 
treat from whole idea of elections and investigation of conditions. 

Rather than offering anything new, it merely referred to and mis- 

quoted earlier proposal. Moscow clearly considered that Potsdam 
shld determine nature of peace treaty as well as of regime. It wld 

be badly received in Ger, was a weak note and even its propaganda 
tone was half-hearted and perfunctory. He thought Western reply 
shld make three points: (1) that note revealed Sov desire to reim- 

pose four-power control, (2) that lack of progress was due solely to 

Sov refusal to meet any of points made by West, and (8) that this 
note wld terminate present exchange or perhaps suggest low-level 

talks. He wld prefer former. 

Eden felt that to date we had won battle of notes. We had gained 

the initiative and shld maintain it. Reply shld note Sov retreat and 

say that altho we were sorry Russia had rejected our proposals, we 
were still prepared to proceed in accordance with them. Secy and 
Schuman agreed to this line, latter adding reply must avoid giving 
impression of withdrawing previous offer. 

Schuman felt that reply shld be sent soon, that four-week delay 
in replying to previous one had been too long. Eden agreed present 

reply cld be drafted more easily and quickly than last, which had 
been slow but good when finished. He suggested that broad prelimi- 
nary coordination be effected here and final drafting coordinated in 

Washn. Secy’s offer to have Washn produce draft for preliminary 

consideration here first of next week was accepted. 

After some discussion as to what Ger shld be told and when, it 

was agreed that they shld at present be told only that three Mins 

had taken occasion to hold preliminary exchange of views, that 

preliminary coordination of reply wld be undertaken in Paris next 
week and final drafting in Washn and that wld be given further 

info when preliminary coordination achieved. HICOM authorized 

to do so. 
ACHESON



EXCHANGES OF NOTES WITH THE USSR 257 

No. 106 

662.001/6-252: Telegram 

The Acting United States High Commissioner for Germany (Reber) 
to the Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY Bonn, June 2, 1952—2 p.m. 

3182. Reply to Sov note. Our recommendations on this score stem 
from our reading of larger picture of power struggle as seen from 
Bonn. 

As suggested in ourtels 1998 Mar 16 2189 Mar 29? we are in- 
clined to opinion first Sov note was a serious move and that impor- 
tant part of note was terms for a peace treaty. Very harshness of 
these terms, when stripped of Bolshevik cart, gave Sov note a ring 
of authenticity, a take it or leave it tone. Our impression was and 
is that Kremlin had therein bluntly indicated basis on which it wld 
then, now and in indefinite future settle Ger problem by mutual 
agreement with West. 

Altho terms were obviously unacceptable to West, Kremlin may 
have calculated note as a whole and attendant propaganda wld 
bemuse FedRep population as to undo our grand design for Europe. 
This did not occur. 

Neither West nor FedRep having taken up Sov offer Kremlin’s 
only positive alternative was to: (1) Strive to outdo in East Ger 
what we were doing in West and (2) attempt in attendant war of 
nerves to achieve through intimidation of FedRep and West Euro- 
peans what it had failed to accomplish through proposals for Ger 
unity and neutralization-collapse of integration complex. 

Second of these tactics, tough line, has thus far had slight effect 
in FedRep. It has not reached level discussed in ourtel 2803 May 
13 3 necessary to intimidate West Gers. It is however too early to 
say what effect further GDR and Sov maneuvers will have. 

More significant at this juncture is apparent decision to harden 
East Ger into a thorough going satellite. This is being undertaken 
through fostering militancy—hence border restrictions and de- 
mands for arming youth. End result is serious intensification 
rather than easing of East-West struggle. 

But—and this is an important but—in all of this Kremlin has 
been careful to appear to leave door open to negotiate solution of 
Ger problem. That seems to us to be essential part of explanation 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, Moscow, and Bonn. 
2 Neither printed. (662.001/3-1652 and 3-2952) For a brief summary of telegram 

2189, see footnote 7, Document 80. 
3 Document 145.
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of last Sov note. Note was more than agitators notebook for propa- 
ganda designed to undermine support for Western integration. It 
was also a protestation for the record of Sov efforts to find a peace- 
ful solution to Ger problem. 

Although we appear thus far to have bested Kremlin in this ex- 
change of notes, we feel that larger turn of events warrants no 
easing of our caution and vigilance. We believe that it cannot be 
assumed that Kremlin is sobered and incapable of desperate action 
of one who imagines hostile force slowly closing in on him. 

Our only recommendations re reply to Sov note are: (1) Do not 
let it appear that it is we who terminate exchange of notes or fore- 

close mtg. (2) Keep to forefront main issue, that it is we who seek 

peaceful solution of Ger problem. 

REBER 

No. 107 

662A.00/5-2852: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Embassy in France ! 

SECRET WASHINGTON, June 8, 1952—7:20 p. m. 

7148. In accordance with Tripartite agreement outlined in Paris 
7397 rptd London 2076 Moscow 259 Bonn 922 ? below is text of sug- 

gested draft reply to Sov note of May 24? as worked out in Dept. 

For convenience of reference paras of draft are numbered. Copies 
being given to Br and Fr Embassies here. After agreement reached 
in Paris on substance of reply, Dept will be prepared to coordinate 
final draft with Br and Fr here pursuant to agreed procedure. In 
view of discussion already held between Sec and other 2 Mins, Dept 
feels it will not be nec to conduct discussions in Paris on level of 
Ambs and Fon-Mins but that discussions can be handled by next 
ranking officials as has been done in previous coordination in Lon. 

Draft text fol: 

‘1. After studying note sent to it by Sov Govt on May 24, 1952, 
US Govt deeply regrets the lack of concern displayed by Sov Govt 
with regard to steps which might be taken to bring about free elec- 
tions in Ger and the consequent unification of Ger. Sov Govt has 
failed to meet if it has not entirely rejected the 4 concrete and 

1 Drafted by Jessup and Laukhuff; cleared with Bohlen, Perkins, Matthews, and 
Barbour, and signed by Secretary Acheson. Repeated to London, Moscow, and Bonn. 
A copy of the draft reply transmitted herein was left with President Truman on 
June 5. (Memorandum by the Secretary of State, June 5, 662.001/6-552) 

2 Document 105. 
3 Document 102.
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practical proposals made by US Govt in its note of May 18, 1952, 4 
the acceptance of which would have made possible a mtg to discuss 
the specific measures nec to create an all-Ger Govt. 

“2. The fundamental difference between the position of Sov Govt 
and that of US Govt is that Sov Govt falls back to its first proposal 
for immediate negotiations on the terms of the peace treaty before 
the formation of an all-Ger Govt which cld participate in those ne- 
gotiations. US Govt on other hand has pointed out that an all-Ger 
Govt is an essential participant in the negotiation of a peace treaty 
and that therefore a precondition to such negotiations is the unifi- 
cation of Ger including the establishment of an all-Ger Govt. The 
unification of Ger in turn depends upon holding of free elections. 
Accordingly, the essential first step, as US Govt has pointed out, is 
the holding of free elections as soon as it is determined that appro- 
priate conditions for such free elections exist. 

“8. Moreover, Sov Govt insists on moving backward to Potsdam 
Agreement and re-establishment of 4-power control. Potsdam 
Agreement was originally designed to cover “the initial control 
period”. Nevertheless, Sov Govt insists that its provisions must 
‘guide’ not only the establishment of Germany’s boundaries, but 
the interim status of an all-Ger Govt and a peace treaty with Ger. 

“4. This attitude of Sov Govt clearly implies that the Ger people 
shld be excluded from negotiation of the peace treaty, thereby 
turning the clock back 7 years and ignoring the moral and political 
recovery of the great majority of Ger people who have been free to 
make that progress. The suggestion of a return to Potsdam patent- 
ly includes the retention of a Sov veto power, which taken together 
with present action of Sov Govt to cut Eastern Ger off from associa- 
tion with Eur and outside world, is a clear illustration of Sov pur- 
pose for Ger as a whole. It is apparent that the Sov motive can be 
only to confuse the Ger people, meanwhile impeding the return of 
sovereignty to West Ger and its re-entry into a productive associa- 
tion with other countries on a normal basis. 

“9. The position of the Sov Union blocks impartial investigation 
of the conditions now prevailing in the Sov Zone. This attitude con- 
stitutes opposition to free elections and since such elections are 
prerequisite to Ger unity, constitutes Sov opposition to the achieve- 
ment of such unity. 

“6. In the circumstances Sov Govt must bear the responsibility 
for preventing any progress towards unification of Ger. It is the 
failure of Sov Govt to meet the proposals of US Govt, including the 
failure to advance any other practical proposals, which causes the 
delay in unifying Ger and concluding a Ger peace treaty. 

“7. The notes of May 138 of the Govts of US, UK and Fr contain 
specific and constructive proposals for the realization of the essen- 
tial first steps towards these objectives. These proposals remain 

* Document 101.
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open in the hope that after further reflection the Sov Govt will re- 
consider its position.” > 

ACHESON 

* On June 5 Kennan reported that he believed the thinking underlying this draft 
was excellent, but the language “lousy”, and suggested that when the draft was 
agreed one person be designated to give it “fluidity, continuity, force of expression 
and unity of style.” (Telegram 1948 from Moscow, 662A.00/6-552) 

No. 108 

662A.00/6-952: Telegram 

The Ambassador in France (Dunn) to the Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY Paris, June 9, 1952—7 p.m. 

7678. Re Embtel 7650, rptd London 2116, Bonn 947, Moscow 

275. 2 At meeting at FonOff this afternoon, La Tournelle presented 

French draft of reply to Sov note (text in my immediately fol tel 3) 
embodying Schuman’s proposal contained in my reftel. Rumbold, 
Brit counselor, also had rough draft along same lines as he had just 
received word from London that Eden agreed with Schuman’s pro- 
posal for early four-power meeting, altho he realized this was de- 
parture from agmt reached at recent tripartite Mins meeting Paris. 
(Brit text will be telegraphed this evening. *) 

Achilles asked whether Schuman really desired four-power meet- 
ing or whether he merely considered proposal for one good tac- 
tics. 5 La Tournelle indicated former, saying Schuman considers 

Western position now reinforced by signing of contractuals and 
EDC and that meeting would satisfy at least French opinion which 
considers fina] attempt at understanding should be made. Meeting 

1 Repeated to London, Moscow, Bonn, and Berlin. 
2In telegram 7650 Dunn reported that Robert Schuman had told him on June 7 

that the West was now in such a strong position vis-a-vis the Soviet Union that it 
should propose an immediate four-power meeting in its reply to the Soviet note. 
(740.5/6-752) 

3 Telegram 7679, infra. 
* The British draft reply, prepared by Rumbold based on his understanding of the 

Foreign Office position, was transmitted in telegram 7683 from Paris, June 9. 
(740.5/6-952) 

5 On June 10, in response to instructions from the Department of State (telegram 
7250 to Paris, June 9, 740.5/6-752), Ambassador Dunn discussed the proposal for a 
four-power meeting with Schuman, and indicated the reasons why the United States 
opposed such a meeting. Schuman stated that he had made the suggestion as a 
tactic to show that the Soviet Union was really against German unification, while 
at the same time showing that the West was not avoiding the question. Schuman 
promised to give the proposal further thought in view of the U.S. reaction and 
would consult with the French Cabinet.
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would be held without delay and would not be made dependent 
upon any prior agmt or fulfillment of conditions. Aim of meeting 
would be to discuss two points: (1) Conditions for holding free elec- 
tions, including competence and composition of investigating 
comm, and (2) Status of all-Ger Govt pending peace treaty. La 
Tournelle stated that language in French draft “to discuss prob- 
lems presented by unification of Ger and peace treaty”, did not 
mean that possible substance of peace treaty would be discussed. 
On contrary, he hoped agenda could be limited to above two points. 
Furthermore, although Western note itself should not give impres- 

sion of being “ultimatum” by demanding lifting of recent Sov re- 
strictive measures, Western Allies would make clear at outset of 

talks that no agmt possible until situation returned to normal. § 
Asked at what level Schuman envisaged talks, La Tournelle re- 

plied “FonMins or their deputies’, in response to question from 
Rumbold, indicated that ‘deputies’ might be Ambs but not 
HICOMs. 

Meeting was adjourned until we receive instructions from Dept 
re Schuman proposal for early meeting. 

DUNN 

6 For documentation on measures restricting access and communication with 
Berlin, imposed after the signing of the contractual agreements and the EDC 
Treaty, see Documents 532 ff. 

No. 109 

662A.00/6-952: Telegram 

The Ambassador in France (Dunn) to the Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY Paris, June 9, 1952—7 p.m. 

7679. Re Embtel 7678. 2 Following is French draft reply: 

Begin verbatim text. 
The French Govt regrets to note that the various questions 

which it put to Sov Govt in its note of May 11, with a view to facili- 
tating conversations between the four govts on subj of the forma- 
tion of the free unified Ger Govt which could participate in the ne- 
gotiation of a peace treaty with US, Great Britain, USSR and 
France, were not answered in Sov note of May 24. 

The French Govt proposed that consideration be given, as an al- 
ternative to UN comm which it prefers, to any specific and practi- 
cal suggestion by the Sov Govt with respect to an impartial com- 
mission of inquiry. The Sov Govt ignores this proposal and contin- 

1 Repeated to London, Moscow, Bonn, and Berlin. 

2 Supra.
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ues to maintain purely and simply its initial position relative to 
the establishment of a comm composed of reps of the four powers, a 
comm which it has already been demonstrated would have difficul- 
ty in producing concrete results. 

The French Govt also proposed a meeting of reps of the Amer, 
Brit, Sov and French Govts to discuss arrangements for holding 
free elections throughout Ger at an early date. It maintains that 
proposal. The Sov Govt nevertheless replies that the French Govt 
refuses to agree that the four powers should proceed without fur- 
ther delay to examine this question. 

The French Govt has emphasized necessity of studying at the 
same meeting the status of a unified Ger, establishing the nec 
guarantees of freedom which an all-Ger Govt, resulting from free 
elections, should enjoy during the period prior to the conclusion of 
peace. The Sov Govt replies that such a govt must be guided by the 
Potsdam provisions relative to the initial period of Allied control. It 
appears to the French Govt that the only concrete proposal envis- 
aged by the Sov Govt is the re-establishment of the system of quad- 
ripartite control which has been shown to be impracticable. It is 
furthermore clear that a Ger Govt subj to such control would not 
enjoy in practice any freedom in its relations with the four powers 
and would not be in a position to participate freely with those four 
govts in the negot of a draft peace treaty. 

The French Govt also notes, with regret, that while the Sov Govt 
in its note repeatedly reaffirms its desire for the unification of Ger, 
it has just adopted without plausible motive a series of measures in 
the Sov Zone which tend to prevent all contact between Gers and 
to aggravate the arbitrary division of Ger despite its insupportable 
character for the Gers. The French Govt considers that it must em- 
phasize that the agmts recently signed with Federal Republic, far 
from compromising the unification of Ger, tend toward the peace- 
ful re-establishment of Ger unity and expressly reserve the compe- 
tence of the four powers with a view to establishing a peace treaty 
freely negotiated between them and the Ger Govt. 

The French Govt, while accordingly renewing its previous pro- 
posals, is no less prepared to contemplate an immediate meeting of 
reps of the four powers for the purpose of discussing the problem 
presented by the unification of Ger and the peace treaty. It hopes 
that the Sov Govt will agree and thus permit the prompt establish- 
ment of a rep all-Ger Govt. 3 

End verbatim text. DuNN 

3Qn June 11 the Embassy in Paris reported that Eden had accepted the first five 
paragraphs of this draft, but proposed the following text for the sixth and seventh: 

“The French Govt have already pointed out that the terms of the eventual peace 
treaty cannot form the subject of negots between the four powers before an all Ger 
Govt has been formed which can take part in the negots. The Sov Govt themselves 
recognized in their note of March 10 that peace treaty must be drafted with direct 
participation of an all German Govt. Programme proposed in French Govt’s note of 
May 13 was designed to enable four powers to reach early agreement on formation 

Continued
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No. 110 

662.001/6-1052: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Embassy in the United Kingdom ' 

SECRET WASHINGTON, June 10, 1952—7:05 p.m. 

6522. Personal from Sec to Ambs Gifford and Dunn. I wish you 
wld see Mr. Eden and Mr. Schuman and convey my views in regard 
to the proposals which have just been made concerning the reply to 
the last Sov note. 

I have been frankly astonished to receive word that Mr. Schu- 
man and Mr. Eden are now proposing that we shld reverse the line 
upon which we reached agreement in our conversations in Paris 2 
weeks ago and that we shld now propose an immediate mtg with 
the Sovs. We discussed this question fully at Paris among ourselves 
and we reached a decision which still seems to me to be the right 
decision. We had decided to go ahead and press in every way to 
secure the NEC ratifications so that the Conventions with Ger and 
EDC Treaty cld be put into effect at the earliest possible moment. 
If we maintain the momentum which we have already established, 
I am sure that we will be able to carry through with this plan. In 
the series of notes which we exchanged with the Sovs, we had as 
Mr. Eden said to me in Paris “won the battle of the notes’. In our 
last note we put up to them certain definite proposals to which we 
agreed the Sov reply was utterly unresponsive. We agreed there- 
fore that in our next note we shld point out these facts but also 
indicate that the proposals already made are still open. If we shld 

now reverse our direction and propose an immediate mtg particu- 

of such a govt so that a peace treaty could then be negotiated and concluded. In 
order to avoid further delay, French Govt, in concert with Her Majesty’s Govt and 
US Govt, now invite Sov Govt to take part in early meeting of reps of four govts. 
This meeting would discuss: (1) How to set up an impartial commission to investi- 

gate conditions to enable free elections to be held throughout Germany; (2) The rest 
of the programme for the formation of an all German Govt contained in final para 
of French Govt’s note of May 13. 

“Since the Sov Govt have repeatedly expressed their desire for an early meeting 
in preference to continued exchanges of notes, the French Govt trust that present 
proposal will commend itself to them. As soon as Sov Govt signify their acceptance 
of it arrangements can be made for the place, date and precise form of the meet- 
ing.” (Telegram 7738, 662A.00/6-1152) 

The same day the Embassy reported further that the French had approved this 
revision. (Telegram 7740, 662A.00/6-1152) 

1 Drafted and initialed for Secretary Acheson by Jessup and cleared with Lauk- 
huff, Riddleberger, Perkins, Barbour, Bohlen, Matthews, Nitze, Bruce, and Secretary 
Acheson. Also sent to Paris and repeated to Bonn and Moscow.
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larly in such broad terms as have been suggested, we wld be in 
effect denying the soundness of the position taken in our previous 
notes. It wld seem in many quarters that we had abandoned a firm 

position which had been generally accepted in the public opinion of 
Ger, Fr, Great Britain and US. The effect of such a proposal upon 
the Senate here wld, I think, be very serious. We opened our hear- 
ings before the Senate Committee this morning, and we have every 

reason to believe that if we pursue our present line we can secure 
ratification promptly. ? If we give the appearance of changing our 
whole plan of campaign, it will be hard to convince the Senate that 
they shld continue to give priority to this matter. As already ex- 
plained in Deptel 7259 to Paris rptd 6486 to London, 3575 to Bonn 

and 854 to Moscow, ® it is also our judgment that such a proposal 
might well have disastrous effect upon Adenauer’s effort to secure 
prompt ratification in Ger, and you shld restate arguments in third 
para reftel personally to FonMin. 

I think you shld also make it clear to Mr. Eden that I am baffled 
that this sudden reversal of UK position on matter of major signifi- 

cance has occurred without a word of explanation to me. It may be 
that Mr. Schuman’s explanation as reported in Paris 7650 rptd to 
London 2116, Bonn 947, Moscow 275 +* was intended by him to be 

an explanation of his point of view, but I did not find there any 
reference to any fact which was different from those which we con- 
sidered when our previous agreement was reached. 

Remind Eden that he and I had long discussion this subject Paris 

May 26.5 It was Eden who said we shld make clear in reply that 
there wld be no mtg with Sovs until they had answered questions 
in our last note. He further said Western public opinion had been 
entirely won over and I agreed. At Tri mtg May 28 © Eden stated 
that reply shld state the West regretted the Russians had refused 

their offer but that the offer remained open. He agreed with what I 
had said, namely if there were to be any talks they shld be low 
level but it was better to terminate the exchange. The 8 Mins 
agreed the reply shld take this line, Mr. Schuman adding reply 
shld not give impression withdrawing earlier proposals. 

2 Senate hearings on the contractual agreements began on June 10. On July 1 the 
Senate voted ratification, 77 to 5. 

3 The arguments in paragraph 3 of this message stated that the French proposal 
would represent a weakening of the Western position, that it would confuse and 
weaken German opinion, that the Soviet Union would consider it as an indication of 
weakness, and finally that it would detract from the strength of the Western posi- 
tion which had been to concentrate on the single clear issue of popular elections. 

(740.5/6-752) 
4 See footnote 2, Document 108. 
5 Regarding this meeting, see footnote 3, Document 105. 
6 For a report on this meeting, see Document 105.
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I wish to urge with all of the earnestness which I can express 
that we shld go ahead along the lines of the agreement which we 
reached in our Paris conversations and that we shld not show any 
sign of wavering. 7 

ACHESON 

7™On June 11 Dunn reported that he had just seen Schuman and had “put to him 
strongly” the points outlined in this telegram. Schuman reiterated his belief that 
the French proposal would indicate the true Soviet position on German unification 
better than a continued exchange of notes. Dunn summarized Schuman’s position as 
follows: 

“T must advise you that Schuman holds very firmly to his position, that he frank- 
ly bases it on French state of mind and that Eden’s agreement with him naturally 
strengthens his insistence upon it.” (Telegram 7744, 662A.00/6-1152) 

No. 111 

662.001/6-1252: Telegram 

The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Gifford) to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY LONDON, June 12, 1952—7 p.m. 

5677. I saw Eden this afternoon and presented your views as ex- 
pressed in Deptel 6522 ? on Brit-Fr position on reply to latest Sov 
note. He expressed regret at difficulties which he had apparently 
caused, and went on to say that he had, of course, taken a very dif- 

ferent position than that originally expressed by the Fr, adding 
that the Fr had just informed him they were now in full agrmt 
modification of Fr draft which he had proposed (Paris tel 7738, 
June 11°). He said that his thought had merely been that with re- 
spect to an impartial investigation of conditions in Ger we shld say 
in substance “since you are not prepared to write about it, we are 
prepared to talk about it.” 

After some discussion he suggested that fourth and fifth sen- 
tences Brit draft of last para Fr text (Paris tel 7738) might be 
changed to read somewhat along the fol lines: 

“In order to avoid further delay, Fr Govt, in concert with HMG 
and US Govt, are prepared to take part in early mtg of reps of four 
govts to discuss: 
_“I. How to set up an impartial commission to investigate condi- 

tions to enable free elections to be held throughout Ger; 2. The rest 
of the program for the formation of an all-Ger Govt contained in 

1 Repeated to Paris, Bonn, and Moscow. 
2 Supra. 
3 See footnote 3, Document 109.
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final para of Fr Govt’s note of May 13, provided the Sov Govt will 
make clear that it is in favor of free elections and the participation 
of a free all-Ger Govt in the treaty negots.”’ 

Adenauer’s comments as reported in Bonn tel 3317 of June 11, 4 

were also discussed, and Eden thought that if our reply were to 

insist on Sov answers to all the questions we posed on the second 

note before we wld agree to a four power mtg, it wld probably 

create a gen impression which wld be detrimental to our interests. 
When the possibility of the three HICOMs discussing proposals 

with Adenauer was mentioned, he said that he saw no objection. 
He added that he personally felt quite sure that Adenauer wld find 
his proposal acceptable if it included the modification suggested 
above. 

He agreed with Dept’s view expressed in penultimate sentence 

Deptel 6543 June 11. 5 

He ended by saying that the Fr had expressed the hope, with 

which he heartily agreed, that this matter can be settled before 

Secy’s arrival in London and need not be included in agenda dis- 
cussions of three FonMins. ® 

At no time during the discussion did he give any indication of a 

disposition to recede from the view that we shld drop our insistence 
on completion of impartial investigation before quadripartite mtg 

and agree to include the method of holding such an investigation 
in the agenda of such a mtg. But I believe his suggestion in para 2 

above indicates a willingness to strengthen note in other respects 

so long as it makes the gesture of offering to include impartial in- 
vestigation in agenda of quadripartite meeting in order to avoid 
further delay. 

GIFFORD 

4In telegram 3317 Reber reported that Chancellor Adenauer was not opposed in 
principle to a four-power meeting if adequate preparations were made in advance, 
but he was strongly opposed to a four-power meeting merely for the sake of demon- 
strating Allied willingness to talk about German unity, which he believed would be 
fatal to the prospects of ratifying the contractual agreements and the EDC Treaty. 

(762.00/6-1152) 
5 Telegram 6543 informed Gifford that subject to the resolution of the question of 

a four-power meeting the points raised in the French draft note were not considered 
to raise any difficulties. The penultimate sentence of this telegram stated that the 
Department of State saw merit, in particular, in pointing out the inconsistency of 
the measures which the Soviet Union had taken to isolate East Germany with 
Soviet professions in favor of unification. (662A.00/6-952) 

6 Secretary Acheson traveled to London, Berlin, Vienna, and Rio in June and 

July.
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No. 112 

662.001/6-1252: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Embassy in the United Kingdom } 

SECRET PRIORITY WASHINGTON, June 12, 1952—7:44 p.m. 

6581. Secy called in Br and Fr Ambs this aftn and discussed with 
them separately existing difference of opinion concerning content 
of reply to Sov note and press leaks. ? Re leaks he urged Bonnet to 
impress upon his Govt importance of stopping any info to press 
concerning points we are discussing in drafting note. ? Secy stated 
we are issuing nothing from the Dept and that he had cancelled his 
news conference this week thus avoiding questioning. He pointed 
out to Fr Amb we could not forever refuse to talk if official state- 
ments were issued in Paris. To Br Amb Secy said that he had no 
complaint on this score re Eden’s statement in House of Com- 
mons * and wld make no point of one press story attributed to offi- 
cial spokesman FonOff. Secy did ask Br Amb to transmit earnest 
plea that clamps be put on any talk about split between 3 Powers. 
He emphasized again restrictions we have put on here concerning 
any such info to press. 

Regarding substance of difference of opinion concerning mtg 
with Sovs, Secy said proposal for immed mtg with Sovs wld be 
grave mistake. He reviewed agreement at Paris and reasons for po- 

sition then taken. Proposal for mtg now wld jeopardize ratification 
here and in Ger. Secy reported hearings before Sen Committee 
went very well and he was hopeful Committee wld bring in report 

next week. However, proposal for immed mtg with Sovs wld lead 

Senate to take position that situation might be changed and thus 
no need for their giving this matter priority. 

Secy told Ambs he thought we shld now proceed with actual 
drafting stage envisaged in Paris talks May 27 [28 ?] 5 and believed 
difficulties cld be adjusted in course of drafting. He suggested draft- 

ing coordination sessions cld begin here tomorrow. Secy empha- 

1 Drafted and initialed for Secretary Acheson by Jessup. Also sent to Paris and 
repeated to Bonn and Moscow. 

2 Memoranda of Secretary Acheson’s conversation with Ambassador Franks and 
with Ambassador Bonnet and Counselor de Juniac are in file 762.00/6-1252. 

3 Following receipt of the Soviet notes of Apr. 9 and May 24, leaks to the press, 
apparently originating in Paris, gave rise to comments on the differences among the 
three Western powers with regard to the drafting of a reply. Documentation on 
these press leaks is in file 662.001. 

* For Foreign Secretary Eden’s statement to the House of Commons on June 10 
concerning contractual relations, the EDC Treaty, and the reply to the Soviet note, 
see H.C. Deb 5s, vol. 502, cols. 32-41. 

5 For a report on this meeting, see telegram 7397, Document 105.
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sized our first draft § in accordance with Paris agreement was not 
designed for stylistic perfection but merely to raise various points. 
Draft can be worked out covering points which Fr and Br have em- 
phasized concerning restatement of propositions in last note, leav- 
ing door open and again putting up to Sov questions they have not 
answered. If Sov comes forward with suggestions mtg our condi- 
tions that wld be different situation. To Fr Amb Secy emphasized 
that in course of hearings he had made a statement on No Africa 
which he believed wld be helpful. Fr Amb confirmed that it was. 

To Br Amb Secy emphasized that proposal for mtg now had not 
been thought through. He referred to Art 7 of Ger Convention rela- 
tive to rights and obligations of present and any future all-Ger 
Govt. 7 He said Ger elections shld lead to Constituent Assembly 
rather than directly to formation of all-Ger Govt as Schumacher 
prefers. Although improbable Sovs will go through with elections, 
we must think through exact situation which wld develop if all-Ger 
elections held. Reply note shld heavily emphasize importance of de- 
termining conditions for elections. Secy further told Br Amb he be- 
lieved if we got on with drafting here we could probably work out 
acceptable texts which wld help meet difficulties confronting Eden 
and Schuman and if a final issue developed this cld be settled when 
he went to Lon. 

Secy further informed Br Amb he had sent message to Eden indi- 
cating he was baffled by fact that, after thorough discussion with 
Eden and Schuman in Paris, he had had no word from Eden re- 

garding the change in position or the reasons for it. ® He did not 
wish to press the point, but it did seem to him it would be better 
that if after ministerial agreement had been reached some tele- 
gram cld have been sent indicating that on reconsideration it was 
felt different line shld be taken. 

Regarding procedure for coordination drafting Wash, Bonnet 
wondered whether this had been agreed in present conversations in 
Paris and said he had not yet received Fr draft but probably wld 
receive it by tomorrow. This was only indication by either Amb of 
any necessity for further instructions to authorize immed Wash 

mtg on drafting coordination. 

Secy agreed with both Ambs on line to be taken with press con- 
cerning their conferences as follows. Fr Amb wld say they dis- 

cussed a number of matters including FE questions in preparation 

6 Presumably that transmitted in telegram 7148, Document 107. 

7 For text of the Convention on the Rights and Obligations of Foreign Forces and 

Their Members in the Federal Republic of Germany, signed at Bonn May 26, see 

Senate Q and R, pp. 89-180. An extract from this convention is printed as Document 

*, Presumably a reference to the message in telegram 6522, Document 110.
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for visit of Letourneau and certain economic questions in Europe. ® 
In course of conversation discussed procedures for going forward 
with coordination of reply Sov note and did not find any difficulties 

in way of proceeding with this work. Br Amb wld say same except 
that other matters merely included certain economic questions. Br 
Amb further stated that if pressed as to existence of basic differ- 
ence he wld say there was none and cld not be any at this stage 
when we were at point of merely exchange views. Dept is taking 
same line with press here. 

ACHESON 

® Letourneau visited the United States, June 16-18. 

No. 113 

662.001/6-1352: Telegram 

The Acting United States High Commissioner for Germany (Reber) 
to the Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY Bonn, June 13, 1952—7 p.m. 

3359. At Chancellor’s request Blankenhorn called on me this 
afternoon to inform me of Adenauer’s concern over Eden’s proposal 
for a mtg with Sovs which Kirkpatrick had described today along 
lines of draft contained in London’s 5677 (rptd Bonn 660, Paris 
2455, Moscow 211).2 Chancellor told Kirkpatrick that, whereas 
door shld be left open for future negots with Sovs, such a proposal 
wld have serious effect upon chances of Ger ratification of con- 

tracts and EDC. It wld lead to conference without adequate prepa- 

ration and leave the important points mentioned in allied reply of 
May 13% still open without obtaining any assurances as to free 
elections or freedom of action of any all-Ger Govt. It wld thus give 
Sovs full opportunity to confuse public opinion and create impres- 
sion that allies had abandoned their previous position which had 
been fully understood in Ger. Chancellor thought Eden’s proposal 
wld have such serious repercussions on Ger opinion that it might 
force him to reconsider his decision to press for early ratification of 
treaties. In these circumstances he urged that efforts to clarify the 
Sov position continue through exchange of notes until after ratifi- 
cation, which he said was now more than ever before possible 
within six weeks. Chancellor asked me to communicate foregoing 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, and Moscow. 
2 Document 111. 
3 Document 101.
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urgently to you and Blankenhorn said that Kirkpatrick has agreed 
to send similar msg to London. 

I explained I had intended to call upon Chancellor today to 
dispel any misunderstanding as to US position which might have 
been created by leaks to foreign press re differences of opinion over 
reply to Sovs, and took this occasion to explain our views as out- 
lined in recent tels. Blankenhorn said that these were similar to 
those held by Chancellor and said he wld inform latter immed. 

Kirkpatrick has subsequently telephoned to confirm that Chan- 
cellor had stressed importance of the timing of any suggestion for 
mtg with Sovs. He said he was reporting to London urgency of 
Chancellor’s request that further clarification of Sov position be ob- 
tained before suggesting any mtg, thus giving him opportunity to 
press through ratification. He said Chancellor had also commented 
upon Eden’s proposal for setting up of an impartial commission by 
pointing out that as at present phrased this wld imply we had com- 
pletely abandoned UN commission and were suggesting an entirely 
new approach. # 

REBER 

On June 15 Reber reported that Blankenhorn had seen him that morning and 
had stated that the Chancellor was still worried that the proposal for a four-power 
meeting would be made prior to ratification of the contractual agreements and the 
EDC Treaty. (Telegram 3370 from Bonn, 662A.00/6-1552) 

No. 114 

Editorial Note 

On June 18 a tripartite drafting group headed by Jessup, Franks, 
and Daridan began meeting in Washington to consider the reply to 
the Soviet note. At this meeting the French were without instruc- 
tions, attending informally to take note of the discussion, and 

Franks and Jessup reviewed the positions of the United Kingdom 

and the United States on the proposed four-power meeting. The 
United States also introduced a new draft reply which was trans- 
mitted to London and Paris for delivery to Eden and Schuman. The 
Department of State reported on this meeting in telegram 6619 and 
transmitted the new draft in telegram 6609 to London, June 13. 
(662.001/6-1352 and 662A.00/6-952) The initial reaction in Paris 
and London was favorable, but on June 16 both Schuman and Eden 

indicated that they still preferred the French draft (telegram 7679, 
June 9, Document 109) as amended by Eden (footnote 3 to telegram 
7679). Two more drafting sessions were held in Washington on 

June 16 and 17, but no progress other than agreement on the first
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five paragraphs of the draft reply was made. The reactions of Schu- 
man and Eden were transmitted in telegrams 7856 from Paris and 
5718 from London. (662A.00/6-1652 and 662.001/6-1652) The De- 
partment of State reported on the meetings of June 16 and 17 in 

telegrams 6655 and 6677 to London, June 16 and 17. (662.001/6- 

1652 and 662A.00/6-1752) 

No. 115 

662A.00/6-1952: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Embassy in France } 

SECRET PRIORITY WASHINGTON, June 19, 1952—8:50 p.m. 

7465. Fr and Brit Ambs called on Secy this afternoon to discuss 
reply to Sov note. 2 Bonnet summarized progression in Fr position 

ending with stmt of substantial agreement with Eden Gifford for- 
mula (reported London’s 5677 %) (rptd Paris 2455, Bonn 660, 
Moscow 211) subject to substituting “it being understood four Govts 
are in favor’ in place of “provided Sov Govt will make clear”. 
Bonnet emphasized Fr insistence proposal for meeting must in- 

clude question of elections and interim status of Ger Govt and not 
be confined to composition and functions of commission as proposed 
in last US draft. * However Fr were now willing to accept proposal 
made by Franks reported in Deptel 6655 to London, Paris 7381 
(rptd Bonn 3717, Moscow 885) > for insertion of words between sub- 

points i and ii. Franks noted Fr and Brit positions had moved in 
direction of agreement and inquired whether US still remained ad- 

amant. 

Secy stated issue was very greatest importance and not mere 

preference for language. On wisdom of this decision regarding 

reply to Sov note depends the question of Ger ratification. Secy 
then reviewed history of note of May 18, its favorable reception, 

general agreement at Paris that Sov reply was feeble and further 
agreement at Paris on matter of our further reply. It was now 
thought we needed to meet some public opinion pressure which 
was not clearly identified. If note sent as proposed by Fr and Brit 
we would be committed to meeting involving discussion of interim 

1 Drafted by Jessup and cleared with Riddleberger. Also sent to London and re- 
peated to Bonn and Moscow. 

2, No other record of this meeting has been found in Department of State files. 
3 Document 111. 
4 Presumably the draft referred to in the editorial note, supra. 
5In telegram 6655, the words in question were, “when agreement has been 

reached on this’’. (662.001/6-1652)
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status of Ger Govt and this would undermine Adenauer and sabo- 
tage his plans for ratification. This was not merely US estimate of 
Ger situation but emphatic stmt of Chancellor who is best judge of 
Ger opinion. (Franks confirmed that Adenauer had made similar 
strong stmt to Kirkpatrick.)® If Ger ratification is not secured 
before recess no telling where we would be. Secy then commented 
briefly on possible disruption of Senate schedule for ratification if 
note sent as proposed by Fr and Brit but emphasized that Ger situ- 
ation was all important. Secy said hard to judge public opinion but 
we can judge effect on our plans of proposal of kind contemplated. 
We would be taking terrible risk because discussion now of interim 
status of Ger Govt would open up the deep divisions of opinion 
among Ger parties and inevitably postpone Bundestag ratification. 
Our immediate problem is to aid Chancellor to secure ratification. 
After that we can take care of public opinion problems in Fr and 
other countries which will confront parliamentary action at later 
time. If we secure US and Ger ratification we will have two sound 
pegs which will help ratification elsewhere. If we wreck plans for 
Ger ratification we would be proceeding down the road to disaster. 

Franks agreed with Secy estimate Ger situation but said problem 
of note must be viewed in broader terms of European opinion con- 
cerning whole struggle between East and West for soul of Ger. 
HMG has carried public support relative to establishment of posi- 
tions of strength but could not assert that we refuse discussions 

with Sovs until after these positions fully consolidated. Brit do not 
expect results from Sov negotiations but insist on sincere attempt 
to ascertain Sov position. American draft would be interpreted as 

striking false note and not taking Sovs seriously. He agreed we 
should not disrupt Adenauer’s plans but must consider general Brit 
and Eur attitudes as well. 

Secy expressing understanding this situation pointed out this 
was not last note and negotiations could continue. He again em- 
phasized importance of timing and necessity of postponing discus- 
sion of status of Ger Govt until after Bundestag ratification. 

Bonnet indicated Francois Poncet reported less emphatic stmts 
by Adenauer but later admitted that Chancellor wanted meeting 
confined to question of elections. He emphasized Fr parliamentary 
opinion and Schuman consultation with Senators. Fr did not be- 
lieve note they proposed would be sure to prevent Ger ratification. 
He said matter was not fully discussed by Ministers at Paris but 
there was merely preliminary exchange of views. Secy expressed 
emphatic disagreement reviewing nature of full discussion with 

6 Regarding Adenauer’s conversation with Kirkpatrick on June 13, see telegram 
3359, Document 113.
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Eden and Schuman and agreement reached. Secy wondered wheth- 
er Paris and London disagreed with his conclusions regarding situ- 
ation relative Ger ratification and Adenauer’s view. If any doubt 
existed on this point Adenauer could be approached by the three 
commissioners. He wondered if London and Paris agreed that note 

would interfere with Ger ratification they would say that neverthe- 
less it was desirable to send note. Secy suggestion that matter 
might have to be discussed by three Ministers in London evoked 
from both Franks and Bonnet hope that agreement could be 
reached in Washington. All agreed main issue whether suggestion 
for next meeting should be confined to composition and functions 
of commission with second meeting after report of commission ac- 
cording to suggestion in note May 13 or whether other points 
should be discussed at same meeting before Commission reported. 
In this connection Secy again stressed importance of timing. Secy 
stated he could not be responsible for hazarding the results of work 
of one and half years and asked if London and Paris fully appreci- 
ated dangers of delay in Ger ratification. He appreciated difficul- 
ties confronting Schuman but felt these difficulties would be great- 
er if Ger ratification were not secured. He emphasized that under 
American proposal there could be meetings with Sovs on status 
Ger Govt but only at later time. 

Both Ambs said they would report fully although Bonnet indicat- 
ed he had no hope his Govt could agree. It was understood further 
tripartite meeting would take place when Embassies had received 
further instructions in light report this meeting. 

ACHESON 

No. 116 

662A.00/6-2552: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (McCloy) to the 
Embassy in the United Kingdom ! 

SECRET PRIORITY Bonn, June 25, 1952—7 p.m. 

970. For Secretary and Jessup.? In temporary absence from 
Bonn of HICOMers, Berard, Ward and Reber called on Chancellor 

this morning to ascertain views concerning latest Allied draft reply 

1 Repeated to Washington, Paris, and Moscow; the source text is the copy sent to 
Washington. 

2 Secretary Acheson and Ambassador Jessup were in London for meetings with 
Eden and Schuman as the first step in a trip which would take the Secretary to 
Berlin, Vienna, and Rio de Janeiro.
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to Sovs (ourtel 966 to London; rptd Dept 3511, Paris 1114, Moscow 
152 8). 

Berard summarized agreed portions of draft Allied reply and out- 

lined two alternative suggestions for mtg as contained in bracketed 
portions. He further inquired whether new schedule for ratifica- 
tion, 1.e., postponement until Sept, had affected Chancellor’s views 

concerning mtg with Sovs. 

Chancellor expressed considerable anxiety over press reports and 
published views of Brit Labor Party that advantage shld be taken 

of interval between signature and ratification to hold quadripartite 
mtg for purpose of sounding out sincerity of Sov offer. He said that 

such reports were creating considerable uncertainty in Ger and 
were having serious impact upon public opinion here, giving rise to 

questions as to Allied intentions of negotiating with Sovs behind 
Ger’s back. 

As to schedule of ratification, he was convinced Bundestag wld 
approve agrmts with substantial majority and had accepted a post- 

ponement of second and third readings until Sept only in order to 
eliminate any grounds for criticism that treaties were being rushed 
through without full parliamentary consideration and because he 

had been assured by parl leaders that first reading with its vote 
early in July wld give convincing proof of united Ger decision to 
accept treaties. He spoke of recent public opinion polls in Ger as 
showing marked increase in support of Govt’s policies. 

He did not agree with thesis that another Four Power mtg was 

necessary to convince public opinion of futility of Sov offer. Where- 
as he was not opposed to a mtg if it were properly prepared and 

gave reasonable prospects of success, he felt very strongly that any 

mtg which wld give Russians possibility of delay wld be a serious 
mistake and wld play straight into their hands. 

In latest reply Sovs had not only ignored essential point raised 
by Allies in their note of May 18 but had added new demand that 
future all-Ger govt be subjected to Potsdam decisions which was of 
course completely unacceptable to Ger. It was essential that Allies 
shld not give impression that they had receded from position taken 
in their earlier notes. If it is not clear that Sov demands with re- 
spect to neutralization of Ger or reestab of Potsdam controls have 
been rejected and if any mtg shld take place without prior clarifi- 
cation of Sov position re freedom of action of all-Ger govt to associ- 
ate itself with Western defense community and to take part in 

3 Telegram 966 reported that the British and U.S. High Commissioners had urged 
the French to agree to discuss the differences in the draft reply with Chancellor 
Adenauer, and that on June 24 Berard had finally received instructions that author- 

ized him to discuss alternative solutions with the Chancellor. (662A.00/6-2452)
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peace negot, any mtg even if limited in scope wld be a victory for 

Sovs and weaken Allied position in Ger. May 13 note had given 
Gers confidence as to firmness of Allied position and latter shld 

insist upon clairification of all points raised in this note. 
Adenauer said he understood alternative proposals, both wld 

permit mtg to take place if agrmt cld be reached upon necessity of 
holding free elections, and of full participation of future all-Ger 
govt in peace treaty negots. In his opinion this was not enough. 
Other points must equally be clarified prior to any Four Power 
talks. He re-emphasized that if this were not done, it wld cause se- 

rious setback in Ger and EDC. He felt that second alternative, 

which wld permit preliminary mtg with Sovs for purposes of dis- 
cussing appointment of a comm to investigate conditions for free 

elections, even though they had accepted Allied conditions for 
comm, wld constitute an even more serious recession from position 

taken on May 18. Chancellor said he feared such mtg wld create 
sitn in Ger similar to that created by armistice talks in Korea 
where Sov Union was using discussions merely to strengthen its 
own position and that of its satellites and delay a corresponding in- 
crease in Western strength. In conclusion Adenauer urged that 
Allies agree to no reply which did not first insist upon obtaining a 

clear-cut expression of Sov views with respect to all points of Allied 
note of May 13. 

Chancellor subsequently sent word that he is very disturbed over 
nature of Allied response as described to him this morning and is 
considering a further personal appeal to Secretary. 4 

McCoy 

*On June 26 and 27 Chancellor Adenauer reiterated his concern over prejudicing 
the favorable Allied position as a result of a premature meeting with the Soviet 
Union. The Chancellor’s concern was reported directly to the Secretary of State in 
London in telegrams 976 and 980 to London (8544 and 3581 to Washington) from 
Bonn, June 26 and 27. (662A.00/6-2652 and 6-2752) 

No. 117 

662.001/6-2852: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY LONDON, June 28, 1952—1 a.m. 

Secto 26. Three FonMins had long discussion at morning and 

afternoon sessions draft reply to latest Sov note on Ger which re- 

1 Repeated to Paris, Moscow, Bonn, and Berlin.
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sulted in agreement on amendments to draft text which were sent 
by earlier wire. 2 Adenauer’s fears were carefully considered. Schu- 
man stated, however, that in view of Fr public opinion it was essen- 

tial to ratification that Sov intentions be revealed at four-power 
mtg. He thought mtg shld have strictly defined agenda which shld 
not be reopened and Western Powers shld agree among themselves 
that it wld not be permitted to run beyond a reasonable period. He 
thought note shld avoid appearance of trying to avoid mtg as wld 
be case if note imposed conditions to which satisfactory Sov reply 
required before mtg cld be held. 

Secy and Eden agreed that account must be taken of Fr require- 
ments and proposed incorporation by refs of para 11 (iv) of note of 
May 132 in para 7 of new note, to which Schuman agreed. Eden 

thought no necessity to repeat conditions stated in last sentence 
para 3 in form requiring explicit Sov acceptance before mtg cld be 
held and Secy agreed to language now contained in first sentence 
amended para 7. 

There was long discussion of whether note shld propose one mtg 
or two. Schuman felt strongly that if any interval were permitted 
between possible agreement on free elections and discussion of 
status future Ger Govt, the pressure of Ger public opinion wld rel- 
egate latter issue to second place and prevent Western Powers 
from insisting successfully on necessary safeguards. He thought our 
position in second mtg wld be very weak and that if it were to fail 

after agreement had been reached on free elections we wld be ac- 
cused of causing failure. 

Secy pointed out that if we agree to discuss status Ger Govt in 

same mtg as free elections we will face precedent of former mtgs 
where four powers have gone on to discussion of later items on 
agenda after failure to agree on earlier. Thus we wid face great 
risk of being forced into discussion powers of future Ger Govt. If 
this were to happen Sovs wld insist on repudiation all prior com- 
mitments of FedRep and wld interpret our insistence on Ger par- 
ticipation in integration of West as limiting Ger freedom. This wld 
also raise Art 7 of Contractuals which wld not be to our interest. 
Secy questioned Schuman’s assumption that there wld be a second 
mtg. He thought Sovs wld fail to agree on composition and func- 
tions of impartial comm or wld refuse to accept its report. Given 
this probability he saw great and unnecessary risk in agreeing now 

2 U.S. minutes of the two tripartite Foreign Ministers meetings on June 27, MTL 
TRI-1 and MTL TRI-2, are in Conference files, lot 59 D 95, CF 111. The amend- 

ments under reference here were transmitted in Secto 25 from London, June 25. 
(662.001/6-2752) The text of the note as approved by the Foreign Ministers at the 
meetings on June 27, is printed infra. 

3 Document 101.
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to talk about powers future Ger Govt. A mtg limited to first item 
wld disclose Sov intentions and satisfy public opinion. 

Schuman finally agreed that formulation new para 8 met his re- 
quirement that free elections cld not be held before status all-Ger 
Govt had been discussed. This formulation, since it incorporates by 

ref the requirement that the report of the impartial commission be 
available, was satisfactory to us. 

Will be noted that amendment to para 1 expressly refutes infer- 
ence of any retreat from former position. Final sentence para 3 
states position on which a conference wld fail at outset unless 
major change in Sov policy, and given agreement of three powers 
not to let conference drag on unreasonably wld cause its failure in 
circumstances favorable to us before Ger ratification note in Sept 
or Oct. Para 6 also calculated to help Adenauer, as is last sentence 
new para 8. But whole tenor of note puts onus on Sovs sufficiently 
to make it unlikely that Sovs will agree to mtg on terms proposed. 
Secy, therefore, feels he has secured agreement on a text which 
goes far to meet Adenauer’s requirements and that he shld not con- 
sider that note adds seriously to his difficulties. 

Though mtg is proposed, all our basic positions are reaffirmed 
and onus is thrown on Sovs for failure to unify Ger. Adenauer 
must realize necessity reconciling in reply conflict between his 
views and very strongly held Fr position. Secy will give additional 
explanations to Hallstein in Berlin and supply McCloy with argu- 
ments to use with Adenauer. 

ACHESON 

No. 118 

662A.00/6-3052 

Draft Reply to the Soviet Note on Germany, Approved by the For- 
eign Ministers of the United States, the United Kingdom, and 

France } 

SECRET [LoNDON, June 27, 1952.] 

1. In their note of May 138 2 HMG made various proposals in the 
hope of facilitating four-power conversations which could lead to 

1The source text was attached to a memorandum from Barbour to Matthews, 
dated June 30, which stated that the draft was being transmitted to the Deputy 
Under Secretary for his information. The text was also transmitted to Moscow in 
telegram 7, July 2 (repeated to London, Paris, and Bonn, 662.001/7-252), for coordi- 

nation with the British and French Embassies on its delivery to the Soviet Foreign 
Ministry, provided that Adenauer and Reuter approved the text. 

2 Document 101.
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unification of Germany and negotiation with an all-German Gov- 
ernment of a German peace treaty. They observe with regret that 

the Soviet Government in their note of May 243 do not answer 
these proposals. HMG reaffirm all the views and proposals in their 
note of May 13. In the present note however they wish to concen- 
trate attention upon the immediate practical problem of procedure 
for setting up, through free elections, an all-German Government 
with which a peace treaty can be negotiated. 

2. In their note the Soviet Government once more propose simul- 

taneous discussions on peace treaty, unification of Germany, and 
formation of all-German Government. For their part, HMG main- 
tain their position on this question, namely that an all-German 

Government must participate in negotiation of peace treaty, and 
that, therefore, before undertaking such negotiations Germany 
must be unified and an all-German Government established. Unifi- 
cation of Germany can be achieved only through free elections. Es- 

sential first step is obviously determination that conditions neces- 
sary for such free elections exist. Second step would be holding of 
those elections. 

3. In regard to the first step, HMG proposed in their note of May 
13 that an impartial commission should determine whether there 

exist throughout Germany conditions necessary for holding of free 
elections. While pointing out great advantages of using UN Com- 
mission, HMG nevertheless offered to consider any other practical 

and precise proposals for impartial commission which Soviet Gov- 
ernment might advance. Soviet Government advances no such pro- 

posals and limits itself to maintaining its position on appointment 
of commission to carry out this verification by agreement among 
Four Powers. It is not clear to HMG whether Soviet Government 
consider that commission should be composed of representatives of 
Four Powers or merely that Four Powers should agree on its com- 

position, and HMG would be pleased to receive clarification on this 
point. HMG remain convinced that commission composed solely of 

members with direct responsibilities in Germany would be unable 
to reach useful decisions since it could only reflect present differ- 
ences of opinion among Four Powers as to conditions existing in 

Federal Republic, in Soviet Zone and in Berlin. HMG consider that 
if commission is to carry out its work effectively, it should be com- 
posed of impartial members, should not be subject to veto or con- 
trol by Four Powers, and should be empowered to go freely into all 
parts of Germany and investigate conditions bearing on the possi- 

bility of holding free elections. 

3 Document 102.
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4. In regard to the second step, HMG similarly proposed that as 

soon as commission’s report was ready there should be a meeting of 

the representatives of the US, French, Soviet and UK Governments 

to discuss early holding of free elections throughout Germany, in- 
cluding creation where necessary of appropriate conditions. HMG 

maintain this proposal to which Soviet Government have not yet 
replied. 

5. HMG further proposed to examine at this same meeting assur- 
ances to be given by Four Powers that the all-German Government 
formed as a result of these free elections will have the necessary 
freedom of action during the period before a peace treaty comes 
into effect. It is the understanding of HMG that the only concrete 
proposal envisaged by the Soviet Government is that the all- 
German Government must be guided by Potsdam decisions. This 
would mean re-establishment of quadripartite system of control 
which was originally designed to cover only “initial control period”’. 
An arrangement of this kind would revive a system of control 
which proved to be impracticable and would, moreover, ignore 
whole evolution of events in Germany in recent year. A German 
Government subjected to such control would in practice enjoy no 
freedom in its relations with the Four Powers and would not be in 
a position to participate freely with four above-mentioned govern- 
ments in the negotiation of draft peace treaty. 

6. HMG also observe, with concern, that while the Soviet Govern- 

ment in its notes repeatedly reaffirms its desire for unification of 
Germany, it has recently adopted without any justification a series 
of measures in the Soviet Zone and in Berlin which tend to prevent 
all contact between Germans living in territory under Soviet occu- 

pation and 50,000,000 Germans in the Federal Republic and in the 

Western sectors of Berlin. These measures aggravate the arbitrary 
division of Germany. HMG wish to emphasize that agreements re- 
cently signed with the Federal Republic open up to Germany wide 

and free association with other nations of Europe. These agree- 

ments reaffirm determination of Three Powers and the Federal Re- 
public to promote unification of Germany. Moreover, they express- 
ly reserve competence of Three Powers with the view to drawing 
up of a peace treaty freely negotiated between Four Powers and 
Germany. 

7. In order to avoid further delay HMG, in concert with the 
French Government and the United States Government, and after 

consultation with the German Federal Republic and with the 
German authorities in Berlin, propose that there should be an 
early meeting of representatives of the four governments, provided 
it is understood that the four governments are in favor of free elec- 

tions throughout Germany and of the participation of a free all-
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German Government in the negotiation of a German peace treaty. 
The purpose of this meeting would be to reach agreement on the 
first question which must be settled if further progress is to be 
made, namely, the composition and functions of the commission of 

investigation to determine whether the conditions necessary for 
free elections exist. HMG propose that the representatives discuss: 

i. The selection of members of the commission in such a way as 
to ensure its impartiality. 

iil. The functions of the commission with a view to insuring its 
complete independence to make recommendations to the Four 
Powers. 

iii. The authority of the commission to carry out its investigation 
in full freedom and without interference. 

8. In order that free elections can be held it will also be neces- 
sary to reach agreement on the programme for the formation of an 
all-German Government as proposed in paragraph 11 (iv) of HMG’s 
note of May 18. HMG therefore repeat that proposal for the discus- 
sion of these further important issues by representatives of the 
Four Powers. When such agreement is reached it will then be pos- 
sible to proceed to the unification of Germany. 

9. Since Soviet Government have repeatedly expressed their 

desire for an early meeting in preference to continued exchanges of 
notes, HMG trust that the present proposal will commend itself to 
them. 

No. 119 

Conference files, lot 59 D 95, CF 113: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Department of State } 

SECRET VIENNA, June 29, 1952—7 p.m. 

Secto 50. Hallstein breakfasted with Secy and McCloy this morn- 
ing. ? Perkins, Jessup and interpreter also present. 

Hallstein had read text draft reply ? before mtg and commented 
on basis first reading, reserving Adenauer’s position after study of 

text. 

Hallstein emphasized Adenauer’s desire delay mtg until after 
Ger ratification now expected middle Sept. However mtg on proper 
conditions and with limited agenda does not seem objectionable. 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, Moscow, Bonn, and Berlin. 

2 The breakfast was held at 8:30 a.m. in Berlin. Regarding Secretary Acheson’s 
visit to Berlin, see telegram 1375, Document 551. Regarding his trip to Vienna, see 
Document 805. 

3 Supra.
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Two most important points to mention are free elections and 
freedom of all Ger Govt to associate with West. However reply did 
not emphasize these to exclusion of others, since otherwise impres- 
sion created West Powers giving in on those points not specifically 
reiterated. 

Other points of equal importance re (1) Ger participation in 
Peace Treaty negots (2) freedom of action before and after ratifica- 
tion, rejection of Potsdam and four-power control (3) freedom to 
continue under agreements signed with West Powers and rejection 
of neutralism and (4) no abandonment of Eur Federation, no natl 

army, and no recognition Oder-Niesse line. 

In connection with free elections important to emphasize necessi- 
ty for appropriate guarantees both before and after elections. 

Chancellor also attaches great importance to making clear that 
reply does not open new era of confs which wld preclude further 
discussion of other issues in exchange of notes. 

Hallstein repeated familiar arguments about not losing momen- 
tum and stressed recent SPD resolution favoring four-power conf 
unification. ¢ 

After some detailed discussion of particular sentences in draft 
reply, Secy summarized situation. He anticipated another confused 
reply from Sovs which wld try to broaden the basis for a conf. 
Since Fr and to some extent Brit opinion were urging that a mtg 
be held on a broader basis, we might find ourselves engaged in fur- 
ther argument on this question during Aug. Since we had succeed- 
ed in London in reaching agreement on present text overcoming 

some Fr reluctance, Secy hoped it wld not be necessary to reopen 
the negot on the draft. It is quite possible Fr attitude may have 

stiffened by Aug. Recent development Fr Socialist attitude fol Guy 

Mollet was one encouraging aspect. Moreover Secy doubted wheth- 
er Sovs wld accept invitation to proposed mtg. 

Hallstein said he appreciated difficulty of reopening negot with 

Fr and wld bring this point to Adenauer’s attention. 

Secy said he and Eden and Schuman had agreed that if conf was 
held, we sld refuse to be drawn into prolnged propaganda discus- 
sion. If Sovs attempted to go outside of fixed agenda we wld walk 
out of mtg. 

Hallstein will report to Adenauer in Frankfort tomorrow and 
McCloy with other commissioners will see Adenauer in Bonn Tues. 
In agreeing on these arrangements Secy noted three Mins in 
London had agreed to accept one week delay which Adenauer had 
requested. 

* For the statement by the Executive Committee of the SPD, May 27, concerning 
the Soviet note of May 24, see Documents on German Unity, vol. II, p. 96.
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After Hallstein’s departure Gen Mathewson joined in discussion 
of procedure for consulting Reuter. Mathewson recalled May 13 
note was discussed with Reuter in the month as [he?] was chairman 

and tactful handling had resulted in Reuter’s approval contrasting 
with irritation induced on previous occasion by brusque handling of 
Fr chairman. Since Fr commandant is again chairman, McCloy will 
discuss substance of reply with Reuter at dinner this evening. 5 
Mathewson will seek immed concurrence Fr and UK commandants 
for formal mtg with Reuter tomorrow. & 

ACHESON 

®> According to McCloy’s diary (lot 57 F 24, box 14), he had tea with Reuter at 5 
p.m. on June 29, but no record of any discussion at that time of the reply to the 
Soviet note has been found in Deparment of State files. 

® On July 2 Reuter was shown the text of the draft reply and on the following day 
he told the British Commandant that he had no comment or objection to make on 
it. (Telegram 14 from Berlin, July 3, 662A.00/7-352) 

No. 120 

662A.00/7-352: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (McCloy) to the 
Embassy in France } 

SECRET Bonn, July 3, 1952—8 p.m. 

17. For Jessup from McCloy. ? Fol is summary first part mtg 
Chancellor and High Commissioners (Ward, Poncet, McCloy) on 
three Western Powers reply to Sov note of 24 May held 3 July. ° 

First part of mtg devoted discussion Chancellor’s note of 2 July on 
paras 5 and 6 of draft reply. * (Ref Bonn to London 9, rptd Dept 26, 
Paris 11 of 3 July 5) Chancellor emphasized at outset that last sen- 
tences paras 5 and 6 of draft reply had raised serious questions re- 

1 Repeated to London and Washington; the source text is the copy sent to Wash- 
ington. 

2'When Secretary Acheson left Berlin for Vienna, Ambassador Jessup went to 
Paris to be ready to act as the U.S. representative on any tripartite drafting group 
which might be established to deal with suggestions that were made by Adenauer 
and Reuter concerning the draft reply to the Soviet note. 

3 For a summary of the second part of the meeting, see telegram 18, infra. 

* Document 118. 
5 Telegram 9 transmitted the text of the note of July 2 from Chancellor Adenauer 

and a brief summary of a personal letter to McCloy. The substance of the note is the 
same as the points made by the Chancellor in his meeting with the High Commis- 
sioners on July 3 and reported to Jessup in this telegram and telegram 18, infra. In 
the personal letter Adenauer stated that unless his desiderata were met he could 
not conscientiously present the draft to the Bundestag without expressing his con- 
cern about it. (662A.00/7-352)
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garding general convention and reservation of Allied rights. He 

wld be obliged inform Cabinet and coalition leaders on this point in 
next few days and issue wld certainly be raised at Bundestag 
debate next Wednesday. He had thought of postponing debate until 
point was cleared up but had reconsidered in view fact such post- 
ponement wld not look well in light early ratification conventions 
by US Senate. ® He then rptd at length argument contained in text 
his note. Last sentences paras 5 and 6, he said, implied that 3 

powers interpreted articles 2 and 7 of general agreement” as 
meaning that future peace treaty with Ger wld first be negotiated 
by four powers and then discussed with all-Ger Govt. In those cir- 
cumstances such all-Ger Govt wld be confronted with draft treaty 
already agreed upon amongst four powers and while the Ger Govt 
might be able to obtain concessions on minor points, it wld be told 
on all important issues that four power agreement already reached 
cld not be disturbed. He suggested there was analogy here with 

conditions under which Versailles Treaty negotiated. He reiterated 
his contention that such procedure was inconsonant both with 
terms of arts 2 and 7 of gen agreement and spirit of negotiations at 
which they had been drafted. He cld not agree to interpretation 
which wld put a future Ger Govt in this position. In view doubts 
raised in his mind by inclusion two sentences in paras 5 and 6 of 
draft reply, he asked that question of three powers interpretation 
of arts 2 and 7 of gen agreement be raised with govts. 

In reply, I said that while I cld understand Chancellor’s concern 
that all-Ger Govt shld not be confronted with anything in nature of 

fait accompli or ‘“‘diktat”’ I did not see how two sentences in ques- 
tion cld give rise to such concern. Whole purpose of draft paras 5 

and 6 was to protect position of Ger Govt and to ensure that treaty 
negotiations were freely conducted and without any element of 
“diktat”. Chancellor was taking two sentences out of context and 
reading into them meaning which was very opposite that intended. 

It seemed to me that this reflected over-sensitivity on part of Chan- 
cellor to fear that Allies might come to agreement with Sovs 
behind Ger Govt’s back. Such fear was wholly unwarranted in view 
of manner in which three powers have conducted their relations 
with Fed Govt, particularly during past months of negotiations. I 

doubted whether Allied Govt wld be prepared now to give absolute 
assurance that under no circumstances wld they hold discussions 
with Sovs without participation of Ger Govt. Chancellor cld rest as- 
sured, however, that Allies had no intention of taking action on 

6 The U.S. Senate had ratified the contractual agreements on July 1. 
7 For the Convention on Relations between the Three Powers and the Federal Re- 

public of Germany, see Document 51.
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matters of substance without consulting Ger Govt. Poncet said 
Chancellor shld be reassured by spirit and manner in which three 
powers had conducted their negotiations with Fed Govt in past 8 

months. He stressed difference between contractual negotiations 

and those at Versailles and said fear of repetition of Versailles had 
become idee fixe in Germany. 

Ward also urged Chancellor not to take sentences in draft out of 

context. Chancellor’s position was fully met by the final words of 
para 6, ie., “peace treaty freely negotiated between the four 
powers and Ger.” 

Chancellor’s feeling that some ulterior motive must lie behind in- 
clusion questioned sentences was reflected in his repeated question- 

ing as to why this thought had been included in present draft, 

whereas it had appeared in none of earlier notes to Sovs. He sug- 
gested sentences had been included “to appease Russians.” When 
this argument was discussed, Chancellor then implied that US at 
this time was perhaps unduly concerned with mtg Fr preoccupa- 

tions. He went on to deplore what he described as darkening of Fr- 
Ger relations which had worsened because of difficulties over Saar 
question. He complained that, whereas, he had been personally 
consulted before Schuman Plan was proposed, he was now left to 
read in newspapers of new Fr proposals on Eur union. 

He concluded by stressing difficulties which a four power confer- 
ence prior to ratification of conventions wld create for him and 

said that delay of ratification by such conference wld represent dip- 
lomatic triumph for Sovs. He expressed keen disappointment over 

what he described as display of “lack of courage’ in Western Eur 
during recent weeks. 

At conclusion this part of mtg, it was agreed refer to three govts 
Chancellor’s concern as to interpretation they place on arts 2 and 7 
of gen agreement. 

In my opinion, Chancellor has not been completely frank with us 

over this issue, and may not be giving all reasons for his outburst 

over this relatively insignificant matter. He is unduly sensitive 

over any intimation that Allies are discussing Ger whether on tri- 
partite or quadripartite basis in absence of Ger rep. 

He complained that in recent mtgs of Mins in London ® no oppor- 

tunity had been given FedRep to make its views known to them. 
He also seems to dread the prospect of being shown a previously 

prepared draft treaty which to him wld limit extent of “free negoti- 
ation.” We have all endeavored to reassure him that “freely negoti- 

8 Regarding the discussion of the reply to the Soviet note during the Foreign Min- 
isters meetings in London, see Secto 26, Document 117.
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ated” means Ger will have a full voice in determining final condi- 

tions of treaty. 

McCoy 

No. 121 

662A.00/7-352: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (McCloy) to the 
Embassy in France } 

SECRET PRIORITY Bonn, July 3, 1952—8 p.m. 

18. For Jessup from McCloy. Fol is second part summary of meet- 
ing Chancellor-HICOMers June 3 on text reply to Sov note. 2 

Ward made introductory statement indicating three Mins had 
done their best to take Chancellor’s point of view fully into ac- 
count. Text statement follows by air. 

In conclusion, he emphasized that High Commissioners were au- 
thorized to assure Fed Govt that if Sov Govt shld be prepared to 
hold four-power meeting, three Foreign Ministers have agreed they 
wld not allow such meeting to drag on once it has become clear 
that Russian objective was obstruction and delay. 

Chancellor said he was grateful for positive assurances given re 
return to Potsdam regime, but expressed dissatisfaction with gener- 

al tone of note * finding it far weaker than Allied reply of May 
13.* He said it had been drafted to give full consideration to Fr 
internal polit problems but none to his own difficulties. He men- 

tioned fol specific objections: 

(a) As regards neutralization of Ger, third sentence in para 6 of 
present draft was much weaker than third sentence of para 3 in 
May 13 note. Gen sentence in first para of present draft referring 
to previous notes and proposals was inadequate and shld be 
strengthened. 

(b) Note of May 13 had made it clear that prior to conf, under- 
standing must be reached on examination of fundamental prob- 
lems. No mention this examination of fundamental problems con- 
tained in present draft. 

(c) Present draft speaks of free elections, but, in contrast to note 
of May 13, does not spell out conditions for such free elections. In 
particular, present draft does not reiterate stipulation that condi- 

1 Repeated to London and Washington; the source text is the copy sent to Wash- 
ington. 

2 For the first part of the summary, see telegram 17, supra. 
3 Document 118. 
* Document 101.
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tions for free elections must be maintained in all parts of Ger, not 
only on day of voting, but also prior to and thereafter. 

(d) Draft does not make clear what composition on commission of 
investigation wld be. If UN Commission is to be discarded, it shld 
be made clear that members of commission are not to be nationals 
of occupying powers. 

(e) With ref to first sentence of para 7, Chancellor asked whether 
three Mins expected Sovs to indicate positive acceptance of condi- 
tion contained last clause this sentence. He asked what reaction of 
three govts wld be if Sovs merely passed over this part of sentence 
in silence during this part of discussion, Chancellor again empha- 
sized that he was not opposed to limited four-power conf at right 
time but it was quite evident that he is reluctant to see one held 
before ratification. He regretted fact that reps of Fed Govt had not 
been invited to participate in discussions on note in London and 
said that he felt this was not in keeping with agreements just 
signed. With ref to first sentence of para 7, he also felt that as a 
matter of appearance it was not appropriate that authorities of Fed 
Rep and Berlin shld be placed on the same level. 

Chancellor’s memo covering these points, and suggestions for 
modified language will be submitted late this afternoon and for- 
warded immediately by separate cable. 5 

McCoy 

5 Telegram 52 from Bonn, July 4. (662A.00/7-452) 

No. 122 

Editorial Note 

Following the meeting with Chancellor Adenauer (see telegrams 
17 and 18, Document 120 and supra) and the receipt of his recom- 
mended changes in the draft reply, a tripartite drafting group, con- 
sisting of Jessup, Rumbold, Seydoux, and La Tournelle, began 
meeting in Paris to consider what revisions could be made in the 

draft (Document 118) to meet the Chancellor’s desiderata. In meet- 
ings July 3-7, the members of this group revised the draft, pre- 
pared a letter to Adenauer explaining the revisions and giving in- 

terpretations of parts of the draft which he had questioned, ob- 

tained their respective governments’ approval of the new text and 
the letter, and transmitted both documents to the Allied High 
Commission for Germany for delivery to the Chancellor. Adenauer 
raised no objections to the new draft which was then transmitted 
to the three Western Embassies in Moscow for delivery to the 

Soviet Foreign Ministry. Documentation on these developments, in- 
cluding reports on the meetings of the drafting group and the text 
of the letter to Adenauer, is in file 662A.00/7-352 through 7-1052.
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For text of the note as delivered to the Soviet Foreign Ministry on 
July 10, see Document 124. 

The note was also discussed at a meeting of the North Atlantic 
Council on July 9; for a report on this discussion, see Polto 40 from 
Paris, July 9, volume V, Part 1, page 309. 

No. 123 

662A.00/7-852: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (McCloy) to the 
Department of State ! 

SECRET PRIORITY Bonn, July 8, 1952—7 p.m. 

100. In the last few days the Chancellor has become greatly dis- 
turbed over the contents of the reply to the Sov note and the impli- 
cation which he read into it of a possibility of a separate deal be- 
tween the Allies and Russia over Ger. 

From many sources I learn that he is extremely upset and nerv- 

ous over this thought and it has given him deep disquiet in the 
course of his preparation for the debates which commence tomor- 
row. 

I believe some of his concern is going to get into the press and I 
am very afraid it may affect the debate. I did my best to have that 
para of the reply to the Chancellor’s letter of June 3 eliminated 
which refers to the possibility of a separate contact with the Rus- 
sians, but due to Fr opposition was not able to get it removed. 2 
The alternate language proposed is some improvement but this lan- 

guage is still disquieting, particularly in the form in which the Fr 

have it. While it is too late now to eliminate this passage and we 

may get by with a good vote in spite of it, if there is one thing 

which will cause the Chancellor’s majority to fade away, it is just 

this. 

We must remember that our long-range policy demands that we 
do everything to avoid the possibility of a Russian/Ger alliance. 

If we retain the right to deal with the Russians without bringing 
in the Gers they will demand and use a free hand as well and 
there are some elements in Ger who wld be quick to take this step 
if they thought there was any danger of our dealing with the Sovs 
without Ger participation. In my judgment there is only one way 
that this fear and this danger can be eliminated and that is by 
scrupulous action on our part to take the Gers with us in all mat- 

1 Repeated to London and Paris. 
2 Regarding the letter to Adenauer, see the editorial note, supra.
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ters of substance relating to Ger when we deal with the Russians. 
Our only safe course of conduct is to treat the Gers as equal part- 
ners in our future dealings with the Sovs on this issue and hereaf- 
ter I wld suggest that at least consultation with Gers shld take 
place from the outset when any matter of substance re Ger is being 
dealt with by US with the Russians. I think the risks are just too 
great to justify any other course and, at least while the present 
Chancellor is in power, we will gain much more by doing so than 
we cld possibly lose. 

I am not suggesting any change in the procedure and the lan- 

guage which is now agreed upon as delivery will be made this 
evening of the reply to the Chancellor. I am only urging a course of 
conduct for the future, but I urge it with deep conviction as to its 
wisdom and the dangers which any other course entails. 3 

McCoy 

3 On July 17 Dunn reported that he fully appreciated the arguments presented in 
this telegram, but he also feared that if they were broached to the French at that 
time they might encounter serious difficulties since the French press had exhibited 
considerable resentment over Adenauer’s influence on the text and timing of the 
note. Dunn suggested that following the next Soviet note it would be desirable to 
obtain Adenauer’s views during the drafting, thus avoiding adverse publicity. (Tele- 
gram 387 from Paris, 662A.00/7-1752) The Department of State also agreed with the 
cogency of McCloy’s views, but saw the difficulties expressed by Dunn as well. It 
therefore suggested that Dunn approach the French along the lines he had suggest- 
ed and attempt to convince them that consultation should be established in the 
early stages of handling the next note. (Telegram 399 to Paris, July 23, 662A.00/7- 

1752) 

No. 124 

The Embassy of the United States to the Soviet Ministry for Foreign 

Affairs 1 

[Moscow, July 10, 1952. ] 

In its note of May 13 2 the United States Government made vari- 
ous proposals in the hope of facilitating four power conversations 
which could lead to the unification of Germany and to the negotia- 

tion with an all-German Government of a German peace treaty. It 

observes with regret that the Soviet Government in its note of May 

1 The source text is reprinted from Department of State Bulletin, July 21, 1952, 
pp. 92-93. The copy transmitted to the Soviet Foreign Ministry was delivered to Vy- 
shinsky by Kennan at noon (Moscow time) on July 10. (Telegram 74 from Moscow, 

July 10, 662A.00/7-1052) 
2 A footnote in the source text at this point refers to the text of the May 13 note 

(Document 101) as printed in Department of State Bulletin, May 26, 1952, pp. 817- 

819.
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24% does not answer these proposals. The United States Govern- 
ment fully maintains the views and proposals in its note of May 13. 
On this basis it wishes in its present note primarily to concentrate 
attention upon the immediate practical problem of the procedure 
for setting up, through free elections, an all-German Government 
with which a peace treaty can be negotiated. 

In its note the Soviet Government once more proposes simultane- 
ous discussions on a peace treaty, the unification of Germany, and 

the formation of an all-German Government. For its part, the 

United States Government maintains its position on this question, 
namely, that an all-German Government must participate in the 
negotiation of a peace treaty, and that, therefore, before undertak- 
ing such negotiations Germany must be unified and an all-German 
Government established. Unification of Germany can be achieved 
only through free elections. The essential first step is obviously the 
determination that conditions necessary for such free elections 
exist. The second step would be the holding of those elections. 

In regard to the first step, the United States Government pro- 
posed in its note of May 13 that an impartial Commission should 
determine whether there exist throughout Germany the conditions 
necessary for the holding of free elections. While pointing out the 
great advantages of using the United Nations Commission, the 
United States Government nevertheless offered to consider any 
other practical and precise proposals for an impartial Commission 
which the Soviet Government might advance. The Soviet Govern- 
ment advances no such proposals and limits itself to maintaining 
its position on the appointment of a Commission to carry out this 
verification by agreement among the four Powers. It is not clear to 

the United States Government whether the Soviet Government 
considers that the Commission should be composed of representa- 
tives of the four Powers or merely that the four Powers should 
agree on its composition, and the United States Government would 

be pleased to receive clarification on this point. The United States 
Government remains convinced that a Commission composed solely 
of nationals of the four Powers would be unable to reach useful de- 
cisions since it could only reflect present differences of opinion 
among the four Powers as to conditions existing in the Federal Re- 
public, in the Soviet Zone and in Berlin. The United States Govern- 
ment considers that if the Commission is to carry out its work ef- 
fectively, it should be composed of impartial members, should not 
be subject to veto or control by the four Powers and should be em- 
powered to go freely into all parts of Germany and investigate con- 
ditions bearing on the possibility of holding free elections. 

3 Document 102.
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In regard to the second step, the United States Government simi- 
larly proposed that as soon as the Commission’s report was ready 

there should be a meeting of representatives of the United States, 
French, Soviet and United Kingdom Governments to discuss the 
early holding of free elections throughout Germany, including the 
creation where necessary of appropriate conditions. The United 

States Government maintains this proposal to which the Soviet 
Government has not yet replied. The United States Government re- 
peats what it has stated in paragraph 8 of its note of May 13: 
“Such free elections can, however, only be held if the necessary 

conditions exist in all parts of Germany and will be maintained not 
only on the day of voting, and prior to it, but also thereafter.”’ 

The United States Government further proposed to examine at 
this same meeting the assurance to be given by the four Powers 
that the all-German Government formed as a result of these free 
elections will have the necessary freedom of action during the 
period before the peace treaty comes into effect. It is the under- 

standing of the United States Government that the only concrete 
proposal envisaged by the Soviet Government is that the all- 
German Government must be guided by the Potsdam decisions. 
This would mean the reestablishment of the quadripartite system 
of control which was originally designed to cover only “the initial 
control period.’ An arrangement of this kind would revive a 
system of control which proved to be impracticable and would, 
moreover, ignore the whole evolution of events in Germany in 

recent years. A German Government subjected to such control 

would in practice enjoy no freedom in its relations with the four 
Powers and would not be in a position to participate freely with 

the four above-mentioned Governments in the negotiation of a 

peace treaty. 

The United States Government also observes with concern that 
while the Soviet Government in its notes repeatedly reaffirms its 
desire for the unification of Germany, it has recently adopted with- 
out any justification a series of measures in the Soviet Zone and in 

Berlin which tend to prevent all contact between the Germans 
living in the territory under Soviet occupation and the 50 million 
Germans in the Federal Republic and in the Western sectors of 
Berlin. These measures aggravate the arbitrary division of Germa- 
ny. The United States Government wishes to emphasize that the 
agreements recently signed with the Federal Republic open up to 
Germany a wide and free association with the other nations of 
Europe. The United States Government cannot, as it has already 

emphasized in its note of May 13, admit that Germany should be 
denied the basic right of a free and equal nation to associate itself 
with other nations for peaceful purposes. Furthermore, these agree-
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ments reaffirm the determination of the three Powers and the Fed- 
eral Republic to promote the unification of Germany, and expressly 

reserve the rights of the three Powers relating to a peace settle- 

ment—a peace settlement for the whole of Germany to be freely 
negotiated by the four Powers and the all-German Government. 

In order to avoid further delay, the United States Government, 

in concert with the French Government and the United Kingdom 

Government, and after consultation with the German Federal Gov- 

ernment and with the German authorities in Berlin, proposes that 

there should be an early meeting of representatives of the four 

Governments, provided it is understood that the four Governments 
are in favor of free elections throughout Germany as described in 

paragraph 4 of the present note, and of the participation of a free 
German Government in the negotiation of a German peace treaty. 
The purpose of this meeting would be to reach agreement on the 

first question which must be settled if further progress is to be 
made, namely, the composition and functions of the Commission of 

investigation to determine whether the conditions necessary for 
free elections exist. The United States Government proposes that 
the representatives discuss: 

a. The selection of members of the Commission in such a way as 
to insure its impartiality. 

b. The functions of the Commission with a view to insuring its 
complete independence to make recommendations to the four 
Powers. 

c. The authority of the Commission to carry out its investigation 
in full freedom and without interference. 

In order that free elections can be held it will also be necessary 

to reach agreement on the program for the formation of an all- 
German Government, as proposed in paragraph 11 (iv) of the 
United States Government’s note of May 13. The United States 
Government therefore repeats that proposal for the discussion of 

these further important issues by representatives of the four 

Powers. When such agreement is reached it will then be possible to 
proceed to the unification of Germany. 

Since the Soviet Government has repeatedly expressed its desire 

for an early meeting in preference to continued exchanges of notes, 

the United States Government trusts that the present proposal will 

commend itself to the Soviet Government.
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D. THE SOVIET NOTE OF AUGUST 23 AND THE WESTERN REPLY OF 
SEPTEMBER 23 

No. 125 

662.001 /8-2352 

The Soviet Ministry for Foreign Affairs to the Embassy of the 
United States } 

RESTRICTED Moscow, August 28, 1952. 

[No. 38/US] 

In connection with note of Govt USA of July 102 this year, Sov 
Govt considers it necessary state following: 

1. In its note of May 24 as well as in its previous notes, Sov 

Govt proposed to Govt of USA as well as to governments of GB and 
Fr to proceed without delay to immediate negotiations concerning 

a peace treaty with Ger and formation of an all-Ger Govt. Sov Govt 
in order to facilitate decision of these questions has already on 10 
March * proposed for joint examination by four governments—the 
USSR, USA, GB and Fr—its own draft of the basis for a peace 

treaty with Ger, expressing at the time its readiness to discuss 
other possible proposals as well on this quest. However, as is 
known, Govt of USA and also Govts of GB and Fr, evaded immed 

negotiations with Sov Govt on quest mentioned above. 

Note of Govt of USA of July 10 shows that three governments 
are continuing, just as they formerly did, to delay discussion of 
such important questions as question about restoration of unity of 
Ger and conclusion of a Ger peace treaty. 

2. Govts of USA, GB and Fr, while delaying exchange of notes 
with Sov Govt on Ger question, entered into deal with Adenauer 
Govt. In flagrant violation of Potsdam Agreement the governments 
of the three powers on May 26 concluded with Bonn Govt a sepa- 
rate so-called “agreement”, calling it a convention concerning rels 
between three Western Powers and Ger FedRep, * and fol that on 

1 The source text is a translation prepared in the Embassy in Moscow and trans- 
mitted in telegram 352, Aug. 23. The telegram states that the note was handed to 
Kennan by Vyshinsky that night. This translation should be compared for minor 
textual differences with the one in Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 6, 1952, pp. 
518-521. The Russian language text was transmitted in despatch 71 from Moscow, 
Aug. 27. (662.001/8-2752) It is also printed in Jzvestiia, Aug. 24, 1952, and SSSR s 
GDR, pp. 227-234. 

2 Supra. 
3 Document 102. 
4 For the Soviet note of Mar. 10, see Document 65. 
5 For the Convention on Relations between the Three Powers and the Federal Re- 

public of Germany, see Document 51.
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27 May there was signed in Paris an “agreement”’ concerning a so- 

called “European defense community’. Having signed these “agree- 
ments’ the governments again demonstrated that they were not at 
all interested either in unification of Ger or in conclusion of a 
peace treaty with Ger, but were aiming at strengthening and deep- 
ening of division of Ger and at tying in W Ger and W Ger army 

organized by the govts of the three Western Powers with North At- 
lantic bloc and utilizing W Ger more completely for aggressive pur- 

poses of that bloc. 

The separate Bonn “agreement” of US, GB and Fr with Adenau- 

er Govt represents open mil alliance plainly pursuing aggressive 
purposes. This “agreement” legalizes rebirth of Ger militarism, the 
creation of W Ger mercenary army, headed by fascist Hitlerite gen- 

erals. We place the word “agreement” in quotation marks, since 
separate Bonn “agreement” was not freely accepted by Gers of W 
Ger, it was imposed upon W Ger against will of Ger people. 

Govts of three powers are trying in every way to conceal from 
Ger people the character of separate Bonn “agreement”, which is 
one hostile to their natl interests and dangerous to cause of peace. 
They are trying in this connection to create impression that 
“agreement” opens up to Ger possibility for a wide and free asso- 
ciation with other nations of Europe, and they wish to make people 
believe that Govts of US, GB and Fr in some way are striving for 

creation of all-Ger Govt which, according to their statement, “‘must 

have nec freedom of action and powers inherent in a govt”. Howev- 

er, content of separate Bonn “agreement” is in direct conflict these 
assurances. As is evident from text of separate Bonn “agreement”’, 

govts three West Powers have fully reserved to themselves so- 
called “special rights’, giving as their motives for this the peculiar- 
ities of internat] position Ger. These ‘special rights’ give Govts 
USA, GB and Fr unlimited possibility stationing their forces on 
territory W Ger, as well as at any time within their own discretion 

bringing about in W Ger establishment state of emergency and 
taking into their own hands full power. Govt USA, and also Govts 
GB and Fr, have by this “agreement” assured themselves right of 
intervention on wide scale in internal affairs W Ger up to and in- 
cluding use of armed forces of occupying powers for purposes of im- 
posing their diktat on W Ger. 

All this is evidence that Bonn separate “agreement” does not 
only not open up for Ger any possibility of future free development, 
as Govt of USA proclaims in its note of July 10, but excludes such 
a possibility, leaving W Ger in state of complete subordination and 
dependence on occupying powers, as this has been under occupa- 
tion statute.
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3. Evading immed negots concerning formation of all-Ger Govt 
and conclusion of treaty of peace, Govt of USA, for purpose disguis- 

ing its position, raises in note of July 10 quest of guarantees which 
should be given by Four Powers to effect that all-Ger Govt estab- 
lished as result free elections, would have nec freedom action in 

course of period prior to entry into effect of peace treaty. 

However, there can be no question any “freedom of action” of an 

all-Ger Govt as long as there exists the separate Bonn “agree- 
ment’, for Article 7 of which it is evident that very possibility of 
creation of united Ger is made provisional upon the obligatory re- 

tention by the Govts of the Three West Powers of all privileges 
which were envisaged in the Bonn “agreement” and which de- 
prived Ger her governmental independence and integrity. 

It entirely clear that Govt of USA, as well as Govts of GB and 
Fr, in signing the separate Bonn “agreement”, are actually not 
striving for unification Ger, establishment of all-Ger Govt, and ex- 

tension to that govt in reality freedom of action. Quest, raised in 
note of Govt of USA of July 10, concerning guarantees “freedom of 
action” for future all-Ger Govt is false phrase, designed conceal as- 
pirations of govts of Three West Powers to subordinate Ger entire- 
ly to themselves, their aggressive purposes. Insofar as Govt of USA 
raises in its note 10 July quest concerning guarantees freedom of 

action of all-Ger Govt, which is immed connected with quest of au- 
thority of all-Ger Govt, Sov Govt finds it necessary recall that posi- 

tion of Sov Govt on this quest was exhaustively set forth its note 

May 24. In this note it was stated ‘“‘as far as all-Ger Govt and its 
powers are concerned this govt must, of course, also be guided by 

Potsdam provisions, but after conclusion of peace treaty by provi- 

sions of peace treaty, which must serve establishment of firm peace 

in Eur’. This flows directly from Potsdam Agreement, which estab- 

lished principles on which Ger state—peace-loving, democratic, in- 

dependent, united, Ger state—must be established. Entire activity 

of Govt US in West Ger is in plain contradiction these principles. 

In connection with this Sov Govt finds it necessary to note that 

Govt US is interpreting in distorted fashion reference of Sov Govt 
in its note May 24 to Potsdam Agreement, making it look as 
though in this note there was envisaged “recreation of Four-Power 
system of control” although in reality note of Sov Govt May 24 
spoke not of establishment of Four-Power system of control, but of 
necessity for observance of principles of Potsdam Agreement con- 
cerning re-establishment Ger as unified independent peace-loving 

and democratic state. 

4. Govt US in note July 10 again raises quest re right Ger people 

‘Soin other nations in peaceful aims” and conclude appropriate
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agreements. In this regard, Sov Govt in note April 9 ® pointed out 
the provision contained in Sov draft ‘‘basis of peace treaty” regard- 
ing obligation of Ger “not enter into any kind coalition or milit al- 

liance directed against any other power which has participated 
with its armed forces in war against Ger’. As is quite evident this 
provision in no way limits right Ger to join other nations for peace- 

ful purposes. But this provision deprives Ger of possibility of join- 

ing such groups as for example North Atlantic bloc which pursues 
aggressive aims and activity of which represents threat of develop- 
ment of new world war. Sov Govt continues consider that in such 

provision there is no limitation on sovereign rights Ger state and 
that such provision is in accordance with agreements Four Powers 

on Ger quest and fully responds also to interests all states neigh- 
boring Ger and equally national interests of Ger itself. 

5. Govt US in note July 10 refers to measures carried out at 
present time in GDR for strengthening its security, stating that 
these measures in some way “deepening division of Ger’ and in 
some way directed to the prohibition of contact between Gers living 
in GDR and W Ger. 

Such statement has no foundation. As is known Govt GDR has 
widely published that mentioned measures are taking place at re- 
quest population which suffers injury on part spies, diversionists, 

terrorists and contrabandists sent from W Zone Ger with provoca- 
tory purposes which directly connected with policy remilitarization 
Ger and inclusion W Ger preparation new war. 

6. In reply Sov Govt’s proposal note May 24 to enter joint discus- 
sion quests re peace treaty with Ger without delay and creation all- 
Ger Govt, Govt US states it considers nec’? Ger peace treaty be 
worked out before all-Ger Govt created and in view this, it nec 

limit itself only to creation commission investigation Ger. However, 
such assertion does not correspond Potsdam Agreement which 

placed on Council FonMins obligations “prepare peaceful arrange- 

ment for Ger in order that document appropriate this end will be 

accepted by Govt Ger when such govt shall be established’. 

Sov Govt considers as without any kind of foundation refusal of 
Govts US, GB and Fr to work out peace treaty with Ger before all- 
Ger Govt created. It would be incorrect and in no way justified to 
put off for indefinite time discussion such important quests as 
quest peace treaty with Ger and re-establishment unity Ger as pro- 
posed Govts US, Br and Fr. 

6 Document 82. 
7 Following a query by the Department of State (telegram 217 to Moscow, Aug. 29, 

662.001/8-2352) this word was changed to “impossible’’. (Telegram 403 from Moscow, 
Aug. 30, 662.001/8-8052)
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As evident proposals of Govt US are designed continue prolong 
for indefinite time discussion of quest of peace treaty with Ger and 

reestablishment unity Ger and consequently retain occupation 
forces in Ger for an indefinite period. 

7. Regarding quest creation Comm determine existence Ger con- 
ditions for conduct gen free elections, position Sov Govt was set 
forth already its notes April 9 and May 24. Govt US mentions some 
sort advantages inspection Ger by such Comm. But proposal for 
creation internat] Comm inspection Ger and thus to convert Ger 

into subj investigation cannot be considered other than insult Ger 
nation. Such proposal can be brought forward only by those who 
forget that Ger in course of more than 100 years has lived under 
conditions of parliamentary regime with gen elections and orga- 
nized polit parties and that therefore it impossible put before Ger 
such requirements which ordinarily put before backward countries. 

As regards composition Comm for investigation existence Ger 
conditions for conduct gen free elections most objective such Comm 
would be that created, with agreement Four Powers, by Ger them- 
selves and composed Gers representing, let us say, People’s Cham- 
ber of GDR and Bundestag W Ger. Such Comm which would not 

insult Gers at the same time would represent first step of road 

toward unification of Ger. 
As regards inspection of Ger with aim determining existence con- 

ditions for conduct free all-Ger elections, it self-evident that first 

quest is to determine in what measure there are being fulfilled the 

decisions of Potsdam conf realization of which represent condition 

for actual free all-ger elections and formation of all-Ger Govt repre- 
senting will of Ger people. Such a decision of Potsdam conf is deci- 

sion regarding demilit of Ger in order as mentioned in Potsdam 

Agreement to “forever prevent rebirth or reorganization of Ger 
militarism and Naziism’”’ that Ger never again can threaten its 

neighbors or maintenance of peace throughout the world. Such a 
decision is realization of polit principles enunciated by Potsdam 
Agreement regarding Ger which require “elimination of Natl So- 
cialist Party and its affiliates and organizations under its control, 
dissolution of all Nazi institutions, guaranty that they shall not be 
reborn in any form, and prohibition of any kind of Nazi and milita- 
rist activity or propaganda’. To such principles also is related pro- 
vision of Potsdam conf for “preparation for final reconstruction of 
Ger polit life on demo basis toward eventual peaceful cooperation 
of Ger in international life’. 

8. Govts of US, GB and Fr propose to convene a meeting of repre- 
sentatives of four govts for discussion only of quest of creation, 
function and powers of a commission for the investigation of exist- 
ence in Ger of conditions necessary for conduct of free elections. It
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may be noted that correspondence on this quest has in some meas- 
ure reconciled points of view of Sov Govt on one hand and Govt of 

US as well as Govts of GB and Fr on the other hand, but Sov Govt 

does not see any foundation for limitation of quests set forth for 
discussion at meeting of representatives of Four Powers only to 

quest of above-mentioned commission. In limiting scope of quests 
put forth for discussion of representatives of mentioned Four 

Powers and to avoid review of most important quests relating to 

Ger, Govt of US and also Govts of GB and Fr act as though they 

were striving that meeting of reps of Four Powers should produce 

the least possible results or should have absolutely no result. None- 
theless, Sov Govt is prepared to discuss at the meeting of Four 
Powers proposed by Govts of Three Powers quest of Comm for in- 

vestigation of conditions for conduct of free elections in all of Ger. 

But Sov Govt, meanwhile, considers that meeting cannot and 

should not limit itself to discussion of only this quest. The Sov Govt 
considers it necessary that this meeting as a matter of first impor- 

tance discuss such important quests as the peace treaty with Ger 

and formation of an all-Ger Govt. 

Proceeding from foregoing Sov Govt proposes to convene at earli- 

est time and in any case in October of this year a meeting of reps 
of Four Powers with following agenda: 

a. Preparation of peace treaty with Ger. 
b. Formation of an all-Ger Govt. 
c. Conduct of free all-Ger elections and a comm for verification of 

existence in Ger of conditions for conduct of such elections, its com- 
position, functions, and powers. 

Meanwhile, Sov Govt proposes to discuss at this meeting of Four 

Powers quest of date of withdrawal from Ger of occupation troops. 

Sov Govt proposes also that reps of Ger Democratic Republic and 
Ger FedRep take part in meeting for examination of appropriate 
quests. 

Sov Govt has sent similar notes also to Govts of GB and Fr.
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No. 126 

662.001 /8-2552: Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Embassy in France } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, August 25, 1952—7:26 p.m. 

1078. 1. Foll are preliminary reactions of Dept to Sov note on 
Ger. ? 

2. Note does nothing to change view held here for some time that 

(a) Sovs have accepted ratification of contractuals and EDC as vir- 

tual fait accompli and (b) Sovs are not ardently desirous of having 
Four-Power mtg, whatever their intentions were when they wrote 
first note. (c) Nor are they really desirous of seeing unified demo- 

cratic Ger as we understand term. By picking up most vulnerable 
points in contractuals and by harping on arguments most often 

heard from Ger opponents of these agreements and of EDC, Sovs 
hope to stiffen opposition and create as much trouble as possible. 
By insisting on wide agenda and by otherwise failing to make any 

helpful move forward, they evidence more desire to embarrass us 
and brand us as enemies of unity than to move into a mtg. 

3. Only two points can be called new in any respect. (a) After im- 
plicitly rejecting any internat] Comm as insult to Ger nation, they 

sug E-W Ger Comm. While new in Sov notes, this is simply con- 
tinuation of Vishinsky line in UN speech on Comm proposal. 3 

Since it is only slight variation on Grotewohl proposal of Sept 15, 
1951 + for E-W Ger talks on elections, which was rejected by Bun- 
destag (including SPD) and countered by Bundestag appeal for UN 
Comm, we wld not suppose it wld cause us much trouble with Gers. 
(b) Sovs sug including Fed Rep and Ger Reps in Four-Power talks 

on “appropriate questions’. 

4, Sovs were put on defensive by two points in our last note, (a) 
ref to return to Four-Power control under Potsdam and (b) ref to 

divisive methods of Sovs, esp along Ger borders. In denying that (a) 
correctly reflected their intentions, Sovs have however emphasized 
afresh necessity to return to Potsdam (demilitarization, etc.), and in 
process have evaded any further mention of their proposal for Ger 
defense forces, as set forth in their first note. We suppose this re- 
flects awareness of unfavorable reaction in Ger neutralist and paci- 

1 Drafted by Laukhuff and cleared with EE, EUR, G, GER, GPA, and S/A. Also 

sent to London and Bonn, and repeated to Moscow. 
2 Supra. 
3 For documentation on the question of establishing a U.N. Commission before the 

U.N. General Assembly, see Foreign Relations, 1951, vol. m, Part 2, pp. 1747 ff. 
4 For documentation on the Grotewohl proposals of Sept. 15, 1951, see ibid.
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fist circles, as well as in both Fr and in E. Eur to idea of purely 

Ger army. 

>. Attempting to make their lure more attractive, they have 
twice referred to future withdrawal of OCC forces. 

6. Dept feels new note is directed primarily at Ger opinion and is 

a negative, if skillful, rehash of old themes. It opens up no prospect 

of mtg except on terms which we have repeatedly rejected. It opens 

up no prospect of agreeing on formation and functions of investi- 

gating Comm, which West has always insisted must be first step. 
Dept is convinced any mtg with Sovs on proposed wide terms of ref 

cld only be harmful at this time, as calculated to delay Ger and 

other ratification of EDC and contractuals and thus hinder pro- 

gram of Ger integration and Western strength build-up. We there- 
fore conclude that our task in replying will be to avoid accepting 

Sov proposal, while keeping open our limited proposal. We shld 

seek to terminate this futile exchange of notes, but at same time 

must do so in manner best calculated to demonstrate our continu- 

ing support for Ger unity and our continuing readiness to “talk 

turkey’ with Sovs whenever they will do so on common sense 
basis. 

7. It wld be our hope that Brit and Fr analysis will be along simi- 

lar lines and if so we see advantage their reaching such conclusions 

with minimum stimulus from us. Consequently foregoing is essen- 

tially for ur background and any use you decide to make thereof 

with FonOff shld be of maximum informality. Bonn may use these 
views also in conversations with Ger leaders. Dept is particularly 
desirous of having earliest reports on Ger reactions to note and esp 

preliminary views of Adenauer and of other leaders both pro and 

anti govt on best way of replying. ® 

BRUCE 

>On Aug. 26 Gifford reported that he had conveyed these preliminary views to 
Roberts who commented that they seemed to be substantially in accord with British 
reactions. Roberts particularly liked point 3 (a), but stressed that while the British 
would also like to terminate the futile exchange, the Allies ‘‘must keep the ball in 
play until ratification”. (Telegram 1096 from London, 662.001/8-2652) 

For the French and German reactions, see the memorandum of conversation, 

infra, and telegram 980, Document 132.
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No. 127 

662A.00/8-2752 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Special Assistant to the 
Director of the Bureau of German Affairs (Laukhuff) 

SECRET {[WASHINGTON,] August 27, 1952. 

Subject: Analysis of Soviet Note of August 23 re Germany. 

Participants: M. Gontran deJuniac, Counselor, French Embassy 

Perry Laukhuff—GER 

M. deJuniac called on me at his request in order to convey the 
information just received by the French Embassy on the prelimi- 
nary analysis given to the Soviet note of August 23 ! by the French 

Foreign Office. He gave me the incoming telegram to read and 
pointed out that as it was signed by Maurice Schumann it repre- 
sented not only the views of the “services” but had the approval of 
the Minister. 

The French analysis was in most respects similar to that already 
made on a preliminary basis in the Department and I commented 
on it in these terms to deJuniac. 2 The conclusions drawn by the 
French Foreign Office were also not substantially different from 
our own. There was not the slightest hint in the French telegram 
of any suggestion that we should agree to a meeting on the Soviet 

terms, a suggestion which had apparently been thrown out by La 
Tournelle in a conversation with our Embassy in Paris (Paris tel 
1197, Aug. 25 3). 

The chief points made by the French Embassy telegram were the 

following: 

(1) The Soviet note obviously seeks in the first instance to play 
upon the open and latent opposition in the Federal Republic to cer- 
tain aspects of the contractual agreements and the European De- 
fense Community Treaty. 

(2) The Soviet note, while maintaining that Germany cannot be 
permitted to participate in “aggressive” organizations such as the 
EDC and the North Atlantic bloc, conveys the impression that the 
Soviets would be perfectly agreeable to German participation in 
most other international activities, perhaps even including the 
Council of Europe and the Coal and Steel Community. The French 

1 Document 125. 
2 For the U.S. preliminary views, see telegram 1078, supra. 
8 Telegram 1197 transmitted La Tournelle’s personal views on the reply to the 

Soviet note. His conclusions were (a) Soviets had abandoned hope of influencing 
Western Europe against German integration and were now concentrating on 
German opinion, (b) the note appeared to be a sign-off, and (c) it might nevertheless 
be well to agree to a meeting despite the obvious futility. (662A.00/8-2552)



EXCHANGES OF NOTES WITH THE USSR 301 

recall, however, that Pravda recently described the Coal and steel 
Community as “aggressive.” 

(3) The Soviet note seeks to flatter the Germans by proposing 
that the investigating commission be composed of East and West 
Germans, and by suggesting participation by East and West Ger- 
mans in the four-power meeting. 

(4) The position established in this note appears to be a with- 
drawal from the earlier Soviet position. In the second and third 
Soviet notes, the impression was given that the Soviets were ready 
to meet with us on the election issue. It is now clear that they have 
gone back from this readiness and seek to protect themselves 
against fruitful discussion of this issue by first interposing endless 
discussion on a peace treaty and other generalities. The French 
conclude that the Russians felt that the Western powers were be- 
coming really serious about holding free elections, whereas the So- 
viets on the contrary wish to concentrate on a complete integration 
of Eastern Germany into the satellite system. 

(5) the conclusion reached by the French Foreign Office appears 
to be that we should not place ourselves in the position of answer- 
ing the Soviet proposal with an outright “no” but that we should 
keep the exchange going and should hammer away at the logic of 
our position that the discussion of a commission and of elections is 
the first step. Discussion of these points with deJuniac elicited his 
personal agreement with the idea that we should simply renew our 
former proposal in some form which would be in fact a rejection of 
the Soviet proposal but would keep the discussions going on a note- 
writing basis until after ratifications are out of the way. 

No. 128 

662.001/8-2752: Telegram 

The Ambassador-Designate in the Soviet Union (Kennan) to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET Moscow, August 27, 1952—2 p.m. 

378. Following by way comment on Soviet note and reply suggest- 
ed my 377, August 27. 2 Content of Soviet reply, taken in conjunc- 
tion with other events, indicates substantially following present 
background attitude on part of Soviets. 

“Western Powers not seriously interested in compromise over 
Germany, but are holding out for Soviet capitulation of its inter- 
ests there, and in absence such capitulation are determined to arm 
Western Germany and make them nucleus of Western military al- 
liance against Russia. We, Soviet leaders, see in these circum- 
stances no possibility advancing or even protecting our interests 

1 Repeated to Paris, London, Bonn, and Berlin. 

2 Telegram 377 transmitted some suggestions by Kennan for language which 
might be incorporated in the reply to the Soviet note. (662.001/8-2752)
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through direct results of any negotiations with Western Powers, 
and consider development of immediate future will depend on an- 
swers to questions: (a) Who can succeed in arming his Germans 
first and best and inspiring them with most militant- political 
morale, and (b) can position of Western Powers in Berlin, and ac- 
cordingly political resistance of West Berliners, be undermined and 
shattered by cleverly timed and coordinated erosive actions by 
Soviet and East German authorities? However, exchanges with 
Western Powers can be used for demonstrative purpose as means 
of influencing events which will determine answers these questions 
and we will play our cards accordingly. This means that instead of 
getting lured into any move toward free elections in Germany, 
which would only knock existing cards out of our hands, we will 
continue propaganda pressure on Western Powers by use usual 
double talk and continue try to lure or maneuver them into Four 
Power public discussion of peace treaty in which we think it likely 
we could put them in awkward position and achieve large-scale be- 
wilderment and loss of confidence among West German Public.” 

This doubtless coincides with long-standing western analysis, but 
feel it useful recapitulate it for sake of clarity. 

Two things stand out in my mind as worthy of note in connection 
with above positions: (a) It rests on sincere belief Western Powers 
unwilling consider any realistic compromise of conflicting interests 
in Germany and wld not accept unification of country and with- 
drawal of forces, even if this were offered them unconditionally, 

unless it were clear Germany would remain in state of complete 
military subordination and alliance with US-dominated coalition. 

(b) It counts on continued Soviet ability to get away generally with 
propagandistic use of “algebraic’’ terms, such as peace, democracy, 
aggression, etc., to which Moscow wishes to have taken at tradi- 

tional value by world public opinion for propaganda purposes but 
into which it would expect to insert wholly different content when- 

ever question arises of delivery on commitments. 

With regard course of action to be followed at present juncture, 

see substantially three alternatives: 

1. Continue in effect present exchange, commenting in detail on 
various points of Soviet note and restating our position as done in 
previous items this exchange, trying at one and same time to show 
that we do not utterly disfavor unification yet not to arouse 
German hopes which would effect progress toward Western inte- 
gration. 

Personally see nothing to be gained by this. Communications at 
which we arrive in this manner seem to be over-complicated, full of 
heavily compromised, involved and ineffective language, in certain 
respects noticeably ingenuous, repetitive and unconvincing. They 
do not lead to agreement. They do not modify in any important 
way Soviet attitudes. They do not appear to me to have any strong 
positive propaganda effect. They succeed, or have thus far succeed- 
ed, in buying time but probably at price of wearying public atten-
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tion and encouraging apathy and cynicism about such diplomatic 
exchanges generally. Surely, whatever positive elements they may 
have had are now strongly subject to law of diminishing returns. 

2. To drop demonstrative exchange of notes and attempt confi- 
dential discussion of German problem with Russia on oral diplo- 
matic level, with view to seeing how much of Soviet position rests 
on genuine and serious misapprehensions about our intentions and 
position (at best this is only part, but perhaps not an unimportant 
one) and to ascertaining what form of compromise, if any, Soviets 
would be willing make on German problem. 

I am aware of difficulties and dangers attendant on this course 
and of fact it would be viewed with particular alarm at present in 
light effect on ratification contractuals and EDC. Am not recom- 
mending we adopt it as this juncture. But feel we must reconcile 
ourselves to coming to it sooner or later. Longer I remain here 
more I am inclined feel that in shrinking from genuine contact 
with Soviet Government on these and other great points of differ- 
ence between us, we are making mistake from long term stand- 
point and that we would be better advised to barge right through 
with such discussions, stating our case instantly to Soviet officials, 
going to heart of our differences with them, arguing with them on 
their distortions of language, and accepting whatever hardships 
this may involve by way of leaks, rumors and distortions. We 
would suffer many tumbles and bruises in this painful process, but 
failing to do it and talking only at arms length for demonstrative 
purposes I think we are in general playing Soviet’s game rather 
than our own. This, however, depends in case of German problem 
on wider considerations on which I am not competent to comment, 
and assumes in particular that Western Powers are united in 
really wanting German unification and in their view as to price 
they would be prepared pay to get it. 

3. To terminate correspondence by calling Soviets on their ruse 
of doubletalk, pointing out futility of general discussions conducted 
in terms which mean wholly different things to different people, 
subsuming in precise and concrete form practical terms on which 
we would be prepared sanction progress toward German unity, and 
indicating readiness to renew exchanges when Soviets inclined do 
business this basis. 

This, as Dept will note, is alternative on which suggestions in my 
377 were based. It rests on following background considerations: 

a. Seems to me that to permit Soviets to continue use customary 
doubletalk in discussion major international problem is obviously 
undesirable and no longer necessary, since we today have ample 
evidence of meanings they attach to their favored propagandistic 
terms. 

b. Dept will note this draft gets away from idea of commission to 
investigate whether conditions exist, etc., etc. I have never been 
happy about this particular proposal on our part. It gives impres- 
sion of archness and insincerity. Everyone knows that as things 
stand today such conditions do not and could not possibly exist in 
Eastern Zone and Sector and no UN Commission is needed to prove 
this point, by same token it misplaces emphasis. If any commission
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were to be set up with view to paving way for free elections it 
should be one designed not to examine question to which everyone 
already knows answer but rather to determine what practical 
measures would have to be taken, against background existing con- 
ditions, to assure free elections in Germany at some specific time. 
Old formula obviously not clearly understood here and probably led 
to strange wording of certain passages of Soviet reply. In order to 
get away from old position without appearing make abrupt change, 
suggest we slide over this point in coming communication, and get 
ourselves onto more general position in this respect. 

c. Urge re-examine whether we require absolutely identical re- 
plies from three governments. Attempt to achieve identity of lan- 
guage involves heavy price in time lost and in outward effective- 
ness of reply, since it generally means extensive compromising and 
awkwardness of language. Question whether, provided respective 
positions are roughly similar and in accord, separate communica- 
tions by each of three govts, each using approach and language 
most natural and in character for government concerned, would 
not have more genuine and convincing ring to public ear than iden- 
tical communications, which must always necessarily be somewhat 
forced all around. 

d. Whatever language is used would plead for brevity and speed 
in answer if we hope to give Soviets and world opinion impression 
of clarity, firmness and incisiveness. Soviet Government is itself ob- 
viously uncertain and embarrassed about these exchanges and its 
own contributions have been somewhat tortured and unconvincing. 
This gives us excellent opportunity to show ourselves otherwise, 
and would submit that from standpoint promptness and terseness 
of reply will be fully as important as details of content. 

KENNAN 

3Qn Aug. 30 Ambassador Dunn in Paris commented that he believed the ex- 
change of notes gained the West a substantial advantage and that its possibilities 
were not yet exhausted, agreed that the United States should be as direct with the 
Soviet Union as its associates would allow, and agreed that the language of the 
notes pushed tactfulness close to intellectual dishonesty, but felt different replies 
would confuse Western opinion. (Telegram 1320, 662.001/8-3052) On Sept. 2 Lyon in 
Berlin stated that the recent events in the Soviet Zone of Germany thoroughly sup- 
ported Kennan’s analysis. He then submitted an analysis based strictly on develop- 
ments in the Soviet Zone. (Telegram 375, 662.001/9-252)
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No. 129 

662.001 /8-2952: Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Embassy in the United 
Kingdom 3 

SECRET PRIORITY WASHINGTON, August 29, 1952—7:17 p.m. 

1470. Fol is Dept’s draft proposed reply to Sov note on Ger. 2 for 
discussion in the various capitals and for London’s guidance when 
coordinating talks begin: 

“1. On July 10, the US Govt proposed to the Sov Govt that there 

be a four-power mtg to seek agreement on the composition and 
functions of a Comm to investigate whether the conditions neces- 
sary for free elections exist in all four zones of Ger and in Berlin. 3 
The US note pointed out the obvious fact that if any progress is to 
be made towards sealing the breach now steadily being widened 
betw the Sov Zone of Ger and the greater part of the country 
which is under the jurisdiction of the Fed Rep, the first question to 
be settled is how free elections can be held throughout the country. 
It was further made clear in the note of July 10 that if this first 
step cld be undertaken seriously and successfully, future mtgs cld 
turn to the problems of forming an all-Ger Govt, determining its 
status, and finally to the terms of a peace treaty to be negotiated 
with that all-Ger Govt. The US Govt had hoped that in spite of ear- 
lier refusals by the Sov Govt to join in practical steps to bring 
about unity in Ger, the concrete and moderate proposals of July 10 
wld induce a more cooperative spirit. 

“2. It is with renewed disappointment therefore that the US Govt 
has noted the Sov Govt’s negative reply of Aug 23. Instead of join- 
ing the Western powers in an effort to get at the key-log in the jam 
on Ger unification—i.e. the problem of elections, for which there 

must first be suitable conditions created, if a free and democratic 

all-Ger Govt is to result—the Sov Govt offers only a renewal of its 
earlier insistence on talking first about a Ger peace treaty. Having 
discussed this point, the Sov Govt wld talk about formation of an 
all-Ger Govt and finally, apparently as a matter of quite secondary 
importance, wld talk also about elections and a Comm to investi- 
gate the existence of suitable conditions for elections. 

“3. With respect to the gen statements of the Sov Govt on the 
Ger problem in this, as in previous Sov communications, the US 

1 Drafted by Laukhuff and cleared with Bonbright, Riddleberger, EE, and S/A. 
Also sent to Paris and Bonn and repeated to Moscow and Berlin. 

2 Document 125. 
3 For the US. note of July 10, see Document 124.
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Govt observes that these statements are drawn up in large part in 
terms inadequate to serve as a basis for profitable discussion of the 

gen aspects of the subj in question. 

“4. The Sov Govt, for example, refers to the Atlantic Pact as an 
instrument which pursues aggressive aims, and proceeds to discuss 
the question of the right of a future Ger Govt to assoc itself with 

other nations for peaceful purposes in the light of this interpreta- 
tion of the aims of the Atlantic Pact. This represents a unilateral, 
arbitrary assertion of the Sov Govt, to which neither the US Govt 

nor any other member of that pact wld be able to agree and which 
is, therefore, unacceptable as a basis of discussion. 

“S. Similarly, the Sov Govt refers to the provisions of the Pots- 
dam Agreement calling for the restoration of Germany as a 
‘united, independent, peace-loving, democratic state.’ The US Govt 

has learned from the experiences of recent years that these words 
have meanings for the Sov Govt entirely diff from those with 
which they have been traditionally associated in either the Russian 
or Eng (Fr) languages. It notes that Sov statesmen reserve the use 

of the word democratic exclusively for those societies in which mo- 
nopolistic or dominant political power is exercised by elements rec- 
ognizing the polit auth of the Commie Party of the Sov Union. The 
term independent appears to have a similar connotation, and is 
used most frequently in Sov terminology to denote states having 

the outward trappings of sovereignty but which are actually in a 
state of marked subordination to Sov Commie influence. The term 

peace-loving, as used in Sov official statements and materials, ap- 

pears to denote anything which promotes the polit aspirations of 

Commie Parties recognizing the auth of the Commie Party of the 

Sov Union; and by the same token it appears that anything which 
implies resistance to the aspirations of such Commie Parties is por- 

trayed as evidence of war-like and aggressive intent. The Sov Govt 
by these distortions of the meaning of terms pretends that there 
has occurred some measure of reconciliation of the points of view 
of the Govt of the US, the UK and Fr and of the Sov Govt. The US 

Govt fails to see wherein the previous differences have been 

bridged in reality. 
“6. The US Govt accordingly feels that in existing circumstances 

discussion had best be confined to the practical steps which each of 
the parties is prepared to take with a view to overcoming the divi- 
sion of Germany and restoration of that country to normal peace- 
time status. In its latest note as in the first note, the Sov Govt con- 

tinues to put the cart before the horse. It continues to relegate to 
the background the simple and practical question of agreeing on a 
Comm to see whether free elections can actually be held in all of 
Ger. Until this is done and suitable conditions exist, elections
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cannot be held. Until elections are held, no all-Ger Govt can be 

formed nor can the country be unified. And until an all-Ger Govt is 
formed and given a suitable status of freedom, it is useless to dis- 
cuss the terms of a Ger peace treaty. The US Govt for its part 
wishes to see est for all of Ger an all-Ger Govt which will faithfully 

reflect the actual electoral strength of all important polit elements 

in Ger willing to accept the obligations of loyalty and restraint im- 
plicit in the operation of a genuine parliamentary system. The 

Govt of the US is compelled to remind the Sov Govt that conditions 
have radically altered since 1945 and that the idea of a peace 
treaty drawn up by the four powers and imposed by them on Ger- 

many is entirely unsuitable as procedure in 1952, given the enor- 
mous strides made in the Fed Rep towards independent and demo- 
cratic Govt, a progress we wld expect to go even further in a uni- 
fied Ger. The Sov Govt must recall that the Potsdam Agrmt stated 

by its own terms that its polit and econ principles were designed to 

govern the initial control period only. Nor is the situation aided by 
the Sov Govt’s sug that reps of the Ger regime in the Sov Zone 

take part in a four-power mtg for ‘the examination of approp ques- 
tions.’ Until free elections are held which include that area there 

will be, unfortunately, no Ger Auth properly qualified to speak for 

the population of the Sov Zone on such matters as a peace treaty. 

“7. Furthermore, since the Sov Govt rejects as ‘an insult to the 
Ger nation’ all suggs of an impartial internat! Comm to investigate 
existing conditions in Ger for their bearing on the holding of free 

elections, the diff in points of view on this problem do not appear 
to be growing less. While repeatedly expressing willingness to con- 

sider any practical proposal for attaining the desired results, the 
US Govt has continued to insist that what is needed is a Comm 
whose members stand apart from the various contentions about 
conditions, whose members are free from influence by the Occ 

Powers and who are therefore able to make a useful report. It is no 

insult to the Ger nation to insist that the best way in which true 
conditions in the Sov Zone can be exposed and corrected lies 

through the creation of an uncontrolled outside body. The freely- 

elected reps of fifty million of the Ger people have themselves de- 
clared on Sep 27, 1951 by a unanimous vote of all the non-Commie 

parties that no fruitful results could come from an attempt to work 

with the reps of Communism who have imposed their will on the 

other 17 million Gers. + It was thus the Ger people themselves who 

*For the statement of governmental policy on German unity approved by the 
Bundestag on Sept. 27, 1951, see Documents on German Unity, vol. 1, pp. 209-210, or 
Papers and Documents, pp. 41-44.
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then proposed the creation of a neutral internat] Comm under UN 
supervision. 

“8. The US Govt must insist again on the necess of starting four- 

power discussions at the only point from which they can logically 
start, which is the formation of a Comm so that elections can be 

organized. The need for such a Comm is reinforced more strikingly 

day by day. The Ger people and the world want to know the truth 

about alleged conditions of freedom in an area from which kidnap- 

pers can issue forth and to which kidnapped persons can be taken 

and held for weeks, months and years without trial or sign of life. 
Recent events strengthen this demand. The Ger people and the 

world want to know the truth about alleged conditions of freedom 

in an area where farmers and villagers are dispossessed overnight 

without recourse, in the name of security against non-existent 

‘spies, diversionists, terrorists, etc.’ The people of Ger and the 

world are not convinced by the information conveyed by a steady 

stream of thousands of refugees fleeing every month from the Sov 

Zone that suitable conditions exist there for the holding of free 
elections. The necess for an impartial Comm is abundantly clear 
from the ‘elections’ staged in the Sov Zone in the autumn of 1950, 
which the Ger people know to have been anything but free and 
democratic. The world has noted the decision taken at the Jul con- 
ference of the Commie Socialist Unity Party that the Sov Zone shld 
press forward on the road to Communism, thus alienating the Sov 

Zone still further from the major part of Germany and clearly 
pushing aside the attainment of a unified democratic Ger. It is pre- 
cisely because developments in the Sov Zone have not proceeded in 
the manner envisaged by the Potsdam Agrmt that the proposals of 
the Sov Govt are now unrealistic. 

“9. Under all these circumstances, the US Govt cannot feel that 

any progress has been made in the six notes which have previously 

been exchanged. It is anxious, however, to avail itself of any oppor- 

tunity, however slight, to find a way of ending the division of Ger, 
now so arbitrarily maintained. This division exists as a festering 

sore in Eur. It will not be healed by discussions about a hypotheti- 

cal peace treaty with a country yet lacking all semblance of a uni- 

fied Govt. It will only be healed by energetically tackling the prob- 

lem of unifying the country through free elections. 

“10. The US Govt therefore renews the proposal made in its note 

of Jul 10 for a four-power mtg to discuss the formation and func- 

tions of an impartial Comm of investigation in order to prepare the 
way for a subsequent discussion of the program for the formation 

of an all-Ger Govt. It most earnestly urges the Sov Govt to recon-
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sider its refusal to join the other Powers in a single-minded effort 

to come to grips with the problem of holding free elections in Ger.”’ 
BRUCE 

No. 130 

662.001/9-252: Telegram 

The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Gifford) to the 

Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY LONDON, September 2, 1952—10 a.m. 

1207. At first meeting yesterday tripartite working group on 

reply to Soviet note re Germany, both British and French submit- 

ted drafts. 2 French draft, which was obviously hastily done, was by 

tacit agreement dropped as basis of discussion. Altho it was agreed 
to work from United States draft * as being the most comprehen- 

sive, British clearly preferred their version of approximately same 

length as United States. It includes résumé previous exchanges re 
free elections, and deals more fully and explicitly with new Soviet 

proposals. General tone less vigorous and plain-spoken than United 

States draft except for passages dealing with new Soviet proposals. 

British in particular objected to United States para five as extrane- 

ous to argument upholding Western position, as largely propagan- 

da, and, since it is tied to paras three and four referring to charges 
against Western Powers in first half Soviet note, as giving undue 
emphasis to such charges, contrary to understanding that they 

would be dismissed as briefly as possible. British also considered 
United States note inadequate in treatment of Soviet proposal for 

Four-power talks. 

Drafting group now preparing so-called short draft with mini- 

mum reference to Soviet accusation, and longer draft retaining 

United States para five, for next meeting tripartite group which 
scheduled for Wednesday morning Sept 3. 4 

GIFFORD 

1 Repeated to Paris, Moscow, Bonn, and Berlin. 

2 No copy of the British draft has been found in Department of State files. A copy 
of the French draft was left at the Department of State on Sept. 3 by an official 
from the French Embassy and is in file 662A.00/9-452. 

3 Transmitted in telegram 1470, supra. 

* At the meeting on Sept. 3 the drafting group was unable to agree upon a text 
for the reply, but scheduled another meeting for Sept. 5 after which a new draft 
would be sent to the three capitals for consideration. (Telegram 1249 from London, 
Sept. 3, 662.001/9-352)
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No. 131 

662.001/8-2752: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Embassy in the Soviet Union } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, September 2, 1952—6:19 p.m. 

234. 1. You will have seen from draft note in Deptel to London 
1470 (rptd Moscow 220, Paris 1191, Bonn 995, Berlin 123) 2 Dept in- 

corporated verbatim much of language suggested Embtel 377 (rptd 

London 38, Paris 95, Bonn 24, Berlin 27E. * Particularly agree with 

usefulness seeking puncture Sov double talk on Ger. 

2. Have given careful consideration also to views expressed 
Embtel 378 (rptd London 34, Paris 96, Bonn 25, Berlin 28) 4 as to 

possible courses of action. Agree fully that tripartite replies cause 
excessive delay and bad drafting, and believe long continuance of 
exchange leading to progressive indifference and skepticism. This is 

due more to Sov notes than to ours, however in Dept’s opinion, and 
we think some of our notes have been well recd publicly and have 
aided in exposing Sov motives. 

3. Wld certainly welcome relief from necessity sending identical 
replies but conclude this is must. Having followed practice for long 
time believe departure wld lead Sovs and world to conclude serious 
differences had arisen among West Powers. Sovs wld see such dif- 
ferences where none really existed. However, notes wld inevitably 
reflect some differences of approach and emphasis and these wld 
certainly be exploited. 

4. Agree with your doubts that present is proper time begin ex- 

tensive oral soundings although Dept considers discussion Ger 
problem orally with Sovs wherever contacts arise or exist which 
permit it cld certainly well go on in conjuction with notes. 

5. You will have noted from Deptel 193 (rptd London 13831, Paris 
1078, Bonn 899) > we too wld like to terminate correspondence. Do 
not believe Ger, Fr or Brit opinion will permit us to do this in so 
many words but have sought in our draft achieve same result by 

implication. 
6. Dept agrees fully with your feeling main emphasis shld be on 

elections rather than Comm. Have sought in our draft emphasize 
elections as really important and practical step we strive for and to 
treat Comm in this context. At same time believe you have over- 

1 Drafted by Laukhuff and cleared by Morris, Barbour, and Williamson. Repeated 
to London, Paris, Bonn, and Berlin. 

2 Document 129. 
3 See footnote 2, Document 128. 
4 Document 128. 
5 Printed as telegram 1078, Document 126.
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looked fact western notes of Apr 9 [May 13]® specifically proposed 
not only that Comm investigate conditions but that it recommend 
what steps shld be taken create necessary conditions. This proposal 
was reiterated in our replies July 10.7 UN res creating a Comm 

specifically stated this as one of Comm’s tasks. Proposal for comm 

is not archness or insincerity. It is best practical means Dept 

knows for getting at problem of holding free elections. 
7. Dept pleads guilty to sponsoring draft which is longer than we 

wld wish. If one person cld write all notes and completely control 

their course, they wld doubtless shape up differently but after con- 
sidering development of ideas in past notes and anticipated views 
of our Allies. Dept doubts whether present note can be made more 
brief. 

ACHESON 

6 Document 101. 
7 Document 124. 

No. 132 

662.001/9-452: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (Donnelly) to 
the Department of State ! 

SECRET Bonn, September 4, 1952—9 p.m. 

980. As previously arranged, HICOMs met with Adenauer this 
afternoon for discussion Sov note and reply to be made thereto. 

Chancellor said his views corresponded with what he understood 

from the press were views of other govts re character of note. In 
his opinion the press had not laid sufficient emphasis upon fact 

that acceptance of Sov agenda would mean free elections would 

follow all other steps and that an interim East Ger regime would 

be recognized as a legal govt. He considered that Sov note was a 

retrogressive step and thought that even those who had previously 
been optimistic now shared this view and recognized Sov intention 
was to prevent agrmt. Chancellor was nevertheless convinced door 
should not be closed but that western powers should state readi- 
ness to meet with Sovs on basis previously set forth in their earlier 
communication. They should, however, make it clear that they 
cannot accept Sov note as a basis for any such mtg. 

In response to questions by Kirkpatrick, Chancellor expressed 
view that note should call attn to UN representative character of 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, Moscow, and Berlin.
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GDR and that western powers, instead of being drawn into debate 
Over various points raised by Sov note, should concentrate upon 

issue of free elections. He added, however, that reply of western 

powers should also deal with attacks made upon NATO as this 

would particularly be helpful to him in defending Bonn and Paris 
agrmts before Bundestag. 

Chancellor did not believe that it was neces to make an immed 
reply but thought it should not be delayed beyond end of Sept. 

In response to my ques as to what emphasis should be placed 

upon Sov ref to Postdam, Chancellor said that it would suffice to 
refer to position previously taken and to point out that peace 

treaty based on Potsdam would require some form of Allied control 

despite Sov protestations in last note and would in any case be im- 
posed rather than a negotiated treaty. 

When I referred to possibility of emphasizing free elections 
rather than placing renewed stress upon impartial commission, 

Chancellor was insistent that reply must avoid impression that 
Allies are retreating from position taken in prev notes, and there- 
fore it was necessary to keep commission idea alive. 

In short, Chancellor is in agrmt with position so far taken by 

three western powers and this was confirmed by chairman in mtg. 

In light of Chancellor’s statements, which accord in general with 

other views heard here, believe it is desirable that note be short- 
ened to place greater emphasis upon free elections and avoid de- 

tailed treatment of all points raised by Sovs. Specifically we sug- 
gest dropping para five of Dept draft 2? and using excellent material 

contained therein in publicizing western reply such as in unilateral 
statement to be made by Secy. Such an abbreviated version might 
also contrast “diktat’’ (word used by Chancellor and strongly rec- 
ommended here) with freely negotiated settlement and state that 

while refusing to participate in the imposition of a dictated settle- 

ment upon the Ger people, three powers are nevertheless prepared 

to meet with Sovs to discuss steps to be taken to hold all-Ger elec- 

tions which would lead to formation of a united Ger govt with 

which a treaty of peace can then be negotiated. 
DONNELLY 

2 Transmitted in telegram 1470, Document 129.
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No. 133 

662.001/9-552: Telegram 

The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Gifford) to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET LONDON, September 5, 1952—8 p.m. 

1307. Fol is text proposed draft reply to latest Sov note on Ger: 

Begin text. HMG have carefully considered the Sov Govt’s note of 
23 Aug ? about Ger. They had hoped that it wld have marked some 
progress towards agreement on the essential question of free all- 
Ger elections. This must first be settled between the four powers so 
that Ger can be unified, an all-Ger Govt formed and a peace treaty 
concluded. 

2. Possibly in order to divert attention from this issue, the great- 
er part of the Sov note of 23 Aug is, however, devoted to unfounded 

attacks upon the Atlantic Pact, the Eur Def Community and the 
conventions signed at Bonn on 27 May. HMG have no intention of 
entering into controversy with the Sov Govt on these questions, 
since their attitude has been clearly stated on many occasions. As 
they have often emphasized, these agreements are purely defensive 
and threaten no one. The Bonn conventions and the EDC treaty, 
far from being imposed on the Ger people and from maintaining 
them in a state of subservience, are a matter for free discussion 

and decision by freely elected Parliaments, including, of course, 
that of the Ger FedRep. Insofar as the Bonn conventions reserve 
certain strictly limited rights to the three Western Powers, the sole 
object is to safeguard the principle of Ger unity and to keep the 

door open for agreement with the Sov Union on the unification of 
Ger. Facts speak for themselves and HMG do not for their part 

fear an impartial enquiry into conditions throughout Ger. 

3. HMG have noted with the deepest regret that, under the guise 
of presenting constructive proposals, the Sov note of 23 Aug has in 

one very important respect gone back upon its own earlier propos- 

als. In its original note of 10 March, ? the Sov Govt stated, ‘‘natu- 
rally such a peace treaty must be drafted with the direct participa- 
tion of an all-Ger Govt’’ and “the preparation of the peace treaty 
shld be effected with the participation of Ger in the form of an all- 
Ger Govt”. This was in complete accord with the views of the 
French, UK and US Govts. In neither of its two fol notes did the 

Sov Govt imply that it intended to withdraw from this position, 

1 Repeated to Paris, Moscow, Bonn, and Berlin. 
2 Document 125. 
3 Document 65.



314 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME VII 

which was indeed consonant with the statements made over a 

period of years by the Sov rep in the Council of FonMins. In now 
proposing to discuss the peace treaty before the formation of an all- 
Ger Govt, the Sov Govt has completely shifted its ground, thus call- 
ing in question what appeared to have been agreed. At the same 
time they have reverted to the Potsdam decisions. But HMG, whose 
views on the Potsdam decisions have been set out in their previous 

notes, are compelled to remind the Sov Govt that conditions have 
radically changed since 1945 and the idea of a peace treaty drawn 
up by the Four Powers and imposed by them on Ger is entirely un- 
suitable in 1952. The Sov Govt will also recall that the Potsdam 
agreement itself stated that its polit and econ arrangements were 

designed to govern the initial control period only. HMG cld never 
agree to a peace treaty being drafted or negotiated without the par- 
ticipation of an all-Ger Govt. Any other procedure wld turn such a 

treaty into a “diktat’”. That indeed wld be an insult to the Ger 
people. 

4. The Sov Govt have instead suggested that East Ger reps as 

well as reps of the Ger FedRep shld “take part in the (four-power) 
conf during the discussion of relevant questions’. HMG must at 
once state that they are not prepared to accept such a proposal as 

a substitute for the participation of an all-Ger Govt in the negots. 
They cannot conceive that a peace treaty for the whole of Ger cld 
be negotiated with or accepted by any Ger reps other than the all- 

Ger Govt which wld have to carry it out. Such a govt can only pro- 

ceed from free elections. In any case, HMG cannot regard reps of 

the “Ger Democratic Rep” as expressing the will of the East Ger 
population. Leaving aside the circumstances in which the “Ger 
Democratic Rep” was set up and is ‘‘the govt’ appointed, HMG 
have been shocked by the statement in the Sov note of 23 Aug that 

the measures recently enforced by the East Ger auths to prevent 
contact between Gers, and so further divide Ger, were taken “at 

the request of the population”. This assertion alone disposes of any 
serious claim on the part of the East Ger auths to represent any 

significant section of the Ger people, since it is wellknown that the 
first desire of all-Ger is unity in freedom. 

5. HMG are, therefore, brought back again to the fundamental 

question of free elections. They are, however, at a loss to under- 

stand the Sov Govt’s position. The original Sov note of 10 March 
made no mention whatever of free elections. In their reply of 25 
March, * HMG stated that the conclusion of a peace treaty for Ger 
required the formation of an all-Ger Govt, which cld only be set up 
on the basis of free elections. The Sov Govt, in their reply of 9 

4 Regarding this note, see telegram 2209, Document 78.
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April, > conceded that it was necessary that the Four Powers shld 

“discuss without delay the question of holding free all-Ger élec- 
tions”. They went on to say that “the recognition by the Govt of 
USSR, Great Britain, the US and France of the need to hold free 

all-Ger elections creates the full possibility for holding such elec- 
tions in the immed future’. Thus some progress seemed to have 

been made also on this issue, altho the actual proposal in the last 
para of this Sov note again made no mention of free all-Ger elec- 
tions and suggested only that the four govts shld examine “a peace 

treaty with Ger as well as the question of unification of Ger and 

the establishment of an all-Ger Govt’. Nevertheless, in their note 

of 13 May, ®° HMG put forward a precise scheme for an impartial 

comm to investigate electoral conditions throughout Ger as the 
necessary prerequisite to the holding of free all-Ger elections. HMG 
were, therefore, surprised and disappointed by the further Sov note 
of 24 May,” since the Sov Govt’s proposal, contained in the con- 

cluding section of this note, again avoided all mention of free all- 
Ger elections. In their note of 10 July,® HMG were, therefore, 
obliged once again to explain the vital importance which they 
attach to this essential question. They concluded by making defi- 
nite proposals for the discussion between the Four Powers of the 

holding of free elections, the formation of an all-Ger Govt and the 
negotiation of a peace treaty with that govt in that order, since 
that order alone cld produce early and effective results. 

6. In their latest note of 23 Aug, ° the Sov Govt have yet again 

evaded this central issue. While the Sov Govt state that they are 
prepared to discuss “the holding of free all-Ger elections and the 
setting up of a comm to verify the existence of conditions in Ger 

for holding such elections, its composition and functions’, they are 
still not ready to settle first things first. Instead, they deem it nec- 

essary that the Four Power conf “shld discuss in the first place 
such important issues as a peace treaty with Ger and the forma- 

tion of an all-Ger Govt’. It, therefore, now seems clear that, in the 

Sov Govt’s view, the negot of a peace treaty and the formation of 

an all-Ger Govt shld precede free all-Ger elections. This is impossi- 

ble for the simple reason that until elections are held, no all-Ger 
Govt can be formed nor can the country be unified; and until an 

all-Ger Govt is formed and given the necessary freedom of action, it 
is useless to discuss the terms of a Ger peace treaty. 

5 Document 82. 
6 Document 101. 
7 Document 102. 
8 Document 124. 
® Document 125.
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7. (Para 7 to follow Sept 6). 1° 
8. HMG therefore, now turn to the question of the comm of in- 

quiry, having noted that the Sov Govt still agree to the necessity 
for such a body. The Sov Govt have however, made a new proposal 
that this comm shld be composed of reps of the People’s Assembly 
of the Ger Democratic Rep and of the Bundestag of the Ger 
FedRep. HMG have maintained that such a comm, if it is to 
achieve useful results, shld be composed of members who are genu- 
inely independent, objective and impartial. They cannot but consid- 
er that a Ger comm wld be no more able than a four-power comm 
to meet this requirement. HMG moreover, wld point out that the 
Sov Govt’s present proposal is similar to one made by Herr 
Grotewohl on the 15 December 1951. This proposal was rejected by 
the Bundestag, which then put forward the idea of an investigation 
by an impartial UN comm. It was thus the freely elected reps of 50 
millions of the Ger people who themselves proposed the creation of 
a neutral investigation comm under UN supervision. Nevertheless, 
HMG remain ready to discuss any practical and precise proposals 
relating to the composition, functions and auth of the comm of in- 

vestigation in accordance with their note of the 10 of July. 
9. HMG, therefore, renew the proposal made in its note of July 

10 for an early four-power mtg—in or before October—to discuss 
the immed formation and functions of an impartial comm of inves- 
tigation on free elections. The next step wld be to discuss arrange- 
ments for the formation of an all-Ger Govt. When free elections 

10 The text of paragraph 7 was transmitted in telegram 1320 from London, Sept. 
6, and reads as follows: 

“For the fol reasons also, HMG insist that genuinely free elections with view to 
the formation of an all Ger Govt must come first. Over the past 7 years there has 
been agreement between the three Western Govts and the Soviet Govt that a 
United Ger shld be ‘peaceloving, democratic and independent.’ HMG have learned 
by hard experience in recent years that these terms have one meaning in common 
parlance and another in the official Sov vocabulary. Sov official pronouncements 
appear to reserve the word ‘democratic’ exclusively for those societies in which the 
Commies have a monopoly of polit power. Similarly, the term ‘peace-loving’ is ap- 
plied only to Sov Commie policies and those who follow them, while anything which 
implies resistance to such policies is labelled as warlike and aggressive. The words 
‘free’ and ‘independent’ are used to describe states with the outward trappings of 
sovereignty but actually in a condition of subjection to the Sov Union. The different 
interpretation of these terms, as laid down for Ger in the Potsdam Agreement, is 
illustrated by the contrasting results of their application in Eastern and Western 
Ger. In the Sov Zones, and indeed in the neighboring ‘popular democracies’ of East- 
ern Europe, ‘freedom’ means forced labor, deportations, arrests without trials, and 

all the other manifestations of the police state. In these territories ‘free elections’ 
have hitherto meant ‘freedom’ for the electorate to cast 98 percent or 99 percent 
vote in favor of an official single list. It is for the Ger people to choose between 
these alternative ways of life. But they must be able to make their choice in genu- 
ine freedom and full responsibility. Only genuinely free elections can reflect the will 
of the Ger people and permit the formation of an all-Ger Govt with the necessary 
freedom of action to discuss and to accept a peace settlement.” (662.001/9-652)
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have taken place and an all-Ger Govt has been formed, the peace 

settlement (including, of course, “the question of the date of the 
withdrawal of occupation forces from Ger’) can be negotiated. 
HMG most earnestly urge the Sov Govt to reconsider its refusal to 
join the other powers in a singleminded effort to come to grips with 
the problem of holding free elections in Ger. 11 
End text. 

GIFFORD 

11 Qn Sept. 8 the Embassies in London and Paris reported that subject to minor 
drafting changes Eden and Schuman had approved this text. (Telegrams 1326 from 
London and 1625 from Paris, 662.001/9-852) The reaction to the draft in the Depart- 
ment of State was quite different. On the same day Kellermann transmitted a 
memorandum to Laukhuff stating “that the consensus of opinion between Washing- 
ton and London is somewhat less than complete,’ and indicating that the two drafts 
could not be harmonized “without drastic concessions by either side or both.” 
(662.001/9-552) This feeling was reported to London in telegram 1696, Sept. 9, which 

advised that the new draft seemed to bear little resemblance to the Department of 
State draft (telegram 1470, Document 129). Pending further comments the Embassy 
in London was told to inform the British and French that the draft was not satisfac- 
tory and that the Department of State would probably make new proposals. 
(662.001/9-552) 

No. 134 

662.001/9-952: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Embassy in the United Kingdom } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, September 10, 1952—11:57 a. m. 
PRIORITY NIACT 

1717. 1. In next foll tel, 2 Dept is sending redraft of reply to Sov 

note on Ger. Present it to your Brit and Fr colleagues for consider- 
ation with explanation along foll lines: 

2. Dept appreciates effort made to meet its views on para re Sov 

distortion of terms. Nevertheless, Dept is disappointed in draft 
worked out in Lond. It is true that its substance is not significantly 

different from Dept’s earlier draft and its conclusion is similar. But 
it is strongly felt here that Lond draft is verbose, complicated and 

unclear in drafting, and tortuous in development of ideas. It delves 
too much into confused history of various notes. It is weak and de- 
fensive in rejoinder to Sov criticism of nat, etc. There is too much 

genteel hand-wringing where we say we are “shocked’’, ‘“‘at a loss’, 
“surprised ’, etc. In short, Dept feels Lond draft suffers from all de- 

1 Drafted by Laukhuff and cleared with Calhoun, Jessup, Bonbright, and EE. Re- 

peated to Paris, Moscow, Bonn, and Berlin. 
2 Telegram 1718, infra.
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fects mentioned in Moscow’s 378 (rptd Lond 34, Paris 96, Bonn 25, 

Berlin 28) * and wld have exceptionally weak impact on pub opin- 

ion. 

3. In effort to improve clarity of phrasing, sequence of ideas and 
therefore political value and public impact, Dept has prepared re- 

draft, working from Lond draft. You will observe that paras 1, 5 

and 7 are virtually same as Lond draft, while first half para 2 and 

last half para 4 are also practically verbatim from Lond draft. Re- 
mainder is mixture from both drafts. 4 

4. Dept’s redraft has great merit of being less than half as long 

as Lond draft, and we recall desirability of brevity has often been 

stressed by Brit and Fr. We feel its reasoning is simple and clear 

and is concentrated almost exclusively on issue of free elections. It 
goes even further than our first draft in direction of subordinating 

to this issue all else, including idea of Comm, without, however, in 

any sense abandoning latter. (See example first sentence of para 7 

in which Comm is described as “aid to creation of conditions”’ etc.) 
It refuses to be drawn into defensive and irrelevant discussion of 

NATO, EDC and contractuals. We think it hammers very hard at 
issue Sovs are trying to avoid (elections as only logical starting 

point) and does so in manner best calculated to appeal to Ger opin- 

ion. 

5. Note variation in lang in quotes in para 4. We have used lang 
as received from Moscow. 

6. Dept also hopes draft can be speedily agreed, and we note ar- 

guments for this in Moscow’s 455 °* (not rptd) to effect that if we 
can burden Kremlin with Eur problems while Chi still there, so 
much the better. However, we do feel every effort must be made to 

produce short clear hard-hitting draft. 
7. Secy has approved our redraft and shares Eden’s view that it 

may be possible to reach complete agrmt this week. 

ACHESON 

3 Document 128. 
4 The drafts transmitted in telegrams 1470, Document 129, and 1807, supra. 

5 Telegram 455, while approving the draft transmitted in telegram 1807, supra, 
stated that prompt delivery would help burden the Soviet Union with European 
problems at the very time that a Chinese Delegation was in Moscow. (662.001/9-952)
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No. 135 

662.001/9-1052: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Embassy in the United Kingdom } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, September 10, 1952—11:57 a. m. 
NIACT PRIORITY 

1718. Fol is text of Dept’s redraft of note on Ger, as explained in 

preceding tel: 2 

“1. The US Govt has carefully considered the Sov Govt’s note of 

Aug 23 about Ger. * It had hoped that the note wld have marked 
some progress towards agreement on the essential question of free 
all-Ger elections. This is the first question which must be settled 

among the four powers so that Ger can be unified, an all-Ger Govt 
formed and a peace treaty concluded. 

“2. Possibly in order to divert attention from this issue, the 

greater part of the Sov note of Aug 23 is, however, devoted to 

wholly unfounded attacks upon the Atlantic Pact, the Eur Defense 

Community and the Conventions signed at Bonn on May 27 [26]. 

These arbitrary and unilateral assertions of the Sov Govt are natu- 
rally unacceptable as a basis of four-power discussions about Ger. 

“3. The US Govt must insist on the necessity of starting such 
four-power discussions at the only point from which they can logi- 

cally start, which is the organization of free elections. In its note of 
July 10, * the US Govt called attention to the obvious fact that this 
is the first point which must be settled if any progress is to be 
made towards sealing the breach now steadily being widened be- 

tween the Sov Zone of Ger and the greater part of the country 
which is under the jurisdiction of the FedRep. In its latest note as 
in its first note, > the Sovt Govt, on the other hand, continues to 

relegate to the background the problem of elections, including the 
simple and practical question of agreeing on a Com to see whether 

free elections can actually be held in all of Ger. Until this is done 

and suitable conditions exist, elections cannot be held. Until elec- 

tions are held, no all-Ger Govt can be formed, nor can the country 

be unified. And until an all-Ger Govt is formed and given a suita- 
ble status of freedom, it is useless to discuss the terms of a Ger 

peace treaty. 

1 Drafted by Laukhuff; cleared with Jessup, Riddleberger, Perkins, and Barbour; 

and initialed by Secretary Acheson. Repeated to Paris, Moscow, Bonn, and Berlin. 
2 Telegram 1717, supra. 
3 Document 125. 
4 Document 124. 
5 Document 65.
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“4, The US Govt is compelled to remind the Sov Govt that condi- 
tions have altered radically since the four powers agreed at Pots- 
dam in 1945 on certain political and economic principles to govern 
the initial control period. The idea of a peace treaty drafted by the 
four powers and imposed by dictate upon Ger is entirely unsuitable 
in 1952. Until free elections are held which include the Sov Zone, 

there will be no Ger authority properly qualified to speak for the 
population of the Sov Zone on such matters as a peace treaty. The 
Sov Govt has suggested that East Ger representatives as well as 
representatives of the Ger FedRep shld take part in the four-power 

mtg ‘for the examinations of appropriate questions’. The US Govt 
must at once state that such a proposal is not a substitute for the 
participation of an all-Ger Govt in the discussions. 

“5. The US Govt insists that genuinely free elections with view 
to the formation of an all-Ger Govt must come first. Over the past 
seven years there has been agreement between the three Western 
Govts and the Sov Govt that a united Ger shld be ‘peaceloving, 
democratic and independent’. The US Govt has learned by hard ex- 
perience in recent years that these terms have one meaning in 
common parlance and another in the official Sov vocabulary. Sov 
official pronouncements appear to reserve the word ‘democratic’ ex- 
clusively for those societies in which the Communists have a mo- 
nopoly of political power. Similarly, the term ‘peaceloving’ is ap- 
plied only to Soviet Communist policies and those who fol them, 

while anything which implies resistance to such policies is labelled 

as warlike and aggressive. The words ‘free’ and ‘independent’ are 
used to describe states with the outward trappings of sovereignty 

but actually in a condition of subjection to the Sov Union. The dif- 
ferent interpretation of these terms is illustrated by the contrast- 
ing results of their application in Eastern and Western Ger. In the 

Sov Zone, and indeed in the neighboring ‘popular democracies’ of 
Eastern Eur, ‘freedom’ means forced labor, deportation, arbitrary 

imprisonment without trial, and all the other manifestations of the 
police state. In these territories ‘free elections’ have hitherto meant 
‘freedom’ for the electorate to cast 98 percent or 99 percent vote in 
favor of an official single list. The contrast between these concepts 
and those which obtain in Western Ger is perfectly clear. It is for 
the Ger people to choose between these alternative ways of life. 
But they must be able to make their choice in genuine freedom and 
full responsibility. Only genuinely free elections can reflect the will 
of the Ger people and permit the formation of an all-Ger Govt with 
the necessary freedom of action to discuss and to accept a peace 

settlement. 
“6. Under all these circumstances, the US Govt cannot feel that 

any progress has been made in the six notes which have previously



EXCHANGES OF NOTES WITH THE USSR 321 

been exchanged. It is anxious, however, to avail itself of any oppor- 
tunity, however slight, to find a way of ending the division of Ger, 
now so arbitrarily maintained. This division exists as a festering 
sore in Eur. It will not be healed by discussions about a hypotheti- 
cal peace treaty with a country yet lacking all semblance of a uni- 
fied Govt. It will only be healed by energetically tackling the prob- 
lem of unifying the country through free elections. 

“7, The US Govt therefore renews the proposal made in its note 
of July 10 for a four-power mtg—which could take place in Oct—to 
discuss the formation and functions of an impartial Comm of inves- 
tigation as an aid to the creation of the conditions necessary for 
free elections. The next step wld be to discuss the arrangements for 
the holding of these elections and for the formation of an all-Ger 
Govt, as proposed in para 11(4) of the US Govt’s note of May 13. ® 
When free elections have been held and a govt formed, the peace 
settlement can be negotiated. The US Govt most earnestly urges 
the Sov Govt to reconsider its refusal to join the other powers in a 
single-minded effort thus to come to grips with the problem of hold- 
ing free elections in Ger.” 

ACHESON 

6 Document 101. 

No. 136 

662.001/9-1152: Telegram 

The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Gifford) to the 

Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY LoNnpDON, September 11, 1952—8 p.m. 

1436. Dept’s draft reply 2 to latest Sov note on Ger was given and 
explained to British and French at short mtg this morning, and ex- 
tensively discussed at mtg this afternoon. British argued persistent- 

ly that London draft * shld be used as basis for revision, but finally 

agreed reluctantly to work from Dept’s draft. Fol are principal 
points raised: 

1. Brit feel strongly about retention of historical passages reca- 
pitulating Sov position on participation of an all-Ger Govt in peace 
treaty negots and on free elections, which Eden and top FonOff of- 
ficials particularly liked. French inclined to agree with US posi- 

1 Repeated to Paris, Moscow, Bonn, and Berlin. 

2 Transmitted in telegram 1718, supra. 
3’ Transmitted in telegram 1307, Document 133.
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tion. We are hopeful that Brit will reluctantly go along with us on 
this course tho they are impressed with effectiveness of “damning 
Sovs with their own words”. 

2. Both Brit and French feel strongly that para 2 must contain 
some direct refutation of accusations in first half Sov note. In this 
connection Kirkpatrick’s account of Adenauer’s comments‘ placed 
special emphasis on value to him of covering these points. Redraft 
this para being prepared to eliminate defensive tone of London 
para 2 and also shorten it. 

3. Brit and French reps seem prepared to accept idea of going 
diretly to subj of elections along lines Dept’s para 3. Both feel, how- 
ever, that para 3 in addition to incorporating concluding sentence 
London draft’s para 6 shld also make point that Sovs have now 
shifted their ground and propose that four-power conf “shld discuss 
in the first place” the peace treaty. Revision Dept’s para 3 to cover 
this point being prepared. 

4. Tentatively agree to break Dept’s para 4 into 2 short paras, 
one ending on lines conclusion London draft as para 3 and other 
concluding along lines conclusion London draft’s para 4 which car- 
ries particular appeal to Gers. 

5. Both Brit and French consider that in a drastically abbreviat- 
ed note para 5 is now disproportionately long. They have argued 
from the beginning that discussions Sov misuse of words is irrele- 
vant. Revision this para being attempted which will shorten it 
without effecting its substance, particularly latter portion dealing 
with elections. 

6. Both Brit and French pointed out that Dept’s draft eliminates 
entirely from the note any comment on the Sov proposal that the 
commission of investigation be composed of Gers. They feel strong- 
ly, and Emb agrees, that this point cannot be ignored. Short para 
therefore being drafted to insert in Dept’s draft after para 5, cover- 
ing substance of London draft’s para 8. It was pointed out that this 
point is particularly important because SPD in full agreement with 
Adenauer that FedRep cannot meet with GDR reps. 

7. Both Brit and French are unhappy about tone of Dept’s para 6, 
especially the first sentence, which seems to them to imply that we 
wld be glad to see the exchange of notes terminated. They both feel 
strongly that the responsibility for terminating the exchange shld 
rest on the Sov and that we shld carefully avoid any language im- 
plying reluctance to continue or desire to cut off exchanges. They 
cite in this connection opinions expressed at NAC mtg. * They also 
regard para 6 as not necessary to the development of the argu- 
ment. Redraft being attempted which wld work the last two sen- 
tences of para 6 into new opening of para 7, remainder of which 
remains substantially the same as Dept’s draft with fol exceptions: 

4 Presumably a reference to the meeting between Chancellor Adenauer and the 
Allied High Commissioners for Germany on Sept. 4, reported on in telegram 980, 
Document 132. 

5 The reply to the Soviet note of Aug. 23 had been discussed at a North Atlantic 
Council meeting on Sept. 4. The general tenor of the discussion was that the Soviet 
note was not very encouraging, but that every effort should be made by the four 
powers to solve the German problem. Draper reported on this meeting in Polto 260 
from Paris, Sept. 4. (740.5/9-452)
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(a) Brit and Fr believe, and Emb agrees, that if we omit any 
ref to Sov proposal for withdrawal of occupation forces, which 
Dept will note is covered in parenthetical clause of penulti- 
mate sentence of London draft’s final para, wld give a propa- 
ganda opening to the Sovs. 

(b) Brit and French suggest, and Emb agreed, that we shld 
work the customary ref to consultation with FedRep etc., into 
the final sentence. 

Working group mtg tomorrow morning will consider a newly re- 

vised text along lines indicated, which will be transmitted to Dept. 

FonOff reps emphasized that they cld speak only for working 

level, subj to Eden’s view; Schuman has not yet commented on 

London draft text, and French therefore also only speaking for 

working level. 
GIFFORD 

No. 137 

Editorial Note 

On September 12 the tripartite working group prepared a revised 
draft of the reply to the Soviet note of August 23, based on the 
United States draft (see telegram 1718, Document 185) and modi- 
fied to take account of the British and French desiderata presented 
in the meetings on September 11 (see telegram 1436, supra.). This 
text was sent to Washington on the same day and approved by the 
Department of State on September 13 subject to several nonsub- 
stantive drafting changes. (Telegrams 1445 from London, Septem- 
ber 12, and 1887 to London, September 138, 662.001/9-1252) Most of 

the changes suggested by the United States were accepted by the 
working group and, on referral, by Eden and Schuman. The result- 

ing draft was transmitted to Washington on September 15 and ap- 

proved by the Department of State the following day. (Telegrams 

1511 from London, September 15, and 1527 to London, September 

16, 662.001/9-1552 and 662A.00/9-1652) The text was also shown to 

Adenauer and Reuter, who approved it and, following a last minute 

deletion in paragraph 6 at the insistence of the French Cabinet, 
was delivered to the Soviet Foreign Ministry on September 23. Fur- 

ther documentation on the final revisions of the note is in file 

662.001; the final text of the note is printed infra.
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No. 138 

The Embassy of the United States to the Soviet Ministry for Foreign 
Affairs } 

[Moscow, September 23, 1952.] 

The United States Government has carefully considered the 
Soviet Government’s note of August 23 about Germany.? It had 
hoped that the note would have marked some progress towards 
agreement on the essential question of free all-German elections. 
This is the first question which must be settled among the four 
powers so that Germany can be unified, an all-German Govern- 
ment formed and a peace treaty concluded. 

Possibly in order to divert attention from this issue, the greater 
part of the Soviet note of August 23 is, however, devoted to wholly 
unfounded attacks upon the Atlantic Pact, the European Defense 

Community and the conventions signed at Bonn on May 26. As the 
United States Government has often emphasized, these agreements 
are purely defensive and threaten no one. The Bonn conventions 
and the EDC treaty, far from being imposed on the German people, 
are a matter for free decision by freely elected Parliaments, includ- 
ing of course that of the German Federal Republic. Insofar as the 
Bonn conventions reserve certain strictly limited rights to the 
three Western powers, a fundamental consideration has been spe- 
cifically to safeguard the principle of German unity and to keep 

the door open for agreement with the Soviet Union on the unifica- 
tion of Germany. 

The United States Government must insist on the necessity of 
starting four-power discussions at the only point where they can in 
fact start, which is the organization of free elections. In its note of 
July 10,3 the United States Government drew attention to the obvi- 
ous fact that this is the first point which must be settled if any 
progress is to be made towards uniting the Soviet zone with the 
Federal Republic, which constitutes the greater part of Germany. 
In its first note,* as in its last, the Soviet Government has evaded 

this clear issue. Instead of putting first things first, it now rel- 
egates to the background the problem of elections and proposes 

1 Reprinted from the Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 6, 1952, pp. 517-518. The 

note was delivered to Deputy Foreign Minister Pushkin at 4:40 p.m., Moscow time. 
For text of a statement by Secretary Acheson the following day commenting on the 
Soviet view of free elections and especially on the Soviet meaning of “independent’’, 
“democratic”, and “peaceloving”’, see ibid., pp. 516-517. 

2 Document 125. 
3 A footnote in the source text at this point cited this note (Document 124) as 

printed in Department of State Bulletin. 
4 Document 65.
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that the four-power conference “should discuss in the first place 
such important issues as a peace treaty with Germany and the for- 
mation of an all-German Government’. But until elections are 
held, no all-German Government can be formed, nor can Germany 

be unified. Until an all-German Government is formed which will 
be in a position to negotiate freely, it is impossible to discuss the 
terms of a German peace treaty. 

In complete accord with the views of the United States, French 
and United Kingdom Governments, the Soviet Government origi- 

nally said that “the preparation of the peace treaty should be ef- 
fected with the participation of Germany in the form of an all- 
German Government’”.*® The Soviet Government has now shifted 
its ground. It now substitutes for this, the participation of repre- 

sentatives of the Soviet zone and the Federal Republic in the four- 
power meetings “during the discussion of relevant questions’. The 
United States Government cannot accept this proposal. A peace 
treaty for the whole of Germany cannot be negotiated with, and ac- 

cepted by, any German representatives other than the all-German 
Government which would have to carry it out. Such a government 
can only proceed from free elections. It is moreover well known 
that the East German administration is not representative of the 
German population of the Soviet zone. This fact is not controverted 
by the assertion in the Soviet note of August 23 that this adminis- 
tration acted “at the request” of that population in enforcing 
recent measures further dividing East and West Germans in defi- 
ance of their clear desire for unity in freedom. 

The United States Government is compelled to remind the Soviet 
Government that conditions have altered radically since the Pots- 

dam Agreement of 1945, which laid down certain political and eco- 

nomic principles to govern the initial control period. The Soviet 

conception of a peace treaty drafted by the four powers and im- 
posed upon Germany is entirely unsuitable in 1952. The United 
States Government could never agree to a peace treaty being draft- 
ed or negotiated without the participation of an all-German Gov- 
ernment. Any other procedure would mean a dictated treaty. That 
indeed would be “an insult to the German nation”’. 

The United States Government again insists that genuinely free 
elections with a view to the formation of an all-German Govern- 
ment must come first. It has however learned by hard experience 
in recent years that terms such as “free elections” have one mean- 
ing in common parlance and another in the official Soviet vocabu- 
lary. The contrast between the concept of free elections which ob- 

5 A footnote in the source text at this point cited this note (Document 65) as print- 
ed in Department of State Bulletin.
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tains in West Germany and that which prevails in the Soviet zone 
is clear. It is for the German people to choose between these alter- 

native ways of life. But they must be able to make their choice in 
genuine freedom and full responsibility. Only genuinely free elec- 
tions can reflect the will of the German people and permit the for- 

mation of an all-German Government with the necessary freedom 
of action to discuss and accept a peace settlement. 

In order to create the conditions necessary for free elections, 
there has been four-power agreement that there should be a com- 
mission of investigation. The Soviet Government has now proposed 

that this commission should be composed of representatives of the 
People’s Assembly of the “German Democratic Republic” and of 
the Bundestag of the German Federal Republic. A commission of 
investigation must, however, be genuinely impartial. A German 
commission would be no more able than a four-power commission 
to meet this requirement. The underlying principle of the present 
Soviet proposal was contained in one which emanated from the 
Soviet zone on September 15, 1951. This was rejected by the Bun- 
destag, which then suggested investigation by a United Nations 
Commission. It was thus the freely elected representatives of fifty 
millions of the German people who themselves proposed the cre- 
ation of a neutral investigation commission under United Nations 
supervision. Nevertheless, the United States Government repeats 
its readiness to discuss any practical and precise proposals, as 
stated in its note of the tenth of July. 

The United States Government continues to seek a way to end 

the division of Germany. This will not be accomplished by prema- 
ture discussions about a peace treaty with a Germany not yet 

united and lacking an all-German Government. The United States 

Government therefore renews the proposal made in its note of July 
10 for an early four-power meeting—which could take place in Oc- 
tober—to discuss the composition, functions and authority of an im- 
partial commission of investigation with a view to creating the con- 
ditions necessary for free elections. The next step would be to dis- 
cuss the arrangements for the holding of these elections and for 
the formation of an all-German Government, as proposed in para- 
graph 11 (iv) of the United States Government’s note of May 13. 
When free elections have been held and an all-German Govern- 
ment formed, the peace settlement can be negotiated. The United 
States Government, in concert with the French Government and 

the United Kingdom Government and after consultation with the 
German Federal Government and the German authorities in 
Berlin, most earnestly urges the Soviet Government to reconsider 
its refusal to join the other powers in a single-minded effort thus to 
come to grips with the problem of free elections in Germany.
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No. 139 

Editorial Note 

No reply was ever received by the three Western Powers in re- 
sponse to their note of September 23. However, the questions of a 

German peace treaty, German unity, and all-German elections con- 

tinued to be considered by policymakers in the Department of 

State. For further documentation on these questions, see Docu- 

ments 140 ff. and 257 ff.



II. POLICY OF THE UNITED STATES WITH RESPECT TO 
GERMAN UNIFICATION AND THE INTEGRATION OF THE 
FEDERAL REPUBLIC INTO THE DEFENSE OF WESTERN 
EUROPE 

VISITS OF WEST GERMAN OFFICIALS TO THE UNITED STATES, INTER- 

EST OF THE UNITED STATES IN THE OUTCOME OF THE FEDERAL 

ELECTIONS, SEPTEMBER 6, 1953; UNITED STATES ECONOMIC ASSIST- 

ANCE; POSITION OF THE UNITED STATES WITH RESPECT TO GERMA- 

NY (NSC 160/1); NATIONAL PSYCHOLOGICAL STRATEGY WITH RE- 

SPECT TO GERMANY (PSB D-21); AND INTEREST OF THE UNITED 

STATES IN PROPOSED INCREASES IN THE FEDERAL BORDER POLICE 

No. 140 

511.00/1-3152: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (McCloy) to the 
Department of State 3 

CONFIDENTIAL Bonn, January 31, 1952—8 p.m. 

Unnumbered. For Kellermann. Public Affairs Guidance No. 159. 
German Defense Contribution. The following guidance for dealing 

with problems of Germany’s contribution to European defense is 
intended as an attempt to facilitate operations during the coming 
weeks of intense public debate. Additions and adjustments will be 
made when necessary. 

a... . US media should carefully avoid any appearance that US 
may attempt, in the interest of American policy, to push the 
German people into positive action against their own free will. It is 
essential to convince Germans that decision will be made by them, 
respectively by their representatives, in the best interests of 
German people. Media should abstain from taking any part in 
public debate on this issue, refrain from expressions of approbation 
for any activities of German proponents of participation in Europe- 
an defense and, particularly, from interference in controversy be- 
tween government and Social Democratic opposition. 

b. Media should give good news coverage to all statements on de- 
fense issue coming from responsible German political leaders, pro- 
vide full information on statements of major importance, and 

1 Repeated to the various Public Affairs Officers in Germany. 
2 Public Affairs Guidance telegrams were sent from Bonn on a regular basis to 

give background for the media on events in Germany. For two other telegrams of 
this type, see telegrams 2967, Document 40, and 2828, Document 146. 

328
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report fairly on activities of both opponents and proponents of 
German participation. 

c. While media should avoid running comment on individual pro- 
nouncements made in course of defense debate, they may at proper 
intervals review development of discussion, present fairly argu- 
ments made by either side, and thus lead up to brief and factual 
statement that as yet nobody has shown a practical political alter- 
native to joining the larger European community which will assure 
protection and progress to those who share in its efforts. 

d. Media should carry reports, statements and comment from US 
and foreign sources which indicate that other countries will deter- 
mine strategic planning and lines of defense in Europe according to 
contribution which German people will or will not decide to make 
to defense of their own country; review question of whether and 
how Allied troops could be committed to defense of Germany if 
Germany should not contribute her own manpower; review 
German-Allied relationships in view of insuperable contradiction 
between substantial sovereignty and complete dependence on for- 
eign protection. 

e. Media should carry reports, statements and comment from US 
sources, pointing out that this year American voters will be called 
upon to determine future course of US foreign policy; that US has 
departed from earlier strategic concepts in expectation that elimi- 
nation of weak spots from crucial area of Europe would remove 
temptation to aggression and, thereby, safeguard peace; that people 
of US are not forced to implementation of any given policy if they 
have reason to doubt success of this policy, and that, undoubtedly, 
US voters will be influenced by measure of success achieved in cre- 
ating a system of European security and by evidence obtained of 
determination of European nations to defend effectively their own 
countries. (Media should quote VOA statements and reports on US 
opinion along these and similar lines. Such statements should be 
reported without comment.) 

f. Media may express most serious doubts in existence of alter- 
nate plans to European Defense Force, and, particularly, in possi- 
bility to agree on any other form of German defense, if labor and 
good will invested by many nations in the now far advanced effort 
on a European basis should be permitted to fail. 

g. Media may in proper context point to the fact that defense of 
Europe would be difficult without Germany but, for geographical 
and other reasons, impossible without France. 

h. Media, while not arguing for defense contribution, should con- 
tinue to point out the unrealistic fallacy of neutralist isolationism 
in Germany, the insincerity of communist unity propaganda, and 
the Western will to frustrate aggression and thereby pave the way 
for peaceful settlement of outstanding problems, including unifica- 
tion of Germany. 

i. Media should continue to carry news items and reports recall- 
ing Communist aggression in other parts of world and imply con- 
tinuous aggressive intentions on part of Soviets by reporting on 
Communist underground activities and acts or preparations for 
sabotage in FedRep. News and reports of Communist oppression 
and exploitation in Soviet occupied territory should receive thor-
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ough coverage. Media should, however, play down reports and 
avoid comment implying an immediate military threat from Soviet 
arms at this time. Determination to ward off danger of Soviet 
domination must not be paralyzed by unjustified fear. 

j. Media should give good coverage to all reports showing increas- 
ing Western strength in Europe as well as superior technological 
quality and progress of Western and, particularly, new US weap- 
ons. 

k. In view of real or alleged German fear of preventive war, 
media should give space to material which illustrates the peaceful 
and defensive character of Western community of freely associated 
democratic nations and governments. Lengthy negotiations in 
NATO and EDC give opportunity to point out that aggression as a 
Western policy is unthinkable but that Western defense is solidly 
cemented in a thoroughly considered and freely agreed system of 
treaties. Faith in Western superiority and in success of Western ef- 
forts for preservation of peace should be expressed with assurance 
and confidence. 

l. Media should criticize attempts to confuse and complicate de- 
fense problem with introduction of extraneous issues of a second- 
ary nature, i.e., the Saar (see classified PUB Guidance 158 3). 

m. Media should continue to emphasize the advantages of eco- 
nomic integration of Europe. Any German acts of participation in 
international economic cooperation should receive good play. 
German economic progress, such as coal production, productivity 
rise in other industries, and other economic factors contributing to 
German and European strength should be played up, with primary 
emphasis on the efforts of German labor, management and govern- 
ment and reference to Western cooperation as a contributing 
factor. Media may infer that defense strength is based on such eco- 
nomic strength. 

Media should stress that any increase in productivity will even- 
tually bring about a higher standard of living. While such in- 
creases in living standard may not be achieved during a period of 
defense production, the increase in productivity will offset the oth- 
erwise inevitable reduction in the standard of living and will form 
the basis for a better life when defensive strength and peace are 
assured. 

Media should stress continuously the need for European econom- 
ic integration, both as a factor in overall strength and as a key 
factor in the development of an expanding economy without trade 
barriers and with a better life for the individual. 

n. US personnel should, in conversations with Germans, careful- 
ly avoid giving impression of pleading for German contribution to 
Western defense. Lines discussed in paragraphs c to m are suggest- 
ed for topics of conversation if considered useful. 

o. Suggest PAO’s brief RO’s in their districts. 

McCoy 

3 This guidance was transmitted in telegram 1307 from Bonn, Jan. 28. (511.00/1- 

2852)
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No. 141 

Editorial Note 

On February 18 and 19, Chancellor Adenauer met with Secretary 
of State Acheson, Foreign Secretary Eden, and Foreign Minister 
Schuman at London to discuss questions of mutual concern with 

particular attention devoted to contractual relations and the Euro- 

pean Defense Community. For the minutes of the three meetings 

held at 10 a.m. and 4:45 p.m., February 18 and at 11:15 a.m., Febru- 

ary 19, see volume V, Part 1, pages 59, 66, and 74, respectively. For 

further documentation on the attitude of the United States toward 
the establishment of a European Defense Community, see ibid., 

pages 571 ff.; for documentation on contractual relations, see Docu- 
ments 1 ff. 

No. 142 

762A.0221/3-1152: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Office of the United States High 
Commissioner for Germany, at Bonn } 

CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, March 11, 1952—3:58 p.m. 

1978. Subj: 1958 GOAG Budget. Below is verbatim text Bur Ger 
Affrs draft statement basic policy objectives for use 1953 budget 

highlight statement. Dept shld be consulted if HICOG desires any 
changes fol draft. 

(1) The maintenance of friendly and mutually beneficial relations 
between the US and the FedRep of Ger. 

(2) Continuing and effective participation by the FedRep on a 
basis of equality in the EDC, itself within a developing Atlantic 
community, and in the promotion of the polit, econ, and social wel- 
fare necessary to a strong and durable Eur. 

(3) The maintenance of the allied position in Berlin and the pol, 
econ, and psychological strengthening of the western sectors of 

erlin. 
(4) Support of democratic elements in Germany and frustration 

of the Communist aim to get control of all Ger. 
; (5) The peaceful unification of all Ger under conditions of free- 
om. 
End verbatim text. 

Believe above statement will provide clear summary answer to 
question raised recurrently by Cong and others of what is US fon 

1 Drafted by Robert Klaber of GER and cleared with GPA, GAI, and GEA.
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pol toward Ger. List pages 3 and 4 submission to Bud Bur 2 viewed 
as basic functions or activities rather than policy aims and as such 
shld be retained in Congressional submission to support require- 
ments on level staffing, on staffing not normal other missions and 
on level program expenses. However, redrafting nec to avoid ap- 
pearance repetition of above statement policy objectives and to 
remove connotations offensive to Gers. 

ACHESON 

2 Not further identified. 

No. 143 

611.62A/3~-1252 

Memorandum of Conversations, by the Director of the Bureau of 
German Affairs (Byroade) 

SECRET WASHINGTON, March 12, 1952. 

Subject: Conversations with Dr. Walter Hallstein, Secretary of 
State of the Federal Republic of Germany. 

Participants: As mentioned in Memorandum. 

1. Adenauer Visit: Yesterday I talked to Hallstein and Krekeler 
alone for 45 minutes before Hallstein’s meeting with the officers of 

GER. ! 

Hallstein first raised the question of Adenauer’s visit to the U.S. 
He went to great pains to explain that past indiscretions and an- 
nouncements from Germany on this subject had not been the per- 
sonal fault or doing of Adenauer. He then stated that in his opin- 
ion Adenauer should not leave Germany prior to the signature, or 

perhaps ratification, of the EDC and Contractual Agreements. He 

also stated that he could well appreciate the fact that Adenauer 

should not come to Washington this fall just prior to the US. elec- 
tions. He stated that in his own mind he was beginning to wonder 
whether Adenauer should come to the U.S. at all this year. 

1 Hallstein was in Washington on an unofficial visit the week of Mar. 10 for a 
series of lectures and seminars at Georgetown University. In addition to the subjects 
considered in this memorandum, Hallstein discussed German representation in Aus- 
tria with Ambassador Donnelly on Mar. 12, contractual relations and East-West 

trade at a meeting in the Bureau of German Affairs on Mar. 14, and following the 
latter, Federal Republic support of Berlin. The Department of State reported on 
these discussions in telegrams 2078, 2095, and 2174 to Bonn, Mar. 15, 17, and 20 
(662A.63/3-352, 740.5/3-1752, and 862A.00/1-3052), and a memorandum of conversa- 
tion by Lewis, Mar. 14 (460.509/3-1452).
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I believe his last remark above was thrown out to obtain our re- 
actions to an Adenauer visit. I stated that we would be pleased to 
see Adenauer come to the U.S. at a time mutually acceptable to 
both of us if he desired to make the trip. I concurred with Hallstein 
that Adenauer should not leave Germany prior to the signature of 
the Agreements; also as to whether a trip between signature and 
ratification would be helpful from Adenauer’s point of view could 
be judged best by him. I told him of the crowded schedule of visits 

this spring. I stated that from our point of view sometime in May 
would be the best date. This would, however, have to be cleared by 

the President and I could not speak officially as regards that date. 
We left the matter on the understanding that Hallstein would talk 
to Adenauer and that we would receive Adenauer’s views, on an 

informal basis, regarding a visit to the U.S. in May. (assuming the 
Agreements had been signed), either through McCloy or Krekeler. 

2. Moscow Note: 2 I asked Hallstein for his views as to the effect 
of the recent note from Moscow on the West German people. He 
stated that he was certain that the Moscow note would have no 
effect whatever on the Chancellor or the Government. They would 
readily see the loopholes in the note and that it presented no basic 

change of heart on the part of the Russians. He stated that the 
note would have some effect on the people of Germany but he did 
not consider that this would be too serious. In his opinion the only 
question before us was the matter of the proper tactical handling 
of the note so as to get the best advantage from our reply in Ger- 
many. 

I read to him a draft press statement prepared by Laukhuff 

which was substantially the same as the background statement 
read by McDermott to the Press on Tuesday evening. * He heartily 
concurred in the statement and said he thought the effect in Ger- 
many to such a reply would be good. 

3. The Saar: I took Hallstein somewhat to task over the submis- 

sion of the Saar issue to the Council of Europe. He gave a long ex- 
planation of the reason for their action. I told him that he devel- 

oped his case with about the same arguments and logic used by the 
French in the case of their appointment of an Ambassador to the 
Saar. He stated that their memorandum to the Council had been 
very carefully drawn so as not to reflect upon the French but only 
upon the Saar regime. He also stated that, while Adenauer felt he 

had to take some public action at this time, that Adenauer would 

2 For the Soviet note of Mar. 10, see Document 65. 
3 The draft press statement under reference here has not been identified further; 

for an extract from McDermott’s statement on Mar. 11, see the New York Times, 

Mar. 12, 1952, p. 10.
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be satisfied with shelving the matter by reference to committees 
during the meeting of the Council of Europe. Hallstein said he 

thought he had this already arranged with the President of the 
Council at the next session. 

I urged upon him the desirability of obtaining a Franco-German 
statement of a willingness to negotiate on this subject subsequent 
to the signing of the EDC and the Contractual Agreements. I asked 
that if at all possible they work with the French to obtain such a 
statement prior to the meeting of the Council of Europe, thus 

making it possible to remove the Saar from its Agenda. He stated 
that he was certain Adenauer would be quite agreeable to such a 

course and that Adenauer had hoped that such a two-Power state- 
ment could have been made before this time. He stated that in the 
private talk between Adenauer and Schuman at Eden’s house in 

London the subject had been discussed and that Adenauer felt 
there was substantial agreement between them that such a state- 
ment should be made.* He stated, however, that subsequent to 

Adenauer’s return to Germany word had been received from 

France (presumably Quai d’Orsay) that talks between Adenauer 
and Schuman were to be considered as being entirely on a personal 
basis and without commitment of the French Government. I again 

urged that they make an effort to obtain such a statement and 
stated that we would be willing to use our influence with the 
French in that direction. 

4. Location of Meeting for Signature of Agreements: Hallstein ex- 
pressed the hope that the Contractual Arrangement Agreements 

could be signed by the Ministers in Germany. I stated that I did 
not consider they should be signed in any of the 4 Capitals of the 

countries involved. Hallstein quite agreed with this suggestion and 

stated that he had had in mind some convenient location in Ger- 
many (he mentioned the name of a resort town but I have forgot- 

ten the name). 

I stated that if the EDC and Contractual Agreements could be 

signed at the same time it might be well to consider Strasbourg as 
a place of signature which could be used to great advantage to give 
all of the Agreements a European connotation. He seemed to think 

this a good suggestion. 

On the basis of a discussion on this subject among the Foreign 
Ministers at the close of the Lisbon meeting, * I told Hallstein that 

4No other record of this meeting has been found in Department of State files. 
The possibility of a meeting is referred to briefly in paragraph 10 of Secto 12, vol. v, 

ae For P conmentation on the Ninth Session of the North Atlantic Council, held at 
Lisbon, Feb. 20-25, see vol. v, Part 1, pp. 107 ff.
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I did not believe there would be strong feelings that the signature 
should take place in either London or Paris and that I personally 

thought it quite probable that the Agreements could be signed in 

Germany if the Strasbourg suggestion were not favored. 

5. Israeli Claims: Hallstein stated that they were being increas- 

ingly embarrassed due to the fact that discussions on claims 

against Germany were taking place in two separate forums, i.e. the 

Debt Commission in London and the Israeli claims in Benelux. He 

asked if we could not in some way combine these two discussions. I 

stated that I was not sufficiently familiar with the situation in this 
field to give him an answer but I believed his suggestion would 

cause us considerable difficulty. The matter was left at that point 

due to the breakup of our meeting. Thorp told me last night after 

the dinner party at Krekeler’s for Hallstein that Hallstein had 
mentioned the subject to him and that he thought we should look 
into the matter to see if we could meet Hallstein’s point. (I suggest 
Margolies talk to Thorp about this subject to see if any answer 

should be made to Hallstein while he is in Washington.) 

At 4:45 Hallstein, Krekeler and myself met with the Secretary 

for 30 minutes. Outside of the general exchange of pleasantries, the 

subjects of the Moscow note and the question of the Saar were the 

only important items discussed. Hallstein’s remarks on the Soviet 

note were essentially the same as during my conversation dictated 

above. The Secretary agreed with Hallstein’s analysis. The Secre- 
tary took a quite strong line with Hallstein on the question of the 

Saar and of the need to remove the item as an issue before the 
Council of Europe. He stressed the desirability of a Franco-German 

statement along the lines I had discussed with Hallstein. Under 

pressure from the Secretary, Hallstein stated that he would see if 
it were possible to obtain French and German agreement to such a 
statement immediately upon Adenauer’s arrival in Paris next 

Tuesday. If they could agree at that time perhaps they could issue 
the statement prior to the opening of the meeting on Wednesday or 

at least prior to the time when the Agenda item on the Saar arose. 

(Laukhuff should consider sending this suggestion to our Embassy 
in Paris.) 

In the talks with me, and later with the Secretary, Hallstein 

stated that he believed the EDC Treaty and the Contractuals could 
be ready for initialling by the first week in April. The Secretary 

stated that he very much wished to attend the signature of these 

Agreements and hoped that it would be possible. He stated that he
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had just made a commitment to be here on April 9th but thought if 
it were later on in the month he might be able to make the trip. ® 

6 On Mar. 14 Hallstein discussed Federal Republic support for Berlin at a meeting 
in the Bureau of German Affairs. For a report on this session, see telegram 2174, 
Document 533. 

No. 144 

662A.00/4-2152: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (McCloy) to the 
Department of State 

SECRET Bonn, April 21, 1952—8 p.m. 

2456. PA and public appraisal of psychological conditions in Ger 

suggests certain modification of approach.! 

Our suggestions are founded on fol considerations: 

We expect contractuals and EDC treaty to be completed and 

signed before end of May and without delay from further Soviet 

action. We are, however, concerned with possible effect of Soviet 
maneuvers on ratification and, even more, on implementation of 

agreements. So far, neither Ger political leaders nor Ger public are 
impressed with Soviet proposals. Distrust of Soviet intentions is 

deep-seated and general. Our problem results from questioning of 

West sincerity and West determination to achieve reunification of 
Ger rather than from gullible acceptance of Soviet blandishments. 
Reluctance to proceed with West integration, which appears to be 

caused by popular resentment, dislike of sacrifice and, in case of 
SPD, pure opposition tactics, does not result in popular support for 

Soviet advances but rather in demands that no steps be taken by 
which prospects of unification may be jeopardized irrevocably. Neu- 

tralism in Ger, though still widespread as sentimental attitude, is 

not considered realistic alternative by preponderant majority, ac- 

cording to public opinion surveys. However, many Gers, somewhat 
inconsistently, feel that they are being pressured into action which 

they genuinely dislike, and believe they are being used for accom- 

plishments of American policies which they consider alien to their 

interest and contrary to their preference. 

1 Apparently this telegram, transmitted in two sections, was a reply to the points 
raised in telegram 2544 to Bonn, Document 84, as well as an indication of points to 
be stressed in general relations with the Federal Republic in the coming months. 
The references below to numbered paragraphs refer to the points outlined in tele- 
gram 2544.
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Based on these considerations, we recommend building up our ar- 
gument for period of several months rather than propaganda pitch 
concentrated on next few weeks. Equally, we feel it most impera- 
tive that we avoid impression of trying to push, persuade or make 
up Gers minds for them. We should be careful not to over state our 
case and not to elicit adverse psychological reaction by using too 
many words and arguments on points which after more than a 
year of public discussion, must appear obvious to Ger public. For 
instance, establishment of Soviet insincerity should, at this time, be 

treated not as target reprise but subordinated to overriding dual 

purpose of gaining support for our own actions and decisions, and 
keeping neutralist tendencies from again becoming political force 
in Ger. It is felt best to present our case as opportunity offered to 
Gers for their own decision, frankly and explicitly explaining moti- 
vations, implications and goals of our policy including our apprais- 
al of Soviet methods and intentions. It should be clear from lan- 
guage of our pronouncements that it is Ger choice whether to avail 
themselves of this opportunity. 

We, also, feel that prophylactic treatment should be given to pos- 
sible resort to last minute scare tactics on part of Soviets. It would 
appear in line with Soviet tactics and with threats implied in 
number of Soviet communications re West defense effort for at- 
tempt to be made by Moscow to deter West Eur nations by fear of 
imminent Soviet attack from consummating their agreements. 
Such contingency of sabre rattling could create situation politically 
more dangerous to achievement of West policy aims in Ger than 
we experience under impact of present not too effective lures of 
Soviet unity offers. We feel that thought should be given this possi- 

bility and that our media should provide immunization treatment 
by occasionally mentioning prospects of another violent Soviet 
bluff. 

In particular, we agree with line set forth in para 2 (A) casting 

doubt on kind of “democratic” state envisaged by Sovs. We shall 
assemble data exposing Commie interpretation of democracy, for 

instance, as exemplified by announced codification in new penal 
law of oppressive punitive legislation introduced in Sov Zone. We 
wish to point out, furthermore, that maintenance of such institu- 
tions as Sov-owned corporations, economic integration in satellite 
orbit, control of workers thru state-dominated union and applicable 
Commie laws, which it is Sov intention to maintain according to 
their own pronouncements, wld make mockery of unification or 
else spell future of satellite servitude for entire country. Our argu- 
ment on investigation of conditions for free elections may be ex- 
pected to effect that no Sov proposal so far contains indication that 
Sovs have changed their other repeated tactics of involving West in
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lengthy and inconclusive procedures to prevent it from taking deci- 
sive action, which is exactly what West and Ger in interest of their 

security and Eur progress must prevent. 
2-B provides sound background for our analysis which, however, 

should be left brief and factual, explained above. Arguments should 
be trained on concrete picture of isolated Ger placed at mercy of 
Red Army poised behind Oder-Neisse line rather than on theoreti- 
cal concept of neutrality which by now is largely discounted in re- 
alistic Ger thought. 

Suggestion contained in 2-C to link Sov proposal of Ger natl 
army to Sov concept of ‘democratic peace-loving state’ and to par- 
allel of existing satellite armies may not sound altogether convinc- 
ing to Gers inclined to view estab of natl forces as potent factor of 

natl independence. We wid prefer to point to oppressive burden 
and ineffective protection which are likely to result from isolated 
natl army in light of existing constellation of powers and techno- 

logical developments. 
We should fully explain advantages offered by integration West 

Eur within greater community of Atlantic nations not only for 

immed security of Ger people, but for future peace and prosperity 
of all Eur nations. To us a positive decision appears imperative, but 
it must be Ger choice. Language which may indicate persuasion or 
pleading, such as our stating what should be aim of every patriotic 
Ger or object of responsible Ger leadership, should be carefully 
avoided. Suggestion that Ger has everything to gain from such 

policy or may acquire posit of leadership seems to us to fall in 

same category and therefore fraught with danger from Ger as well 

as Fr point of view. We propose, however, to expand your argu- 

ment to include statement that basic choice for Eur integration has 

been made by Ger people and its reps, they have complete freedom 
to make this final decision on Gers relationship to other nations, 

and no future govt can be granted less freedom of action than is 

enjoyed by FedRep under occupation statute. 
We fully agree with straightforward line of para 4 [3], projecting 

attainment of Ger unity as result of growing West strength. Sov at- 
tempts to estab false choice between integration and unity, try to 
gloss over one basic fact. Problem of permanent peace settlement, 
of which question of Ger unity is integral part, will remain and ac- 
quire addit urgency for Sovs as prospects of gaining advantage 

from threats and aggression will diminish in face of determined 
and united West. Ger opinion trends suggest advisability of empha- 
sizing strongly that every lasting peace settlement must include 
elimination of cold war frontier, and, therefore a solution of prob- 

lem of Ger unity; and by this token, aim of reunification of Ger is 
as much part of fundamental US policy devoted to attainment of
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peace as part of Ger policy devoted to attainment of Ger freedom. 

Ger skepticism of our genuine interest in achieving Ger unity may 
develop into dangerous morale factor and adversely affect value of 
Ger partnership if not counteracted. 

McC.Loy 

No. 145 

762 0221/5-1352° Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (McCloy) to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY Bonn, May 18, 1952—10 p.m. 

2803. A series of developments over past fortnight suggests to us 

Kremlin is embarking on a tough line toward West Ger. Among 
these incidents were stoppage of MP movement from Berlin,? 

purge in GDR, heightened GDR militancy toward West, riot in 
Essen ? shrill Ulbricht statements yesterday.‘ 

We have felt that such a turn was almost inevitable once it 
became evident that tactics of enticement had failed to produce 
practical political results in West. Time has now come if Kremlin 

is to achieve its objectives of detaching FedRep from West and 

bringing about collapse of EDF, to attempt to impress upon West 
Gers ominous alternative to accepting package offer contained in 
Sov notes. This does not of course exclude possibility that Kremlin 
may put forward further offers. But for time being it appears to be 

concentrating on driving home to West Gers peril of rejecting its 

offers. 

This, however, is not an easy task for Moscow. Ger public has 

come over years to regard threats from GDR as cries of wolf wolf. 

Therefore, if this tactic of menace is to have desired effect on West 

Gers it must carry convincing tone of imminent and great danger. 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, Moscow, and Berlin. 
2On May 8 Soviet authorities had refused to allow U.S. Military Police to contin- 

ue their courtesy patrols along the autobahn from Berlin to Helmstedt. For texts of 
letters protesting this refusal and the attack on French aircraft on Apr. 29, referred 
to in the fourth paragraph of this telegram, see Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 
1, 1952, pp. 311 ff. 

3 On May 11 West German police had quelled a riot by several thousand FDJ who 
had been in Essen to protest against the contractual agreements and the rearma- 
ment of Germany. 

4 At a press conference on May 12 Ulbricht had warned Bonn against signing the 
contractual agreements and had threatened retaliation against Berlin if they were 
signed. Berlin reported the substance of the press conference in telegram 1335, May 
12. (662.001/5-1252)



340 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME VII 

At same time, assuming Kremlin does not seek war, scope of its 

threats are limited by what it must regard as risk of explosive 
American reaction. Range between this floor and ceiling is not 
great and must pose vexing problems for Kremlin. 

Berlin is of course most obvious point of exploitation. Kremlin 
has already hinted in Air France and MP incidents what it can do 
on perhaps our most vulnerable point, that of access, and in so 
doing has demonstrated to Gers its position of control. We are not 
now inclined to believe, however, that Kremlin will impose a full 

scale blockage. To do so might well provoke another airlift which 
probably would politically boomerang. It seems to us more likely 
that Kremlin will impose a creeping blockade, possibly even re- 
stricting it to outward movements from Berlin combined with an 
offer to absorb all Berlin production to East. Whatever Russians 
may do on this score our guess is that they will apply their har- 
rassing tactics selectively trying to avoid cementing West Ger and 
Allies. 

As contractuals and EDF progress toward implementation Krem- 
lin may pari passu insist that we take our troubles to GDR and 
GDR may be increasingly thrust into front position against us. 
While such maneuver would obviously have many drawbacks for 
Kremlin tradition of operating thru others with itself bearing mini- 
mum responsibility and retaining thereby maximum flexibility. 

Foregoing is of course not all that Kremlin can do by way of in- 

timidation. And Moscow may well calculate, as we do, that these 

measures may not of themselves suffice to stop contractuals and 
EDF. What remains is creation of East Ger armed forces, border 

incidents and rumblings of Sov milit power. First two would not 
necessarily approach ceiling of American tolerance but third 

might. Because of this we in Bonn do not see what Sov armed 
forces can do beyond ostentatious display of force in East Ger. 

What actual effect of Kremlin’s tough line will be on West Gers 
is impossible to predict. In FedReps present circumstances, crust of 
West Ger courage is understandably thin. It may be hardened if we 
keep our own nerves steady and show determination to counter Sov 
moves. On other hand it may break and West Gers become para- 
lyzed if Kremlin can create atmosphere that we are undependable 
and that lining up with West will surely lead to civil war, invasion, 

devastation by American bombing and Tartar occupation. Next few 
weeks may be the test.® 

McCLoy 

5 On May 14, in a telegram cleared with Riddleberger and Matthews, McCloy was 
informed that the Department of State believed the reasons and conclusions pre"
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No. 146 

511 00/5-1652: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (McCloy) to the 

Department of State 

CONFIDENTIAL PRIORITY Bonn, May 16, 1952—9 p.m. 

2828. For Kellermann. (Remaining distribution per processing 
memo RZ 17.?) 

Public Affairs Guidance number 173. 2 Sov Zone Commies threat- 
en “liberation” of Germany. The succession of recent bellicose out- 
bursts of Sov Zone leaders, accompanied by invented reports of 

border incidents and inducements to create civil disorder within 
West Ger, presage a sustained campaign of threats to prevent the 

culmination of present efforts to integrate West Ger within the 
west defense system. Media should cite belligerent attitude and 
threats to begin internecine warfare as further evidence of the hy- 
pocrisy of Commie professions of support for Ger unity and peace. 
Further, that it characterizes the ephemeral basis of their pretend- 
ed reasonableness and willingness to make concessions in the inter- 
est of a free and united Ger. State that it is obvious that tranquil- 
ity can be obtained only by complete subservience to Commie de- 
mands. 

Media should comment that the scare campaign only tends to 
deepen the rift between East and West Ger and represents an un- 
scrupulous and callous attempt to use Gers against Gers to advance 
Sov aims. It fits in with the basic dishonesty of the Commie propa- 

ganda campaign and ignores the desire of the Ger people for unity. 

The fol are significant manifestations of the scare campaign: 

1. On the occasion of self-styled “day of defense” on May 8, Min- 
ister President Grotewohl warned: “The signing of the general 
agreement . . . #3 will produce in Ger the same conditions that 
exist in Korea. The great danger arises of a fratriecidal war of Gers 
against Gers’. In a telegram he assured Stalin of the combat readi- 
ness and ability of the Sov Zone to repel attacks. In an interview 

sented in this telegram were sound and he could “count on the full and steady Dept 
support in all efforts’ which he would “undoubtedly have to make [to] demonstrate 
Western coolness, firmness and dependability.” (Telegram 3117 to Bonn, 762.00/5- 
1352) 

1 Not found in Department of State files. 
2 Public Affairs Guidance telegrams were sent from Bonn on a regular basis to 

give background for the media on events in Germany. For two other telegrams of 
this type, see the unnumbered telegram, Jan. 31, Document 140, and telegram 2967, 

Document 40. 
3 Ellipsis in the source text.
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published in the East Berlin newspaper Nacht Express on May 7, 
Grotewohl renounced previous statements expressing the willing- 
ness of the Sov Zone auths to make concessions in the interest of a 
united Ger. 

2. On May 8, SED announced: “Ger has not yet been liberated. 
The Red Army smashed the Fascist regime, but the Ger people, ex- 
erting all its strength, must complete the liberation from the yoke 
of American imperialism and resurrected Ger imperialism.” 

3. The Sov info office charged that the FedRep has been deliber- 
ately provoking border incidents and that West agents are in collu- 
sion with Sov Zone reactionaries to stage large-scale border cross- 
ings to permit participation in anti-Commie demonstrations in 
West Ger close to border areas. 

4. A recent speech by Gerhard Eisler made demands for riots and 
protest strikes in West Ger. This inducement has been faithfully 
rptd by Commie media. 

). Fon Min Dertinger, in an address on May 8, stated: “No one 
can deny us the right and duty to retaliate in the same measure as 
the danger warrants.’ Media should refer to recent Rummler state- 
ment in which censorship of Dertinger public statement is de- 
scribed. Media should scoff at honesty of Dertinger and emphasize 
that Rummler’s statement shows that Dertinger is only a mouth- 
piece of the Sovs. 4 

6. In a Berlin speech on May 2, Walter Ulbricht stated that a re- 
united Ger must become a member of the Commie “world peace 
camp’ rather than of the allied “war pact” system. He followed 
this with a warning at a May 12 press conf that West political lead- 
ers who in any way lend their support to the general agreement 
(contractuals) wld be subjected to “Volksrache’”’. Members of Fed 
Govt and Bundestag who support West integration wld have their 
names registered and wld eventually pay the price of severe pun- 
ishment at the hands of “‘the people’. Media should play this up as 
a revelation of the Sov conception of the future role of a united Ger 
and its “freedom’’. How are freely elected West polit leaders who 
are subj to immed arrest and drastic punishment upon entry into 
the Sov Zone to be expected to conduct an elections campaign in 
the GDR? Is this what the Sovs mean by “free elections’? Point out 
further that the existence of the “law for the protection of peace”’ 
and other arbitrary decrees make it impossible to oppose or criti- 
cize the regime. 

The forthright reaction of the Fed Govt to the recent Ulbricht 
threat should be supported. Stress that the Ger people are getting 
inured to such cheap propaganda tactics and react with revulsion 
rather than fear to the crude threats employed. State that they are 
becoming increasingly aware that the Sovs have thus far only 
talked about free elections, and in reality have not indicated what 
free elections mean to them or expressed the specific conditions 

4 Gerald Rummler, a press officer in the Foreign Ministry of the German Demo- 
cratic Republic, had fled to West Germany in April 1952. At a press conference on 
Apr. 21 he stated that all Dertinger’s statements had to be cleared with Soviet polit- 
ical officers. A report on the press conference is in the New York Times, Apr. 22, 
1952, p. 5.
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under which free elections can be held, except to state that the 
past 98 per cent elections in the DDR were ‘free’. Point out that 
as recently as the Paris UN session. Sov del Malik stated that a 
Commie bloc party system was essential to free elections. State 
that this is the system which the Commies use to obliterate what 
they derisively term “bourgeoisie’’ parties and by which they mean 
in last analysis all polit parties not under the control of the Krem- 
in. 

7. The recent riots in Essen are concrete evidence of the Commie 
tactic of pitting Gers against Gers and creating civil disorder and 
confusion. 

Media should comment that recent death of SED functionary in 
Thuringia allegedly at the hands of two members of east zone CDU 
has furnished a welcome pretext for further intensification of con- 

trol and terrorization by the SED. Use reports such as in May 8 
issue of Frankfurther Rundschau of the outbreak of panic among 
members of the land comite of the OST CDU hearing of incident 
and that only the last minute and frantic endeavors of Otto 
Nuschke prevented several from escaping to the west. State that 

the incident and the aftermath is a revealing commentary of the 
atmosphere and polit conditions in the Sov Zone. In this connection 
point to the sudden and unexplained “resignation” of the former 
Sov Zone Min of the Interior Steinhoff who was succeeded by Willi 
Stoph (SED member of the Volkskammer). Emphasize the impor- 
tance of this posit in view of the centralized control of the police 
and repressive agencies. 

Media should give heavy play to reports concerning the adoption 
of stringent controls and repressive measures in the Sov Zone. 
Point out that two projected Sov Zone labor decrees aim to 

strengthen workers “discipline” within the Sov Zone and represent 
a significant advance in extending Sov system of labor within the 

Sov Zone. They are designed to (1) introduce a strict disciplinary 
code among industrial workers, and (2) circumvent existing labor 

courts for the arbitration of disputes by forming factory commis- 

sions depending on polit directives. The projected “decree for fur- 
ther safeguarding the rights of workers and developing a high 
labor morale” removes the few remaining aspects as even nominal 
subjs for collective negots within industrial enterprises. The law 
creates honor courts (Ehrengerichte) (1) To publicize good examples 

of work and provide rewards and (2) “Punish negligent and undisci- 
plined workers and employees by appropriate measures’. Media 
should comment that emphasis may be expected on latter responsi- 

bility and point out that this will subject workers to a penal code 
at the factory level carried out by polit toadies. The decree also 
provides for financial responsibility of workers for defective produc- 
tion which may result in fines arbitrarily imposed by these labor
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courts for as much as one-month salary. The decree also provides 
for the use of a work norm system which means that workers must 
perform faster and more intensively in order to avoid reduction in 
wages. The contemplated legislation incorporates other features 
which subjects workers to arbitrary polit controls and regulations 
and are designed to exploit him to the fullest degree. They are evi- 
dence of the continuing policy to create Sov labor conditions within 
East Ger. FYI: The publicity given to these measures over RIAS ap- 
pears to have delayed their final approval by DDR officials and 
may result in some modifications or possibly postponement. Howev- 
er, media should continue to give such evidence of labor suppres- 
sion full play and match it against Sov-Commie pretentions in di- 
rection of promoting welfare of workers and the “good life” in 
GDR. 

Media should state that Commie contention that they are being 
forced to establish a natl army as a result of West Ger intentions 
to join west is ridiculous in view of the fact that they have been 
expanding the milit potential of the Volkspolizei for more than two 
years through creation of trained cadres, arms production and 

other means. 
Media should comment that an expanded army will seriously en- 

danger the security of the Commie regime in the Sov Zone since 
perforce weapons wld have to be given to many who are hostile to 
the regime. As signs of this uneasiness and insecurity stress prac- 
tice of using Sov milit officers in the Volkspolizei from top echelons 

down to battalion levels, and the close supervision of training and 

milit maneuvers. Speculate on the fears that the Sovs may have of 
creating their own Trojan Horse. 

Discuss the possibility that the present propaganda campaign by 
Sov puppets as anticipate Sov Union propaganda campaign in a 

final desperate attempt to paralyse the consolidation and def of the 
west. State that this wld mean that the Sov propaganda bluff of 
reasonableness and co-existence wld be paralleled or supplanted by 
the propaganda bluff of sabre rattling and threats. 

FYI: It is believed that the present propaganda campaign carried 
on by Commie puppets will not have serious repercussions in West 
Ger. However, a Sov campaign backed by the power of the Red 
Army might have serious effects and create widespread feeling of 
anxiety, uncertainty and desire to remain neutral. The purpose of 
bringing up the possibility of Sov scale campaign is to cushion the 
effect of the blow. In view of known fear of war among Gers, media 
should adopt attitude of confidence and repose based on growing 
strength of west which will deter Sovs from aggression. 

Media should also interpret Sov-SED bluster as cover for more 
stringent control measures being instituted in their zone and as an
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indication of insecurity and uneasiness about unpopular steps they 
are in process of taking, rather than as threats to be taken serious- 

ly in west. 
Media should not give free publicity to Commie threats but on 

other hand should not hesitate to use every opportunity to label 
these as contradictions of Commie peace campaign. Key phrase is 
“actions speak louder than words’. Media should give heavy play 
to reports of intensified Sov controls in the GDR which indicate a 
trend exactly contrary to their offers of unity and “free’’ elections. 
We are gathering such info and will forward as soon as ready. ° 

McCoy 

5 On May 22 the Department of State replied that this telegram was an “excellent 
summary of current Sov-Com maneuvers and our counter-efforts.” (Telegram 3304 
to Bonn, 762.00/5-2252) 

No. 147 

762.0221/5-2252: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (McCloy) to the 
Department of State 3 

SECRET Bonn, May 22, 1952—7 p.m. 

3001. Re urtel sent Bonn 3091, ? ref is made our 2803.2 Sovs 

must now consider signatures of EDC and Ger contractuals un- 
avoidable. They will probably shape and time their tactics to create 
maximum interference with ratification. We therefore expect scare 

campaign to parallel diplomatic exchanges with systematic attempt 
to wear down West nerves, using flexible tactics of tightening and 

relaxing pressures, even culminating possibly with full-fledged war 

scare when agreements will come up for ratification. Border inci- 

dents, plane incidents and troops concentrations or maneuvers may 
be part of game. Berlin can be expected to become object of special 
pressures with intent legally and factually to establish Sov controls 

over access and economy of West Berlin. This may lead up to Sov 
announcement that ratification will end Potsdam agreement and 
thereby void legal basis of West rights and special Berlin position. 
We may also expect partial or temporary closing of Sov Zone 
border with FedRep tightening of border controls, including those 
on West Berlin traffic, a purge of GDR state machinery cause of 

1 Repeated to Berlin, London, Paris, and Moscow. 
2 Telegram 3091 asked for HICOG’s appreciation of forthcoming Soviet tactics and 

their impact in the Federal Republic and Berlin. (662A.00/4-2852) 
3 Document 145.
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which attributed to sabotage activities of warmongering West, pos- 

sible proclamation of GDR sovereignty and probable estab of a Sov 
Zone “national” army. 

We estimate developments in Sov Zone itself not likely to 
produce strong impact on West Ger opinion or endanger ratifica- 
tion of contractuals. Commie countermeasures including new pres- 

sures on Berlin may be expected to produce in FedRep realization 
of dependency on West rather than wavering in determination to 

go thru with West alignment. However, sitn may grow difficult if 

such events and pressures should be tied into genuine war scare, 
raising fears of imminent invasion, occupation and devastation. It 
is hard to forecast how Ger public or parliamentary opinion wld 

stand up if such threat should become imminent reality in Ger 
mind. In West Berlin on other hand it appears public opinion is 
more concerned about our resolution to stand up and maintain po- 
sition of city against renewed Sov pressure than about danger of 
war. Evidence of West weakness or yielding in Berlin may also 
tend to undermine West Ger confidence in our dependability and 
make ratification more difficult and less secure. 

In shaping our polit and psychological treatment of sitn fol 

points should be kept in mind: 

A. In addition to policy statements we should consider use of 
police or milit measures in attempt to deter Sovs from actions 
which may produce real war scare in Ger and other West Eur 
countries. Such measures should not take place in Berlin but 
rather in area in which we have upper hand. We are thinking of 
such measures as dispatch of planes to Mediterranean, flights from 
Alaska to Iceland, or naval maneuvers at significant spots, to un- 
derline fact that struggle is global. We should aim such activities 
at making point that: 

(1) We will not be impressed by scare campaign any more 
than we were by campaign of empty offers and proposals; 

(2) We will show this with acts as well as words; 
(3) We have means to demonstrate such determination in 

areas of our choice. 

B. We should, thru psychological approach, attempt to preclude 
Eur fears that Sov threats may be real and actually spell war; and 

C. Demonstrate our own confidence in success of our policy and 
our determination not to give in to Sov threats and pressures. In 
particular, we favor fol psychological approach: 

a. Treat Sov and Commie threats or measures calmly in per- 
spective. Avoid concentrating our propaganda fire on their 
threats and actions, for to do so wld highlight Sov scare tactics. 
Rather, create impression that these actions had to be expected 
and will be taken in stride as an expression of bad humor on 
part of a frustrated aggressor, and are definitely of secondary
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importance to West determination to insure security and well- 
being of democratic world. 

b. Expose Sov motive as one of deflecting West from its 
course thru attempt to create fear, confusion and hesitancy. 
Treat scare campaign as just another part of familiar Sov prop- 
aganda maneuvers along with unsubstantiated offers of negots 
and other insincere approaches. 

c. Use Commie threats of civil war and actions against civil- 
ian population of West Berlin briefly but succinctly to debunk 
Commie phraseology and expose Commie unscrupulousness 
and disregard for interest and well-being of Ger people. Note 
measures tightening Commie controls in Sov Zone and on 
zonal border to highlight obvious insincerity of East demands 
for Ger unity. Remark that in light of these and other facts, 
security and hope for unity cannot be based on Sov or Commie 
promises but must be sought in creation of a firmly integrated 
community with the West. 

d. Make clear our determination to stand on our rights in 
Berlin and to safeguard our posit and the West Berlin popula- 
tion. We should be prepared to answer immed and strongly 
any Sov pronouncement reflecting on these rights or on special 
status of the city. Berliners should be told that their exposed 
posit, which is well-known to them, may involve another 
period of strains, but that we shall stand with them as we have 
in past. We have protected them once and will do it again. 

e. State that threats to create an army in Sov Zone consti- 
tute no real change in a sign which Sovs have long created. In 
organizing and equipping mil units of the “peoples police’, 
Commies have maintained core of an army while not a Ger 
corporals guard exists in FedRep. It is armament of Sovs and 
their satellites against which West powers have to create secu- 
rity in joint defense. Remark that a gen draft placing armies 
in hands of average citizen may be dangerous game for im- 
posed Commie dictatorship in Sov Zone. 

f. We should not discuss dangers of war unless Sov threats or 
gen fear in West countries should result in major public opin- 
ion problem. Individual Sov moves should not be discussed in 
this light even with intent to deny existence of such danger. In 
case of growing public speculation on warlike Sov intentions, 
we should ridicule alleged Commie fears of aggression from At- 
lantic Def Community which combine many free, independent 
and democratic nations; imply that Sov statements and ges- 
tures are based on obviously propagandistic pretense and must 
be considered to be of equally propagandistic character; that 
Commies resort to aggressive methods where they expect to 
find weakness and wavering but will hardly court destruction 
to satisfy self-invented concept of their own propaganda. 

g. We should use West answer to USSR of 13 May * to em- 
phasize that West is showing road to a settlement in Ger and 
peace in Eur based on unity with freedom. This road is open to 
Sovs whenever they will see fit to discard their disruptive tac- 

* Document 101.
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tics in favor of more constructive policy. Immunity on part of 
free nations to Sov threats and maneuvers, and their determi- 
nation jointly to protect their security paves way to achieve- 
ment of peace in Eur. 

These suggestions are designed to fill in during present interim 
period. Probability increasing that next few months will witness 
Sov moves which will require thorough reassessment of our Berlin 

and Ger unity policies as basis for effective counteraction. These 
problems now under active consideration here. 

McCoy 

No. 148 

Editorial Note 

Secretary Acheson visited Bonn May 23-26 for discussions with 
Foreign Secretary Eden, Foreign Minister Schuman, and Chancel- 
lor Adenauer concerning contractual relations and the European 
Defense Community. For the records of their discussions, see Docu- 
ments 42 ff. 

No. 149 

MSA telegram files, lot W-130, “Bonn Tomus’”: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (McCloy) to the 

Mutual Security Agency 1 

CONFIDENTIAL PRIORITY Bonn, July 18, 1952—3 p.m. 

Tomus 18. Personal for Kenney ? and Harriman. Result consider- 
ation of econ factor relevant to determination amount FY 1958 aid 
for Ger, MSA Mission has estimated aid requirements at $1385 mil- 

lion. Documents being forwarded prior to discussions Wash next 
week with Harris. On assumption ratification EDC treaty and con- 
tracts concluded by 1 Jan 1953 Mission forecast deficit $135 mil- 

lion. However, Mission believes illustrative figure $118 million rep- 
resenting across the board cut of 29.5% in original estimates may 
be sufficient. 

While case for econ aid to Ger is compelling one, especially in 
view of West support and Berlin requirements, I want to emphasize 

polit considerations in favor of continued aid at least equivalent to 

1 Repeated to Paris personal for Draper. 
2 W. John Kenney, Deputy Director for Mutual Security.
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FY 1952 level were never greater. As discussions and debate over 
the contracts and EDC treaty alightning GDR [aligning GFR?] with 
West gain momentum and attacks on contracts and treaty are in- 
tensified, failure to announce continuance of substantial econ aid 

to Ger while other Eur countries are continuing to receive it wld 

probably result in adverse reaction prejudicing ratification. Opposi- 
tion has always maintained that Adenauer Govt cld have obtained 
more favorable treatment from West by harder bargaining and wld 
cite diminution in aid greater than that required by across the 
board reduction neces result reduction in appropriation, as evi- 
dence govt’s softness on entire complex its relationship to West. 
Even Adenauer’s supporters wld be shaken by an announcement 
that Amer econ aid is being substantially reduced or cut off just at 
the moment when Gers are getting ready to commit themselves to 
West and are undertaking considerable financial obligations for def 

rearmament, debt repayment, etc. Substantial reduction of aid to 
amount below last year’s level or complete cessation might have re- 
percussions serious enough to shake stability of coalition. 

Because of delicacy of Ger polit situation and Gers peculiar sensi- 
tiveness to any suggestion of discrimination against them I strong- 
ly urge, if only from polit angle, that aid be continued. Even tho I 
believe continuation of aid fully justifiable on econ grounds alone, 
particularly because of def requirements neces if, as it seems most 
likely, def period commences 1 Jan, I want to particularly urge 
careful consideration of aid decision in light of its effect on Ger’s 
internal polit situation and her integration with West. 

McCoy 

No. 150 

740.5/7-2252: Airgram 

The Secretary of State to the Embassy in France } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, July 31, 1952. 

A-341. For SRE. 

(1) This airgram contains summary US policy re Germany re- 
quested Polto 90, rptd Bonn Polto 51 2 as guidance for approaching 
NAC discussions. We have not attempted to define economic poli- 
cles, since you are fully acquainted with this field. Much of materi- 

1 Drafted by Auchincloss and Ausland; cleared by Calhoun and Barnard; and ini- 
tialed for Secretary Acheson by Laukhuff. 

2 Polto 90 requested a summary of US. policy with respect to Germany for an 
upcoming North Atlantic Council discussion. (740.5/7-2252)
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al which follows is both general and familiar, but we cannot antici- 
pate all specific questions that may arise. On such points believe 

Embassy can be helpful, particularly Wellington who has had ex- 
tended experience in Germany. (Hillengrand will also provide SRE 

with wide background German matters when he arrives in Septem- 

ber.) Department will be glad to furnish answers to further specific 
questions and also suggests it might possibly prove useful to con- 
sult HICOG for background information on specific problems. 

(2) Policy of US re Federal Republic is to bring Federal Republic 

into normal and mutually beneficial relationship with other coun- 
tries of free world. This ‘policy is also intended to serve ultimate 
objective of restoring free, united, and democratic Germany to com- 
munity of nations. (See para 10 below on unification of Germany, 
which we assume will be major interest to other countries in NAC.) 

(3) This policy requires that the Federal Republic be given wholly 
different position in world from one it has now under occupation. 
That new position, basis of which is established in Convention on 
Relations between Three Powers and the Federal Republic, will 
become a reality after that Convention, related Conventions, and 
the EDC Treaty enter into effect. Occupation will then be terminat- 
ed, occupation agencies abolished, and relations between the Feder- 

al Republic and other Powers (including US, UK, and France) con- 

ducted by usual methods of diplomacy. Of rights now held by three 
occupying powers, none will be retained except those specified in 
Article 2 of Convention on Relations. These rights are not being 

kept for reasons which have to do with the Federal Republic alone, 

but are made necessary by continued division of Germany and con- 

tinued necessity for presence in Germany of troops to defend free 
world. When these conditions no longer exist, rights in question 

will be withdrawn. 
(4) Reserved powers will be qualification of sovereignty, but Con- 

ventions themselves will not be such a qualification. The Federal 
Republic’s new position will be one of substantial independence, 
and Germans will have freedom of action in both domestic and for- 
eign affairs. Their policies and relations with other countries will 

be for themselves to decide, and will not be determined by former 

occupying powers. Essential condition of US policy is, however, 

that the Federal Republic will continue effectively bound to West 

by EDC, Coal and Steel Treaty, and any future arrangements of 

similar character. In this way purpose stated in preamble to Con- 

vention on Relations can be realized—‘‘to integrate the Federal Re- 

public on a basis of equality within the European Community itself 

included in a developing Atlantic Community”. 

(5) Paras 3 and 4 cover basic requirements of US policy re the 

Federal Republic. In lesser and more specific fields we should
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expect US policies to develop as circumstances require and general- 
ly in same manner as with other countries. This is essential to our 

intention that German freedom of action should be subject only to 
Allied reserved powers and to continued German association with 

West (which is policy freely adopted by the present Federal Gov- 
ernment). The Federal Republic intends, according to Article 3 of 

Convention on Relations, to join international organizations con- 

tributing to common aims of the free world, and the Three Powers 
will support such applications for membership “at appropriate 

times’. We cannot make useful prediction re such times, except to 
point out that principal difficulty is likely to be opposition of USSR 
and satellites to Federal Republic membership in UN or other or- 
ganizations which they participate in. Re possible German mem- 

bership in NATO you are already familiar with background this 

question. 

(6) Balance of airgram concerns problem of German unification 

and Soviet intentions. We consider that immediate objectives of 
USSR in Germany are to consolidate its position in Soviet area of 

occupation and to prevent integration of the Federal Republic into 

the European Community. Its ultimate objective is control of all 

Germany. 

(7) Immediate tactical objective of USSR is to prevent ratification 
of Conventions and EDC Treaty. It is seeking to do this by mobiliz- 
ing popular resistance in the Federal Republic to ratification, on 

the grounds that ratification will mean use of the Federal Republic 

as advanced base for imperialist war of aggression against Soviet 
bloc and will postpone indefinitely unification of Germany. Com- 

munists claim that the best way to bring about a peaceful solution 

of the German problem is for the Four Powers to meet, in order to 

draft a peace treaty which would be negotiated with an All- 

German Government. (Berlin’s Despatch 538, July 15, 1952, rptd 
London and Paris.*) 

(8) At the same time the Soviet Union is seeking to prevent 

achievement of our objectives in the Federal Republic, Communist 
regime in East Germany is undertaking to isolate the Soviet Zone 

and East Berlin from the Federal Republic and West Berlin and to 

strengthen its control over the population of East Germany. Imple- 
mentation of this policy was begun through a series of measures 

taken after signature of Contractual Agreements and EDC Treaty, 
which were designed to isolate the Soviet area of occupation (Berlin 

Despatch 946, June 17, 1952, rptd London and Paris). * Next step 

3 Not printed. (762B.00/7-1552) 

* Document 701.
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was taken at Socialist Unity (Communist) Party conference held in 
early July, when the Soviet Zone leaders announced extensive pro- 
gram for Sovietization of East Germany. (Berlin’s 88 to Bonn, rptd 
info Dept 78, London, Paris, Moscow, unn.)> The Soviet Zone 

regime has also announced that it intends to organize “national 
army’. (Berlin Despatch 54, July 15, 1952, rptd London and 

Paris.) § 

(9) While the East German and Soviet authorities have thus 
taken certain actions affecting West Berlin, so far these have been 
either connected with their program for Sovietization of the Soviet 
Zone or have been of a harassing nature. Balance of evidence avail- 
able would seem to indicate that they do not intend to undertake 
all out blockade in the immediate future, but rather seek to under- 

mine our position in Berlin through slow process of strangulation. 
(Berlin unnumbered, July 15, pouched London and Paris.) 7 

(10) US will continue to work toward ratification and implemen- 
tation of Conventions and EDC Treaty. Whenever Soviet actions 
evidence an honest desire to permit reunification of Germany in 
freedom, we are prepared to talk with them. The primary purpose 
of recent notes to USSR has been to ascertain whether satisfactory 
basis for such talks can be found. Before there can be consideration 
of negotiating peace treaty with Germany, there must, of course, be 
a united Germany with which to negotiate. For that reason, we 
have rejected initial Soviet proposal to move immediately to draft- 
ing of treaty and have insisted that first order of business should 
be free elections leading to the formation of an All-German Gov- 
ernment. Soviets have, in subsequent notes, declared their willing- 
ness to discuss formation All-German Government on basis of free 
elections and conducting of an investigation to determine whether 
such elections are possible, but have insisted on linking such dis- 

cussion to talks on peace treaty. While continuing to decline to dis- 
cuss peace treaty at this time, US, UK, and France have proposed 
that the Four Powers meet to arrange for an investigation of condi- 
tions throughout Germany as first essential step toward reunifica- 
tion of Germany. While we are thus making every effort to explore 
Soviet intentions, we believe it should be made clear to world that 

blatant contradiction exists between profession of USSR in its 
notes and actions Soviets and Communist regime are taking in 

East Germany. 
(11) Re Berlin we are also taking every possible step to make our 

position there more secure, including the development of an ade- 

5 Document 708. 
6 Not printed. (762B.5/7-1552) 
7 Not printed. (762B.00/7-1552)
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quate stockpile. As Secretary Acheson said, recently in Berlin, “We 
have given notice, in plain and unmistakable language, we are in 
Berlin as a matter of right and duty, and we shall remain in Berlin 
until we are satisfied that the freedom of this city is secure. We 
have also indicated in unmistakable terms that we shall regard 
any attack on Berlin from whatever quarter as an attack against 
our forces and ourselves’. ® Harassing actions taken by the Com- 
munists in connection with their efforts to seal off Eastern Germa- 
ny have been dealt with thus far either in Berlin or in HICOM. See 
Berlin’s unnumbered telegram of July 15 referred to above. These 
measures have had some success in protecting our and Berliners’ 
interests. We expect, however, that similar developments will con- 
tinue to vex us. 

Copies of this airgram are being sent to AmEmbassy, London 
and HICOG, Bonn. 

ACHESON 

8 Regarding Secretary Acheson’s visit to Berlin, June 28-29, see Document 551. 

No. 151 

762.00/8-1852 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Director of the Berlin 

Element, HICOG (Lyon) 

SECRET [BERLIN, undated.] 

This morning I had a conversation with Bishop Dibelius who told 

me that he had talked with Niemoller (“whom you Americans 
don’t think very much of’) last week and that the latter was most 
optimistic and convinced that Contractuals would never be signed 
and that everything would be changed in Germany within four 
months. Bishop Dibelius said that he did not imagine that the Rus- 
sians told Niemoller very much more than they had told anyone 
else but still he had rarely seen Niemoller in such good spirits and, 
in fact, the latter seemed to be happier about the future than any 
other German. 

I asked whether Niemoller indicated in what way he meant ev- 
erything would be changed in Germany within the next four 
months and Dibelius said that Niemoller had indicated that the So- 
viets would “issue an invitation” to Four Power talks and that cer- 

1 A heading on the source text indicates that the conversation took place on Aug. 
vw ms memorandum was transmitted as an enclosure to despatch 158 from Berlin, 

g. 18.
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tain deputies of the CDU and FDP will refuse to support ratifica- 
tion prior to the holding of these talks. 

I asked Bishop Dibelius if in his opinion the Soviets were pre- 

pared to withdraw from Germany now if they were certain of a 
unified neutral Germany. Bishop Dibelius said he thought they 

aren't as ready as they were a year ago. Then, he added, he had 
recommended to Mr. McCloy that the Western Allies accept a uni- 
fied, neutral Germany as the price of withdrawal. Bishop Dibelius 
felt that if this were done the Eastern Germans would be so much 
more pro-western than anyone else, that in a short time one would 
have a unified, totally prowestern Germany. 

Mr. McCloy, according to Bishop Dibelius, had replied that such 

a policy would not satisfy American public opinion; they would say 

that Germany was pro-East today, pro-West tomorrow. How could 

one rely on such a country? American public opinion demanded a 
clear-cut forthright German policy. 

Reminiscing somewhat, Bishop Dibelius said that a year ago 

Grotewohl and the other East German leaders had said were there 
to be a unified Germany they (pro-Soviet Eastern officials) would 
have to commit hari-kari. Today Grotewohl is saying that the farm- 

ers of East Germany would be willing to fight to maintain the 
present situation for they know that if the West should win a new 

war their land would be taken from them. Bishop Dibelius sighed 
and said, “Those poor East German officials, they only say what 

they are told to say—one thing today, another tomorrow. Nuschke 
sat in that very chair, (pointing to the chair in which I was sitting) 
and told me that the first thing he does every morning is to look in 
the paper to see if he is still Deputy Minister President”’. 

Dibelius gave me the impression that he was tired and somewhat 
muddled. It was not always easy to tell when he was quoting Nie- 
moller or Dibelius. His friendship with Niemoller extends over a 

period of many years. Niemoller baptized one of Dibelius’s sons and 
Dibelius succeeded in obtaining the release of Niemoller’s son from 

a Soviet prison, and they have many other personal and emotional 

ties. He says frankly, however, that he no longer agrees with Nie- 
moller politically and has “other troubles with him’. Nevertheless, 

Dibelius, I gather, is still fond of his old friend. I left Dibelius with 

the feeling that he too feels that there should be Four Power talks 

before ratification.
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No. 152 

762A.0221/8-2852: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (Donnelly) to 
the Department of State } 

SECRET Bonn, August 28, 1952—6 p.m. 

887. I agree heartily with desirability proposed conf. 2 Aside from 
giving more emphasis to Berlin my comment on agenda is that it 
does not appear to provide for specific consideration of resurgence 
of Ger productivity and vitality as one of, if not the, most signifi- 
cant factors in West Eur scene. It is in our minds an original cause 
of many of problems now troubling us in West Eur and is likely to 
make difficulties for us in East Eur. 

In West this dynamism of Ger will and production is creating an 
ever greater imbalance in power relationship between Ger and Fr. 
Resurgence of Ger vitality is undoing narrowly calculated balance 

between Fr and Ger on which much American-Fr thinking regard- 
ing Eur integration was predicated. 

Let us illustrate what we mean. Saar issue is clear and crucial 
symptom. Our understanding is that Fr considered alienation of 
Saar from Ger and its incorporation in Fr econ complex as essen- 
tial to even approx Fr parity with Ger. Remarkable Ger postwar 
revival has made denial of Saar to Ger and its retention by Fr even 
more important than it seemed in 1945. ‘“Europeanization” of Saar 
on basis of local Franco-Ger equality without integration of Fr and 
Ger wld mean a sharp absolute decline of Fr strength in relation to 

Ger. 

In Ger Saar is a measure, albeit an exaggerated one, of rapidly 

reviving Ger natl consciousness and self-assertiveness. Ger de- 

mands regarding Saar are not static; they have been steadily ex- 

panding. And there is slight reason to believe that they will not 

continue to grow. What Bonn wld have settled for on Saar last 

winter was not what it wld accept in spring. Terms negotiable now 
may well be rejected by autumn. 

Reason is simple—Gers are confident of their superiority over Fr. 
They know it is growing. They calculate they can afford to wait. 
We shall not be surprised if by Sept their position is that they wish 
to see Saar “Europeanized” in a total integration of Fr and Ger 
within EDC, but if Fr will not buy that, then Saar must be re- 

1 Repeated to Moscow, London, Paris, and Rome. 

2On Aug. 28, in a telegram to Moscow, Bonn, Paris, London, and Rome, Bruce 
had proposed holding another in the series of European Chiefs of Mission Confer- 
ences to examine the situation in Europe. (Telegram 855 to Bonn, 120.4841/8-2252)
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turned to Ger lock, stock and barrel. This is a strong position for 
them and one regarding which it will be difficult for us to reproach 
them, for they will have ranged themselves, not insincerely, on side 
of integration angels. 

Burgeoning Ger dynamism is also having its effect with regard to 
East. Fact that West Gers feel deeply frustrated about recovery of 
Eastern territories does not mean, so far as we can see, any dimi- 

nution of desires for reunification. While hopes may fade on this 
score, growth of confidence and pride tend to make denial of East- 
ern territories even more intolerable. This is a more slowly work- 
ing fermentation than Saar. But we must not think that because it 
is not an immed and critical issue it will not plague us in future. 
We wild also observe that unity issue in Ger involves lost Eastern 

territories, which involve territories ceded to Poland, which involve 

question of Soviet satellite. Our policy of favoring Ger unification 
logically leads therefore step by step to question: What is our posi- 
tion re ultimate disposition of satellites? Thus far we have been 
spared close questioning on this score. But we believe it wld be 
useful, with eye to future, to have our minds clarified regarding 
our long term objectives on satellites. With peaceful, we hope, roll- 
back of Soviet power do we think of Eur community, complete with 
Schuman Plan and EDF, stopping at Oder-Neisse, at old Polish 
border or at prewar Soviet frontiers? In other words, is this new 
center of power which we are trying to create in Western Eur 
eventually to include all or part of any of present Soviet satellites? 

It seems to us that these are several practical questions. Gers are 

now beginning to see beyond their noses. Satellite problem, which 
may sometimes seem remote to us, is of intimate concern to poten- 
tially strongest of our West Eur Allies. I hope that Secretary and 

Kennan can give us benefit of their thinking on this subject. 
DONNELLY 

No. 153 

PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Germany, 1950-1952” 

Memorandum by Leon Fuller of the Policy Planning Staff to the 
Director of the Policy Planning Staff (Nitze) } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, September 4, 1952. 

Subj: Bonn’s tel. 887 to Dept, Aug. 28, 1952 re Germany’s Position 
in Europe. ? 

1 Copies also sent to Bruce, Laukhuff, Perkins, Bonbright, Riddleberger, and Mer- 

on ae
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This telegram reflects a growing concern in HICOG—particular- 
ly in the Office of Political Affairs—at certain implication and pos- 
sible consequences of West Germany’s revived economic potential 
and political influence. German revival—particularly since 1948— 
has confronted Germany’s neighbors and the western powers with 

the implacable, if not necessarily sinister, fact that the Federal Re- 
public is now the strongest power in Europe outside the USSR, and 

likely to grow stronger year by year with the full implementation 
of current Allied policies. 

I do not believe that any thoughtful member of Mr. Donnelly’s 
staff questions the wisdom or necessity of present basic policy re- 
specting Germany. What is desired is that the Department be fully 
aware, in the further evolutionary development of its policy and 
tactics, of Germany’s resurgence and vitality as a most significant 
reality in the European scene. 

Specifically, this raises the question of the balance of power 
within the emerging European community. Can a renascent Ger- 

many, aware of its power, be contained within the legal and consti- 

tutional framework of this community as it materializes in the 
Schuman Plan, the EDC, and possibly a strengthened Council of 

Europe? There seems to be the thought in some quarters (reflected, 
I believe, in some of the NSC 68 series *) that in achieving our 
paramount objective of redressing the world balance of power 
through strengthening the West against Russia it may be inevita- 

ble to sanction the emergence of Germany as virtual leader of a 
West European bloc of powers. In the light of German experience 
and inter-Allied relationships in World War II, the danger of per- 
mitting the power of any ally to be unduly augmented for short- 
term reasons of over-all strategy must be apparent. 

There seems to be little evidence today that Germany consciously 
aspires to the hegemony of Europe through the instrumentality of 

European union, or aims to utilize European union as a vantage- 

point from which to embark upon a new course of Machtpolitik. 

But it should not be overlooked that Germany once again seems to 

be in a dynamic-evolutionary phase of development in marked con- 

trast to the other major powers of Western Europe and that a main 
premise of our German policy must be the uncertainty, the incalcu- 
lability of future German national behavior. With waxing power 
which accentuates the existing differential between German 
strength and that of France, for instance, German policy will 

become more aggressive and demanding. Possible ultimate develop- 

ments such as German preponderance in the Coal and Steel Com- 

3 For NSC 68, Apr. 14, 1950, “United States Objectives and Prcgrams for National 
Security,’ see Foreign Relations, 1950, vol. 1, p. 234.
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munity and in the EDC are certain to be reflected in German in- 
sistence upon corresponding influence in the European community. 

Once the power balance is upset it may be impossible to constrain 
the forces of German expansion through legal bonds and limita- 
tions. 

The Saar, though not intrinsically of great importance, symbol- 
izes both French and German fears and hopes. The French, since 
1945, have feared the restoration of German power, a fear which 

has never been entirely overshadowed by the Soviet menace. 

Having lost out in their earlier efforts to place permanent re- 

straints on German power through detachment and control of the 
Ruhr, extreme political decentralization, etc., they now have fallen 
back on retention of economic control over the Saar as the sine qua 
non for the maintenance of a tolerable balance between German 
and French power in Europe. The Germans see the Saar in terms 
of their reviving national self-assertiveness and demand political 

freedoms for the Saar which, they anticipate, will be exercised in a 

manner favorable to German interests. Both French and Germans 
do lip-service to a “European” solution of the Saar problem, but 
have quite different end results in mind. As pointed out in the tele- 

gram, the French see concessions on the issue of economic control 
over the Saar as crucial if a semblance of balance is to be main- 
tained in Europe, but run athwart the German counterdemand 
that unilateral French controls be sacrificed in the interest of 
“Europeanization’. The Germans feel that time works for them 
and that ultimate popular pressure from the Saar for return to 

Germany will in due course become irresistible. Thus Europeaniza- 
tion might be a half-way house on the road to annexation. 

The soundest course for the U.S. would seem to be to continue to 

urge a genuinely European solution of the Saar question. This 

should placate the French by assuring (1) that Saar coal and iron 

resources, being subject to the jurisdiction of the Schuman Plan 
High Authority, could never come under German national control, 

and (2) that territorial annexation of the Saar by Germany would 
be precluded. It should assure the Germans that French influence 
in the Saar would be confined to the protection of legitimate and 
vested economic interests there, and that the Saar population 
would enjoy full political freedom and autonomy with maximum 
possibilities for normal association with their German kinsmen. 
German dynamism begins to cast a shadow over eastern Europe. 

How soon German aspirations for the return of “irredentas” in the 

east may force the satellite issue to the front can not be calculated, 
but it may be assumed as an eventuality. It will be most immediate 
in the case of Poland. This question ties in with the one previously 
discussed in that Poland and other orbit countries have been regis-
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tering alarm at the rearmament of West Germany. They also gear 
a “deal” on reunification which might force them—Poland, at 
least—to disgorge annexed German territory and confront the en- 

hanced power of a restored and enlarged Germany. The French 

also have expressed their fears lest a nationalistic German govern- 

ment might develop aggressive designs on the lost territories to the 

east. Such a Germany, they fear, would be a dangerous partner for 
NATO and might lure the West into dangerous courses vis-a-vis the 
East. 

U.S. policy embraces the concepts of (1) German reunification (of 
the four zones and Berlin), (2) at least partial restoration of the 

Polish-administered trans-Oder-Neisse area to Germany (implied 
since Secretary Marshall’s statement at Moscow CFM, 1947 *), and 

(3) the roll-back of Soviet power in eastern Europe with ultimate 
liberation of the satellites. There has as yet been no compelling ur- 
gency to spell out these policies in detail. But they all bear immedi- 

ately upon Germany’s new power position in Europe and the neces- 
sity may soon arise to become more explicit in our east European 

objectives as the restoration of Germany proceeds. 

Basically, the telegram poses two difficult questions which must 
loom ever more largely in the background of current policy deci- 
sions respecting Europe. First, must the integrated Europe, which 
is a cardinal goal of our policy, be one embodying a nicely adjusted 
balance among the national units composing it, or may it be per- 
mitted, de facto if not de jure, to become subject to German pre- 
dominance? Do we, in fact, have a choice, or is such an evolution 

inevitable? Second, what do we envisage to be the territorial limits 

of an integrated Europe—to what extent may it impinge upon the 

satellite area? This second question, of course, would have a very 
different significance in the event that western Europe had become 

or were becoming unified economically, militarily and to some 
extent politically about Germany as the ascendant power. 

It is not likely that the Ambassadors’ Conference at London will 
come to any definitive conclusions about questions such as these. 
But they may be raised. And these issues must ultimately be re- 
solved. Clear thinking about them at this stage is essential in order 
to plot the course of future policy. 

Two suggestions may be made. First, U.S. policy should envisage 
an integrated Europe in which German participation is so hedged 
by safeguards that it cannot develop into hegemony. Operation of 

4+ For text of Secretary Marshall’s statement at the 24th session of the CFM in 
Moscow, Apr. 9, 1947, see Department of State Bulletin, Apr. 20, 1947, pp. 693-694, 
or Germany 1947-1949, pp. 146-148. For a summary of his statement, see telegram 

1274 from Moscow, Apr. 9, in Foreign Relations, 1947, vol. 11, p. 320.
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the Schuman Plan should preclude German economic hegemony 
over Europe while maximizing German production in the common 

interest. The new German armed forces, whether in a realized EDC 

or otherwise, must be subject to supra-national organs of control 
and not be permitted to develop as a national army under national 

control. Further measures should be advanced which would tend to 
increase intradependence within the European community and its 
close association with and dependence upon the broader Atlantic 
community. This approach should satisfy the French and not be 
unpalatable to the Germans who are preponderantly amenable at 
this stage to the appeal of European solutions of their problems. 
There would develop a danger if the European community did not 

materialize and become effective in the immediate future while 
German intransigence was growing. 

Regarding the relation of the satellite area to a united Europe 
inclusive of Germany, there seem to be two problems, one rather 
specific, the other more general. 

The first involves determination of the German-Polish frontier. 
German national policy, particularly if and when Germany is re- 
united, would demand recession of at least part of the territory 
beyond the Oder-Neisse. This accords with established U.S. policy. 
The U.S. might, while refraining from specific commitments, con- 
tinue to insist that the question of Germany’s eastern frontier is 
still open, to be resolved only in a general peace settlement. What 

might be kept in mind, in this connection, is such a proposal as the 

U.S. was prepared to advance at the Moscow and London CFM’s in 

1947 had the point been taken up in actual negotiations. This was 
a proposed rectification of the Oder-Neisse line in Germany’s favor 
so as to meet more adequately and equitably the historic, economic 
and ethnographic requirements of the situation in that area. 

The second, more general problem, involves the possible exten- 
sion of a united Europe (Schuman Plan, EDC, et al.) to include lib- 

erated satellite areas of eastern Europe. No clear U.S. policy has as 
yet been established as to what areas should ultimately be included 

in a European union. At present our policy approves inclusion of 
the six Schuman Plan and EDC countries as a core of union, to 

which the OEEC, EPU and Council of Europe countries would be 
more loosely added. We have definitely indicated, as in the tripar- 
tite note to the Soviet Government of March 25, 1952 5 and in sub- 

sequent notes, that we would anticipate the inclusion of a united 
Germany in a “purely defensive European community” and in “as- 
sociations compatible with the principles and purposes of the 
United Nations”. But we have never formulated as a U.S. policy 

5 Regarding this note, see telegram 2209, Document 78.
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the position that European union should extend to other satellite 
areas. It is true that certain themes of our policy, more specifically 
of our psychological warfare vis-a-vis the orbit, such as the “roll- 

back” and “return to Europe” concepts seem to imply such an ob- 
jective. But it is not accepted policy—yet. As suggested, German de- 

velopments may force this issue into the foreground. Certainly one 
consideration may be alluded to without prejudice to any decision 
that may be arrived at on the broad issue. This is that any exten- 
sion of European union to include ultimately any liberated satellite 
areas would make sense only if there were iron-clad assurances 
that a united Germany should not be in a position to dominate the 

union as thus enlarged. 

No. 154 

PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Germany” 

The Deputy Director of the Policy Planning Staff (Ferguson) to the 
Director of the Staff (Nitze) 3 

TOP SECRET LONDON, September 26, 1952. 

DEAR PAUL: In this letter I will give you my notes on the discus- 

sion we have had with respect to Germany ? and then I have a few 
comments that John ? made to me in Bonn. 

The item on the agenda relating to Germany raised the problem 
of its growing strength and vitality. As you remember, Bonn’s tele- 
gram a couple of weeks ago asked the question what would we do if 

the French failed to ratify the EDC. This latest question has not 
been addressed at all here, except that Donnelly referred to Leon 
Fuller’s memorandum to you * (this memorandum has been includ- 
ed in the briefing books). 

Mr. Donnelly began the discussion by pointing out Western Ger- 
many had an area smaller than France, had less than one million 
unemployed, had absorbed ten million people from the East and 

was still absorbing five hundred to six hundred a day. They have 
accomplished this, apart from the financial aid from the U.S., by 

1The source text was transmitted in two parts. Between the two parts was a 
memorandum from Fuller to Nitze, Oct. 1, which stated that Kennan’s thoughts did 
not seem to “add up to anything very definite or satisfactory with respect to our 
German policy’, but were “extremely helpful” in suggesting paths or possibilities 
that should be explored further. 

2 Ferguson was in London to attend the meeting of Western European Chiefs of 
Mission, held at London, Sept. 24-26. 

3 John Davies, Director of the Office Political Affairs, HICOG. 

* Supra.
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their own initiative and manpower. They have made an agreement 
to compensate Israel, they have assumed responsibility for servic- 

ing prewar debts, they have developed a general ability to under- 
take staggering financial obligations and have developed foreign 
trade to approximate prewar level. They are determined to further 
improve their position in Europe, and the question is what are we 

going to do about it. It is impossible to hold back their progress. If 
they are not brought into the Western European picture it is only 
a matter of time before the Europeans will be driven out of the 
export markets. America is already experiencing German competi- 
tion in Latin America. 
Adenaeur will stand or fall on his policy of western integration. 

He stands a very good chance of re-election. Mr. Donnelly said he 
was not trying to push the German case but to give understanding 

to other missions of the situation. If Germany is too restricted 
there is always the danger that certain elements will turn East to 
the Satellites or Russia for trade. Germany must export to live. He 
added that except for Berlin and psychological purposes Germany 
has no present need for economic aid. He said that our principal 
interest was for counterpart funds to use in Berlin. 

It is his belief that France will not be able to control Germany 
nearly as well in the EDC as in NATO. The problem of German 
membership in NATO is not now urgent but it will arise after rati- 
fication of the contractuals and EDC. 

With respect to the annual review Mr. Donnelly said Germany 

was quite far along on the questionnaire which had been given to 

them. He mentioned some of the questions had been omitted from 
the document given Germany and the Germans know this and are 
saying that they are coming to equality and are asking what this 
differentiation means. 

George Kennan said that if Germany were admitted to NATO he 
could see no peaceful solution to things in Europe. The Soviets 
would not be able to get out of the Eastern Zone without yielding 
to the Western Coalition, headed by U.S., and we would have only 
a Soviet collapse to hope for. Germany will get the bit in its teeth 
and when they are back with their strength they aren’t going to 
refrain from attempts at unification. He said it had always been 
his hope that we would not bind ourselves to take part in a 
German civil war which is bound to come. He felt that if Germany 
comes into NATO we would not need an Ambassador to Moscow. 
George said he had wondered what he would say if he were asked 

to talk privately to the Soviets. He felt that he could only ask for 

unconditional surrender because we did not seem to be ready to 
pay any price. George remarked we have already had the bitter ex- 
perience of learning that when you fight in a big coalition the only
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tems you can agree on are unconditional surrender. He felt you 

could apply the same analogy to peace time. All of this worries him 
very much in his capacity “out there.” He said that if the last 
shreds of hope go out the window for the Soviets he worries about 
them. 

Mr. Draper asked if George felt the same way about Germany 
coming into EDC and George said he did not since we were not 
members of it. He still thought it was a very dangerous point, and 
we were saying we did not want war but that the Soviets must fold 
up their tents and leave Europe in what for them would be a politi- 
cal debacle. We will have nothing in between if we let these people 
into NATO. he said he could not assure anyone that if we held 
open the opportunity to talk we could get agreement with the Rus- 
sians on Europe. He has always felt that we could have had an 
agreement on Japan on a basis of a disarmed Japan, but he does 

not know whether we could get anything on Germany. The ques- 
tion is whether a settlement on Germany would still be better than 
a war. He says he is afraid the Soviets would chose to fight a war 
rather than give up in Germany. He said these views really lead 
you to the whole great question of whether you ought to go in and 
subvert them. He said he had doubts about it but not on moral 
grounds. He said his doubts arose from the fact that Soviet leaders 
had been masters of the Russian people for 85 years. He said there 
is a good deal of fear of them but also great intimacy between the 
people and their leaders. The attitude of the people is not wholly 
negative. Let a foreigner come in and do anything to the system 

and you will have confusion. George feels that once a totalitarian 
rule is accepted as a fact, then you cannot do favors for the people 

or injure the regime. If you try to help the people, as Hoover tried 

to after the first war, the regime will claim credit and if you try to 
injure the regime it will step aside and let your efforts hurt the 

people. 
George feels that today we are in a poorer position than Germa- 

ny was in having an alternative available to the present Kremlin 

leadership. He is afraid that if we get into this thing we won’t be 
able to drive them from power or really do anything to them. He 
said it might be possible to distinguish between the Satellites and 
USSR. We might ruffle up the Satellites, but he does not think this 
course is consistent with diplomatic relations. If we are going to 
undertake it, we ought to stop play acting and get out where we 
can fight them. He said all he really asked was that we take a good 
long look before we take a last leap. 

Mr. Donnelly mentioned that there was one school of thought in 
Bonn that worries about the ulterior motives of Germany going 
into EDC. He added there was no suspicion of Adenauer’s motives,
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but some people ask whether they want to go in in order to dra- 
goon the allies to help them take Eastern Germany. George added 
he would also like to know the answer to that question. He said 
you have probably reached the high peak of influence of Catholic 
center parties in Europe. He feels that in a year or two there will 

be strong national governments. He said he was all for integration 
of Germany with Western Europe but he thought we ought to ex- 
plore the possibility of ending the split in Germany. He said he re- 
alized we could not do it now with the ratification of EDC pending. 

In continuing the talks on Germany, George Kennan said he 

would like to suggest it might be better for us to announce unilat- 
erally our determination not to let the Soviet Union take Western 
Germany or Berlin than to involve ourselves in multilateral com- 
mitments. This would avoid an obligation to Germany that could 
implicate us in a German civil war. George Perkins said that he 
was unable to distinguish between the EDC and NATO since the 
European Defense Force would. be a part of the NATO army. He 
pointed out that we have already given a commitment to aid the 
EDC countries if they are attacked, but we have given no commit- 

ment to assist them if they attack. 
Mr. Bruce added that while we were committed to regard an 

attack as an attack upon ourselves, we are not committed to any 

particular actions. Kennan showed some confusion about the EDC 
and NATO commitments and seemed to have been unaware of 
what was involved, particularly in the EDC. He remarked to me in 
the evening that he had never taken the EDC seriously, but he had 

regarded it as one of Ted Achilles’ ideas. 
In continuing the discussion, George said that since the Germans 

had an interest in the problem of East Germany and the Eastern 
borders, they are not a fit partner for an alliance. He said that per- 

haps he had been ill informed and the step to make them one had 
already been taken in the EDC. 

He thinks the only way you can hold the Russians in the area is 
by developing German strength and leadership. He has always 
hoped that we would have German leadership in Central Europe. 
He said he had seen German and Soviet leadership at their nas- 
tiest and the Soviet kind was the more dangerous. On the other 
hand, he does not think you can treat the Germans as a Charlie 
McCarthy. We need German leadership as a buffer against Russia. 
He thinks they are the only people who can provide the military 
strength for the defense of Western Europe, but if they do so in an 
alliance with us, there is then a great danger of war. 

George also discussed the Intelligence estimates of Russian 
strength and said that he had the feeling we tended to exaggerate 
this strength; at least we did so in 1946 and 1947. He remarked
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that except for jet fighters, we never know what proportions of the 

whole what we see is, since we have no visual confirmation of 

many of the estimates we read. He says that there is no evidence 

in Moscow to suggest a large number of armored divisons and he 
thinks it unlikely. He pointed out that the Germans had had a 
fairly accurate analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of Russia 
and if Hitler had listened to these reports, he would have known 

what he was running into. The Germans had not painted any such 
picture as we do. Our estimates show nothing but strength. The 
Germans knew there were also weaknesses. George is sure the Rus- 

sians have improved, but he thinks that some of the estimates are 
exaggerated when he realizes that the whole structure of estimates 
is superimposed on a backward country that does not produce as 
much steel as France and Germany together. They have no ade- 

quate highway system and they have made no appreciable repairs 

to their railroads. 

He remarked that he thought that it was possible that the Rus- 

sians would agree to a demilitarized and united Germany and the 
mention of this caused a good ideal of surprise at the table. 

At our meeting yesterday afternoon, David raised the question of 
NSC 1355 and asked me to speak briefly about it and then asked 
George what comments he had. George did not address his remarks 
to the paper directly except to say that he was more worried about 

what was left out than what was put in. He mentioned that he had 
not wanted to participate in the drafting of NSC 68 © because he 
thought it was a mistake to tie such a paper into the budget proc- 
ess and probably it would be impossible to write any of these things 
down. 

In his further discussion, he said that what worried him most 

was that our original purpose in seeking to build strength was with 

the idea we would create it to use for negotiations. It was to have a 

dialectical use. Today we are really enmeshed in the dynamics and 
logic of the armaments program. He stated it worried him all the 

more because he had seen slight indications in Moscow that the 

Russians can be moved if (1) the West shows firmness and decisive- 

ness and (2) the Soviets feel they have alternatives. To the extent 
that they can be made to feel that we hold open the possibility of 
talking it weakens their defiance. He then spoke briefly about their 
attitude toward him and his immediate predecessors. He said they 
regarded Bedell and Kirk as espionage agents,” but that they 

5 For documentation on NSC 135, “Status of United States Programs for National 
Security as of June 30 [1952], see vol. n, Part 1, pp. 56 ff. 

6 For NSC 68, see Foreign Relations, 1950, vol. 1, p. 234. 
7 Walter Bedell Smith and Alan G. Kirk, U.S. Ambassadors to the Soviet Union, 

Mar. 22, 1946-Dec. 25, 1948, and May 21, 1949-Oct. 6, 1951, respectively.
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could not regard him that way and he thinks that some of the in- 

telligencia possibly began to ask, when he went to Moscow, wheth- 

er the leaders could be sure there was no possibility of talking to 
the West. 

George regards the principle issues between us and the Russians 

to be Germany, Austria, and Japan. He thinks we must reach an 

agreement on these if we are to have hope of avoiding a war. He 

does not think it possible to stand still indefinitely with no war, no 
peace, and he worries that our position may mean that things 

cannot get better. He believes that Austria stands or falls with the 
German problem and remarked that we embarrassed the Russians 

in a most delightful way with our last note, but that they would 

probably wiggle out of it.8 

He said he wished the Secretary were here at the meeting: he 

had noticed that Dean had said we are mobilizing in order to talk 

on equal terms, but George did not see that that was the way our 

policy was working out. If the Russians came to him today and 

asked how we could work out something, he would have to say he 
could not see anything. 

He said that his feelings were possibly differences of emphasis 
and that perhaps they were premature. His worries center around 

Germany and he would not be surprised to see the Soviets come 

back and accept the electoral commission idea and that might post- 

pone things in Germany for a long time. He fears the ratification 

of the EDC because he does not think he will have anything left to 

talk about. He said that he saw the dilemma so clearly that he 

could not speak in terms of blame, but only of worry. He also 
thought that we ought to attack the problem of defense costs be- 

cause we have almost priced ourselves out of an adequate defense. 

If we want to compete with the Russians, we will have to make it 

cheaper. 

George also said that he remembered there was a large Russian 

army in the 30’s and we were not scared of it. The Russians were 
scared and with cause. He said he would like to get Russian forces 
to the Pripet Marshes where they were before, but he added that of 

course we must negotiate with strength and not sell out the people 

of Western Europe. He added that we must regard deadly rivalry 

as established in the minds of the Soviet leaders and that was 

something we could not shake. They think that the great struggle 
is now going on and they think they are better and have history on 

their side. 

8 Regarding the U.S. note to the Soviet Union, dated Sept. 5, concerning the Aus- 
trian State Treaty, see Document 814.
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Mr. Bruce asked if the Russians would withdraw from Germany 
if we did not, and George said, “No, they would not.’”’ He added 

that if German unification would come, it would come with a lurch. 

He realizes that a great deal of our structure would fall to pieces, 

but there would be a vigorous Germany. He is not so worried about 

the lack of German orientation to the West in such circumstances 
because he is confident that the Kremlin is very difficult to deal 
with and so are the Germans. He thinks the Germans will be very 
cautious. He also said he thought the Russian position in the satel- 
lite area is very strained today and that Titoism is not very far 
below the surface. He would not want anyone to confuse this with 

our ability to go in and exploit it, but if the Soviets were out of 
Germany, he thinks that Germany would very soon form a counter 
attraction. He does not think the Soviets would want to invade and 
administer other parts of Europe, but he does think they want to 
get us out. He thinks we should realize there is no complete securi- 
ty in this world and that we should try to clarify the air by talking 
about Germany with the Soviets. 

Mr. Draper said that this opened a range of problems which we 
should all think about very seriously and it is my understanding 
that the ambassadors will recommend that these questions be stud- 

ied further in Washington, where George Perkins and I explained a 
good deal of attention had already been given. It was quite clear 
that except for Draper, none of the others present wished to discuss 
these subjects here. 

When I was in Bonn, John had some rather definite ideas about 

Germany. He felt it was a mistake to integrate Germany with the 

rest of Western Europe, not so much because of Soviet reaction, but 

because the Germans were sure to dominate Western Europe. He 

felt the Franco-German problem would remain so intense that we 

might find it necessary, with the UK and Canada, to work sepa- 

rately with the Germans for the creation of German forces, main- 

taining our position elsewhere in Western Europe by guarantees to 

the French and the others that we would come to their defense. 

John is still also concerned about the problem of timing, and has 
the feeling that we should develop strength in the Mediterranean 
area, before doing too much in Germany and France. 

You will see from this rather long account, that many of the 
problems that we have worried about trouble George and John a 
great deal, but have received very little attention from the others 
whose focus is on the EDC and the current problems it creates. ° 

® At this point in the source text the following paragraph has been marked out: 

“I am enclosing a paper that George Kennan circulated today, summing up his 
worries. I do not think it adds very much, but you may wish to have it.”
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I am going back to Paris tonight to meet Peggy and then on to 
Spain on Monday. 

Yours, 

FERG 

No. 155 

762 00/10-252: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Embassy in Denmark ! 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, October 3, 1952—6 p.m. 

427. 1. Dept has studied with some misgiving Embtel 407 (rptd 
Bonn 11, Oslo 32, Stockholm 30, London 27, Paris 72 and our being 

repeated to other addressees)? reporting conversation with Den 
Social Democratic leader Hans Hedtoft in which he claims Eur So- 
cialist parties are going to back Ger Social Democrats at Socialist 
mtg in Rome soon by issuing call for four-power talks. Further de- 
velopment along this line can become definitely embarrassing to us 
and can weaken our policy both re Ger and re EDC. 

2. Addressee Missions shld therefore take every appropriate op- 

portunity to explain to Socialist leaders US position re four-power 
talks as follows (to whatever extent is suitable in local circum- 
stances) and try to head off Socialist support for Ger Social Demo- 

cratic position. 

(a) US is not opposed to four-power talks. We will be first to wel- 
come them whenever they can contribute to solution of any of our 
east-west problems. But as wld be case with any kind of talks with 
anyone, we insist on knowing what we’re going to talk about and 
that subjs are relevant, and whether there is remotest indication 
other party has serious intentions. 

(b) US feels evidence of four Sov notes so far exchanged, as all 
other Sov or Ger-Commie actions and statements, fails to give any 
indication of real Sov interest in unifying Ger or in talking serious- 
ly about it. The evidence all pts, to the contrary, to Sov intention 
to talk about other things for other reasons, while cloaking their 
reasons under “unity” mantle. Socialist backing for ‘Four-Power 
Talks” under these circumstances means in effect blind support for 
Sov slogan and Sov tactics which are to use talks for other pur- 
poses than to achieve Ger unity. 

1 Drafted by Laukhuff; cleared by Lewis, Williamson, and GPA; and repeated to 
Bonn, London, Paris, Oslo, Rome, The Hague, Brussels, Luxembourg, Vienna, Stock- 
holm, and Moscow. 

2 Telegram 407 reported, inter alia, that while Hedtoft and other Western Europe- 
an Socialists were skeptical regarding any change in the Soviet attitude on German 
unity, they proposed to issue a call for four-power talks on Germany at their meet- 
ing in Italy. (762.00/10-252)
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(c) Those “other purposes’ are to befuddle and confuse west Ger 
and West Eur opinion in effort to weaken if not completely disrupt 
west’s efforts to build EDC and generally strengthen self politically 
and morally. This tactic, if successful, cld be disastrous to west’s 
unity of purpose and wreck very considerable success so far 
achieved which has already brought substantial increase of 
strength and self-confidence to western countries. Ask Socialist 
leaders to sit down and compare their own state of mind now with 
what it was in June 1950 and to consider whether they want to 
risk progress made by falling in with Commie slogan of “four- 
power talks”’. 

(d) What will new four-power talks accomplish by way of proof of 
Sov intentions which is not already accomplished by long careful 
exchange of notes (recall that western ones have very specific and 
honest proposals for talks), or by notes on other subjs (such as Aust 
treaty), or by 258 mtgs of Aust Deputies, or by three months of talk 
at Palais Rose by Mins Deps in 1951? ? Everyone professed to be 
convinced by last-mentioned effort. What in Sov acts or words has 
given any hope for change? In connection with Aust Treaty, recall 
Sov failure to show up at last two mtgs Aust Deps. In connection 
with Palais Rose Talks, recall they closed with open-ended invita- 
tion from West to have mtg on Ger without any Agenda whatever. 

(e) Make clear that we seek talks on Ger unity and have not 
been hiding behind dispute over agenda, as Ollenhauer and Ger 
Social Democrats mistakenly appear to think. This is no agenda 
dispute. Ask Socialist leaders actually to read last western note. 
We are talking of something much more fundamental and real 
than order of items on agenda. We stand on very basic principle 
here. There is only one way to attack problem of Ger unity. That is 
through free elections. By our insistence on discussing only this 
question at this time we are standing guard for entire west against 
Sov design to create another satellite, another sham democracy, an- 
other Czecho. We also stand guard for whole Ger people including 
Social Democrats to protect their own right to a voice in peace 
treaty and prevent “diktat’’. Therefore, we are not prepared to 
draft peace treaty at this time simply because of recognized impor- 
tance of having all-Ger Govt in existence. 

3. For these reasons we believe our position is right and logical 
and we believe we have right to expect full support and under- 

standing from all parties and all groups esp in NATO countries but 

also elsewhere in west. Convinced by all evidence that present 

Commie drive for four-power “talks” is phony, with ulterior mo- 

tives, we plead for solid support to end that west can complete job 

of bldg strength so as eventually to bring about real talks with 

honest aims and some prospect of resolving tensions instead of fan- 

ning propaganda war. 

3 Reference to the Four-Power Exploratory Talks, held at Paris Mar. 5-June 21, 
1951.
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4. Important to avoid giving impression that our position stems 
from decision to give higher priority to ratification EDC treaty 
than to Ger unity, as charged by some Gers. Reasons (a) to (e) 
above are honest, stand on own merits and do not add up to this 
conclusion. 

o. Tactically it may be best not to oppose adoption of some res in 
favor of four-power talks but rather to suggest res shld clearly safe- 
guard west’s interests by calling for talks on free elections or when 
Sovs demonstrate sincerity of purpose on unity or some similar for- 
mula. 

6. With particular Socialist leaders known to share our view- 
point, foregoing cld be given as supporting arguments for them to 
use with their colleagues. 4 

ACHESON 

* Replies to this telegram from The Hague, Brussels, Rome, and Vienna all indi- 

cated that the Socialists in the Netherlands, Belgium, Italy, and Austria were un- 

likely or unwilling to support the proposal for a four-power meeting. (Telegrams 486 
from The Hague, Oct. 10; 383 from Brussels, Oct. 10; 1699 from Rome, Oct. 14; and 

1002 from Vienna, Oct. 10, 762.00/10-852 through 10-1452) For Bonn’s reaction, see 
telegram 1633, Document 157. No further replies have been found in Department of 
State files. 

No. 156 

PSB files, lot 62 D 333, PSB D-21 Series 

Paper Prepared by the Psychological Strategy Board } 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, October 9, 1952. 

PSB D-21 

1 PSB D-21 consists of a cover sheet; a letter of transmission from the Director of 

the PSB, Alan Kirk, dated Oct. 23, which stated that the paper had been condition- 
ally approved on Aug. 7 and finally approved on Oct. 9 and which indicated that 
copies were being sent to Acheson, Lovett, Smith, Harriman, and General Young of 
the JCS; a table of contents; a note making the correction in paragraph 7; and the 
text of the paper and annex printed here. 

A psychological warfare plan for Germany had been under consideration since De- 
cember 1951 and became in January 1952 the chief concern of the Psychological 
Strategy Board Panel on Germany, chaired first by Byroade and then Riddleberger. 
The panel, subsequently called Panel “F’’, produced its first draft on July 28, 1952 
which included 30 pages of text, annexes entitled “Summary and Analysis” and 
“Covert Operations’, and a supplement on Berlin. This draft was considered at a 
meeting of the PSB on Aug. 7 at which it was decided that further drafting was 
needed to reconcile various different points of view. After soliciting the views of the 
members of the Board and extensive comments from HICOG, a new paper was pre- 
pared with only one annex (the former second annex on covert activities). This 
paper was designated PSB D-21 and approved by the PSB on Oct. 9. Documentation 
on the evolution of PSB D-21 described above is in PSB files, lot 62 D 338, PSB D-21 
Series.
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A NATIONAL PSYCHOLOGICAL STRATEGY WITH RESPECT TO GERMANY 

SECTION | 

PROBLEM 

To formulate a national psychological strategy with respect to: 

(a) the integration of Western Germany into Western Europe, (b) 
the reduction of Soviet capabilities in Eastern Germany, (c) the 
achievement of German unity, and (d) the role of unified Germany 

in the unification of Europe. 

SECTION II 

APPLICABLE APPROVED POLICIES 

As set forth in NSC 20/4, NSC Actions No. 212, No. 266a, NSC 

115, NSC 68/4, NSC 86/1, and the Mutual Security Act of 1951.2 

SECTION ITI 

SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS 

A. Estimate 

Our psychological strategy outlined in this paper is based on the 
following estimate of the situation: 

1. Overall Strategy: 

Our action in Germany can succeed only if they are conceived as 
an integral part of overall United States strategy, especially in the 
context of a European Community, to build up positions of strength 
from which to reduce Soviet-communist expansionism and aggres- 
sion. 

2. Balance of Power: 

Western capability to support this strategy is likely to increase 
within the next two to three years, but not necessarily to a degree 
which would assure a relationship of forces between the Westen 
nations and the Soviet Union permitting successful negotiations 
with the Soviet Union. 

3. Cold War: 
The present state of tension between the Soviet bloc and the 

West may increase in intensity, and the Soviet Union will feel free 
to employ all of its capabilities for lures and pressures on the West, 
short of deliberately provoking general war. 

4, Integration: 

2 For documentation on the NSC 20 Series for 1948, see Foreign Relations, 1948, 

vol. 1, pp. 507 ff. For NSC 115, Aug. 2, 1951, see the memorandum to the President, 
ibid., 1951, vol. m1, p. 849. For documentation on the NSC 68 Series for 1950, see 
ibid., 1950, vol. 1, p. 284. NSC Action No. 266a, NSC 86/1, and the Mutual Security 
Act of 1951 are not printed.
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The process of integrating the Federal Republic with the West- 
ern European Community through the EDC, the Schuman Plan, 
the Contractual Agreements, the Council of Europe, and similar in- 
strumentalities will involve continued difficulties, during which 
ratification of the Agreements and their implementation may be 
slowed down and impeded by oppositionist elements within and 
outside the Federal Republic, and the Soviet Union will encourage 
elements in the Federal Republic and other European countries to 
delay and obstruct the process of integration. 

9. Contractuals: 
The present coalition government will honor the Agreements, 

when they come into force, but it will be subject, by coalition mem- 
bers and the opposition, to demands for liberalization; there will be 
continuing pressure for abandonment of reserved rights; and, in 
connection with the 1953 election campaign, there will be increased 
demands for a revision of the Contractual Agreements and other 
commitments with the West. 

6. German Unity and the Peace Treaty: 
It will not be possible in the foreseeable future to agree with the 

Soviet Union on a formula guaranteeing a satisfactory basis for the 
unification of Germany and for the conclusion of a peace treaty; 
but the Soviet Union may continue to use diplomatic and propa- 
ganda channels to press for quadripartite negotiation of a peace 
treaty as well as East-West German discussions on unity. 

1. Berlin: 
The Western Powers will maintain their position in Berlin, but 

the situation in Berlin and in particular the morale and standard- 
of-living of the British * population may be severely affected by the 
Soviet attrition strategy. 

8. Soviet Zone and East Berlin: 
The population of the Soviet Zone will remain fundamentally op- 

posed to communism but the Soviet Union, through its East 
German puppet authorities will continue to tighten its controls, iso- 
late East Germany from the West, and proceed with its attempts to 
set up a satellite state with an army of its own. 

9. German Military and Economic Potential: 
The build-up of an integrated German military force in the Fed- 

eral Republic will proceed substantially as contemplated but will 
require pressure from the West, especially since the required draft 
legislation and the actual organization of the forces will be subject 
to continued criticism and resistance by the opposition; also, any 
rearmament in the Federal Republic will be accompanied or pre- 
ceded by a build-up of an East German army, designed to instill ap- 
prehensions of civil war and to cancel out the Federal Republic's 
military contribution to Western defense. 

10. Western Europe: 
Attempts to promote Federal Republic integration into Western 

Europe will be inadequate unless they are supported by—and close- 

3The note referred to in footnote 1 above indicates that ‘British’ should be 
changed to read “Berlin.”
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ly coordinated with—parallel attempts to promote the integration 
of Western Europe, particularly France, into a community capable 
of accepting the Federal Republic as a partner. 

11. France: 

The Federal Republic’s capability for leadership within a unified 
Western European community will be feared by France, unless po- 
tential German predominance in a united Europe is compensated 
by closer and more organic ties between Europe and the United 
States within the framework of a developing Atlantic Community 
as provided by U.S. existing policies. 

12. Eastern Europe: 

The Soviet-orbit countries are firmly under Soviet control now 
and will be in the foreseeable future; their liberation will come 
about only as a result of a major change in the existing relation- 
ships between the U.S.S.R. and the Western Powers; and their peo- 
ples generally entertain hopes for eventual liberation from Soviet 
domination but, especially in Bohemia-Moravia and Poland, fear a 
possible renewal of German domination. 

B. Objectives 

Note: The order of priority and emphasis is based on U.S. policies 

reflecting the present world situation. 

1. Concerning the Federal Republic: 

a. To maintain and develop friendly and mutually beneficial rela- 
tions between the United States and the Federal Republic of Ger- 
many. 

b. To encourage and facilitate effective participation by the Fed- 
eral Republic on a basis of equality in the European Community, 
included in a developing Atlantic Community, and a contribution 
by the Federal Republic to the political, economic, and social wel- 
fare, as well as to the defense structure, necessary to a strong and 
durable Europe. 

c. In the event of unification on terms acceptable to the West, 
the above objectives will apply to all of Germany. 

2. Concerning West Berlin: 

To maintain and reinforce our political, economic, cultural, and 
psychological position in the western sectors of Berlin, and to nulli- 
fy Soviet efforts to harass the population and to disturb and under- 
mine the normal life of the city. 

3. Concerning the Soviet Zone and East Berlin: 

To maintain contact with the population in the Soviet Zone and 
East Berlin in order to stiffen their spirit of resistance to Soviet- 
communist rule and thus (a) to weaken the political, economic, and 
military system in the Soviet Zone; and (b) to lay the groundwork 
for eventual incorporation in the free Western Community.
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4. Concerning German Unity: 

To demonstrate U.S. support of German unity attained by peace- 
ful means; and to frustrate Soviet-communist efforts to obtain con- 
trol of all of Germany and eventually to bring about Soviet with- 
drawal from Germany. 

5. Concerning Eastern Europe: 

To maintain contact with the people of Germany’s Eastern Euro- 
pean neighbors in order (a) to stiffen their spirit of resistance and 
thus weaken the Soviet system of political, economic, and military 
control of these countries; and (b) to sustain their hopes for eventu- 
al liberation and inclusion in an all-European Community free of 
domination by Germany, the U.S.S.R. or any other Power. 

SECTION IV 

TASKS 

The following are the Tasks of our psychological strategy in sup- 
port of the achievement of our objectives: 

1. Concerning the Federal Republic: | 

a. To facilitate the transformation of the Allied-German relation- 
ship on the diplomatic, political, and economic as well as military 
levels from the occupation status toward that of equal partners and 
allies. 

b. To foster, encourage, support and facilitate efforts of the popu- 
lation and the Government of the Federal Republic toward the in- 

tegration of their political, economic, cultural, and military inter- 

ests with those of the European Community and the Atlantic Com- 
munity; to help pave the way for acceptance by other governments 

and peoples (particularly French) for participation by the Federal 

Republic in the development of the European and Atlantic commu- 

nities. 
c. To support the development in the Federal Republic of demo- 

cratic institutions, and to assist the German democratic elements 

in their opposition to authoritarian and extremist elements. 
d. To gain the support of the German people and government for 

U.S. policies, and to strengthen their will to resist and their confi- 

dence in the ability of the U.S. (and the West) to frustrate Soviet- 
communist aggression. 

e. To stimulate maximum Federal Republic contribution to the 

development of increased military and economic strength in West- 

ern Europe. 
f. To convince the Germans of the need to weaken Soviet aggres- 

sive capabilities by impeding the flow of strategic materials to East 

Germany and the Soviet bloc; and to provide Western markets and 
raw materials to the Federal Republic. 

2. Concerning Berlin: 

a. To demonstrate to the Soviet Union, the Berliners, the Ger- 

mans, and the rest of the world our right, ability, and determina- 

tion to maintain the Allied and West Berliners’ position in and 

access to Berlin.
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b. To exploit the continued existence of a free West Berlin as a 
“show window of democracy,’ and as a base of psychological oper- 
ations in the Soviet Zone and beyond it in the Soviet orbit, in order 
to weaken Soviet influence throughout Germany, and particularly 
in order to encourage and strengthen resistance to Soviet rule in 
the Soviet Zone and East Berlin. 

c. In order to maintain the morale of the Berlin population and 
strengthen their diplomatic, political, cultural, and economic ties 
with the West in the face of increasing Soviet pressures, to plan 
and coordinate jointly with the U.K., French, and the Federal Re- 
public governments, psychological measures to nullify the Soviet 
harassments, and to enlist and build up the active interest of gov- 
ernmental and private elements throughout the free world in sup- 
port of Berlin’s cause as a symbol of free-world unity of purpose. 

d. To stimulate and assist the Federal Republic to provide maxi- 
mum economic and psychological support for Western Berlin. 

3. Concerning the Soviet Zone and East Berlin: 

c. To keep the population informed of world events and of U.S. 
and Western policies, particularly with respect to Germany. 

d. To maintain hope in the Soviet Zone population for a unified 
and democratic Germany integrated within the European Commu- 
nity. 

e. To weaken the confidence and ability of the Soviet authorities 
and communist leaders to maintain or extend their controls in the 
Soviet Zone, or their influence in West Berlin or the Federal Re- 
public. 

4. Concerning German Unity: 

a. To demonstrate our willingness to initiate and enter, jointly 
with the French and U.K. Governments, in negotiations with the 
Soviet Union for German unification under conditions guarantee- 
ing a unified Germany with a democratic government established 
by free democratic elections, provided that a reasonable basis for 
such negotiations exists. 

b. To support any legitimate proposal for action seeking peaceful 
solution to existing territorial problems within the framework of 
European, rather than national, interests, but to avoid giving offi- 
cial encouragement to German territorial aspirations toward areas 
external to the Federal Republic, the Soviet Zone, and Berlin, 
beyond acknowledgement of the established U.S. policy that no de- 
finitive German frontiers were laid down by the Potsdam decisions, 
and that the final determination of territorial questions must await 
the peace settlement. * 

*U.S. note to the Soviet Government dated March 26, 1951. [Footnote in the 
source text. Apparent reference to the note of Mar. 25, 1952, transmitted in tele- 
gram 2209, Document 78.]



376 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME VII 

d. To expose and exploit Soviet moves aimed at permanent parti- 
tion of Germany and satellization of Eastern Germany. 

o. Concerning Western Europe: 

a. To enhance popular confidence in: 

i. the peaceful future of a European community, within an 
Atlantic Community, which includes the Federal Republic; 

ii. the prospect of mutually beneficial relations with the Fed- 
eral Republic; 

lili. the determination of the Western world to strive for a 
unified, democratic Germany as a member of a viable Europe- 
an community; and 

iv. the intentions of the Western Powers to safeguard the 
European Community against the resurgence of aggressive 
German nationalism. 

b. To produce among European leaders and people a realistic 
awareness of the deadly menace of Soviet expansionism and of the 
strength accruing to the USSR if Germany were included in the 
Soviet orbit. 

c. To stimulate the realization among Europeans that only a tre- 
mendous effort of imagination, productivity, and cooperation, far 
surpassing the present effort of the Atlantic Community, including 
Germany, will enable them to surmount this threat; and to con- 
vince them that the creative energies latent in the free societies, 
including Germany, when fully developed, will not only nullify the 
enemy’s aggressive moves or plans but also raise the Western peo- 
ples to unprecedented levels of material and moral well-being. 

d. To promote the concept of the Atlantic Community as provid- 
ed by existing U.S. policies so that it may be used to support and 
supplement the concept of European unity as the dynamic and uni- 
fying element of our psychological strategy in Europe. 

e. To create among the peoples of Western Europe a sense of 
positive participation in the international community which is now 
emerging. 

6. Concerning France: 

In addition to the specific effect desired in paragraph 5 above: 

a. To stimulate popular acceptance of: 

i. a genuine political settlement with the Federal Republic; 
ii. the capability of the European Community, within the At- 

lantic Community, to develop for the common benefit German 
manpower, heavy industry, and steel production in such a way 
as to eliminate French fears. 

b. To provide reassurance that the distinctive historic culture of 
France can vigorously flourish within the framework of the Euro- 
pean Community, including the Federal Republic.
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7. Concerning Eastern Europe: 

a. To stimulate popular suspicion of Soviet intentions with re- 
spect to Germany. 

b. To persuade Soviet-orbit peoples that a unified Germany inte- 
grated into a European Community is a guarantee against the re- 
vived German drive to the East. . 

c. To convince Soviet-orbit peoples that the weakening of Soviet 
power in East Germany is necessary prerequisite for their own lib- 
eration. 

d. To sustain the resistance of Soviet-orbit peoples toward the 
day when their active participation in their own liberation will be 
required. 

SECTION V 

DESIRED ACTIONS 

Part A—General Guidance 

1. In developing and carrying out the specific actions to imple- 

ment prescribed tasks, psychological strategy must give attention 
to the following opportunities and handicaps which influence the 
courses of action required for the psychological support of our poli- 
cies in Europe and especially in Germany: 

a. Opportunities. 

i. The friendly orientation of large parts of European nations 
toward the U.S. and their growing confidence in U.S. strength; 

ii. A strong sense of cultural and political identification in 
Germany with the West and the reservoir of good-will created 
by U.S. political initiative and by ECA, MSA and other assist- 
ance for German rehabilitation; 

iii. The existence in the Federal Republic of a government 
and population sympathetic towards the U.S. and its policies 
and opposed, largely through personal experience, to commu- 
nism and to the policies of the Soviet Union; and 

iv. The steady decline of the strength of the West German 
Communist Party. 

b. Handicaps. 

i. The complexity and fluidity of the European political situ- 
ation which has already on several occasions necessitated 
major adjustments of the U.S. tactical positions, and which will 
continue to require a flexible strategic psychological plan; 

ii. The present elimination of U.S. influence on European 
government and peoples coinciding with the need to exert spe- 
cial U.S. pressures to induce Europeans to take actions which 
appear to be in their own interests; and 

iii. Allied with this, increasing sensitivity in Western Europe 
to U.S. intervention, with the accompanying danger that at 
times strong U.S. political, economic, or psychological pres- 
sures may run the risk of self-defeat, unless offset by measures 
which emphasize that these programs will serve the best inter- 
ests of the developing European and Atlantic Communities.
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2. In order to gain the most effective support for U.S. policies by 

the German public, our approach must be conceived and carried 

out in a manner which is both palatable and persuasive to the 
German people. We must adjust our approach in accordance with 

the changes in public opinion and with impressions and impacts 

which various political, economic, and cultural issues have on the 

German psychological climate. This will require a major effort of 

imagination on the part of the U.S. operating agencies to develop 
new and more effective forms of psychological activities, and it im- 

plies a constant review of existing programs—including those rec- 

ommended hereafter—in the light of their demonstrated effective- 
ness or ineffectiveness. 

3. Our operations in Germany, furthermore, must be closely co- 

ordinated with our psychological strategy in other parts of the 

world, and to achieve maximum effect they should preferably be 
carried out within the framework of an integrated psychological 

strategy plan for Western Europe. 

4, U.S. psychological operations designed for Germany and West- 

ern Europe should be guided by the following principles: 

a. While supporting programs endorsed by U.S. which promote 
European and Atlantic integration, e.g., the Schuman Plan, the 
Council of Europe, the European Defense Community, etc., we 
should avoid raising false expectations by committing the U.S. to a 
fixed timetable. 

b. Care should be taken in the application of any official pressure 
to primarily domestic issues of European states, in order to avoid 
the impression of excessive U.S. intervention. 

c. In official statements or other forms of official propaganda, 
avoid over-extending our psychological objectives beyond estab- 
lished policies, thus arousing false, unlikely, or premature expecta- 
tions. 

d. Avoid artificially creating needs or desires for U.S. economic 
or financial aid. 

e. In the furtherance of U.S. psychological strategy programs in 
the Federal Republic, indigenous pressures should be utilized or 
created that will parallel and support the attainment of U.S. politi- 
cal objectives, and at the same time instill in the Germans a sense 
of participation in the achievement of these objectives. 

f. In fostering indigenous pressures through official and unoffi- 
cial support of private groups and organizations the United States 
should: 

i. in official programs concentrate on those groups and orga- 
nizations sympathetic to our policy-objectives which manifest 
strong spontaneous motivation and are financially self-sustain- 
ing; and avoid supporting organizations, groups, and individ- 
uals that are unable to win solid indigenous support;
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il. in psychological programs, concentrate to the greatest pos- 
sible extent on established organizations and media, and limit 
the use of imaginary sponsors in the Federal Republic. 

g. In order to create a psychological climate in which the new 
U.S.-German relationship will be more effective, avoid emphasizing 
purely legal and formal aspects of this relationship; 

h. Wherever possible, propaganda by deed is preferable to verbal 
propaganda. Our propaganda should, therefore, be tied to specific 
developments and concrete action designed to implement U.S. poli- 
cies. Moreover, we should seek to express our themes, whenever ap- 
propriate, in the form of live demonstrations and special events 
which will effectively symbolize U.S. attitudes and intentions. We 
should encourageUincreased emphasis by German or other Europe- 
an organizations on constructive social and cultural activities, and 
on serious research. 

i. In supporting German (or other West European) activities in 
promotion of European or Atlantic solidarity, we should give 
higher priority to those which actually establish institutional links 
with other countries than to those which merely publicize the idea 
within Germany or any single country. 

Part B—Capabilities 

1. Since psychological strategy programs involve all United 
States action and means which are able to influence people’s atti- 
tudes directly and indirectly, all elements of the United States Gov- 
ernment and appropriate private U.S. organizations in, or conduct- 

ing activities that affect Germany, should be enlisted in the execu- 
tion of the United States psychological strategy plan for Germany. 
In the Federal Republic the following capabilities already exist or 
should be developed: 

a. United States State Department representatives in the Federal 
Republic including those responsible for the Department’s Cultural 
Affairs and Information Program, will continue to be in a position 
to influence the Federal Republic Government by direct represen- 
tations and will also be able to have an indirect influence upon 
Federal Republic officials in government and the public at large 
through business and social contacts. 

b. Members of official United States economic and military mis- 
sions to the Federal Republic have a corresponding capability for 
influencing German official and private attitudes. 

c. United States military forces and their dependents stationed in 
Germany in fulfillment of United States security pledges to NATO 
and the Federal Republic, constitute an important medium for con- 
veying an impression of America, and its people to the German 
population. 

d. The policies and administration of United States military and 
defense support programs in the Federal Republic, carried on by 
the Mutual Security Agency, can make a significant contribution 
to United States psychological strategy for Germany, and should be 
conceived and directed with this in mind.
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e. Official statements of United States policies by recognized U.S. 
Government spokesmen in Washington which affect the Federal 
Republic, must be calculated and fully used to further psychologi- 
cal strategy objectives. 

f. Efforts should also be encouraged among private firms, agen- 
cies, associations, etc. A suggestive list of such instrumentalities 
may be found in “Inventory of Resources Presently Available for 
Psychological Operations Planning’”’ (PSB D-19, Confidential, dated 
January 5, 19524), previously furnished to the Departments and 
Agencies concerned. 

g. In addition to developing and using the psychological capabili- 
ties of official U.S. Government agencies, instrumentalities, and in- 
dividuals, the U.S. Government within its capabilities should con- 
tinue to use and further develop other mechanisms (Annex A) in 
the Federal Republic and West Berlin which have the greatest po- 
tential to attain U.S. psychological strategy objectives, and to ac- 
complish the Tasks enumerated in Section IV. 

2. Other capabilities to the United States related to the Soviet 
Zone or East Berlin are: 

a. The U.S. military mission to the Soviet military command in 
Potsdam; 

b. U.S. diplomatic and military contacts with Soviet Occupation 
authorities in Berlin; 

c. U.S. diplomatic relations with the U.S.S.R.; 
d. U.S. representation in the U.N.; and 
e. State Department information media. 

3. In developing our psychological strategy, we should be aware 

of and guided by the changing military and economic factors apt to 
modify the current relationship of forces between the Western na- 

tions and the U.S.S.R. 
4. Suggested actions in support of this national psychological 

strategy are listed in the balance of this Section. 

4 Not printed. (PSB files, lot 62 D 333, PSB D-19 Series) 
+ Limited Distribution only. [Footnote in the source text.]
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No. 157 

762A.00/10-1052: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (Donnelly) to 
the Department of State 

SECRET Bonn, October 10, 1952—6 p.m. 

1633. While we appreciate fact that Dept’s 1608 to Bonn of Oct 
31 is directed primarily to other missions and while we have used 
arguments with SPD identical with those set forth in tel under ref, 
it might be useful for Dept to know the latest SPD views on Ger 
unity and four power talks. 

Conversation with Ollenhauer last week and other recent obser- 
vations we have made have emphasized widely differing approach- 
es of Western powers and SPD on question of agenda for four 

power talks. In our opinion SPD resistance to Western emphasis of 
election issue has four main motivations: 

(1) SPD internal polit position; the SPD has adopted line of being 
sole champion of Ger unity and must consequently push for a four- 
power conf under almost any conditions. 

(2) SPD suspicion of French intentions in Ger unity issue, of 
which recent Wehner charges are sensational reflections. ? This 
suspicion of French motivation is accompanied by growing mistrust 
of UK and US intentions on unity, since SPD believes ruling circles 
in Brit fear econ competition of united Ger and considers that US 
prefers deal with “easily manageable conservative-clerical parties’’ 
in Eur of six. Thus SPD no longer views Western powers insistence 
on order of agenda as evidence of their ‘‘timidity” in dealing with 
Stalin, but has shifted more toward believing that none of them ac- 
tually wants Ger unity. Therefore, the desire to see where Ger 
really stands with Western powers in regard to unity has become 
almost as important as SPD desire to smoke out Kremlin on this 
issue. 

(3) Some SPD politicians like Erler and Baade strongly believe 
that determined effort must be made to ascertain if Kremlin wld 
give up Sov Zone “if the price were right’. This group feels that it 
is futile to talk first about free elections and thus the liberation of 
the Sov Zone which is, after all, what the Kremlin wld give in 
return for “adequate payment’, before discussing what that pay- 
ment cld be. SPD proponents of this theory are joined by Pflei- 
derer, Klaus Mehnert, Bodensteiner Mehs (CDU), Von Dirksen, and 
Sethe, in fact, almost all Ger Sov experts as well as so-called neu- 

1 Printed as telegram 427, Document 155. 
2 At a meeting of the SPD on Sept. 26 Wehner had stated that he could prove the 

existence of an East-West conspiracy to maintain the division of Germany. The con- 

spiracy, according to Wehner, centered around Franco-Russian secret conversations 
in Geneva. These events were reported on in the German press on Sept. 27, especial- 
ly the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung and Tagesspiegel.



382 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME VII 

tralists. According to this theory, since the kernel of the Ger unity 
problem is ques of Ger’s future power relationships, it is only real- 
istic to discuss this point first. 

(4) Many SPD leaders, including Ollenhauer and Mellies, are con- 
vinced that there is actually a chance, if only a slight one, that 
USSR is now willing for world-wide deal with US, of which Ger 
unity only one aspect. To exploit this chance, they say, it is obvious 
that the two powers must be brought together; the question of 
formal agenda is secondary. 

Of these four reasons, first is probably most important, but SPD 
also deeply desires discover if there is any chance that Sovs really 
mean business with their unity offers. Party leaders do not believe 
that theoretical exploration during four power talks cld of itself 
lead ‘‘to Warsaw or Prague situation”. Our own impression is that 

SPD and other Gers who are pushing hard for four power talks 

under almost any circumstances have worked selves into position 

where they feel compelled to endeavor to ascertain Sov intentions 
for themselves directly; i.e., through participation in four power 

talks in advisory capacity, and not merely through second-hand im- 
pressions gained from Western powers contacts with Sov auths or 
through long exchange of notes. 

DONNELLY 

No. 158 

662A.00/10-1452: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (Donnelly) to 

the Department of State } 

SECRET Bonn, October 14, 1952. 

Unnumbered. We have given considerable thought to situation 
which is likely to exist upon receipt of next Sov note dealing with 

German reunification and a four-power conference.? unless Sovs 
themselves terminate the exchange, which seems highly improb- 

able, we believe that if Allies are not to accelerate the loss of Ger 

support for our policy vis-a-vis Sovs and for Western integration, it 

may be necessary to review our policy. In any event the decision 

upon the answer to Sovs must be based upon a considerably broad- 
er analysis of the situation than has recently been made and upon 

1 Repeated to Moscow, London, Paris, and Berlin. 

2 For documentation on the exchanges of notes with the Soviet Union concerning 
a German peace treaty, German unity, and all-German elections, see Documents 65 
ff.



GERMAN UNIFICATION 383 

a consideration of new factors which have developed during the ex- 

change of notes and to some extent because of them. 

We have consistently endeavored, as has Chancellor, to focus at- 

tention in Ger on basic insincerity and falseness of Sov champion- 
ship of Ger unity, which have given us grounds for hesitating to 

meet with them unless they are prepared to give some concrete evi- 

dence of serious intentions. Until recently our insistence upon free 
elections as an essential prerequisite to formation of all-Ger govt or 

peace talks appeared to have general support and even SPD has 

been equally insistent upon free election. 

There are, however, increasingly disturbing symptoms of an un- 

derlying compulsion in the German mind toward Ger reunification, 

e.g., the generally adverse press reaction to latest three-power 

reply to Moscow; ® increasing SPD insistence on four-power talks; 

discovery that some members of coalition were participants in the 
plan for the Volkskammer visit; * acceptance of the Volkskammer 

proposal for a visit by Ehlers, Schmid, and Schaeffer even though 
Schmid and Schaeffer under pressure of their parties withdrew; in- 
creasing desire of influential Protestant politicians and churchmen 
to deal with an East Zone delegation, extending far beyond the 
group who seem to have been participants in the plan for the visit; 

Bishop Dibelius’ projected trip to Moscow; and a series of speeches 
and editorials by influential political leaders and commentators de- 
claring that Sovs may be willing to agree to unification and with- 
drawal from Germany for a sufficient price, and that we must deal 
with Sovs to determine what that price is and whether it can be 
paid (clear implication being that Germs will make their own mind 

up concerning the reasonableness of the price, irrespective of 

Allied decision). It should be noted that SPD insistence on four- 

power talks does not represent an increasing love for and trust in 

Sovs and their intentions, but the belief that they have here an 

issue of such popularity that they should capitalize on it both for 

its effect upon ratification and the coming Bundestag election. 

Newspaper comment may reflect not merely editorial opinion but 

the views of the backers of the papers. Finally, we have just com- 
pleted a flash public opinion survey which shows 65 percent of 

3 Document 138. 
*On Sept. 5 the Volkskammer proposed sending a delegation to the Federal Re- 

public of Germany to discuss German unity, all-German elections, and the sending 
of a joint German Delegation to a four-power conference. The delegation was re- 
ceived on Sept. 19 by Bundestag President Ehlers and a brief discussion was held 
concerning East German proposals on the future of Germany. For an extract from 
the Sept. 5 proposals, a report by Ehlers on the Sept. 19 meeting, and the state- 
ments made by the members of the Volkskammer delegation the following day, see 
Documents on German Unity, vol. III, pp. 10-11 and 17-21.
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those polled favoring Fed Govt negotiations with East Zone Govt 
and only 17 percent opposed. 

Whereas many Gers will admit that prospects of unification may 
be a fantasy as long as Sovs continue their present policy, never- 
theless their mental approach is stronly influenced by this fantasy 
coupled with a sense of frustration and further complicated by a 
growing suspicion that the West is as determined as USSR is to 
perpetuate division of Ger. Resentment which would otherwise be 
wholly concentrated on Moscow is thus tending to be directed also 
against us because of our failure to arrive at an adequate formula 
which will permit at least discussions with Moscow. Formula of 

strength through integration which would develop reunification 
seems either an evasion of issue or policy which will eventually 
entail use of force, a frightening consideration to many Germans. 

Our concern relates to contingency that Kremlin might conceiv- 

ably make a move which could be interpreted by West Gers as 
seeming to give substance to fantasy if Moscow would negotiate re- 
unification of Ger at a reasonable price. Terms of price which 
would be paid are already being discussed at least in newspapers. If 
Moscow should make such a move, and we either rejected it or ap- 
peared to evade it, results might be severely damaging to policy of 
integration. Such a démarche if it is to occur, which still seems, 
however, not very likely, would probably be timed for maximum 
effect upon Ger ratification and therefore occur in near rather 
than distant future. 

It seems to us that hypothetically there are three positions which 

we could take. One would be to insist that Fed Rep population 

should recognize harsh realities of current situation and find com- 

pensation through new intimacy with France, Benelux and Italy 

and make best life they can as part of Western Europe. This would 

involve acceptance that any idea of negotiations and reunification 

must be shelved for indefinite future and would contrast with our 
expressed desire for both reunification and negotiation. 

An alternative course would be to demonstrate patiently and 
concretely to West Germans that unity through negotiations is 
indeed a fantasy. This would involve our meeting with Russians 
(without prejudice to negotiations at peace conference) and under- 
taking to probe and expose what Kremlin would actually settle for 
regarding future of Ger. This would mean asking Sov reps whether 
Moscow really meant that Eastern Boundaries of Ger are Oder- 
Neisse. How would civil liberties for all be guaranteed? What size 
army would Kremlin permit a unified Ger? What equipment would 
that army be allowed? Could Gers manufacture all of it? What rep- 
arations would be exacted of unified Ger? What restrictions would 
be placed on Ger’s foreign relations? In short, therapy would be de-
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signed to dispel or at least reduce fantasy through bringing to fore- 
ground of Ger consciousness realities of price Kremlin would exact 

for a “united” Ger. 

To follow this procedure would of course mean that we ourselves 
would have to be prepared to answer same questions and would not 

be able to confine discussion to issue of free elections. A repetition 

of Palais Rose would at this time have greater dangers as it is in- 

creasingly difficult to satisfy Ger opinion that we too are not dodg- 
ing unification. If events bring about such a meeting we must our- 
selves know answers to questions which unification of Ger would 

pose at present state of development of European integration. We 
must be prepared in such a meeting to shelve traditional methods 

of conference diplomacy and to send representatives of the type 
who can meet Sov methods on a basis of equality catch as catch 

can, and no holds barred. It might even be necessary to run risk of 

offering terms which in fact we ourselves are not willing to accept 
but coupled with other terms which we are convinced Sovs would 
not accept so that onus of rejection falls on them. 

It might be possible to smoke out Sov reps with these tactics. If 

we are in position to be candid and forthcoming while Russians 
were evasive or broke off talks, would we not have substantially ac- 

complished what we seek? 

Events may bring us to follow this course, which can only be ad- 
vocated if Sov reply gives any basis at all for meeting and if we 

and our Allies are prepared to meet challenge of more basic discus- 
sions. 

Third course might be to sit tight and hope that Ger sense of 

frustration will pass without doing our interests great damage. If 

Moscow’s next offer has no greater attraction and FedRep popula- 
tion is not much moved thereby, this course and another note in- 
sisting upon free elections may be adequate. 

In light of foregoing it would seem to our temporary advantage if 
Kremlin continues its present retreat from March note® and if 

recent visit of Shvernik to Berlin® presages strengthening of 

chains which bind East Ger under Sov control and commit Moscow 
to preservation of Tartar Wall through Ger. 

DONNELLY 

5 Document 65. 

6 Soviet President Nikolai Shvernik attended the third anniversary ceremonies of 
the founding of the German Democratic Republic in East Berlin, Oct. 5-7.
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100.4 PSB/10-3052: Airgram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Office of the United States 
High Commissioner for Germany, at Bonn 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, October 30, 1952. 

A-572. Ref: PSB Plan for Germany. The Psychological Strategy 
Board (PSB) has now given final approval to the paper entitled, “A 
National Psychological Strategy with Respect to Germany” (PSB 
D-21).1 This document was contionally adopted by the PSB at its 
August 7 meeting with the provision that certain minor changes 
were to be worked out by the Departmental and Agency staffs 
jointly and submitted to the Alternate Members of the Board for 
vote-slip approval. This action was completed and the paper is now 
approved. Three copies are being forwarded herewith for your use. 

It is noted that it was the earlier draft (actually dated August 12, 
1952) which was received and commented upon by HICOG at the 

request of Mr. Norberg of the PSB. 2 An examination of the ap- 

proved paper will reflect that the more important points raised by 
HICOG have been taken into consideration in the preparation of 
the final draft. Moreover, it has been agreed that other HICOG rec- 
ommendations not specifically included in this draft will be consid- 
ered further in connection with the implementation of the Plan. 

In the opinion of the Department, the next task facing us is that 
of determining the order of priorities with respect to the Tasks 
(Section IV) and Desired Actions (Section V). Without prejudice to 
the long range tasks, it is the Department’s view that this order of 
priority must reflect and give emphasis to the urgent policy prob- 
lems demanding the early attention of the U.S. Government. The 
following would appear to be the tasks of our psychological strate- 
gy in Germany and related to Germany which require maximum 
concentrated effort for the immediate period ahead. The references 
in the Plan which appear applicable are indicated in each instance. 

(1) Ratification of the contractual and EDC agreements and the 
development of the broadest possible public support for and partici- 
pation in these agreements. (Tasks la, b, d, e). In this connection, 
one of our concerns will be the settlement of the Saar controversy. 
Tasks 4b, 6a and b would appear to apply here. 

1 Document 156. 
2 The specific comments by HICOG under reference here have not been identified 

further; however, a set of comments by HICOG on the Aug. 12 draft of PSB D-21 is 
in file 511.62A/9-252 through 9-552 and an excerpt from the comments prepared by 
HICOG was transmitted as an attachment to a memorandum to Alan G. Kirk, Di- 
rector of the PSB, on Sept. 30. (PSB files, lot 62 D 333, PSB D-21 Series)
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2 Maintenance of the Allied position in Berlin (Tasks 2a, b and 
C). 

It would be inexpedient because of constantly changing condi- 

tions to prepare a definitive list of priorities which might deprive 

us of the needed freedom of action. It is also not our intention to 

suggest that these are the only tasks which should be considered 

for treatment during the coming year. It is conceivable, for exam- 

ple, that it may prove necessary for us to increase our psychologi- 

cal support of policies relating to the issue of German unity. Any 

schedule of priorities must therefore be held as flexible as possible 
subject to constant review in the light of upcoming contingencies. 

With reference to the three major tasks listed above, actions con- 

tained in Section V which appear to be applicable and not already 

in the process of implementation should be initiated without delay. 

It is realized that a great many of the actions included under 

Section V are already being carried out by HICOG and other U.S. 

agencies and Departments and that others are in the planning 

stage. The Department is, of course, interested in obtaining a more 

detailed picture than is now available of the various activities and 
programs being carried on in Germany so that a satisfactory divi- 

sion of labor can be agreed upon between the appropriate agencies 
in the field and in the U.S. For similar reasons, the Department is 
most anxious to be advised of arrangements made in the field to 

ensure operational coordination among various agencies to which 
co-responsibility for action or support has been assigned. 

It would be greatly appreciated if you would make your com- 
ments on the foregoing available in the near future. 

Henry Kellermann, Director of German Public Affairs, who will 

leave for Germany within the next week, will be available for dis- 
cussion and consultation with the appropriate officers in HICOG. 

BRUCE
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762A.00/11-1552: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (Donnelly) to 
the Department of State } 

CONFIDENTIAL Bonn, November 15, 1952—3 p. m. 

2230. This tel examines chances for continuation of present Ger 

foreign policy on eve of EDC ratification proceedings in FedRep 
and in light of coming Bundestag elections (now tentatively sched 
for June 1953; they must take place by Sept at latest). 

Main substance of contemporary Ger internal polits is drawn 
from relations of W Germany with USSR and France; with the ex- 

ception of the possibility of econ depression, there is probably no 

domestic issue at this time which cld bring about decisive change 
in Ger politics or foreign policy. On one hand, policy of France-Ger 
rapprochement is keystone of Eur integration both in fact and in 

public imagination in Ger; on other hand, USSR holds East Zone, 
Oder-Neisse territories and has threat of war, prospect of trade to 
use in relations with Ger. (Relations with US do not have same in- 
ternal polit connotations for FedRep, even in view of impending 
change in admin, since most Gers, while conscious of its impor- 

tance, tend to take continued US support for granted, at least, in 
foreseeable future.) Chancellor as symbol for policy of friendship 
with France and of complete distrust of intetions of Sov Union; 

SPD has not committed self finally; on surface at least it is waver- 
ing between direct espousal of some form of US-Ger mil connection 
and some type of neutrality for United Ger. In reality, given its 
desire to “be different’? and oppose Chancellor, SPD is stymied by 
his monopolistic control of constructive, workable foreign policy, 
which leave party to play with theoretical policies for future and 
its hopes that Chancellor will fail or that Sov Union will have mi- 

raculous change of heart in Ger unity issue. 

In these circumstances, continuation of present Ger foreign 
policy hinges on two specific possibilities: (1) Fr ratification of EDC 
or failure to do so and (2) possibility of sensational Sov unity offer. 
Latter appears increasingly unlikely; Ger distrust of USSR remains 
strong and constant, and Kremlin wld have to make important con- 

crete concession of some sort before its offers recd general Ger cre- 

dence. 
Fr cooperation with Ger, specifically in EDC, CSC, EPC, is there- 

fore decisive factor in Ger internal polits at this juncture. If Fr 

1 Repeated to London and Paris.
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ratify EDC, it wld mean great victory for Chancellor and FedRep 

coalition and shld assure their victory in coming elections and thus 

continuation of Eur integration. Fr ratification thus obviously key 
to continuation of present Ger foreign policy. (Saar problem while 
important, may be regarded as a symptom, not as basic cause of 

Franco-Ger distrust, and probably cld not of self cause major 

change in Ger policy.) 

If Fr fail to ratify EDC, and therefore equally important gen con- 

tract,? irreparable damage will have been dealt to idea of Eur com- 

munity and strong nationalist reaction will set in in all Ger polit 

parties. There is even possibility that nationalist SPD, cool to West, 
might win Ger elections on platform of unity and neutrality. 

In event of Fr refusal to ratify EDC, Chancellor wld have no al- 

ternative than quickly to shift emphasis from policy of Franco-Ger 
rapproachement in framework of “six’’ to broader concept of Ger 
participation in Atlantic community, and press for new deal from 
W allies replacing contractuals to restore Ger sovereignty (Ger in- 

sistence on removal of remaining controls wld probably be much 
stronger than in contractual negots). SPD which is already showing 

signs of concern lest Chancellor steal march on party by quick 

change of policy, wld then have two choices: (1) To claim Atlantic 
idea as own and join in non-partisan foreign policy, though this 
might not be done until after election; (2) to maintain “unity first” 
position while exploiting popular hostility and disappointment 

caused by Fr failure to ratify. Unless Ger resentment is very high 
and Moscow helps SPD to make up its mind to choose second 
course, party might ultimately support NATO membership or 

direct alliance with US as way out of its own foreign policy dilem- 

ma. Even if SPD opposes Chancellor’s revised foreign policy, he cld 
still win next elections using it as platform, but only if all Western 
allies supported renegot of FedRep sovereignty question and some 

form of mil alliance with West. Otherwise, if Ger sovereignty and 
def issues are not on way to solution before FedRep election, West 

may be confronted with hostile, disgruntled Ger with all opportuni- 

ties this wld present for Kremlin’s strategy of dividing West. 3 

DONNELLY 

2 For text of the Convention on Relations between the Three Powers and the Fed- 
eral Republic of Germany, signed at Bonn, May 26, 1952, see Document 51. 

3 On Nov. 24 the Embassy in London added its comments on the future of Anglo- 
German relations, stating that if the EDC failed Britain would still keep troops in 
Germany, and probably in the long run, agree to the inclusion of the Federal Re- 
public in NATO. The Embassy warned however, that the British would seek to 
maintain a balance between France and the Federal Republic in their foreign rela- 
tions. (Telegram 2945, 762A.00/11-2452) On Nov. 26 Bonn reported its agreement 
with this analysis. (Telegram 2438, 762A.00/11-2652)
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762A.00/12-552: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (Donnelly) to 
the Department of State 

SECRET Bonn, December 5, 1952—6 p.m. 

2596. In recent weeks considerable speculation has occurred 
among political observers and press correspondents here concern- 
ing the dangers of a serious swing to the right in Germany. In our 
eyes dangers extreme Nazi type manifestations with fanatical devo- 
tion to totalitarian creed is unlikely unless Germany enters a 
severe economic depression. Extremists of “Frei Korps Deutsch- 
land” type are small in number and are influential only in de- 
pressed areas and regions in northwest where the full impact of 
catastrophic collapse of Nazism not fully felt. Most significant poli- 
tiual trend showing growing rightist influence is reflected in in- 

creasing power of extremists in FDP, DP, and ‘“Gesamtdeutsche 

Block” (formerly BHE). 

Present success of extremists in recent local elections not impres- 
sive. Returns in NRW and Rhineland-Palatinate showed no strik- 
ing gains for rightist parties. In Lower Saxony, former SRP vote 
presumably went to FDP, BHE, and DP, but joint lists make pre- 
cise analysis very difficult. In any case, no striking increase in total 

rightist vote discernable. Establishment of a new party of the right 

composed of elements of FDP, DP, and splinter right wing parties 

has been frequently discussed, but since this move would probably 
result in splitting of the Fed parties, it now seems unlikely that it 

will take place before the 1958 Bundestag elections. 

These parties are split between moderate and aggressive wings, 

altho in case of GDB the more extreme wing is clearly preponder- 
ant. The GDB, though making overt attempt to appeal to ex-Nazis, 
may gain only limited success in long run, since it is considered by 
most Germans as refugee organization despite its efforts to prove 
otherwise. GDB, however, is expected to win from fifteen to thirty 
seats in next Bundestag election depending largely on type of elec- 

tion law finally enacted. 
In FDP and DP national parties there is now a rough balance be- 

tween moderates and extremists who wish to go all out to capture 
ex-Nazi vote. This balance in FDP shown clearly in Bad Ems Party 
Conf where extremists who dominated NRW and Hesse delegations 
unable, without running severe risk of splitting party, to force Fed 
Party to adopt “Deutche programme’’, designed as platform to rally 
rightist groups. Similar development occurred in earlier DP Party
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day at Goslar where extremists withdrew in order to maintain 
party solidarity at least until 19538 elections only after they had as- 

certained that they had slim majority of votes among dels. 

Both party conferences indicated growing strength over past year 

of extremists who support expanision of parties with little regard 

for principles as against moderates who are unwilling to abandon 

thesis that parties should be expression of definite political view- 
point and that members must accept these views, rather than 
become pure power bloc composed of the dissatisfied. Moderate 

claim that whole character of parties will be changed by all-out re- 

cruiting campaign because present party leaders would be unable 
to control new extremist elements. This is the crucial problem 

faced by these parties. In NRW and Hesse, the influence of young 
ex-Nazis in local party machine has increased in recent months. 

Leading figures in FDP extremist group like Von Rechenberg, 

Euler, and Middelhauve justify their policy on grounds that right 

radical groups can be most effectively controlled if they are incor- 
porated in a constitutionally oriented conservative party. Other- 

wise, they argue, this large group of politically homeless individ- 

uals might follow an extremist demagogue of SRP type. However, 
increasing use of ex-Nazis in local organizations and growing reli- 

ance on sensational propaganda methods furnish disquieting evi- 
dence to support thesis of moderate FDP members. 

Moderating influence may be exerted by industrialists influential 

in FDP and landed farmers in DP, both of which groups have 

stakes in society. Their interests and ambitions lead them to sup- 
port European integration along conservative lines in hope of play- 

ing leading role in a United Europe. 

Given good econ conditions, basic question of whether construc- 

tive conservative parties with relatively moderate program can 

continue in Germany will depend largely on role Germany will 
play in Europe and the world. Unless Ger dynamism is able to ex- 

press itself constructively by participation in close European coop- 

eration and in achieving an important place in world affairs, the 

more constructive pro-European German leaders will be discredit- 

ed, and more extreme men will take their places. Finally, should be 

remembered that danger of extreme nationalism is not confined to 
parties of the right. 

DONNELLY
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Editorial Note 

On December 9, the Bureau of German Affairs transmitted 

copies of a briefing book for Secretary-designate Dulles to Riddle- 
berger, Lewis, Laukhuff, Reinstein, and Conger. The material in 

the briefing book, which deals with Germany, European regional 
organizations, Europe as a whole, the United Kingdom, France, the 
Baltic area, Iceland, Antarctica, Austria, Italy, Yugoslavia, and 

Spain, was updated on January 19, 1953. The section on Germany 
comprises 22 pages covering various facets of United States policy 
with regard to Germany and Berlin including their economic and 
political strengths, the question of German unity, and the role of 
the Federal Republic in Europe. A copy of the briefing book is in 
the Office of German Affairs files, lot 57 D 344, “ISAC’’. 

No. 163 

762A 00/12~1652: Telegram 

The Acting United States High Commissioner for Germany (Reber) 
to the Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY Bonn, December 16, 1952—2 p.m. 

2792. Reber saw Chancellor last night and was impressed with 

remarkable confidence and self-assurance displayed by Adenauer 
throughout interview. Chancellor gave impression of man fully in 
control of situation and assured of success. There was no hint of 
uncertainty in his behavior. In response to Reber’s question wheth- 

er he had any special messages for Sec, Adenauer said, it wld be of 
great assistance to him politically if fol points cld be considered for 
possible action by NATO council 2 or by US unilaterally: 

1. War criminals: It wld be of great importance if some an- 
nouncement cld be made by allies during current Paris mtg indi- 
cating their intentions immediately to make far-reaching gesture 
toward solution of war-criminals prob. Though Chancellor acknowl- 
edged with satisfaction HICOG’s intention to release number of 
prisoners in near future, he implied that this action cld hardly sat- 
isfy Ger wishes in this respect. He emphasized repeatedly that far- 

reaching gesture was needed to pacify and favorably impress public 
opinion. Joint announcement wld be most effective since all 

1 Repeated to London and Paris. 
2 Reference to the North Atlantic Council meeting at Paris, Dec. 15-18, 1952.
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powers, especially Fr, were concerned, Xmas wld be excellent op- 
portunity for this, he added. 

2. Ger membership in NATO and UN: Since Ollenhauer stated in 
recent Bundestag debate that SPD stood for direct FedRep mem- 
bership in internatl sec organ, it wld be useful if US cld reiterate 
at an early date, its already announced policy to support FedRep 
membership in NATO and UN. 

3. Defense burden: Chancellor urged issuance of allied or US 
statement reassuring Gers that coming def contribution wid be 
commensurate with Ger econ capabilities and wld take cognizance 
of spec burden placed upon FedRep by refugees. Assurance that def 
contribution wld in no way reduce present social standards in 
FedRep wld favorably impress public in gen and particularly refu- 
gees. 

4, Display of Allied military power: Chancellor urged frequent 
display of new allied tanks and other mechanized equipment to 
public in order to increase Ger sense of sec. 

5. NATO-Def plans: Chancellor referred to recent article in Ba- 
seler Nachrichten quoting high NATO spokesman as saying that 
Eur def line wld have to be withdrawn west of Rhine if Ger armed 
contingents not forthcoming soon. He said he wld like to write ltr 
to NATO inquiring whether this statement was true provided he 
cld receive affirmative reply and that Fed Govt cld consult on for- 
mulation of text of ltr. Publication in Ger of such communication 
from NATO wild serve useful purpose. 

6. Public info facilities: Chancellor reviewed historical develop- 
ments in radio and press fields and reiterated previous charges 
that Br Labor Govt had, after 1945, placed 90 percent of control 

over radio and press in hands of SPD in mistaken belief that SPD 

was a counterpart of Br Labor Party. He alleged similar develop- 

ments took place in US zone with result that govt now lacks propa- 
ganda facilities of its own. He remarked that members of CDU nat] 
comite, who were then meeting in chancellery, had assured him 

that broadcasting of Bundestag treaty debate had produced excel- 

lent public reaction but concluded with resignation that this was 
temporary advantage only which cld not be fully exploited for lack 
of propaganda facilities. He said situation was further aggravated 
by fact that Br had established unitary trade union movement 
which was now an effective and willing tool of SPD. To correct dis- 
tortion arising from this situation Chancellor urged that HICOG 
grant request for special radio facilities for Fed Govt which has al- 
ready been made. Without committing himself Reber promised to 
look into matter. 

7. Opposition’s demand for renegotiation of treaties: In view of 
recent SPD statements that party wld not accept treaties even
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after new Bundestag elections and in light of opposition’s “hope- 

lessly Utopian approach” to prob of renegotiations, Chancellor ur- 
gently requested allied or US statement making it unequivocably 

clear that allies wld not renegotiate treaties. Statement shld fur- 

ther point out that, shld Gers refuse to accept present draft, power 

and ability of any Ger Govt to neogtiate with west powers wld be 
irreparably damaged for years to come. Such a statement shld (1) 
make it most clear to SPD that it cld not get better deal and (2) 

shld, if possible, contain a hint that allies were willing to give 
broad interpretation to contentious provisions of present treaties. 

8. Lack of US initiative in Europe: Chancellor deplored that ‘US 
had not displayed adequate initiative and leadership in Eur affs 
during recent months.” He stated that he realized that this was 
owing to US Govt’s inability to act because of elections and change 
of administration. Adenauer nevertheless urged that “period of in- 
activity” be shortened as much as possible to prevent serious 
damage to Eur integration. He predicted that unless US Govt as- 
sumes leadership soon, Eur nations wld go off in different direc- 
tions and integration wld in fact become impossible. 

9. Ger ratification of treaties: Chancellor showed extraordinary 
optimism, by claiming that treaties wld be ratified early next year. 
He said his latest info from Karlsruhe indicated that court wld 
refer coalition case to second Senate by middle of Jan. Since judges 
of court were already fully conversant with case, second Senate 

shld render decision shortly thereafter so that Bundestag cld hold 
third reading before end of Jan. He asserted that Bundesrat action 
wld follow quickly, thus completing legislative action by middle of 

Feb. Chancellor seemed to have no doubt that second Senate wld 
rule favorably, that this decision wld finally resolve constitutional 

dispute over treaties, and discourage SPD from resubmitting its 
own case. (Justice State Secy Strauss yesterday gave less optimistic 
timetable: if court decides to accept coalition case, announcement 

of this will probably occur late in Jan; hearing and formulation of 
judgment wld take whole of Feb; Bundestag third reading in first 
two weeks Mar; and Bundesrat action by middle of April.) 

10. Rumors about new elections: When I asked for his reaction on 
current rumors to effect that govt is considering new elections to 

solve present crisis, Chancellor reacted vigorously and called 
rumors utterly preposterous. He pointed out that opposition cld 
carry motion of censure in Bundestag only with the support of a 
large part of the coalition. Chancellor assured me that he had no 
intention of dissolving Bundestag prior to expiration of legislative 

period in Sept. 
REBER
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762A.5/1-2538: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Office of the United States High 
Commissioner for Germany, at Bonn } 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, January 2, 1958—6:56 p.m. 

3246. For Emb and Reinhardt. 

1. Brit and Fr Embs have inquired re US position on problem 
emergency planning discussed by Special Security Comite in 
HICOM/P(52)32. 2 Dept has considered this question with Defense 
in accordance Deptel 1794 to Bonn rptd Paris 2192 3 and fol repre- 
sents combined views. 

2. It seems to us that problem involves two separate (though re- 

lated) matters. One is conduct of emergency planning for FedRep 
and other is reconciliation of polit and mil questions which will 

emerge from such planning. We contemplate that guidance in rela- 
tion to emergency planning for FedRep will be incorporated in 
overall guidance on emergency planning in Eur furnished to 
SACEUR by the Standing Group in accordance with polit decision 
and guidance on this matter from NAC. Moreover, the Standing 
Group staff has prepared a draft study on “Necessary Modifications 
in Mil Relationships Upon Ratification of the EDC Treaty” which 
has been forwarded to SHAPE for informal comment of that hdatrs 
and informal views of appropriate sections of EDC Interim Comite 
and Allied HICOM. Accordingly it is not necessary for HICOM to 
extend special invitation to SHAPE to engage in emergency plan- 
ning, and we suggest ltr proposed in HICOM/P(52)32 be with- 
drawn. 

38. Re coordination of polit and mil questions which will arise 
from emergency planning, we think this will have practical appli- 

cation only after emergency planning is undertaken and questions 

needing coordination have been presented. We shld prefer to see 
matter put off until it can be taken up in context of more immed 
reality, and in any case after SG decision on and subsequent MC 

1 Drafted by Auchincloss; cleared with Perkins, Bonbright, Riddleberger, Parsons, 
and the Department of Defense. Also sent to Paris. 

2 Dated June 16, 1952, this paper was prepared by the Special Security Committee 
of the Allied High Commission for Germany to consider the problems which might 
arise after the contractual agreements had come into force and which might require 
coordination between SHAPE and various Allied and German agencies. A copy is in 
lot 311 D (52) 1454. 

3 Telegram 1794 stated that the question of the coordination of political and mili- 
tary problems arising from emergency planning was under consideration with the 
Department of Defense and that joint views would be forwarded in the near future. 
(740.5/10-1852)
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and Council approval of, modifications in mil relationship upon 
ratification of the EDC Treaty. We see fol disadvantages in trying 
to decide problem now. 

4. For one thing, problem wld raise matter of direct SHAPE 
FedRep contacts, on which Fr position likely to give difficulty. We 
think there wld be more trouble with Fr in trying to decide this 
question now, when it is largely academic, than later, when it has 
become practical issue. To press matter now wld involve risk of 
consolidating Fr opposition in advance, and this might prejudice 
chances of reaching satis solution at time when practical conse- 
quences wld be more imminently involved. 

5. Further disadvantage in attempting now to decide what proce- 
dure to use in coordinating polit and mil questions arises from fact 

that there are too many elements involved which cannot be pre- 
dicted at present time. Even process of emergency planning for 
FedRep has not been defined, so it is not yet possible to say just 
how questions to be coordinated will arise or who will present them 
for solution. Nature of procedure to be used shld correspond to 
nature of problems that will arise, and here also essential factors 
are unknown. For example, will questions to be reconciled be nu- 
merous or few? Will they raise predominantly polit or mil difficul- 
ties? Will they require high level decision or can they be handled 
lower down? Will they always involve interests of three powers, 
FedRep, SHAPE, and EDC, or will they often be of concern only to 

some of these parties? Answers to these and similar questions can 
be provided with greater certainty later on. Such answers will be 
needed to indicate whether some sort of group shld be set up on 
permanent or ad hoc basis, and which interests shld be represented 

and in what capacity. 
6. In suggesting that consideration of problem of coordinating 

polit and mil questions be postponed until there is practical need 
for solution and until elements of situation can be more precisely 
known, we do not expect that any important time will be lost, for 
all parties concerned will be readily available in FedRep when 
need arises, and permanent procedure might be estab more advan- 
tageously in light of actual experience. Wld appreciate your com- 
ments and info re later developments so that we can answer Brit 

and Fr Embs. 4 
ACHESON 

4On Jan. 8 Reinhardt replied that the question of emergency planning had been 
the subject of continuous study at SHAPE, but that the prevalent view was that no 
urgency existed and that precipitous action might give rise to disadvantages. (Tele- 

gram 3834, 762A.5/1-853) On Jan. 23 Reber reported similar views from Bonn, stat- 

ing that neither the British nor French had pressed HICOG on HICOM/P(52)32 for 

2 months. (Telegram 3399, 762A.5/1-2353)
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No. 165 

762A.00/12-1952: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Office of the United States High 
Commissioner for Germany, at Bonn } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, January 15, 1953—7:02 p.m. 

3496. Eyes only Reber. Despite SPD protest reported urtel 3182, ? 
or perhaps to help counter it, you may in your discretion wish to 
follow up your previous discussion with SPD leader Ollenhauer 
(urtel 2873) § by another. 

Subj your concurrence, wld suggest you stress fol in particular: 
1. Our very real appreciation of SPD’s interest in: Ger unity; 

maintenance of free Berlin until such time as Ger unity achieved; 
Ger democracy; and importance of Ger as equal sovereign partner 
in community of free nations. 

2. US not “intervening in EDC’ as implied SPD protest, and not 
trying bring undue pressure to bear on Fed Govt or its SPD opposi- 
tion. At same time, we seriously concerned over situation which 

has been developing re future status FedRep, Eur integration and 
defense. Pres-elect’s messages to Ridgway and Adenauer * may be 
regarded as self-evident in this connection.® 

1 Drafted by Morris and Williamson and cleared by Perkins, Riddleberger, and 
Bonbright. 

2 Telegram 3132 reported that on Jan. 7 SPD headquarters had made available to 
the press a statement protesting against alleged American pressure on the Federal 
Republic to approve the EDC Treaty. (740.5/1-853) 

3In telegram 2873 Reber reported that he had met with Ollenhauer on Dec. 19 to 
convey the concern of the United States with respect to the lagging European initia- 
tive on the EDC Treaty. Ollenhauer in response, had insisted that the treaty was 
unacceptable in its present form because a large segment of the German people op- 
posed it. (762A.00/12-1952) 

* Regarding President-elect Eisenhower’s message to Chancellor Adenauer, Jan. 6, 

1953, see the editorial note, vol. v, Part 1, p. 700. For text of the message endorsing 
the EDC, see the New York Times, Jan. 7, 1958, p. 1. The message to General Ridg- 
way, dated Dec. 29, 1952, reads as follows: 

“IT send you and my former associates in NATO my best wishes for the New Year. 
We can hope that this year will mark decisive progress toward essential goals. In- 
cluded in that progress will be, I hope, increasing economic, political and military 
unity in the Western and continental European nations. As their divided strength 
becomes combined its effectiveness will be multiplied so that Western Europe will 
become a strong and vigorous community for peace and freedom. My often ex- 
pressed views on this matter are not only unchanged but reinforced as I more and 
more see the feebleness of alternatives.” (Telegram 3168 to Bonn, Dec. 29, 711.11 EI/ 
12-2952) 

5 In place of the last eight words of this sentence, the source text had read as fol- 
lows before transmission: 

“were in fact primarily prompted by signs increasing Fr hesitation re Ger and na- 
tionalism in Fr, ratification difficulties in both Fr and Ger, and Eisenhower’s desire 

make clear his position and thus refute rumors reportedly circulating Eur re his 
alleged loss of interest in EDC.”
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3. Serious crisis which will confront Ger and West Eur if EDC 
fails resulting in inability to defend Ger under those circumstances. 
US cld not in long run support continued retention of thousands of 
US troops in Ger in absence of Ger def contribution. This consider- 
ation wld hold either in case of continued division of Ger without 
def contribution or in case of unified neutralized Ger of type re 
which SPD evidently thinking. You might well ask Ollenhauer 
whether his party really thinks latter solution wld achieve the ob- 
jectives re Ger (see para 1) desired by SPD if US forces in Eur re- 
duced or withdrawn. 

4. We feel that even hint that US troops might or about to be 
withdrawn from Ger might provoke Sov-Commie action against 
Berlin. 

5. Mil forces being rapidly created in GDR certainly add sense of 
urgency to problem of West Ger def contribution. Remind Ollen- 
hauer that during course of last year, according to our intelligence, 
GDR mil forces were almost doubled (to present figure of close to 
100,000) and we anticipated they may be further doubled during 
next 12 months. 

6. Point out once more practical difficulties trying renegotiate 
EDC and contractuals, which represent compromise achieved 
through months of hard bargaining. It already fairly clear that 
new Fr Govt likely demand changes even less favorable to Ger 
than present treaties. If Ollenhauer argues that Fr and certain 
others already making it clear they will not ratify present treaties 
and hence useless even discuss them, you might pt out that we still 
believe only real question mark is in Fr, that this constitutes 
bridge which cannot be crossed until we come to it, that we still 

feel there is real chance of Fr ratification (subj perhaps further 
supplementary understandings on various pts not all of which even 
related Ger) if all others approve, and in any case we wld think 
FedRep wld be extremely well advised both for the record and its 
future relations with other Western Allies, to go ahead on assump- 

tion that Fr will actually follow suit. 

7. Ollenhauer must be aware of impossibility of proposing Ger 
entry into NATO in present situation. With respect to Ger mem- 
bership, © we feel there can be no consideration of this question 
until the treaties are ratified and in effect, or as long as Fr do not 

definitely reject them. 
8. In conclusion, our very serious concern re situation which has 

developed and fact that unfortunately we do not have any ready 
alternatives to pull out of bag inasmuch as all possibilities of which 

6 Before transmission the beginning of this sentence read “although US is anxious 
to bring Ger into NATO at earliest practicable time,”.
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we can think are believed even less desirable from Ger pt of view. 

In fact we are convinced that SPD has number of basic and vital 
aims re future of Ger and Eur, but that only practical way to work 
towards these is by going forward on basis of treaties now drafted 

and we fear that if instead we shld be forced to renegotiate, such 

serious delays and problems wld arise that very possibility of at- 

taining these goals might be seriously jeopardized. 

ACHESON 

No. 166 

762A.00/1-1563: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Office of the United States High 

Commissioner for Germany, at Bonn } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, January 22, 1958—6:381 p.m. 

3605. Eyes only Reber. Though Dept of course entirely willing 

defer your judgment on matter, suggest you review conclusion last 

para urtel 3355 ? on basis fol considerations: 

(1) We did not recommend you meet Ollenhauer with any hope of 

materially changing SPD’s position at this critical juncture, but 
rather for two reasons: (a) emphasize our growing concern latest 

developments re FedRep’s basic relations with Western Allies and 
try and make clear US Govt does not have practical alternatives to 

present contractual and EDC solutions (i.e. contrary reports spread 
by Baade, Brunning, etc.); and (b) make these pts by way of frank, 

friendly discussion of type we believe top HICOG reps shld have 
with SPD leaders as frequently as possible. Now that new US 
Admin in office, your arguments shld carry even greater weight. 

(2) Despite your view SPD leadership now allegedly more than 
ever convinced present treaties dead, we felt both recent SPD pro- 

test (urtel 3132 %) and Ollenhauer’s subsequent statement (urtel 

3297 *) suggested SPD leaders not entirely happy about present sit- 

uation and probably trying hard convince themselves that new US 

1 Drafted by Morris and cleared by Riddleberger. 

2 Telegram 3355 reported that the SPD seemed more convinced than ever that the 
new Eisenhower administration would take a more flexible approach to European 
problems, and because of this Reber believed it would not be effective to talk to Ol- 
lenhauer at this time. (762A.00/1-2153) 

3 See footnote 2, supra. 

4Telegram 3297 reported that at a press conference on Jan. 16 Ollenhauer had 
rejected the contention that ratification of the EDC Treaty or an end to US. inter- 
est in Europe were the only two possibilities for Germany. (762A.00/1-1653)
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Admin must have other and more attractive alternatives. Admit 
this only our guess and we may be wrong. 

(3) We wid still favor your having discussion with Ollenhauer 
along lines indicated Deptel 3496 * before Secy arrives. ® Latter will 
have neither time nor desire, purpose his trip being mainly one of 
info gathering, to become involved in detailed, substantive discus- 
sion of treaties. And new US HICOMer will also hardly be in a po- 
sition engage such discussions immed upon arrival. ” 

DULLES 

5 Supra. 
6 Secretary Dulles traveled to Europe with Mutual Security Director Stassen, Jan. 

31-Feb. 8. 
7 On Jan. 29 Reber reported that he had seen Ollenhauer that day and had made 

clear the U.S. position along the lines presented in this telegram and telegram 3496, 
supra. Reber indicated further that Ollenhauer took a more positive attitude toward 
the question of German participation in Western defense than he had displayed in 
any other recent conversation. (762A.00/1-2953) 

No. 167 

Editorial Note 

During the course of their trip to Europe Secretary Dulles and 
Director for Mutual Security Stassen visited Bonn, February 5, for 

talks with officials of the Federal Republic and members of the 

SPD. For a record of their visit to Bonn and their discussions on 
EDC, the Saar, refugees, restitution, German financial contribution 

to Western defense, the Federal Republic’s economic problems, and 

Adenauer’s desire to visit the United States, see telegrams 1046 
and 1045 and the letter from Secretary Dulles to President Eisen- 
hower, volume V, Part 2, pages 1568, 1569, and 1571. 

No. 168 

862A.501/2-753: Telegram 

The Acting United States High Commissioner for Germany (Reber) 
to the Department of State ' 

SECRET PRIORITY Bonn, February 7, 1958—3 p.m. 

3699. At French request special meeting of deputy HICOMers 

held today to discuss Bundestag resolution of Feb 4 calling for in- 

crease of Bundesgrenzschutz from 10,000 to 20,000 men. (See 

1 Repeated to Paris and London.
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HICOG despatch 2307 dated Feb. 6, 1953 for details of Bundestag 
discussion.) 

French deputy commissioner made lengthy statement embodying 
basic points a, b, c, and d of aide-mémoire reported in Deptel sent 

Bonn 3918 repeated info Paris 4246 London 5213 of 5 Feb. * He 

used strongest terms in stating action of Federal Government at 
this time inadmissible and would be “catastrophic” as regards 
chances of French ratification of EDC. He alleged Lehr had never 

been favorable to EDC concept but preferred concept of national 
German army based on 1914 traditions and proposed doubling of 
Bundesgrenzschutz constituted an attempt to set up nucleus of a 
potential national military force which would be outside jurisdic- 
tion of EDC. 

British deputy commissioner stated they took much less tragic 
view of situation. He suggested French preoccupations that Ger- 
mans trying to set up military forces in anticipation of EDC should 
be taken up in EDC interim committee.* In any case, he argued 
that under present circumstances HICOM controlled question of ar- 
mament of police and should stand firm on existing basic principles 
that police should be armed with nothing more than light infantry 
weapons. He pointed out that French objections were not aimed at 
principle of existence of Bundesgrenzschutz but at question of 
degree, namely, whether or not size of Grenzschutz should be in- 
creased. He stated British were sympathetic to proposed increase in 
strength of border police since this reduced load on British military 
with regard to control of illegal border crossings. He emphasized 
there was not and could not be any question of German border 
police usurping responsibility of military with regard to reaction 

against Soviet military operations. 
US deputy commissioner agreed with British position and point- 

ed out that article 11 of EDC treaty provided for EDC control of 
police force in FedRep and that in view of this and intentions of 

Allies in period up to entry into force of EDC to maintain existing 
limitations on armament of police, French fears were exaggerated. 

2 Despatch 2307 reported that at its 249th meeting, Feb. 4 the Bundestag had ap- 
proved (188 to 144) a resolution calling for an increase in the Federal Border Police 
(Bundesgrenzschutz) from 10,000 to 20,000 men. (862A.501/2-653) 

3’ Telegram 3918 reported that on Feb. 4 the French Embassy had presented an 
aide-mémoire which raised the following points: (a) increase in border police raised 
doubts about respect for Article 11 of EDC Treaty, (b) request motivated by desire to 
create force equivalent to GDR militarized forces and reconstruct national army, (c) 
Foreign Ministers at New York in Sept. 1950 had authorized 30,000-man Land force 
and liberal interpretation of this authority would allow only 10,000 for border 
police, and (d) the Allied High Commission would be justified in vetoing such Bun- 
destag legislation. (862A.501/2-553) 

*The Interim Committee on the EDC Treaty was established at the time of the 
signing of the treaty in May 1952.
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He emphasized US had no intention of approving any measures re 
police which would, as alleged by French, constitute an evasion of 

principles and commitments embodied in EDC treaty. On other 
hand, tension on border was rising, existing personnel available for 
control of illegal crossings was spread thin and it would be of as- 

sistance to military for increased number of Germans to be made 
available for this duty. He felt that HICOM should point out to 
Federal Government necessity for joint consultation on this ques- 
tion and that any increase should be subject to principles of initial 

agreement concerning establishment of Grenzschutz (GEN/P (51) 9, 
dated 19 Feb 51 5) and on understanding that no further increase 

in Laender police [than?] was authorized by New York decisions of 
1950 would be undertaken. 
French deputy commissioner stated he was under firmest in- 

structions from Paris not to agree to increase and reiterated fear 

that Germans were attempting to create military force which 
would be outside scope of control of EDC. He was of opinion 
Grenzschutz not covered by terms of article 11 of EDC treaty but 
having functions prescribed in article 16. In refuting this point, 
British pointed out forces established in terms of article 16 were 
subject to direction of SACEUR as provided in article 18. 

Both British and US deputy commissioners recognized French 
had valid point that announcement of doubling of strength at this 
time would have unfortunate political repercussions in France. It 

was finally agreed to report discussion to Govts with proposal that 
US representative, as chairman, should make early demarche to 

Adenauer pointing out potential effect on French ratification of 

EDC of increase in border police at this time and suggesting that 

further action should be withheld pending discussions between 

German and HICOM representatives. (Both US and UK deputy 

commissioners made clear that this was without prejudice to their 

positions that increase in border police desirable.) 
Request Dept views soonest. 

Our comments on specific points in aide-mémoire, except as al- 
ready explained in position taken by US deputy commissioner as 

reported above, are as follows: 

Point c. CFM NY decisions concerned internal security and pro- 
vided for 30,000 police organized at land level which could be con- 
trolled by FedRep in emergency. ® Only 10,000 of this force has 
been organized due to inability and unwillingness of FedRep to im- 
plement CFM decisions. As an alternative FedRep established fron- 
tier protection service for purposes of border protection after it de- 
veloped that 30,000 man land organ would not be realized. Fed- 

5 Not further identified. 
6 The Tripartite Foreign Ministers meeting, held at New York, Sept. 12-19, 1950.
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Rep’s authority for establishing this organ is provided in letter of 
Military Governors to Parliamentary Council defining powers of 
FedRep in police field dated 14 April 19497 and article 87 (1) basic 
law. In accordance with provisions of above letter and recorded un- 
derstandings with responsible FedRep officials the number of effec- 
tives for this organ is controlled by AHC. We are not aware of any 
liberal interpretation of text of CFM agreement wherein three 
govts agreed Federal frontier protection police should be limited to 
10,000. 

Point d. HICOM of course has right to intervene in this matter, 
however whether or not such intervention is justified depends upon 
thorough examination of proposed increase on basis of need in light 
of current conditions. ® 

REBER 

7Transmitted in telegram 541 from Berlin, Apr. 15, 1949, printed in Foreign 
Relations, 1949, vol. 11, p. 242. 

8 On Feb. 10 HICOG was informed that the Department of State fully approved 
the position taken by the U.S. Deputy High Commissioner, and while stating that it 
felt the French were ‘making mountain out of molehill’, hoped that Adenauer 
would refrain from further action pending ratification of the EDC Treaty. (Telegram 
4004 to Bonn, 862A.501/2-753) On Mar. 8 the three High Commissioners discussed 
the question with Adenauer who, while noncommittal on postponing further action, 
said that he would like to study the matter further. (Telegram 4059 from Bonn, 
Mar. 4, 862A.501/38-3583) 

No. 169 

611.62A/3-252: Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Office of the United States 
High Commissioner for Germany, at Bonn } 

CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, March 9, 1958—4:36 p.m. 

4462. Urtel 4035. 2 We have always felt that conclusion cultural 

convention was intended symbolize accomplishment normal rela- 
tionships between US and Germany and, in point of timing, should 
follow rather than precede ratification contractuals (vide Depart- 

mental Policy Statement of July 25, 1951 concerning revision 
public affairs program and conclusion cultural treaty; also note 

1 Drafted by Kellermann and cleared, inter alia, with Morris, Raymond, and Rid- 

dleberger. 

2 Telegram 4035 stated that the Federal Republic wanted to sign the cultural con- 
vention, under negotiation at Bonn between representatives of the Federal Republic 
and the United States for several months, during Adenauer’s visit to the United 
States in April. (611.62A/3-253) Further documentation on the negotiations on the 
text of the convention is in file 611.62A. For documentation on Adenauer’s visit, see 

Documents 177 ff. 
3 Not printed.
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that language of preamble states explicitly that convention moti- 
vated by desire “affirm restoration friendly and peaceful relations” 

between peoples of US and FedRep). Question of timing has been 

discussed repeatedly by Kellermann with HICOG officials and also 
with Dr. Salat and with members of Diplomatic Mission in Wash- 

ington including new cultural attaché. All parties concerned have 
expressed appreciation of reasons for moving in manner suggested. 
Incidental but not exclusive reason for procedure was consideration 
of public and possibly congressional reaction in event Department 

should push for what might be regarded treaty of friendship with 
Germany at time when ratification contractuals remain in sus- 

pense. It may be doubtful although not impossible that Congress 
willing ratify cultural convention pending or preceding ratification 
contractuals. 

On other hand it could be argued that signing of cultural conven- 
tion at this time, i.e. irrespective of status contractuals, is defensi- 
ble move on our part demonstrating progressive de facto normaliza- 

tion U.S. relations with Germany and also manifesting our confi- 

dence in willingness, at least of official German circles, to proceed 
with formalization of status quo through early ratification contrac- 
tuals. Not inconceivable that gesture of this nature may have bene- 

ficial psychological effects in Germany, even with opposition, which 
might outweigh such public relations problems as may arise state- 
side. 

Wonder whether your suggestion for early signing cultural con- 
vention was prompted by above considerations, or whether yours 
and FedRep Government’s proposal to use Chancellor’s visit as oc- 
casion for signing was predicated on assumption that contractuals 

ratified by then. We agree that in latter case Chancellor’s visit 
would indeed provide excellent setting for official ceremony. 

Assume you realize that we are not opposed to reconsideration 
previous position provided that you reasonably convinced that psy- 

chological and moral advantages to be gained from early conclusion 

of convention justify acceptance certain risks here. We want to 
make certain that in reaching decision you keep in mind possibility 

of queries and even unfavorable reactions by groups here which 

may wonder why we bestow token of friendship on Germans in face 

their continued bickering and delay of contractuals. Latter reac- 
tion, of course, even more likely in event of Adenauer’s political 

defeat in matter of ratification. Would appreciate your views and 

decision soonest. 

Department accepts text as revised. 
SMITH
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No. 170 

740.5/3-1653 

Memorandum by John J. McCloy } 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, March 16, 1953. 

MEMORANDUM OF BLANKENHORN VIsIT TO McCLoy, SUNDAY, MARCH 

15, 1953 

Blankenhorn came in from Germany by plane with a message 
from the Chancellor, traveling secretly ? and with the purpose of 
giving advance notice of matters he proposes to bring up on his 
forthcoming visit to the United States. 

The Chancellor emphasizes that this is probably the only time in 
his life that he will be visiting the United States. He hopes the 
visit will be of significance, not merely atmospheric, and this hope 
is not based only on his own political situation but because he feels 
that we now have the last clear chance for the establishment of a 
solid European Defense Community, political as well as military. 
Further interminable delays will be disastrous and the time has 
now come for real advances. 

First, as to his program this week, the Bundestag will have its 
third reading of the contractual agreements and the EDC. This 
action will be followed by Adenauer’s trip to the United States, and 
on his return the treaties will be submitted to the Bundesrat. In 
this situation, Rheinhold Meyer [Maier] seems to be the key figure. 
Adenauer rather thinks that Meyer [Maier], although an uncertain 
quantity, will shrink before the enormous responsibility of repudi- 

ating these agreements. After Bundesrat approval, the President 

will sign the legislative acts, and then in all probability the SPD 

will seek from the constitutional court a sort of temporary injunc- 
tion. According to Blankenhorn, the decision on this might be 

forthcoming in about three days after submission. According to 
Adenauer’s calculations, it will be the end of April or the begin- 
ning of May by the time the Praesidium will have acted and the 
full ratification of the treaties by the Federal Republic will be com- 
pleted. 

1 Attached to the source text was a brief covering memorandum from McCloy to 
Secretary Dulles, dated Mar. 16, stating that he had dictated the memorandum, but 
had not had time to go over it. 

2 On Mar. 11 Conant had cabled the Department stating that Hallstein had asked 
HICOG to issue a visa to Blankenhorn for a secret visit to the United States to see 
McCloy in New York with regard to Chancellor Adenauer’s trip to the United 
States. (Telegram 4187 from Bonn, 762A.13/3-1153) The following day the Depart- 
ment replied that it had no objection to Blankenhorn’s trip. (Telegram 4526 to 
Bonn, Mar. 12, 762A.13/3-1153)
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Adenauer wishes to assure the Secretary of State and the Presi- 
dent that he will do everything in his power to put this program 

through, and that he already has his plans well advanced. He as- 

serts that public opinion is better now than it has been for some 
time, but we must expect strenuous efforts and strong propaganda 
from the Soviets to interfere with this schedule. 

The real delays will develop in other countries than Germany, 
and from the Chancellor’s reading of the situation he feels the situ- 
ation in these other countries is still serious. The French, he is con- 

vinced, seek only delay. Bidault is a slender reed, loath to cut off 
the relationships which he now has with the de Gaullists largely 
because of his personal ambitions, and he believes that though the 
French will give lip service to the concept of the EDC, what they 

really seek is continued inaction, in the meantime gleaning all 
they can in the way of other concessions in return for promises to 
do better. 

According to the Chancellor’s estimate, there will be probably 
one year’s delay before ratification. The chances for ratification 
this autumn, in his judgment, do not look too good considering the 
French political situation. Belgium and Luxembourg will drag their 
feet along with the French. Italy is also somewhat of a doubtful 
factor not through any personal defection of de Gasperi, but be- 
cause of his local political problem. His statement that he would 
ratify before the election, it now seems, will have to be modified. 

In the meantime, Soviet preparations are going on with real 

vigor. Refugees are being cleaned out, some being sent to the con- 

centration camps, some being allowed to flee in the hope that the 

combination of these methods will leave East Germany in a more 

amenable form for organization by the Soviets than heretofore. 
One can no longer blink at the actual military preparations in East 
Germany. The Bereitschaften are being turned into a people’s 
army—180,000 men trained, equipped, good tanks, good anti-tank 
equipment and training and some planes. The Chancellor believes 
that with this strength, there will be a real test of our resolution, 

perhaps coming in Berlin or in some other form. While Europe is 
badly defended in spirit and in fact, it must get beyond its present 
stage of paralysis if there is to be any hope of forming a progres- 
sive and vigorous Western Community. The Chancellor, conscious 
of the time element, therefore, proposes two things: 

(1) To start training German cadres strictly according to the EDC 
formulas immediately after German ratification. He submits a 
schedule for Army, Air Force and Naval Forces, commencing with 
the training of volunteer veterans, former officers, none above the 
rank of colonel, and non-commissioned officers, the training to be 
accomplished with United States units preferably, but possibly also
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with British and French. All told, the volunteer veterans (commis- 
sioned and noncommissioned officers) would amount to about 
30,000 for the Army, and about 60,000 young recruits with no pre- 
vious training, also volunteers. 

For the Air Force it would be contemplated that there would be 
about 10,000 former officers and former enlisted personnel; for the 
Navy about 5,000. 

As I understand the proposal, nothing would be said about this 
in any communiqué covering the visit, but at an appropriate time 
disclosures could be made that selected German volunteers were 
training with Allied Forces. 

(2) On the political front, the Chancellor would hope that the 
United States would announce that the U.S. would get in contact 
with her Allies, suggesting to them that as soon as the Federal Re- 
public had ratified the contracts, they would come into effect, thus 
giving to the Federal Republic full power over its internal and ex- 
ternal affairs subject to the provisions of Article I of the General 
Agreement. In effect, this would mean that the Agreements of May 
26, 1952 2 would come into effect in precisely the same way as if all 
signatories to the European Defense Treaty had ratified that 
Treaty immediately upon the ratification by the Federal Republic 
itself of all the Agreements. In other words, there would be no 
‘junctum” between the Federal ratification and that of the others, 
but all reserve powers would remain as stated in the General 
agreement and all the rights of the troops under the so-called 
“Truppen Vertrag’’ * would be in force and French troops would be 
given the full benefit of this Treaty as well during the interim 
period. The Chancellor emphasized that his proposal would involve 
that all the provisions of these treaties would be in force, including 
specifically those in Article I of the General Agreement. 

Thus far, no one knows of these proposals—not even Conant or 
Bruce. The Chancellor took these means of communication primar- 

ily because of his fear of leaks. 

As to the general situation, the Chancellor says that he has no 

real knowledge of the significance of the Malenkov succession. He 

knows what is going on in East Germany, but not to any extent in 

Russia. He comes to the conclusion, however, that the Soviets are 

preparing something definite, perhaps in respect to Berlin, but 

probably with the idea of again testing strengths in Europe, say in 
1954. 

Ollenhauer and the SPD continue negative, but they still have 
the attraction of German unity as an offset to Adenauer’s policies. 
There were certain other incidentals. He wonders whether some 
further governmental action might not be taken toward the refu- 

3 Regarding the complex of agreements comprising the contractual arrangements, 
signed at Bonn, May 26, 1952, see Document 50. 

*For an extract from the convention on the Rights and Obligations of Foreign 
Forces and Their Members in the Federal Republic of Germany (Truppen Vertrag) 
signed at Bonn, May 26, 1952, see Document 53.
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gee problem in Germany. This would greatly help him and it would 
fill a real need. He emphasizes that the refugees are good people, 
many of them young, a real element of strength if handled proper- 
ly. He points out that while Reuter and Berlin are attractive fig- 

ures, it is the Federal Republic which really puts up the money to 
take care of these people and eventually has to absorb them. 

Would there be a chance of a loan for refugees from either the 
Export Bank or the World Bank? It is an enormous problem, but 

the psychological effect of say a $100,000,000 loan would be tremen- 

dous. 

He will be prepared to sign the so-called Cultural Agreement on 
his visit. It will be prepared by that time. This provides for cultural 

exchanges but it is a good means by which we are permitted to 
carry on activities in Germany in their propaganda war, without 

which there would be a serious diminution of our propaganda 

front. 

He also wishes an exchange of views between his atomic experts 

and ours on the matter of air defense. He would like to have his 

experts come over—if not with him, shortly after. They need infor- 
mation from us in this field, but they also have some of their own 

to offer. 

He urges that everything be done to convince the French that 

further dilatory tactics will not succeed. 
I am leaving in this envelope the training schedules for the 

Army, the Air Force and the Navy (Streng Geheim!), which were 
handed me by Blankenhorn and which I feel should be looked at by 
the military people, and the hand-written (in German) proposal for 

the abolition of the “junctum”, which is referred to above. * As I 
think this was carefully drafted, I would prefer to have an expert 

translator make the translation, but the gist of it is as I have indi- 

cated above. 
JJ McC 

5 Neither the training schedules nor the proposal for abolition of the “junctum”, 
both attached to the source text, is printed.
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No. 171 

Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation, lot 64 D 199, ‘““Germany” 

Memorandum of Conversation, by Anton Pabsch of the Office of the 
United States High Commissioner for Germany 

RESTRICTED WASHINGTON, March 30, 1958. 

Subject: Visit by Bundestag Leaders ! 

Participants: Under Secretary of State, Bedell Smith 

Dr. Gerhard Schroeder 
Dr. Franz Josef Strauss 
Dr. Karl Pfleiderer 
Dr. Hans von Merkatz 
Mr. James Riddleberger, GER 

Mr. A. F. Pabsch, HICOG 

The visitors were introduced to the Under Secretary at 15:10. 
After a brief exchange of compliments, the Under Secretary invited 
the German deputies to raise any questions they desired to discuss 
and expressed his willingness to answer them. 

(1) European Integration—German Unity 

Dr. Schroeder, CDU, opened the conversation on the German 
side by stating that the Government coalition of the Bundestag fa- 
vored earliest ratification of the EDC Treaty by all participating 
nations so that the Federal Republic could start at the earliest date 
with the organization of its armed contingent to EDC. He said that 
too much time had already been lost since the treaties were signed 
at Bonn and that the Russians had used this period to advantage. 

Schroeder expressed concern lest the French attempt to hinder or 

delay EDC ratification by insisting upon material changes in the 

Treaty as indicated by the recently introduced protocols. Schroeder 
and Strauss pointed out that the six EDC nations had committed 

themselves to the concept of an integrated European army when 
their representatives signed the Treaty. The Bundestag had al- 
ready fulfilled its obligation by ratifying EDC and it was now high 
time for the other nations also to honor their commitments by get- 
ting on with ratification. The deputies stated that any reasonable 
French demand with respect to overseas commitments could be dis- 
cussed later and satisfied through liberal interpretation of the per- 
tinent provisions of the EDC Treaty. Strauss emphasized that the 

1 This conversation took place on Mar. 26. The preceding day Secretary Dulles 
had met with Minister President Arnold of North Rhine-Westphalia, who was visit- 
ing the United States for several weeks at the invitation of the Secretary. A one- 
page memorandum of their conversation, which dealt mostly with the EDC, is in the 
Secretary's Memoranda of Conversation, lot 64 D 199, “Germany”.
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Germans could not accept any protocols to EDC which would mate- 
rially change the spirit and meaning of the Treaty. He opposed the 

idea of a German national army as suggested by some French 

groups, stating that only an integrated European defense force 

could in the long run provide effective military security for Europe 

and Germany. 

At this point Dr. von Merkatz raised the question of German 
unity and expressed the hope that the U.S. would continue to sup- 

port a policy whose aim it was to reunite Germany. He inquired 
whether the recent change of regime in Russia and the insecurity 

which resulted therefrom in the Kremlin called for any special 
action designed to further German unity. 

Before replying to the several questions, the Under Secretary 

paid tribute to the Bundestag for its prompt and courageous ap- 

proval of the EDC Treaty. ? He said the U.S. hoped that the other 

EDC nations would soon follow the German lead and ratify the de- 
fense pact. There was reason to believe that both the Netherlands 

and Italy would act promptly, though with respect to the latter 
there was some danger that ratification might be delayed until 

after the elections. 

The Under Secretary pointed out that in U.S. opinion it was of 
utmost importance for the European nations energetically to 
pursue the policy of military, economic and political integration. 
The U.S. would continue to support this policy as the only sound 

way to counter the threat from the East and to establish a viable 
Europe. The Under Secretary expressed the opinion that no change 

could be expected in Russian policy in the foreseeable future, and 
that it was therefore imperative to establish soonest a sound bal- 

ance of military power between West and East. This, he said, was 

the most effective way to discourage Russian aggression and assure 

a period of armed peace, which was the best arrangement we could 
hope to achieve in the immediate future. However, one could hope 

that a sound military balance of power might eventually induce 

the Russians to seek a better and lasting understanding with the 

West. 
The Under Secretary assured the Germans that the U.S. would 

always seek and support ways to reunite Germany. He cautioned, 

however, that he did not believe that the Soviets were ready to give 
up their zone at this time. Although it was entirely possible and 

even likely that the Russians would make another offer to reunite 
Germany before the EDC enters into force, such a bid would not be 

2 On Mar. 19 the Bundestag had ratified the contractual agreements and the EDC 
Treaty.
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sincere and would be nothing but an attempt to prevent or delay 

the establishment of a European Army. 

(2) The Saar 

Dr. Schroeder made brief reference to the Saar problem and re- 
marked that French attempts to arrive at a definitive settlement 

prior to French ratification could seriously hinder European inte- 

gration. He stated that the coalition parties were unable and un- 
willing to agree to any final Saar settlement which would in any 

way perpetuate the present situation. Postponement of the issue 

was in Schroeder’s opinion the best solution for the time being. 

The Under Secretary expressed the hope that France and Ger- 

many would soon find a mutually satisfactory solution to this diffi- 
cult problem. In the meantime, however, the Saar should, in the 

opinion of the U.S., not be linked with EDC ratification. “The EDC 
is not an object for trade and should be accepted in its present 

form by all of the signatory powers.” 

(3) The Refugee Problem 

Dr. von Merkatz raised the refugee problem and pointed out that 

the ever increasing number of refugees were taxing German capac- 
ity to the maximum. He indicated that the Federal Republic would 

soon be unable to cope with this problem alone and that outside 

help was urgently needed. He inquired whether the U.S. was pre- 

pared to extend financial and other aid to provide employment for 
the refugees and to speed up their integration. 

The Under Secretary informed the Germans that the U.S. was 
acutely aware of this problem and that the matter was under con- 

stant study and observation. As he saw it, the refugees presented 

three different but related problems: (1) immediate financial aid to 

receive, transport and house the newly arriving refugees; (2) a long- 
range program to integrate all refugees into the German economy 

by providing jobs and housing; and (8) a program of migration for 

those who could not find employment, such as farmers. The Under 

Secretary informed the Germans that while the Government had 

not yet submitted any proposal to Congress, the refugee problem 

was under study and action would be taken in the event the Feder- 
al Republic could no longer handle the situation. 

In conclusion the Under Secretary assured the visitors that he 

had given them the same answers to the questions which the Presi- 

dent himself had recently given to other visitors in response to 
similar queries.
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No. 172 

762A.13/3-2952 

Memorandum by the Director of the Bureau of German Affairs 
(Riddleberger) to the Secretary of State } 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, March 29, 1953. 

Subject: Agenda for Adenauer Visit 

1. In accordance with arrangements approved by the Secretary 
and following his conversations with M. Mayer, 2 I saw the Chan- 
cellor’s emissary, Mr. Herbert Blankenhorn at my house yesterday. 
In addition to discussing the possibility of Franco-German negotia- 

tions in the immediate future on the Saar, Mr. Blankenhorn gave 

me the Chancellor’s thinking on a number of points which he may 
desire to discuss in Washington. The substance of this interview is 

set forth below. 

2. Mr. Blankenhorn stated that the Chancellor had not intended 
to raise the Saar question with the Secretary but would be guided 
by U.S. wishes in the matter. He would come prepared to discuss 
the Saar and he would likewise have with him a detailed plan for a 
solution of the economic aspects of this problem. Mr. Blankenhorn 
said that in the opinion of the German Government agreement had 
been reached on political principles. The broad outline of this eco- 
nomic settlement had been drafted by Mr. Erhard, German Minis- 

ter of Economic Affairs, and had been approved by the Cabinet. 
Mr. Blankenhorn then gave me a statement of the principles of the 

settlement, a translation of which is appended. 

I then conveyed to Mr. Blankenhorn the information we had had 

from M. Mayer respecting his willingness to enter into negotiations 

himself with the Chancellor on the Saar problem and his hope that 
the negotiations between the Chancellor and the Prime Minister 
could be undertaken in the very near future in Paris. Mr. Blanken- 
horn and I then surveyed the possibilities and found out that con- 
versations in Paris before the Chancellor’s arrival in the United 
States were excluded because of the travel plans of the two heads 
of Government. Mr. Blankenhorn then explained that the Chancel- 
lor intended to go to Ottawa in addition to his United States trip 
and consequently would depart from Canada by air on April 18 ar- 
riving at Hamburg on April 19. As the CDU Party convention will 

1The source text bears the handwritten notation ‘Sec saw, Roderic] L. 
O’Cfonnor]’. Copies of this memorandum were sent to Matthews, Merchant, and 
MacArthur. 

2French Prime Minister René Mayer and Foreign Minister Georges Bidault vis- 
ited the United States at the end of March.
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be held on April 20 to April 22 inclusive, April 28 would be the 
first day the Chancellor would be free and that unfortunately con- 
flicts with a trip which M. Mayer plans to take for several days. It 
therefore appears that the earliest possible date for these negotia- 
tions would be after April 26. Mr. Blankenhorn stated that he was 
certain the Chancellor was now prepared to undertake serious ne- 
gotiations for a Saar settlement. He thought, however, that the 
Chancellor might want to propose that these negotiations be re- 
moved from the atmosphere of either Bonn or Paris and could per- 
haps be conducted in Washington in the presence of U.S. and U.K. 
observers. I expressed some doubt that this suggestion would be 
feasible in view of the earlier attitude we had assumed on direct 
Franco-German negotiations but said I would convey it to the Sec- 
retary. 

3. The Chancellor plans to explain in Washington the situation 
on complete German ratification of the EDC and his hopes that the 
difficulties in the Bundesrat and in the Court will be rapidly over- 
come. He plans to give precise explanation of the situation in Ger- 
many. 

4. Although the Chancellor hopes that the German ratification 
will be completed in the near future, he fears that there may be a 
delay on the part of other countries in putting treaties into effect. 
Because of the elections in Germany this summer, the Chancellor 
is most insistent in requiring certain solutions in this field. His spe- 
cific suggestion is that some sort of declaration should be issued by 
the United States that if the Federal Republic has ratified the trea- 
ties the United States would intervene with the other signatories 
in favor of putting the contractual agreements into force. His ideas 

on this subject are set forth in the hand written draft which has 
been given to us, translation of which is attached. The Chancellor 

feels most strongly that he must have something concrete in hand 
when he returns to Germany from this trip. He believes that the 
atmosphere in Germany is now very good in the whole field of Eu- 
ropean cooperation but he requires something in the way of specif- 
ic progress to keep the momentum in the right direction. As addi- 

tional suggestion, the Chancellor would like to see the U.S. High 
Commissioner given the functions of an Ambassador and further 
that the German Mission in Washington should be converted into 
an Embassy. The Chancellor is firmly convinced that with the 
present policies of the U.S.S.R. the West cannot possibly continue 
as at present with no material progress in the field of German con- 
tribution to defense. 

©. Given the present military posture of the Western World, the 
Chancellor believes that the time has come to commence training 
of German forces. This could be done under the U.S. and U.K. com-
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mands in Germany and the Chancellor believes that the Allies 
could train up to 100,000 men which would provide the cadres for 

12 German divisions. These reserves would then be ready when the 
EDC comes into effect. In answer to my question, Mr. Blankenhorn 

stated that of course the Federal Republic would pay for such 
training as part of its contribution to defense. 

6. On the refugee problem, the Chancellor expects that there will 

be at least 250,000 coming into West Germany in 1953. He had 
three specific suggestions as to how the United States might assist: 

(a) grants in aid from MSA; (b) moratorium of interest payments 
under the German debt settlement ? on our claims for post-war aid 

(this moratorium would not affect the private debt settlement); (c) a 

declaration that the United States would support an international 
‘refugee loan. I said that I would strongly urge that no proposal 

with respect to a moratorium on interest should be advanced at 
this time, particularly as we hoped to put the debt settlement 

before the Senate very soon for ratification. After some discussion 
on this point, Mr. Blankenhorn said he fully agreed that the Chan- 
cellor should not raise this point and he would so recommend. 

7. In order to demonstrate West German solidarity with the 
struggle of the free world against Communist aggression, the Chan- 
cellor would like to offer a medical unit for Korea. This is known 
in Germany as a “Feldlazarett” and is a completely equipped medi- 
cal unit. Furthermore, the Chancellor would also like to offer a 

rest home for U.S. soldiers in Baden-Baden. This is a very well 
equipped establishment known as the ‘Mariahaloen’” which the 
French have recently released from requisition. This would be 
available for any forces or wounded which the United States de- 
sired to send. 

8. As the Chancellor desires to push ahead as rapidly as possible 
with the German military side, he wonders if it would be advisable 
for blank (the German representative of the EDC Interim Commis- 

sion) to come with him. I rather discouraged this proposal and I 
think the Chancellor will be governed by our desires. 

9. Contrary to previous information, the Chancellor does not 

desire to discuss the question of atomic energy per se. What he 
does want to take up is the question of what the Germans call 
“Luftschuetz’, which implies civil defense measures against aerial 

attacks including the use of atomic weapons. 

3 The negotiations for a settlement of German external debts, conducted by Tri- 
partite Commission on German Debts, had been successfully concluded on Feb. 27, 

1953. The agreement was put into effect on Sept. 15 following ratification by the 
United States, the United Kingdom, France, and the Federal Republic of Germany. 
Documentation on the negotiations is in file 398.10 EDC.
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10. The Chancellor would also welcome information with respect 
to the amount of Off-Shore Procurement which the United States 
anticipates for West Germany. 

11. Mr. Blankenhorn will be in Washington until Monday night 

and would be happy to provide the Secretary or any of his immedi- 

ate assistants with any further information which we may desire. 
Mr. Blankenhorn hopes that one of us will be able to give him 

some indication of our reaction to the foregoing by Monday night. 

[Attachment 1] 

Paper Prepared by the Federal Minister of Economics (Erhard) 

[BoNN, undated. ] 

GENERAL PRINCIPLES FOR SAAR ECONOMIC SETTLEMENT 

DRAFT GERMAN PROPOSAL APPROVED BY GERMAN CABINET 

1. The Saar Territory remains part of the French currency area. 

2. With respect to France and Germany the Saar Territory will 

be fully liberalized. (This means that no quotas will be imposed on 

Saar trade with France and Germany.) 

3. German as well as French goods will enter duty-free into the 
Saar Territory. 

4. In order to protect France against a flood of German goods 

coming through the Saar, a customs boundary will be created on 
the French-Saar border, which will have no significance for the 

trade from France to the Saar and for goods of Saar origin going to 

France. 

d). Eventually, free domicile for Germans in the Saar Territory. 

6. Free disposition of the Saar’s trade surplus with Germany: 

(a) to acquire property in Germany; and 
(b) depending upon the magnitude of the surplus, to give the 

right to Germans having assets in the Saar to transfer to Germany. 

RESULTS 

1) The Saar Territory will be the first completely liberalized area 
in accordance with the ideals of European cooperation. 

2) Germany will in a legal manner gain in economic influence. 

3) France can raise no political and also no economic objections. 

4) The Saar area will probably become the cheapest area in 
Europe and therefore exercise a power of attraction.
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[Attachment 2] 

Proposal Prepared by Chancellor Adenauer 

Translation 

[Bonn, undated.] 

When the Federal Republic has ratified the agreements and if 
the going into force of the agreements is still further delayed, the 
Government of the United States will take up with the other signa- 
tories to the agreements of 26 May 1952 respecting the relations be- 

tween the Federal Republic of Germany and the three powers, and, 

in agreement with the Federal Government, will support the posi- 

tion that the full authority of the Federal Republic over its inter- 
nal and external affairs in accordance with Article I of General 
Convention * should be restored. 

* For text of the Convention on Relations between the Three Powers and the Fed- 
eral Republic of Germany, see Document 51. 

No. 173 

762A.13/3-2953 

Memorandum by the Director of the Bureau of German Affairs 

(Riddleberger) to the Secretary of State ! 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, March 29, 1953. 

Subject: Agenda for Adenauer Visit 

1. Following a meeting with the Secretary this morning, 2 I had a 
further conference * with Mr. Blankenhorn at noon today at the 
house of Dr. Krekeler, the German Chargé d’Affaires. In accord- 
ance with decisions made at the Secretary's meeting, I made the 
following points to Mr. Blankenhorn: 

(a) The Secretary and several of his principal advisers had con- 
sidered the Chancellor’s suggestions as conveyed by Mr. Blanken- 
horn and the Secretary had come to the conclusion that it would be 
exceedingly unwise, if not disastrous, at the present time to imply 
in any way that the EDC treaties would not be ratified. The propos- 

1The source text bears the handwritten notation by Roderic L. O’Connor ‘Sec 
saw 4 April, RLC’’. Copies were also sent to Matthews, Merchant, and MacArthur. 

2 No record of Riddleberger’s conversation with Dulles on Mar. 29 has been found 
in Department of State files. 

3 For a record of Riddleberger’s previous conversation with Blankenhorn, see his 
memorandum, supra.
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als of the Chancellor would mean in effect that the United States 
government would announce what its intentions would be if the 
treaties failed ratification. This attitude might well be fatal to the 
efforts now under way in France to obtain the ratification of the 
agreements by the French Parliament. The same reasoning would 
apply to the suggestions which the Chancellor had made with re- 
spect to the military training of Germans by one or more of the 
Allies. Mr. Blankenhorn stopped me at this point to inject the 
statement that of course the Chancellor had never envisaged giving 
any publicity to any plans for training of German soldiers. I said I 
understood this but that any action of this character would quickly 
become known. I said further that the Secretary was not willing to 
embark upon this course which he thought was premature, and I 
volunteered the further comment that the Chancellor would be 
well advised to continue on his present clear and consistent line of 
ratification of the treaties and further development of European 
unity. Mr. Blankenhorn said he understood this position and that 
he would pass it on to the Chancellor when he saw him at Le 
Havre. He did not seem at all surprised at the reply which was 
given him. 

(b) We then turned to the question of the Saar and possible meet- 
ings between Mayer and Adenauer. Mr. Blankenhorn said he had 
been in touch with the Chancellor on this subject following my con- 
versation with him on March 28 and that he had received a cable 
this morning stating the Chancellor’s willingness to enter into ne- 
gotiations with Mayer on the Saar and suggesting that such negoti- 
ations be conducted in Paris on May 12 when the Chancellor would 
be in that city for a meeting of the EPC Ministers. I said that we 
had hoped for a somewhat earlier meeting, preferably as soon after 
April 26 as could be arranged, and Mr. Blankenhorn will also 
convey this to the Chancellor. I anticipate that this question will be 
discussed further with us during the Chancellor’s visit. 

In impressing upon Mr. Blankenhorn the desirability of an early 
Adenauer-Mayer negotiation on the Saar, I discouraged the idea of 
negotiations in Washington in the presence of U.S. and U.K. ob- 
servers, pointing out that the French are very sensitive on this 
matter and that negotiations conducted under these circumstances, 
even if not successful, might create adverse sentiment in France. 
Mr. Blankenhorn said he saw the point and did not press the 
matter further. 

(c) With respect to the possible negotiations on the Saar, Mr. 
Blankenhorn stated that he wished to be altogether explicit on 
what the present attitude of the Chancellor is and he believes it 
important that this be understood within the U.S. government. The 
Chancellor is convinced that Bidault is attempting to sabotage the 
EDC and that Bidault, fully conscious of the political difficulties of 
the Saar issue in Germany in an election year, will utilize the ne- 
gotiations on the Saar in an attempt to place the blame for the fail- 
ure of EDC on Germany. Mr. Blankenhorn said that the Chancellor 
is ready and prepared to negotiate with Mayer along the lines of 
the general principles which had been given to us. * It is, however, 

* Attached to Riddleberger’s memorandum, supra.
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altogether impossible for the Chancellor to come to a definitive set- 
tlement on the Saar issue before the election in Germany. It is dif- 
ficult enough to settle an issue as thorny as the Saar but quite im- 
possible to do it before June in an election year. Therefore, the 
Chancellor cannot be rushed on this matter, and he believes that 
this is precisely the intention of Bidault. I then asked Mr. Blanken- 
horn if there were any possibility of coming to an agreement on 
the general principles of a settlement which perhaps could be an- 
nounced in May. Mr. Blankenhorn thought that this was a possibil- 
ity and provided that it was not rated as an absolutely conclusive 
arrangement. After the issuance of the communiqué on the talks 
with the French, > Mr. Blankenhorn now believes that the Chancel- 
lor will possibly raise the problem of the Saar in the course of his 
visit because he wants to explain in some detail the nature of the 
German political difficulties. 

(d) We then discussed very briefly some of the other points sug- 
gested by the Chancellor and the only item of any significance was 
Mr. Blankenhorn’s recommendation that at least some sort of gen- 
eral declaration be included in the communiqué to be issued after 
the visit on the subject of refugees. He hopes that some general 
statement can be given to the effect that the U.S. Government will 
assist the refugees and will lend its support to international efforts 
in this field. Mr. Blankenhorn would like to have the refugees re- 
ferred to in the communiqué as victims of the cold war. I said we 
were considering the entire refugee problem now and that I hope 
we would be able to say something about assistance in this field 
but that I was not certain that specific figures would be given. 

(e) Mr. Blankenhorn agreed with me that it would not be desira- 
ble for Mr. Blank to accompany the Chancellor, but he very much 
hoped that he could come to the United States shortly thereaf- 
ter. ...I told Mr. Blankenhorn I thought this could be arranged 
after the Chancellor’s trip. 

(f) Mr. Blankenhorn also expressed the hope that some informa- 
tion could be given to the Chancellor during his visit respecting the 
amount of off-shore procurement which the United States will un- 
dertake in West Germany. I said we might be able to give some fig- 
ures on this program. 

2. It was obvious to me that Mr. Blankenhorn, who incidentally 

is very close to the Chancellor, was somewhat concerned about the 
type of communiqué that will be issued after the Adenauer visit, 

particularly in view of the negative reaction which had been con- 
veyed to him on the most important of the Chancellor’s proposals. I 
observed casually that the comminqué which had been issued after 
the Mayer visit had not gone far in any U.S. commitments on aid 
and in view of our reasons for rejecting certain of the Chancellor’s 
suggestions, the Chancellor should not be too disappointed if the 
communiqué was somewhat thin on the subject of U.S. commit- 

5 For text of the communiqué, issued Mar. 28 at the conclusion of talks with 
Prime Minister Mayer, see Department of State Bulletin, Apr. 6, 1953, pp. 491-492.
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ments. I do believe, however, that we should give serious thought 

to what can be said in the communiqué and would recommend that 
perhaps we should consider further the possibility of raising the 

German Mission in Washington to an Embassy and asking the 
British and French to do the same in their respective capitals. It 

seems to me that this is a small consequence but one which might 

be given without material damage to French prospects of ratifica- 

tion. I should recommend that we should accept the Chancellor’s 

offer on a medical unit for Korea and on the rest home if this can 
conveniently be done. I do not anticipate that we should have 
much difficulty on the subject of atomic energy as Blankenhorn 

has indicated that what the Germans are most concerned about is 
the question of civilian defense. 

3. Mr. Blankenhorn will return tomorrow to Germany and plans 
to meet the Chancellor in Le Havre. 

No. 174 

611.62A/3-3052: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (Conant) to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY Bonn, March 30, 1958—6 p. m. 

4410. Conference with Chancellor for one and one half hours this 

morning. He presented new memorandum which will follow in sep- 
arate telegram. ? 

Chancellor emphasized importance of real accomplishment his 

trip in connection with forthcoming elections as he felt the opposi- 

tion party was not in a condition to take the responsibilities for 

government either internally or externally. Unless he can show 
some signs restoration German sovereignty he fears serious politi- 

cal consequences for future government. With this background laid 
emphasis on possible designation of US High Commissioner as car- 
rying also title Ambassador and raising status German Mission to 

Embassy. Pointed out Austrian situation as precedent. Felt psycho- 
logical importance of such changes could not be stressed too much. 

He attached importance to fact French HICOM also signs himself 

as Ambassador of France. HICOG’s position will be set forth in sub- 
sequent message. 3 

1 Repeated to Paris and London. 
2 Transmitted in telegram 4407, infra. 
3 This telegram has not been further identified.
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Chancellor attaches great importance to putting into effect im- 
mediate machinery for clemency war criminals, whether in the 
form of a mixed commission, provided for under the treaties, or a 
special bilateral commission of similar nature which he feels we 
have power to do unilaterally. HICOG’s position on war criminals 
will be sent shortly. 

I took advantage of reference in memorandum to defense contri- 
bution to raise, at Draper’s request, timing of further discussions in 
Paris on Ministerial level. * Chancellor was worried that if these 
took place too soon before Bundesrat vote, ‘extremely high” figure 
mentioned in Paris of a billion and a quarter DM’s per month 
would seriously affect chances of ratification because of danger 
that this would become known in debate. On other hand he recog- 

nizes that prolonged delay will prejudice possibilities of agreement 
prior to NATO meeting. It was agreed, however, that Schaeffer 
would go to Paris on April 17 with other Ministers and discuss this 
matter in hope of reaching a solution in time, but that no agree- 
ment would be finalized until after Bundesrat ratification. Figure 
Chancellor used I am told is too high, but any discussions in Wash- 
ington about low figure which Schaeffer offered will be countered 
with protest at high figure which is too high, but any discussions in 
Washington about low figure which Chancellor claims was asked of 
Germany in Paris. Chancellor will argue any such figure as 1.25 
billion DM per month is utterly impossible for Germany to bear. 
My personal opinion is that any detailed discussion of this Wash- 

ington would not be fruitful. 

On refugee problem, Chancellor pointed out that Berlin refugees 
were only part of a much larger problem. We agreed. He will push 

for a loan for housing and give details. Our view here supports his 
general position and I should like to be able to argue at high level 
for this recognizing it is a departure from past practice and may 
involve new orientation US policy. 

As regards cultural agreement, Chancellor has no objection to its 
taking form of executive agreement. Says German position anyway 
is that no Parliamentary ratification required. 

Chancellor promised rapid action on tax relief for off-shore pro- 
curement. Maltzan will give Harris further details re German re- 
quests with respect to patents and trade-marks, as well as recipro- 
cal trade agreements and simplification of customs procedure. 

Although Saar not mentioned in new German memorandum, 
Chancellor recognizes that this problem must be discussed while he 
is in US. He categorically refuses to recognize Saar solution as con- 

4'The Eleventh Session of the North Atlantic Council was held at Paris, Apr. 23- 

25, 1953.
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dition precedent to treaty ratification. He repeated his previous ar- 

gument that he and Schuman had reached agreement on main 
lines of political as well as economic settlement, and his complaint 
that Bidault has not carried thru on this basis. He expects, howev- 
er, to meet with Mayer to discuss the Saar problem as soon as it 
can be arranged without appearing to appear to by-pass Bidault. 

He believes meeting on May 12 in Paris will give this opportunity. 

He reiterates willingness to resume discussions at any time and 

states anxiety to come to earliest solution, pointing out that Saar 

population will probably itself decide not to join either France or 

Germany. 

CONANT 

No. 175 

611.62A/3-3053: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (Conant) to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY Bonn, March 30, 1952—6 p. m. 

4407. Reference: our telegram, 4392, March 27, 2? agenda Adenau- 

er talks. Following is text of memo in English handed me by Chan- 

cellor this morning: 

“The Federal Chancellor comes to US with intention of having 

thorough exchange of views with President and his staff on inter- 
national situation and special problems bearing upon German- 

American relations and those affecting Germany, aim being to 
make FedRep a strong and useful partner of US. To achieve this 

object he intends to offer contributions by FedRep. 

1. Desiring to secure as early and effective a contribution as pos- 

sible by Germany to security of West he would like to discuss 
which joint measures could be taken even before coming into force 
of treaties in order to avoid that delay in ratification of treaties 

might have harmful effects on Western defense preparedness. Item 

lb of aide-mémoire presented * is to be understood in this sense. He 

1 Repeated to Paris for Draper and to London. 

2 Telegram 4392 reported that due to problems in the Foreign Ministry, delay was 
being experienced in obtaining information concerning the forthcoming Adenauer 
visit. (611.62A/3-2753) 

3 On Mar. 24 Conant had cabled a five-point draft agenda for Adenauer’s visit 
which Hallstein and Blankenhorn had given him that morning. Item 1b of this draft 
dealt with the military training of German volunteers before the ratification of the 
EDC. (Telegram 4340 from Bonn, 611.62A/3-2453)
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is interested in learning what repercussions, in American view, 
changes inside Russia following upon Stalin’s death might have on 

East-West conflict. If it is assumed that because of momentary feel- 
ing of insecurity Soviet side is prepared to make certain tactical 
concessions it seems to him advisable that goodwill of Soviets be 

tested by raising again question of German prisoners-of-war and ci- 
vilian internees in direct talks with Soviet Russia. 

2. For development of genuine partnership it is unhealthy if one 
of partners is only giver and other only on receiving side. Federal 
Government believes it is making its full and useful contribution 
by working towards a consolidation of European economic and 
social conditions along lines of American intentions. Results ob- 
tained at the EPU and the OEEC are evidence of this. 

The Federal Government aims at further stabilizing and normal- 
izing economic basis of Germany. It would seem that a German- 
American trade agreement along lines of agreement of 1923 could 

be a means to this end. In this context, Federal Government would 

like to stress the importance of American tariff policies since object 
of Federal Government ‘trade not aid’, cannot be realized without 

possibility of an increased export of German goods to US. Federal 
Government therefore would be glad to be advised whether it may 
count on a prolongation and possibly improvement of reciprocal 
trade agreements act and on early passing of customs simplifica- 
tion bill. 

A satisfactory settlement of treatment of off-shore purchases is 
impending; therefore it would be desirable to discuss economic side 

of off-shore transactions. 

For favorable development of economic relations between two 

countries, Federal Government holds view that settlement of prob- 

lem of industrial property rights, viz., trademarks, patents and 

copyrights, is necessary. 

A development towards partnership should, in view of Federal 

Government, also find its expression in political field in order to 
activate all German energies for this partnership. Therefore, the 
Federal Government is desirous of reaching and [completing?] early 
progress, as far as possible, in the development and handling of the 

present status of FedRep. 
The Federal Government regards conclusion of a cultural agree- 

ment as a salutary step towards strengthening mutual relations in 
the cultural sphere. In view of the fact that German scientific re- 
search has not yet overcome grave reverses suffered during past 

two decades Federal Government considers a discussion of this 
problem necessary so as to provide for an effective German contri- 
bution to strengthening of Western World in this sphere, too.
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3. Federal Government considers intelligence refugee problem as 
threat to political and social consolidation of West. By setting in 
motion fresh streams of refugees the rulers of East can at any time 

repeat disturbances, especially in adjacent countries. An example 
of this is furnished by Germany where in addition to existing mil- 

lions of refugees more than 100,000 compatriots from Soviet Zone 
have fled since beginning of the year: To provide employment and 
housing for 300,000 refugees the Federal Government will this year 
have to spend three billion DM. 

The Federal Government believes that the common danger 

should be met by common measures. In this respect it knows itself 
to be in agreement with other governments of West. For its own 

part it is anxious to do everything within its power to contribute to 
solution of the refugee problem in the world. Despite its own bur- 

dens it has made its contribution towards coping with problems 
arising elsewhere and will continue to do so. It would like to con- 

sult with American Government as to concerted measures to be 
taken to meet danger. 

Among possible measures to be taken it suggests a release of 
MSA funds with a provision requiring counterpart funds be used 
exclusively for economic integration of Soviet Zone refugees. Final- 
ly Federal Government is concerned to find out whether it can 
count on the American Government’s support for an international 

refugee loan as soon as conditions for such a loan shall exist.” 

CONANT 

No. 176 

862A.501/4-253: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (Conant) to the 
Department of State 3 

SECRET Bonn, April 2, 1958—6 p.m. 

4468. As reported in Berlin’s 1393 to Department, repeated Bonn 

1501, Paris 109, London 71,2 Council decided to defer action on 

Chancellor’s request for increase in strength of federal frontier 
police. 

1 Repeated to Paris, London, and Berlin. 
2 Telegram 1393 reported on the meeting of the Council of the Allied High Com- 

mission for Germany, held at Berlin on Mar. 28, at which, inter alia, it was agreed 

to defer action on the request for an increase in the border police and to inform 
Chancellor Adenauer accordingly. (762A.0221/3-2853)
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At our meeting with Chancellor on March 30 he continued to 
press for this increase and sent Interior Minister Lehr to see us 

yesterday to argue that it is urgently needed as protection against 
threats to public order. His arguments were, however, based upon 
need for federal police force at disposal of Federal Government 
rather than upon necessity of strengthening border protection as 

he cited example of potential disorders created by Communist agi- 
tation and threats of internal unrest caused by possible strikes. He 
said although increased border police would be stationed near the 
line, they could be used by Federal Government in emergency. 

In part pressure for increase at this time seems due to desire of 
government to show prior to elections it has taken every means in 
its power to protect public order, and due to reluctance of opposi- 
tion to be placed in position of objecting to such measures. 

French HICOM informs us that Paris continues strongly opposed 
to increase at this time and that Mayer has sent new instructions 
pointing out that chance of ratification in France will be seriously 
damaged if Chancellor persists in going ahead with measure. 

Even if Chancellor does not himself bring up this issue during 
his Washington talks, it seems to us important particularly in view 
French position that further effort be made to persuade him to 

drop matter at least for present. 

CONANT 

No. 177 

Editorial Note 

Chancellor Adenauer, his daughter, and various officials of the 

Federal Republic of Germany arrived in New York on April 6. The 

following day they flew to Washington for 3 days of talks with rep- 
resentatives of the United States Government. On April 10 they de- 
parted for an 8-day tour of the United States including stops in San 
Francisco, Carmel, Chicago, New York, and Boston. On April 17 

they flew to Canada before returning to Bonn on the following day. 

In preparation for the Chancellor’s visit the Department of State 
created an interdepartmental group, whose secretary was Christo- 
pher Van Hollen, to draft papers for the several topics which 
might be considered during the meetings with the Chancellor. The 

papers that were prepared for consideration by the interdepart- 

mental group were designated GPT-D and are numbered 1-17. 
They deal with the EDC, contractual relations, a German defense 

contribution, Berlin, refugees, economic questions, war criminals, 

civilian defense, the estimate of the Soviet position following Sta-
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lin’s death, German unity, the cultural convention, a draft commu- 

niqué, and a draft Presidential statement. A set of these papers is 

in 762A.00/4-653 and in Conference files, lot 59 D 95, CF 142A. 

The documentation that follows presents the records of all those 

meetings with the Chancellor or officials of the Federal Republic 
during the time that they were in Washington. There is no indica- 

tion in the files of the Department of State that official talks took 

place at any other time during the Chancellor’s visit. For the Chan- 
cellor’s account of his visit, see Adenauer, Memoirs, pages 438-456. 

For a record of the speeches which Adenauer made during his visit 

to America, see Konrad Adenauer, Journey to America, Washing- 

ton, Press Office of the German Diplomatic Mission, 1958. 

Two reports of the Chancellor’s visit to Canada have been identi- 
fied in Department of State files. The first was transmitted in des- 

patch 1071 from Ottawa, April 21. (762A.13/4-2153) The second, 
which is substantially the same as the first, is in a memorandum of 

conversation by G. Hayden Raynor, director of the Office of British 
Commonwealth and Northern European Affairs, dated May 11. 

(762A.13/5-1158) 

No. 178 

740.5/4-1753 

United States Delegation Minutes of the First Meeting of Chancellor 

Adenauer and President EKisenhower, The White House, April 7, 
1953, Noon } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, April 17, 1953. 

GPT MIN-1 

PARTICIPANTS 

US German 

President Eisenhower Chancellor Adenauer 

Secretary of State Professor Dr. Hallstein 

1 According to another copy of these minutes in Secretary’s Memoranda of Con- 
versation, lot 64 D 199, “Germany”, these minutes were drafted by Morris on Apr. 
10. A summary of this meeting and GPT MIN-2, infra, were transmitted to Bonn in 
telegram 4845, Apr. 8 (611.62A/4-853). For the Chancellor’s account of the meeting, 
see Adenauer, Memoirs, pp. 441-443.
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Secretary of Defense Dr. Vollrath Freiherr von 
Mr. Nash Maltzan 

Secretary of the Treasury Mr. Hans von Herwarth 
Mr. Burgess Mr. Felix von Eckhardt 
Dr. Conant Dr. Alexander Boeker 
Mr. MacArthur Dr. Heinz L. Krekeler 
Mr. Riddleberger Mr. Heins Weber (Interpreter) 
Mr. McCardle 

Mr. Morris 

Mrs. Logins (Interpreter) 

The President opened the meeting by welcoming the Chancellor 
to the United States. He thanked him for the offer of a complete 
medical unit for Korea which, he said, was greatly appreciated. He 
expressed the hope for complete frankness in the talks, and stated 
that, as Adenauer knows, we felt deeply the need for closer union 

in the western world. We realize there are many difficulties con- 
nected with European unity, such as the Saar, which the Secretary 

of State is prepared to discuss. 

In reply Adenauer thanked the President for his attitude, both in 
his present office and before as Commander-in-Chief of SHAPE. 
Germany stands today on the side of the West and is determined to 
press ahead with the EDC and political union of Europe. Adenauer 
expressed certainty that the Bundesrat will during April approve 
the treaties, as the Bundestag has already done. He assured the 

President that Germany will be a reliable partner for the United 
States, and fully supports United States policies. At the airport this 
morning the Vice-President had referred to the “old relations’ be- 
tween the United States and Germany—our aim, said Adenauer, 

will be to re-establish and strengthen these. The agenda for these 

talks had been submitted, and he suggested that we do not go into 

details here at the White House. If there were any matters left 

after the talks with Mr. Dulles, they could be discussed at the 
White House on Thursday morning. 

One question, said Adenauer, will be the Saar. On this he said he 

is at the full disposal of Mr. Dulles and certainly hopes this issue 
may be settled. 

Adenauer also expressed approval of what he gathered, from the 
press, to be the views of the United States Government with re- 
spect to the U.S.S.R. and its new Government. 

The President emphasized that the United States is as anxious 
for peace as any other power, but so long as the Soviets do not seek 
peace, we must be firm. The United States hopes, however, that as 

a result of developments now under way that we may succeed in 
lessening some of the world’s tensions and burdens.
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The Secretary of State then referred to the Chancellor’s query on 

the views of the United States Government regarding the Soviet 

“peace” moves. In elaboration, he suggested that this is presumably 
a matter of particular significance in Germany, and may affect the 
attitudes of Germans towards the EDC. It seems to the United 

States that these Soviet moves are being made in response to our 

strong constructive policies in Europe and Asia. The obvious lesson 

to be drawn, in our opinion, is that we should continue to pursue 

these policies vigorously. Settlements with the Soviets can best be 

obtained through western strength, and if we push ahead, we may 
eventually get some of the things we want, such as a Korean settle- 

ment, an Austrian treaty and German unity. 

In response, Adenauer assured the Secretary that the United 

States need not fear that Germany would wish to relax. There are 

a few Germans with such ideas, but, by and large Germany knows 

Russia and will not slow up. A similar situation developed after 

Lenin’s death. In the Soviet zone of occupation, pressure on the 
churches continues, and the current Soviet “peace melodies’ cer- 

tainly fit in well with the views expressed in Stalin’s “Bolshevik” 

article. 2 

At Adenauer’s request, the President, Secretary of State, Dr. 

Conant, Dr. Adenauer, Dr. Hallstein and Dr. Krekeler then with- 

drew into the President’s study for the discussion described in At- 
tachment ‘“‘A”’. 

Attachment A 

United States Delegation Minutes of the Restricted Meeting of 
Chancellor Adenauer and President Eisenhower, the President’s 

Office, April 7, 1953 8 

SECRET 

Present: The President 

The Secretary of State 

U.S. High Commissioner for Germany 

The Chancellor of the Federal Republic of Germany 

2 Presumably a reference to the article entitled “Economic Problems of Socialism 
in the USSR’, which appeared in Bol’shevik, Sept. 15, 1952. Extracts from the arti- 
cle are printed in Documents (R.I.1LA.) for 1952, pp. 224-229, and the New York 
Times, Oct. 4, 1952. 

3 The source text bears no indication of the drafter, but Attachment A to the min- 
utes referred to in footnote 1 above, which is the same as the minutes printed here, 
shows that it was drafted by Conant in Bonn on Apr. 10.
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Professor D. Walter Hallstein, State Secretary, 

Federal Republic 

Dr. Heinz Krekeler, Chargé d’ Affaires, German 

Mission 

The President spoke briefly about the Saar problem and its rela- 
tion to EDC ratification. He referred to the recent conversations 
with Mayer and Bidault and said in effect that the French position 

was that the EDC treaty could not be ratified until the Saar ques- 
tion was solved, and he hoped the problem could be solved between 

Germany and France by both sides making as many concessions as 
they could. The President stated that in his own opinion he could 
not subscribe to the view that there was a necessary link between 
the two matters. To this the Chancellor replied that he was very 
glad that this was the President’s view, as he could not agree to 
any linking of ratification of the EDC with a solution of the Saar 

problem. 

The Secretary of State and the President both indicated that, al- 
though they did not subscribe to the view that these two matters 
had to be linked, as a matter of practical politics, the United States 
view was that it was very unlikely that the French Parliament 
would ratify the EDC treaty until the Saar problem was solved. 

The Chancellor ventured to disagree with this view of the French 
political scene. He said that as he saw it, Mayer had made some 
promises to the de Gaullists but that these were no longer valid 

since the de Gaullists would not vote for ratification now in any 

event. Therefore, the key to the French problem was the position of 

the Socialists. He had been informed that there were 20 against the 

treaty, and 20 for it, and 60 undecided. The question was how to 

win over these 60, for if that could be done, the Gaullists’ position 

wouldn’t matter. The way to win over the undecided Socialist vote 
was for the British to show sufficient interest in the EDC and show 
their readiness to associate themselves with the undertaking. 

The President said that if he understood Mayer correctly, Mayer 
had said that the British had made some concessions along these 
lines but had not expressed them emphatically enough. 

The Chancellor said that he believed that the British had been 
asked to do more than was reasonable, for they had been asked to 
make a firm promise to keep a certain number of divisions on the 
Continent, whereas the French had now asked for permission to 
withdraw divisions under certain circumstances. 

The Chancellor then said that he was hoping to meet with Mayer 
without Bidault. This would have to be arranged by an “acciden- 
tal” meeting, which he was hoping would take place May 18 or 14. 
The President expressed his satisfaction that such a meeting would
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take place in the near future and hoped a solution of the Saar 
problem would result. 

In connection with the Saar problem, the Chancellor pointed out 

that the difficulty lay in large measure in the French insistence 
that the solution be a definite and final one. This the Chancellor 
could not agree to, because if the settlement of the boundaries of 
the Saar could be final now, the Russians could claim that the 

Eastern boundaries could also be settled now. The Chancellor said 
Schuman had originally agreed that the matter of the final bound- 
aries could be left to the peace treaty, but at the end when he, 
Schuman, was in political difficulty, he changed this position and 
said that the matter would have to be “finally” settled. The Chan- 
cellor said he would be glad to give the outline of the program that 
he and Schuman had agreed on, which he felt went a long way 
toward the settlement of the problem. In the Chancellor’s opinion 
the people of the Saar did not want to be either French or German 
but to be primarily Saarland people. 

At the end of the conversation, the President raised the question 
as to whether an important British statesman, for example, Win- 
ston Churchill, might not make a strong statement in favor of po- 
litical, economic and military unity of the six nations and express 
at the same time a favorable opinion of British association with the 
EDC. 

The Chancellor replied that he would welcome such a statement 
and as a matter of fact would prefer to have the British associated 

with this enterprise, as he preferred to deal with the British and 
the French rather than the French alone. 

No. 179 

740.5/4-1753 

United States Delegation Minutes of the First General Meeting of 

Chancellor Adenauer and Secretary Dulles, Conference Suite, 1778 
Pennsylvania Avenue, April 7, 1953, 3-4:30 p.m. } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, April 17, 1953. 
GPT MIN-2 

PARTICIPANTS 

United States German 
Secretary of State Chancellor Adenauer 

Dr. Conant Prof. Dr. Walter Hallstein 

* A summary of this meeting was also transmitted to Bonn in telegram 4845, Apr. 
8. (611.62A/4-853) For Chancellor Adenauer’s account of this meeting and GPT 
MIN-3, (infra), see Adenauer, Memoirs, pp. 443-447.
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Mr. Matthews Dr. Vollrath Freiherr von 
Mr. MacArthur Maltzan 

Mr. Riddleberger Mr. Hans von Herwarth 
Mr. Merchant Mr. Felix von Eckhardt 
Mr. Linder Dr. Alexander Boeker 
Mr. McCardle Dr. Heinz L. Krekeler 
Mr. Morris Mr. Friedrich-Karl Vialon 
Mr. O’Connor Mr. Ulrich de Maiziers 
Mr. Reinstein Mr. Von Haeften 
Mr. Kellermann Dr. Gunther Harkort 
Mr. Kitchen Dr. Georg Federer 
Mr. Van Hollen Dr. Albert F. Ernecke 
Secretary of Treasury Mr. Schulze-Boysen 
Mr. Burgess Mr. Hans Podeyn 

Mr. Overby 

Mr. Nash, Defense Department 

Col. Gerhardt 

The Director of Mutual Security 

Mr. FitzGerald 

Mr. Schelling 

Mr. Harris 

Amb. Draper 

Mr. Slater 

Dr. Hauge, White House 

Ratification of EDC and Contractuals, Including Relation of 
Saar Thereto. After extending greetings to Chancellor Adenauer, 

Secretary Dulles opened the substantive discussion saying that 

both the Government and the American people had been cheered 

by the large vote by which the German lower house had recently 
ratified the EDC Treaty. Such a vote had been forecast by the 
Chancellor and it was apparent that the Chancellor was a man of 

his word. Secretary Dulles was gratified to note that the Chancel- 
lor had assured the President at the morning meeting at the White 

House 2 that the EDC would also pass the upper house despite op- 
position, an assurance which made the U.S. appreciate the Chan- 
cellor’s leadership. It was the feeling of the U.S. that the treaties 
would finally come into force providing additional military poten- 
tial to support the NATO organization. Although there was disap- 
pointment that Mr. de Gasperi, because of a filibuster in the Ital- 

ian Parliament over the electoral reform bill, had not felt it practi- 

2 For the minutes of this meeting, see GPT MIN-1, supra.
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cable to ask his Parliament to take up the EDC Treaty, nonethe- 
less, de Gasperi had assured the U.S. that when the Parliament re- 

convened in July, ratification of the treaty would be the first order 
of business. 

Secretary Dulles reported that the French talks had indicated 
that the primary difficulty in the way of EDC ratification was the 
solution of the Saar issue, a subject which had been discussed with 
the Chancellor at the White House meeting. As was pointed out in 
the communiqué of the French talks, * the U.S. did not agree with 
the French thesis that the solution of the Saar dispute was a legal 
matter and that such a solution was indispensable to the ratifica- 

tion of the EDC and the Contractuals. Although the U.S. did not 
agree that the Saar problem had to be solved before ratification of 
the EDC, the U.S. likewise did not believe that it was necessary to 
defer a solution until after ratification. It was extremely important 
that both the Germans and the French solve this problem in a sat- 
isfactory manner because if such a solution were reached, the last 
major obstacle to EDC ratification would be overcome. As the 
President had stated, the U.S. looked to the Germans to play a 

major and farsighted role in the solution of the Saar question. 

Chancellor Adenauer replied that he had told the President that 
Germany would make a serious attempt to solve the Saar problem. 
Delay had been caused largely because of a change in the French 
Government, but it now appeared possible to move forward to a 

successful solution. He pointed out that when the EDC had been 
signed in Paris in May 1952 all those who took part in the negotia- 

tions felt that the treaties would probably go into effect in August 
or September of that year. However, these prospects had not been 

fulfilled. Mr. de Gasperi, although he was most desirous of EDC 
ratification, was not able to carry forward his plans for ratification 

because of difficulties in the Italian Senate and, for this and other 

reasons, it appeared likely that it would be four or five months 

before complete ratification could be obtained. 

Because of these delays, and because of the nature of German 
public opinion, the Chancellor said that he would welcome any as- 
sistance that might be given to mollify the public in Germany. He 
pointed out that he was now under attack by the Social Democratic 
Party and that in September elections for the Bundestag would be 
held. It was extremely important that there should be a continu- 
ation of present German policy during the next four years and yet 
it would be extremely difficult to explain to certain groups in Ger- 
many why the EDC had not been ratified. With the elections ap- 

191 en text of this communiqué, see Department of State Bulletin, Apr. 6, 1958, pp.
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proaching, it would have been most advantageous if EDC ratifica- 

tion had been completed, since, at present, there were many indi- 

viduals in Germany—who were not strong adherents of any politi- 
cal party—who were in a state of uncertainty because they felt 
that the Western build-up was being halted through a failure to 
ratify the EDC on schedule. 

The Chancellor pointed out that, either in the Contractuals or 

the EDC—he did not remember which—it was provided that when 
France, Britain, the U.S. and Germany had ratified the EDC, cer- 

tain portions of the Contractual Agreement would go into effect. 
Therefore, he wondered whether it would be possible, in order to 

assist with public opinion at home, to raise the status of the High 

Commissioner to that of an Ambassador. This was not to say that 
the High Commissioner’s task should be abolished. However, since 
there were certain matters which lay beyond the regular functions 
of the High Commissioner, it was probable that the High Commis- 
sioner would feel certain restrictions or inhibitions and for this 
reason the establishment of an Ambassadorship would be wel- 
comed. In addition, it would be advantageous if the German repre- 
sentative in Washington could be raised to Ambassadorial rank. 
The Chancellor pointed out that a precedent for such a change al- 
ready existed in Austria where, although the Allied Control Com- 

mission still existed, the three Western Powers were represented 
by Ambassadors and Austria, on its part, had an Ambassador in 

Washington. If the High Commissioner in Germany could be given 

Ambassadorial status, the Chancellor believed such a move would 

have a splendid impression on public opinion and would assist him 

in the forthcoming election. 

In reply, Secretary Dulles said that one of the difficulties in 
meeting the Chancellor’s request was that, as the Contractuals 
were written, it would be impossible for the U.S. to take a position 

on the question of Ambassadors without prior consultation with 
the British and the French. While the U.S. would be sympathetical- 
ly disposed to taking up this matter upon completion by the Ger- 
mans of the ratification of the treaties, he felt that this subject 
could be dealt with more effectively if it were not given too much 
publicity in advance. He said that it would perhaps be best to agree 
that the U.S. would explore what could be done when German rati- 

fication was completed. 
Chancellor Adenauer agreed with Secretary Dulles that advance 

publicity would be unwise and that careful consultation was neces- 

sary. He asked whether the U.S. had any objection to the Germans 

discussing this subject with the British. Secretary Dulles answered 
that the U.S. had no objection to the Germans discussing it with 
the British. Secretary Dulles then stated that he desired to make it
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clear that the U.S. sympathized with the German attitude on this 
subject and would do everything possible to give the Germans the 
benefits of the character suggested by the Chancellor so that these 
benefits would be available before the election. Naturally, if the 
High Commissioner were raised to an Ambassador, the U.S. would 
welcome an Ambassador from Germany in Washington since the 
two types of representation were directly related. 

Estimate of Soviet Position Following Death of Stalin. Stating 
that at the earlier White House meeting both he and President E1i- 
senhower had given a brief estimate of the Soviet position follow- 
ing the death of Stalin, Secretary Dulles asked the Chancellor for 
his views on this subject. Chancellor Adenauer replied that his esti- 
mate of the situation was the same as that of the President and the 
Secretary of State. It was his feeling that the recent peace feelers 
were simply evidence that the death of Stalin had caused instabil- 
ity within the USSR. There was no indication that the Soviet 
Union was diverging from its previous policies. It should be remem- 
bered that there had been a continuous armament build-up by the 
USSR, particularly during the period since 1950. For example, in 
the satellite states 70 divisions were presently deployed which now 
had modern equipment compared with the older equipment avail- 
able to them two years ago. These divisions were backed up by 240 
divisions in the Soviet Union itself. Furthermore, there were air- 

fields in the Soviet Union and satellites located so close to Germa- 
ny that jet planes could be over Bonn in 20 minutes and over Paris 
in 50 minutes. Soviet pressure on Eastern Germany appeared to be 
as strong as ever and, in the case of certain religious groups, pres- 
sure had actually increased. 

The Chancellor felt that the main immediate task of the Soviet 
Union was to protect itself from unrest by consolidating its inter- 

nal position. While it was true that the Soviet Union might extend 
a peace offer which could be acceptable to the West, the West must 

not relax its vigilance, but instead should continue to build its 

strength since the only way to negotiate with a totalitarian country 
was to negotiate from strength. Although the Federal Republic had 
no desire for war, the danger of war would increase if the West re- 
laxed its build-up efforts. On the other hand, if the present policy 
of building strength should continue, it would one day be possible 
to undertake sensible negotiations with the Soviet Union. Refer- 
ring to the latest Western note on the subject of free elections in 
Germany, * the Chancellor pointed out that the Soviets did not 
answer the note at all. If they should approve free elections in Ger- 
many, a critical point of danger would be removed, since an agree- 

* For text of this note, Sept. 23, 1952, see Document 138.
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ment on free elections would bring about the unity of Germany. 
The Chancellor also felt that the West should demand that the 
Soviet Union release some 300,000 prisoners of war and civilian in- 

ternees who, it was well known to the German Red Cross, were 

alive and somewhere in the Soviet Union, although their exact 

whereabouts were unknown. 
War Criminals. Opening the discussion on war criminals, Chan- 

cellor Adenauer said that the U.S. now holds about 300 prisoners 
in Landsborg Prison. Alluding to the fact that the treaties provided 
for a Mixed Board to be set up to consider all cases, he pointed out 
that there were considerable psychological and public opinion prob- 
lems in Germany connected with the war criminal issue. Especially 
difficult was the agitation of various soldiers and veterans organi- 
zations. These psychological difficulties with respect to war crimi- 
nals must be overcome because they would affect the formation of 

German units for the European Defense Community, since these 
units would be composed in large measure of technicians and spe- 

cialists who would be difficult to recruit unless there were a more 
lenient parole system for the war criminals. Therefore, the Chan- 
cellor requested that, even before the treaties went into effect, a 

study should be undertaken for the purpose of considering the pos- 
sibility of establishing the Mixed Board provided for in the treaty. 
Because of the psychological situation at home, it would be most 
advantageous if this Board could meet before the end of the year 
without awaiting complete ratification of the treaties. 

With regard to the parole system, the Chancellor maintained 

that the British were more lenient with paroles than the U.S. He 

said that a number of prisoners in Germany had been paroled by 
the French High Commissioner, but that it was more difficult to 

parole the war criminals who were held in France since the ulti- 

mate authority for paroling the war criminals in France was vested 
in the President under a system which was unduly complicated. 
With regard to the prisoners held in Spandau Prison, the Chancel- 
lor recognized that it was only with difficulty that relief for the 
prisoners could be achieved although there had been certain recent 
success. If the Russians were now actually engaged in friendly 
moves it might be possible to test their true motives by raising the 

question of the Spandau prisoners. Secretary Dulles replied that 
the U.S. preferred to defer until the following day the subject of 
war criminals, including those in Spandau. 

German Defense Contribution. Chancellor Adenauer said that it 
had been agreed that the subject of a German defense contribution 
would be discussed at a meeting in Paris on April 17 between 
German Ministers and NATO representatives. Until that time, this 
subject should be discussed at the expert level since there were a
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number of questions still to be clarified. Furthermore, at the forth- 

coming NATO Conference,> the NATO Ministers would be in a 
better position to receive the final proposals. Replying that the 

U.S. hoped that acceptable agreement could be reached at the 
Paris meeting, Secretary Dulles said that the information to date 
had indicated that the total contribution proposed by the Germans 
might be less than that agreed upon last year. In view of the Fed- 
eral Republic’s improved economic condition, it seemed to the U.S. 

that any effort smaller than that agreed to last year would not be 
understood by other countries. Therefore, if this question were not 
satisfactorily resolved at the April 17 Paris meeting, Secretary 
Dulles urged the Chancellor to deal with the problem personally 

upon his return to Germany. He also emphasized the importance of 
providing support for Allied troops in Germany and expressed the 
hope that it would be possible to provide a substantial sum for sup- 

port costs without affecting the amount provided for the German 
contingents in the EDC. Finally, he said that a substantial amount 
of military equipment might be made available to the Germans fol- 
lowing EDC ratification. Secretary Dulles asked Mr. Riddleberger 
to comment on the subject of the German defense contribution and 
asked Mr. Nash to comment on the subject of military equipment 
for Germany. 

Mr. Riddleberger said that in discussing the German contribu- 
tion, it should be pointed out that the German submission would be 
given the same type of review given to the submissions of other 
countries and that therefore, no discrimination existed. It was im- 

portant to ascertain the total amount of the German contribution 
by the April 23 NATO meeting, so that agreement could be sought 

with all NATO countries. If the German amount were not received, 
the entire review process would be complicated. The basic criteria 

for the defense contribution was the economic situation in each 
country, and it would be difficult to contend that the German con- 

tributions this year should be less than that provided last year in 
view of Germany’s economic situation, her position in the EPU, etc. 

As to the build-up of German contingents in the EDC, Mr. Riddle- 
berger said that it was important to get agreement on support costs 
for Allied Forces in Germany and that he felt that a close examina- 
tion of the German figures would reveal that the necessary 
amounts would be available for Allied support costs. 

Chancellor Adenauer answered that he would be prepared to pro- 
vide finished material for the NATO Conference. However, the 

task was difficult since, as his Finance Minister had pointed out, 

5 Reference is to the Eleventh Session of the North Atlantic Council, held at 
Paris, Apr. 23-25, 1958.
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the Germans had difficulty in comparing their contribution with 
that of other countries since they did not know what criteria had 
been used in other countries. The Chancellor reiterated his sugges- 
tion that this question be left at the expert level until the Paris 

conference. Meanwhile, he agreed to do everything possible to 

adhere to the earlier commitment so that the Federal Republic 
would be ready for the conferences on the 17th and the 23rd. He 
said he would send instructions from Washington on this subject. 

Military Equipment for Germany. After recalling that it had been 
agreed at Bonn last year, that when the EDC went into effect the 

U.S. would provide end-item military assistance to German contin- 
gents during the initial training period. Mr. Nash read the state- 

ment on military equipment attached as an Annex. At the conclu- 
sion of Mr. Nash’s statement. Chancellor Adenauer requested that 
the detailed figures be given to his military experts so that they 
would be in a position to take the necessary additional steps upon 

the ratification of EDC. Secretary Dulles closed the substantive dis- 
cussion by saying that, with regard to the German defense contri- 
bution, he had not stressed the fact that it appeared to be less than 
last year but rather that the contribution should be more than last 
year. 

The meeting concluded with an agreement that a working group 
of financial experts would convene to discuss certain technical 
problems * and that another working group would be established to 

prepare the initial draft of the communiqué for the talks. ® 

Annex 

Statement by the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Nash) 

SECRET (WASHINGTON, April 7, 1953?] 

Provision of Military Equipment by the United States 

Taking into account the equipment availabilities for and require- 
ments of the EDC countries as a whole, and assuming the continu- 

ation of present world conditions, the United States has made 
budgetary provisions which put us in a position to provide to the 
European Defense Community the major equipment required from 
outside the EDC for the first six German groupements and twenty- 
four German air squadrons, on a basis comparable to that used in 

* A record of these discussions is contained in Dept. of State cable to HICOG Bonn 
No. 4927, April 15, 1953. [Footnote in the source text; for the telegram under refer- 
ence, see Document 184.] 

6 No record of the work of this group has been found in Department of State files. 
A copy of the draft communiqué prepared by the interdepartmental working group, 
GPT D-16, dated Apr. 6, is in file 762A.00/4-653.
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providing equipment to the other EDC countries. This equipment 

will include: 

a. For Army contingents: 

In general, only those items having a primary military applica- 
tion, such as tanks, combat vehicles, field artillery, anti-aircraft ar- 
tillery, mortars, machine guns, ammunition, and basic signal and 
engineering equipment, including components and spare parts. 
This matériel is not restricted to items of United States manufac- 
ture, and includes items obtained through offshore procurement. 

b. For Air Force contingents: 

Fighter-bomber aircraft, tactical reconnaissance aircraft, primary 
and jet training aircraft, ground handling equipment, maintenance 
training units and related equipment, electronics maintenance 
training units and related equipment, electronics and communica- 
tions equipment, machine guns, bombs, rockets, and miscellaneous 
ammunition. 

I understand that negotiations have been going on, which are 
now being successfully concluded, concerning the transfer of cer- 
tain TNC naval vessels to the Federal Republic. 

The prompt and orderly delivery of United States equipment de- 
pends (1) upon the completion of necessary arrangements by the 
European Defense Community; (2) upon the conclusion of bilateral 
agreements between the United States, the European Defense Com- 
munity, and the Federal Republic; and (3) upon the determination 
by SHAPE and United States authorities that the units which are 
to receive this equipment reach a state of training in which they 
can make effective use of it. While the United States is about to 

present to the European Defense Community and to the Federal 
Republic proposed drafts of the required agreements, it will also be 

necessary that planning for the buildup of German units by the 
EDC Interim Commission result in schedules which can be the 
basis of United States programming and plans for delivery of spe- 

cific quantities of equipment. Our information at the present time 

is that such planning has not progressed beyond broad preliminary 
stages. If detailed arrangements for the receipt of United States 
equipment are to be completed promptly, it will therefore be neces- 

sary that the EDC Interim Commission prepare the necessary 
plans. 

Should you desire more detailed information, we are prepared to 
provide specific delivery forecasts when the ratification of the EDC 
Treaty has been completed, when EDC Interim Commission plans 
for the German guildup and production have been finalized, and 
when bilateral agreements with the EDC and the Federal Republic 
have been signed. In the meantime we will consider requests for
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detailed information which is required by the EDC Interim Com- 
mission for planning purposes. 

No. 180 

Conference files, lot 59 D 95, CF 142A 

United States Delegation Minutes of the Second General Meeting of 
Chancellor Adenauer and Secretary Dulles, Conference Suite, 1778 

Pennsylvania Avenue, April 8, 1953, 3 p.m. } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, April 17, 1953. 

GPT MIN-8 

PARTICIPANTS 

United States Germany 

Secretary Dulles Chancellor Adenauer 
Dr. Conant Professor Dr. Walter Hallstein 

Mr. Matthews Dr. Vollrath Freiherr von 

Mr. MacArthur Maltzan 

Mr. Riddleberger Mr. Hans von Herwarth 
Mr. Merchant Mr. Felix von Eckhardt 

Mr. Linder Dr. Alexander Boeker 

Mr. McCardle Dr. Heinz L. Krekeler 

Mr. Reinstein Mr. Friedrich-Kar] Vialon 

Mr. Margolies Mr. Von Haeften 

Mr. Kellermann Dr. Gunther Harkort 

Mr. Morris Dr. Georg Federer 
Mr. Martin Dr. Albert F. Ernecke 

Mrs. Eleanor Dulles Mr. Jaenicke 

Mr. Kitchen Mr. Sigrist 
Miss Wilson Mr. Schulze-Boysen 
Secretary Humphrey Professor Grewer 
Mr. Willis Dr. Pelckman 

Mr. Nash Dr. Werner 

Mr. Baringer Mr. Heins Weber 
Colonel Gerhardt Mr. Hans Podeyn 

Mr. Stassen 

Mr. FitzGerald 

Mr. Schelling 

Mr. Harris 

~ 1A summary of this meeting was transmitted to Bonn in telegram 4867, Apr. 9. 

(611.62A/4-953) For Chancellor Adenauer’s account of this meeting and GPT MIN-2, 

(supra), see Adenauer, Memoirs, pp. 443-447.
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Mrs. Houghten 

Ambassador Draper 

The second plenary session opened with Secretary Dulles inviting 
Chancellor Adenauer to speak with regard to financial aid with 
particular reference to refugees and Berlin. 

Refugees and Berlin 

Chancellor Adenauer commented that the problem involved not 
only the refugees in their present existence in Berlin but also those 
which must be accommodated in Western Germany. He remarked 
that the question has its human side to the extent that these 
people must have some form of security, but emphasized that the 

problem also had its political ramifications since those refugees 
who have not yet been worked into West German economic life 
must be protected from exploitation by both the extreme right and 
left political wings. He commented that many refugees would be 
able to work if adequate housing could be provided near their jobs, 
and noted that the Federal Republic is now building 400,000 dwell- 
ings. In view of the destruction in Germany, however, he said that 
the Federal Republic cannot do enough in this line by itself. He 
noted that the Federal Republic has allocated 25 billion DM for 
these refugees and referred to the law passed some months ago for 
the equalization of burdens which imposed a 50% tax on savings 
for support of the refugees. He asked for MSA assistance and noted 
that several European countries had provided money for houses 
which must be built in the industrial regions. He referred to the 
plan envisaged in the 1951 report of a group of experts headed by 
Christian Sonne, ? and asked for US aid through an international 

refugee loan, commenting that the Federal Republic can not solve 
this problem by itself. 

Mr. Stassen expressed US appreciation of this problem and said 

that a thorough study of the question of aid for Berlin and the ref- 

ugees was now underway as part of a global review of MSA assist- 
ance. He noted, however, that the amount of aid which had been 

spoken of appeared to be large in view of the world-wide commit- 
ments of the US. He said the US was not prepared to make such a 
commitment at this time because the problem was being included 
as a part of the general MSA study and because new appropria- 
tions must be obtained from Congress in May. He told the Chancel- 

2 Under reference here is The Integration of Refugees Into German Life, a 109- 
page report with appendices, presented to Chancellor Adenauer on Mar. 21, 1951, by 
H. Christian Sonne, the Chairman of the ECA Technical Assistance Commission on 

the Integration of Refugees in the German Republic. A copy of the report is in file 
Oo, ©8515 it was released to the press shortly after its presentation to the
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lor that approximately the first week in May the US will be in a 
position to tell Germany what we are recommending to Congress in 

this connection. He said the US is pleased to note the progress the 
Federal Republic had made in assimilating these refugees into 

Western Germany and in making them productive working mem- 
bers of the German economy and assured the Chancellor that the 

problem will have sympathetic and friendly consideration in the 
US. 

Chancellor Adenauer said he understood completely the role of 

Congress in this matter and the reasons why no US commitment 

could be made now. He said, however, that he had felt he should 

take advantage of the opportunity to speak of this matter while in 

the US. He referred again to the equalization of burdens law point- 
ing out that such a measure, which had never been taken before, 

provided clear evidence that Germany was making the greatest 

possible effort to solve the refugee problem. He noted that the 
German people are determined to help themselves as far as possi- 
ble and expressed the hope that the measures which had been 

taken in this regard could be pointed out to the US Congress. 

Mr. Stassen noted that, although the refugee situation was the 

principal point in the MSA consideration of this matter, the study 

goes beyond to consider the general Berlin situation, including the 

strengthening of consumer and lighter industries in Berlin for the 
purpose of creating employment and the question of the stockpiling 

of food and other essentials. He commented that both he and Secre- 
tary Dulles believed Chancellor Adenauer should take this opportu- 
nity to tell the American people about the German efforts in this 
regard, particularly about the burden-sharing law. 

Chancellor Adenauer commented that he had mentioned the 
problem in his luncheon speech at the National Press Club® and 

believed the 500 representatives of the US press in attendance rep- 

resented an effective channel for reaching the American people. He 

repeated that he understood Mr. Stassen’s points and commented 

that the refugees now reaching Berlin will be taken care of and 

will remain in Germany. He mentioned the problem of unemploy- 

ment in Berlin and the necessity for enlarging employment oppor- 
tunities and commented that neither the new refugees or those 

which had been in Berlin for several years should be forgotten. 

Secretary Dulles then asked Assistant Secretary Linder to report 

on the meetings of the economic working group. 

3 Adenauer had addressed the National Press Club at a luncheon on Apr. 8; ex- 
tracts from his address are printed in Adenauer, Memoirs, pp. 451-453.
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Report on Economic Working Group 

Mr. Linder said that the economic working group has discussed 
and were in general agreement on the question of trade expansion 

and the desirability of currency convertibility.+ He said the US 
representatives had expressed pleasure at the recent German trade 
liberalization measures and at the decisions taken at the recent 
OEEC meeting. The US representatives also outlined the Adminis- 
tration’s plans for a general] study of foreign economic policy in- 
cluding its efforts with regard to reciprocal trade legislation, and 
reported on the progress made on the question of customs simplifi- 
cation. Mr. Linder referred to the President’s statement to Con- 
gress with regard to reciprocal trade legislation which had been an- 
nounced during the working group meeting and said that the 

German representatives had understood and appreciated this 
move. ® 

He said that the group had discussed and had undertaken to con- 

sider further the problem of an increase of US off-shore procure- 
ment in Germany and had agreed to find out more about the prob- 
lems involved in the production of certain types of synthetic rubber 
in Germany and to aid the Germans in this regard if possible. He 
said that discussions were continuing with regard to a treaty of 
friendship and commerce and that the US had undertaken to ex- 
plore further with other agencies the question of the treatment of 
German trade marks and copyrights in the US. He expressed the 
hope that some reference could be made to these last two questions 
in the communiqué. & 

With regard to East-West trade, Mr. Linder said the US and 
German representatives had reached complete agreement with the 

exception of two problems and he hoped the German representa- 
tives could agree on language to be included in the communiqué. 

He said the US was happy to hear that the balance of the Schlos- 
mann[?] Mill would not be shipped to Hungary but regretted that 
the Germans could not give the same assurances with regard to the 

shipment of steel scrap to Hungary. He emphasized the nature of 
US legislation in this regard and expressed the hope that the Ger- 
mans would reconsider and cancel these scrap shipments. Other- 
wise, he said, the President must consider whether or not to grant 
an exception under US legislation which would involve consulta- 
tion and clearance through several Congressional committees with 

* Regarding the work of this group, see telegram 4927, Document 184. 
5 For President Eisenhower’s message to Congress, Apr. 7, concerning the Recipro- 

cal Trade Agreements Act, see Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: 
Dwight D. Eisenhower, 19538, pp. 163-165, or Department of State Bulletin, Apr. 27, 
1958, pp. 684-635. 

® For text of the final communiqué, see Document 185.
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the probability of much unfavorable publicity. He noted that if the 
President were not able to grant such an exception, he would be 
required by US law to cancel all aid to Germany. 

Mr. Stassen emphasized the importance of the East-West trade 
issue and gave his full support to Mr. Linder’s statement. 

Chancellor Adenauer said he recognized the importance of this 
question and suggested that individual cases be discussed further 

by US and German experts.* 

War Criminals 

Ambassador Conant explained the US position with regard to 
war criminals, suggesting that the US approach France and the 
UK with regard to the activation of the Mixed Board as soon as 

German EDC ratification was completed. If the UK and France 
would not agree to such a step he said the US would then consider 
urgently the possibility of a new review procedure for war crimi- 
nals under US jurisdiction. He said that the State and Defense De- 
partments were considering the possibility of the establishment of 

a US-German parole board (not a clemency board) similar to that 
established in Japan, and asked if Chancellor Adenauer could com- 

ment on his reaction to the establishment of such a board. 

Chancellor Adenauer said he would welcome a mixed parole 

board which he felt would be a great step forward and would help 
the public opinion situation particularly among the German 
people. 

Ambassador Conant said that the US would hope to have either 
a Mixed Board or some new procedure for war criminals under US 
jurisdiction in the near future, and certainly before the September 
elections in Germany. He suggested that little publicity be given to 

these plans and that any public reference be made only in general 
terms. 

With regard to conditions at Spandau prison, he said that the US 
would continue to seek amelioration of the treatment of prisoners 

in Spandau and agreed with the Chancellor that this might afford 
a good opportunity to test the sincerity of recent Soviet friendli- 

ness. 

Chancellor Adenauer remarked that if a parole board could be 

established, no publicity on its activities would be necessary. The 
press and public would merely need to know that those prisoners 
who deserve release would be released as soon as possible, and the 

manner in which it was done would make no difference. He com- 

*On April 13, 1951, Dr. von Maltzan advised Mr. Riddleberger that the files and 

experts of the Federal Government were in Bonn, and requested that further discus- 
sion by experts be pursued there. [Footnote in the source text.]
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mented that this parole board should not be connected with EDC 

but should go into effect before EDC. 
Ambassador Conant reiterated, in clarification, that the US 

planned first to approach France and the UK with regard to the 
activation of the Mixed Board as soon as German ratification of 

EDC was complete. Failing that, activation of the US-German 

parole board would be considered also when German ratification 
had been completed. 

Chancellor Adenauer pointed out that releases of individuals held 
in US captivity were less than those released by the UK and 
France. He said he realized that the fact that the US was less gen- 
erous in this regard was due to the attitude, not of the High Com- 
missioner, but of the US Army and expressed the hope that the 
Army could be brought to be as generous as the UK. He pointed 
out that the UK had gone far in the release of war criminals in the 

past few months and remarked that the UK High Commissioner 
had assured him that those prisoners who had been released on the 

grounds of ill health would not be returned to captivity once they 
had recovered their health. He expressed his belief that the US 
should be able to take steps similar to those of the UK. He pointed 
out also that the US Army has ceased its normal parole proceed- 

ings in anticipation of EDC ratification which would involve the ac- 
tivation of the Mixed Board. Now that EDC ratification appeared 
to be delayed, he felt the US Army should go back to its normal 
parole procedure. 

Mr. Nash said that this was the first information that he had re- 
ceived that the Army was delaying parole matters or was more 
strict in this regard than the UK or France. Speaking for the Sec- 

retary of Defense, he said he would look into the matter personally 

and that everything that can be done will be done. 

Chancellor Adenauer noted that since April 1950 the US Army 
had granted no worthwhile paroles. He cited figures on paroles of 

war criminals under various jurisdictions which indicated that of 
the total number of prisoners held in captivity by the various na- 
tions the UK had released %, France % and the French Occupied 

Zone *3, while the US had released only '%. 
Secretary Dulles reiterated to the Chancellor that the US would 

review the policies of its military authorities with a view to more 
liberal treatment of war criminals. Returning to the parole board 
question, he reassured the Chancellor that we anticipated the es- 
tablishment of the joint parole board or commission prior to gener- 
al EDC ratification, and that we will first discuss the activation of 

the Mixed Board with the UK and France. Then, if unsuccessful we 

will take up with the Germans the possibility of a joint parole 
board. He expressed the hope that the Chancellor believed that the
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US will do all it can in this regard and approved of the action 
which had been promised by Mr. Nash. 

Civil Defense Against Atomic Attack 

Chancellor Adenauer commented that the Federal Republic was 
entirely inexperienced in the field of civil defense against an 
atomic attack, noting that Germany can be reached in 20 minutes 
by Soviet bombers. He said that they would be glad for a meeting 
of US-German experts to see what could be done to defend the 
German people against atomic attack. 

Secretary Dulles said that the US was prepared in principle to 
discuss this matter with the Germans. He remarked, however, that 

the problem was a delicate one since the US was closely bound by 
legislation which restricted the information on atomic matters that 
can be communicated to a foreign Government, and that we had 

already experienced difficulty in this regard in operations with 
other countries. He suggested that the question be explored with 

Ambassador Conant at Bonn who was an authority on the subject 
and was familiar with US legislative restrictions before such a 
group came to the US. In this manner he believed an area could be 
found for useful joint exploration of the question. 

Chancellor Adenauer said he would be glad if Ambassador 
Conant would help them, and that he felt nothing should be said in 
the communiqué on this issue. 

Secretary Dulles agreed that it would be best to omit any refer- 

ence to this matter in the communiqué. 

Vesting of German Property 

Chancellor Adenauer remarked that the question of the vesting 
of German property in the US had not been satisfactorily conclud- 
ed by the experts, and that Germany hopes that property and other 
interests in the US belonging to Germany would not be confiscated 
further. He also expressed the hope that, as the situation develops, 

such property might be returned to Germany. 
Mr. Riddleberger said that the US had the question of vesting 

under consideration and thought it would be settled to the Chancel- 
lor’s satisfaction about the time of his departure from the US. 7 He 
said there was a technical question of the date of the announce- 
ment but that we hoped to give the Chancellor a going away 

present. He recommended that nothing be said publicly prior to the 

anticipated announcement. 

7 On Apr. 17 the White House announced the termination of the program for vest- 
ing German-owned properties in the United States. The same day Adenauer made a 
statement welcoming the termination of the vesting program. For the texts of the 
White House announcement and Adenauer’s statement, see Department of State 
Bulletin, May 18, 1953, pp. 720-721.
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Chancellor Adenauer expressed his appreciation for this move. 

Return of former German Vessels 

Mr. Riddleberger referred to the 350 naval vessels, mostly small 

craft, which had been allocated to the US by the Tripartite Naval 
Committee and said that the US now plans to return these ships to 

West Germany. He asked if a reference could be made to this 

return in the communiqué. 

Chancellor Adenauer said he was very grateful for this action 

and would be very glad to have it referred to in the communiqué. 

Communiqué 

Secretary Dulles suggested that the draft communiqué ® be sub- 

mitted to the working group for further study and that it might be 

discussed at the meeting at the White House on Thursday. 9 He 
asked if Chancellor Adenauer wished to comment on the communi- 
qué at this time. 

Chancellor Adenauer said he would be greatful if nothing were 

said in the communiqué about the Saar question, since every men- 
tion of that issue appears to make it more difficult of solution. He 
also expressed the hope that Mr. Stassen could give some hope in 

the communiqué that refugees and expellees would be given some 
help. 

Secretary Dulles said it would be necessary to give more thought 
to the omission of any reference to the Saar in the communiqué. 

He noted that the Saar issue had been prominently mentioned in 

the press after the recent meeting with the French and said he 
feared that the absence of any reference at this time might be mis- 

understood to mean that the US was not interested, whereas in re- 

ality the US believed an early settlement of this question was ex- 

tremely important. He said that if the Chancellor felt that the par- 

ticular expression of the Saar issue in the draft communiqué would 

be hurtful with regard to German public opinion, we would be glad 

to consider changes of language. However, in view of the impor- 

tance of this issue in the eyes of both the US and European public 
he felt that a three-day discussion followed by a communiqué 

which did not mention the Saar would give rise to much undesir- 

able speculation. He commented that this would be contrary to 
public expectation and indeed to reality and that such an omission 

might do more harm than good. 

8 The draft under reference has not been further identified; for text of the final 
communiqué, see Document 185. 

®° For an account of the meeting at the White House on Thursday, Apr. 9, see 
Riddleberger’s memorandum, Document 182.
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Chancellor Adenauer said he recognized the true kernel in what 
the Secretary had said and that it might be enough if the Saar 
question were not tied to the EDC and the Schuman Plan. He said 
that the Saar had not been brought into question with regard to 

EDC and the Schuman Plan and that the German public would 
object if the Saar issue were raised in discussions of these arrange- 
ments after they had been agreed. 

Secretary Dulles suggested that the experts be asked to study the 
text of the communiqué, having in mind the US and German point 
of view. He said that we would try to find language to meet the 
Chancellor’s suggestion but would like to consider the question 

more carefully. 
Chancellor Adenauer agreed but pointed out that experts are not 

always politicians. 

Cultural Convention 

Secretary Dulles noted that certain technical drafting difficulties 
might make it necessary to change the form of the cultural conven- 

tion to an exchange of notes, and suggested that conclusion of the 

agreement be postponed to Thursday. !° 
Chancellor Adenauer agreed. 

10 For text of the notes exchanged by Secretary Dulles and Chancellor Adenauer 
on Apr. 9 concerning cultural relations between the Federal Republic and the 
United States, and their remarks at the time of the exchange, see Department of 

State Bulletin, Apr. 20, 1953, pp. 567-568. 

No. 181 

762.022/4-1453 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Director of the Office of 

German Political Affairs (Morris) 

SECRET [WASHINGTON,] April 14, 1953. 

Subject: The Saar 

Participants: James B. Conant, U.S. High Commissioner for 

Germany 
Brewster H. Morris, GPA 

In connection with the final White House session with Adenauer, 

April 9, 1958, there was again a short restricted meeting in the 

President’s private office, consisting of the President, Mr. Dulles, 

Mr. Conant, the Chancellor and Hallstein.! This was devoted 

1 Presumably this restricted meeting took place before the meeting described in 

Riddleberger’s memorandum, infra.
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mainly to a discussion of the notes on cultural exchanges, and to 

the Saar. 
The discussion of the latter, according to Mr. Conant, was along 

the same lines as during the previous Adenauer talks, i.e., on April 

7 and 8, except that the Chancellor also stated specifically that, 

while anxious to go just as far as he could in the coming Saar nego- 
tiations, he could not “give away the Saar’ to the French in a 

German election year as “payment for their ratification of the 

EDC’’. There was no comment from the U.S. side to this point. 

After this meeting, the Secretary told Mr. Conant there was no 
need for him to draft a regular report on this restricted meeting. 
Hence this brief note for the GPA Saar file. 

No. 182 

Conference files, lot 59 D 95, CF 142A 

Memorandum by the Director of the Bureau of German Affairs 
(Riddleberger) to the Secretary of State } 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, April 9, 1953. 

Subject: Adenauer’s suggestions at White House Conference regard- 
ing President’s proposed speech. 2 

At the closing White House meeting with Adenauer on April 9, 
the President invited his comments, if any, on the proposed speech, 
i.e. in terms of its German implications. 

The Chancellor replied that, as far as he could recall, the sec- 

tions of the speech he had seen the day before seemed excellent. 
His sole specific suggestion was that some reference should be 
made to the missing German prisoners of war and civilian intern- 

ees, 1.e., who have never come back from Soviet custody. 

Adenauer then agreed with the President’s suggestion that any 
such reference should be to those war prisoners and civilian intern- 

ees in general who have not come back from the Soviet-Communist 
hands, i.e., German and other nationalities. 

1 A copy was also sent to MacArthur. 
2 Under reference here is the President’s speech, ““The Chance for Peace’, made 

before the American Society of Newspaper Editors on Apr. 16; for text, see Public 
”~pers of the Presidents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1953, pp. 179- 
188, or Department of State Bulletin, Apr. 27, 1953, pp. 599-603.
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No. 183 

740.5/4-1653: Airgram 

The Secretary of State to the Office of the United States High 
Commissioner for Germany, at Bonn 

SECRET WASHINGTON, April 16, 1953. 

A-1570. At the request of Mr. Reinstein of the Bureau of German 
Affairs, Mr. Vialon and Col. De Maiziere of the Blank Ministry, 
who were members of the party which accompanied Chancellor 
Adenauer to Washington, attended an informal meeting in the De- 

partment on April 9. Additional representatives of the U.S. Gov- 
ernment attending were Messrs. Moore and Fessenden of RA, 
Messrs. May and Jacobs of GER, Mr. Barringer and Colonel Green 
of the Department of Defense. Mr. Harris of HICOG joined the 
meeting briefly. 

Mr. Reinstein opened the discussion by asking what was being 
done by the EDC Interim Commission on plans necessary to 
prompt establishment of the German contingents. Mr. Vialon ex- 
plained that not a great deal of progress had been made lately. He 
said that the political situation had made rapid progress impossi- 
ble. Perhaps now that the French had promised ratification it 
would be possible to discuss budgetary and production planning. 
However, rapid progress should not be expected before ratification. 

Mr. Vialon said he realized the U.S. regretted the lack of progress 
and the lack of a German utilization plan. He said the Germans 
had not had the necessary statistical basis but hoped to have it 
shortly. The main task of the next few weeks should be such plan- 
ning and progress should be possible at a greater rate when ratifi- 
cation had been accomplished. Mr. Vialon reviewed briefly the 
work being done on production and armament planning, mention- 
ing the inventories of existing contracts in the EDC countries. 

Mr. Reinstein asked when the first year of the common budget 
would begin. Mr. Vialon explained that it would begin January 1, 
1954 and that a “rump” budget would be prepared for that portion 
of 1953 during which the EDC Treaty was in operation. Mr. Rein- 
stein asked if a decision was possible on when the first year’s 
budget could be developed by the EDC. He said that he thought it 
would take quite a while and explained that he was concerned 
since its availability was related to the 19538 NATO Annual Review 
which would begin with the sending out of questionnaires in June. 

Mr. Vialon said that lack of knowledge of the time of ratification 

and the lack of certainty as to ratification itself in France would 
make for slowness in the Interim Commission’s work. He said he
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thought plans could be developed quickly by the Federal Republic 
but it would not be realistic to expect them to emerge from the 
EDC until after French ratification. 

Mr. Reinstein said that we were disappointed that so little had 
been done up until now. Much, he said remained to be done even 
after ratification. He asked Mr. Vialon what obstacles should be 
cleared away to the submission of a useful and realistic require- 
ment and expenditure pattern for the German build-up in connec- 
tion with the 1953 Annual Review. Mr. Reinstein asked what deci- 
sions should be taken now to get military requirements and a real- 
istic expenditure forecast for the year 1954. Mr. Vialon referred to 
decisions which had to be taken by SHAPE and the EDC. Col. De 
Maiziere summarized the principal elements of German build-up 
expenditures (construction, matériel requirements, and pay and 
personnel expenditures). He referred to the EDC TO/E plans. He 
suggested that a clear U.S. request to the EDC Interim Committee 
that they prepare budget and production plans for all EDC units 
was needed very much. He said also that information on US. end- 
item deliveries was most important. 

Mr. Reinstein and Mr. Barringer explained that U.S. end-item 
assistance was intended to supplement EDC efforts and said a 
major difficulty faced by the U.S. in stating its plans was the lack 
of knowledge as to what would be done by the EDC countries. Col. 
De Maiziere said it was obvious that the Germans could provide 
only light weapons and soft goods from their own production since 
it would take longer than the two year build-up to produce heavy 
equipment. Mr. Reinstein reiterated that the U.S. must know what 
the EDC is planning to do in Germany and other EDC countries in 

order to make decisions as to U.S. aid. Mr. Vialon said he under- 
stood, but was anxious to know what types of equipment the Ger- 
mans could not expect to receive from the U.S. This, he said, would 
enable the EDC to plan to produce those things which they could 
not hope to obtain from the U.S. This, he said, would save much 
time in the EDC Interim Commission. It became clear that Mr. 
Vialon and Col. De Maiziere had not seen a copy of Mr. Nash’s 
statement on U.S. end-item assistance which had been given to the 
German delegation the previous day. (Department’s A-1507 to 
Bonn, Paris, and London, April 9.)! Copies were shown to them 
and particular attention was drawn to the last paragraph in which 
it is stated that the U.S. is prepared to consider requests from the 
EDC Interim Commission for further information required for its 
planning and will make available information in greater detail, in- 

1 For Nash’s statement, see the annex to GPT MIN-2, Document 179. Airgram A- 
1507 transmitted the text of the statement to Bonn, Paris, and London. (740.5/4-953)
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cluding prospective delivery schedules for U.S. end-item assistance 
after the EDC Treaty was ratified and Bilateral Agreements be- 
tween the EDC and the U.S. and the Federal Republic and the U‘S. 
have been concluded. 

Mr. Vialon said he thought that the German group and the U.S. 
officials understood each other and we were in agreement that 
more rapid progress was necessary in the EDC Interim Commis- 
sion. He asked that the US. officials understand the difficulties 
which resulted from the situation in which, until ratification, “all 

questions are political.” 

Col. De Maiziere asked if there was anything he could report to 
Herr Blank with respect to Herr Blank’s desire to visit the U.S. in 
the near future. Mr. Jacobs said we had asked HICOG to tell Herr 
Blank that we would be happy to have him come to the U.S. and 
that we thought it would be best if he came in the middle or latter 
part of May, after new impetus has been given to the work of the 
EDC Interim Commission. Mr. Jacobs said we were confident that 
this message had been given to Mr. Blank by HICOG. 

Copies of this airgram are being sent to London and Paris for 
SRE and U.S. Observer Group. 

DULLES 

No. 184 

611.62A/4-1553: Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Office of the United States 
High Commissioner for Germany, at Bonn 

SECRET WASHINGTON, April 15, 1958—6:51 p.m. 

4927. Reference Department telegram 4845 to Bonn repeated 
London 6660, Paris 5136, 2 and Department telegram 4867 to Bonn 
repeated London 6698, Paris 5162. * Following is summary discus- 
sions which took place with German experts during Chancellor’s 
visit. Request you follow up scrap question discussed paragraph 6 

below. 
1. Treaty Friendship, Commerce and Navigation. Agreement was 

reached technical level on draft of short treaty reviving 1923 
Treaty. Draft approved by Chancellor and being cleared on United 

States side. 

1 Drafted by Margolies and Reinstein, and cleared, inter alia, with Morris. Repeat- 
ed to Paris for Bruce and SRE and to London. 

2 See footnote 1, Document 178. 
3 See footnote 1, Document 180.
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2. Germans requested allocation substantial and specific volume 

off-shore procurement to producer Federal Republic. They were 
told that this could not be done. Full explanation manner in which 

off-shore procurement requirements developed and contracts placed 
was given German Delegation. At conclusion discussion Germans 

seemed satisfied that principal obstacle to expansion off-shore pro- 

curement Germany, once tax exemption problem settled, is limita- 

tion on German production military items under Industrial Con- 

trols Agreement. * German Delegation said Federal Republic pre- 
pared in principle grant exemption for off-shore procurement from 
indirect taxes including turnover tax and hoped agreement on sub- 
ject could be reached shortly. Relationship of problem to planning 
for arms production by European Defense Community was also 
pointed out to German Delegation. Believe discussion useful in 
clearing up misconceptions on German side regarding off-shore pro- 
curement and feeling United States discriminating against Germa- 
ny. 

3. End-Item Aid. Copy Nash statement referred to in Department 
telegram 4845 given German experts from Blank ministry and gen- 
eral United States approach to end-item aid explained. 5 They were 
told United States aid supplements efforts by recipients and that in 
planning aid for German European Defense Community contin- 
gents we expected receive information regarding what European 

Defense Community would be able provide. We pointed out some 
detail relationship this question to work of European Defense Com- 
munity Interim Commission. Germans said they understood we 
were disappointed in failure Interim Commission to go forward 

more rapidly in planning. They felt that work would advance rap- 
idly once French had ratified and thought that more could be done 
immediately particularly if United States pressed for action. 

4. Trade-marks and Copyrights. Department arranged for 

German experts to meet with Office Alien Property officials who 

explained factual situation which cleared away German misconcep- 

tions this subject. Germans appreciated fact that we could offer no 

relief regarding trade-marks sold United States interests. Concern- 
ing vested but not sold trade-marks we requested Germans submit 
list such marks which they felt were significant factor in develop- 

ing German exports to United States. Germans agreed prepare 
such list. We were not prepared discuss copyrights since we not in- 
formed Germans wished raise subject. We stated copyrights were 

* A report on the meeting, held Apr. 10, at which the OSP program was explained 
to the German Delegation was transmitted to Bonn in airgram A-1549, Apr. 15. 
(762A.5 MSP/4-1553) 

5 For Nash’s statement, see the annex to GPT MIN-2, Document 179.
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uniformly vested and that Office Alien Property presently held ap- 
proximately 650,000 vested copyrights, but we prepared consider 

German views. 

5. Von Maltzan raised with Linder question Vereinigte Stahl- 
werke trading companies referred to Chancellor’s January 28 letter 

(AG SEC (53) 82) ®° and urged formation one independent company. 

Linder replied question had been carefully studied by Allied High 

Commission and that in absence new facts warranting reconsider- 

ation German request Department not in position request reopen- 

ing this issue. Later von Maltzan given letter signed by Linder con- 
firming this position. ® 

Our concern on the draft law regarding decartelization and Fed- 

eral Government’s proposal terminate freedom trade and profes- 
sions in United States Zone was expressed to German experts but 
not raised with Chancellor (Bonn telegram 4486 7). 

6. In further discussions with von Maltzan Riddleberger followed 
up question German inability give satisfactory assurances regard- 

ing scrap shipments to Hungary and agreement of Adenauer have 
problem re-examined by experts as reported paragraph 3 reference 
telegram. Von Maltzan stated question would have to be pursued 
Bonn. 

7. Germans said that development German synthetic rubber 

being held back by: 

1) Small volume German production. They asked that authorized 
production in Germany be expanded. In response to question they 
said they did not know whether applications for licenses to in- 
crease productive capacity had been filed with Mutual Security 
Board. No further discussion this aspect of subject. 

2) Lack of access to technica] data on most recent American de- 
velopments. They asked United States Government permit export 
of data to Germany. At meeting April 13 with Macy, Director, 
Office International Trade, Commerce, von Maltzan informed 
export licenses had been granted Goodrich, authorizing disclosure 
technical data to Huels. 

8. Germans requested that United States guarantee new United 
States capital invested in Germany against political risk. They 

were told no authority for such guarantee existed in American law 

and it seemed doubtful United States business would wish Govern- 
ment engage in guarantees other than those against loss due to na- 
tionalization and convertibility of earnings. Germans indicated 

6 Not found in Department of State files. 
7 Telegram 4486 reported various developments on the draft decartelization law 

which was at that time under consideration by the Economic Committee of the Bun- 
destag. (862A.054/4-353)
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they did not consider guarantees on either these points necessary 
to stimulate United States investment in Germany. 

SMITH 

No. 185 

Conference files, lot 59 D 95, CF 142A 

Communiqué on the United States-German Talks ! 

WASHINGTON, April 9, 1958. 

The President of the United States, the Secretary of State and 

other members of the Cabinet have met during the past three days 
with the Chancellor of the Federal Republic of Germany and had a 
full and frank exchange of views on the world situation in general 
and on American-German relations in particular. The conversa- 
tions took place in a spirit of friendship and cooperation and re- 
vealed a far-reaching identity of views and objectives. 

The President and the Chancellor discussed the effects which 

recent developments in the Soviet orbit might have on the East- 
West conflict. They were fully agreed that, while no opportunity 
should be missed to bring about a general relaxation of tension, the 
free nations of the West must not relax their vigilance nor dimin- 

ish their efforts to increase their unity and common strength. They 
were further agreed that if the Soviet rulers are genuinely desirous 
of peace and cooperation among all nations, they could furnish no 
better proof of their good-will than by permitting genuinely free 

elections in the Soviet occupied zone of Germany and by releasing 
the hundreds of thousands of German civilian deportees and war 

prisoners still in Soviet hands. They further stated their joint con- 
viction that there can be no lasting solution of the German prob- 

lem short of a reunification of Germany by peaceful means and on 
a free and democratic basis. The achievement of this purpose calls 
for sustained common efforts of the signatory powers to the con- 
tractual agreements signed at Bonn last year. 

There was unanimity of conviction that all concerned should 
press forward unwaveringly towards European unity through early 
ratification of the treaty establishing a European Defense Commu- 

nity. Achievement of this goal will be accompanied by the estab- 
lishment of German independence and sovereignty under the con- 
tractual agreements. The Chancellor declared that the Federal Re- 
public of Germany is ready and willing to cooperate on a basis of 

1 Released to the press at 5 p.m., Apr. 9.
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equality and partnership with all the free nations of the West in 
strengthening the defenses of the free world. The Chancellor was 

given assurance that the United States would supply military 

equipment to the European Defense Community to assist in equip- 
ping the German contingents, once the treaty has been ratified. 

The problem of the Saar was discussed and it was agreed that an 
early agreement should be sought in the common interest. 

Consideration was given to the special situation of Berlin and ad- 
miration expressed for the political firmness and courage of its in- 

habitants. It was agreed that the moral and material support 

needed to keep the city strong is a matter of primary importance. 
The Chancellor indicated that he had in mind further measures to 

increase production and reduce unemployment. The Secretary 

stated that consideration was now being given to assistance by the 

U.S. Government to investment and other programs to improve 
economic conditions in Berlin. 

The Chancellor indicated the great difficulties facing the Federal 
Republic because of the necessity to assimilate not only the mil- 

lions of expellees who came earlier from eastern areas, but the re- 
newed stream of refugees from the Soviet zone and beyond. The 
President and Secretary of State recognized the great efforts under- 
taken by the Federal Republic to care for these homeless persons 
and to preserve economic and social stability. The discussion took 
account of the possibility that the Federal Republic and Berlin 
might be unable to bear this burden alone. The Director for 

Mutual Security stated that careful consideration of this matter 
would be given in the course of the preparation of the Mutual Se- 
curity Program for the year beginning July 1, 1958. 

The Chancellor raised the problem of war criminals. The future 

of the war criminals now in U.S. custody was discussed. The U.S. 
representative stated that his government would reexamine the 
status of these prisoners, and would also look forward to the possi- 

ble adoption of new review procedures with German participation, 
as soon as German ratification of the treaties was completed. 

The representatives of both governments exchanged views con- 
cerning progress toward the freeing and expansion of world trade, 
and the achievement of currency convertibility. The German repre- 

sentatives expressed particular interest in the reduction of tariffs 

and customs administrative barriers. For their part, the U.S. repre- 
sentatives noted President Eisenhower’s statement of April 7 that 
“the world must achieve an expanding trade, balanced at high 

levels which will permit each nation to make its full contribution
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to the progress of the free world’s economy and to share fully the 
benefits of this progress’. ? 

Representatives of the two governments discussed a number of 
specific problems connected with the normalization of commercial 
relations between the U.S. and Germany, including the prospects 
for increased use by German exporters of the trademarks owned by 
German nationals prior to World War II. It was noted that consid- 
erable progress had already been achieved in making such trade- 
marks available to former German owners and that future progress 
in that direction was being sympathetically studied by the United 

States. 
The Chancellor and the Secretary of State agreed that the con- 

clusion of a new Treaty of Friendship, Commerce and Navigation 
between the United States and the Federal Republic would be of 
benefit to both countries and that negotiations for such a treaty 
should begin at a very early date. Meanwhile, as an interim meas- 
ure, the two governments are negotiating an agreement to restore 

to force the 1923 Treaty of Friendship, Commerce and Consular 
Rights as it stood prior to the war, taking into account the require- 
ments of the present situation. This interim agreement, when rati- 
fied in both countries, would, among other things, re-establish a 

basis on which businessmen of each country would be able to reside 
and carry on business in the other. 

The German representatives indicated their interest in the plac- 
ing of off-shore procurement contracts in Germany. They were in- 
formed that, as soon as the contractual and European Defense 
Community treaties have entered into force, the same criteria will 

be applied in the placing of such contracts in Germany, within the 

framework of the European Defense Community, as are applied 

with respect to the placing of contracts in other European coun- 

tries. 

In order to foster closer cultural cooperation between Germany 
and the United States and promote mutual understanding between 
their two peoples, an exchange of notes is taking place. ? 

The two Governments re-affirmed their common interest in con- 
trolling together with other nations of the free world the move- 
ment of strategic materials to nations whose policies jeopardize the 

2 For text of President Eisenhower’s message to Congress, Apr. 7, concerning the 
Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act, see Public Papers of the Presidents of the United 
States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1953, pp. 168-165, or Department of State Bulletin, 
Apr. 27, 1953, pp. 634-635. 

3 For text of the notes exchanged by Secretary Dulles and Chancellor Adenauer 
on Apr. 9 concerning cultural relations between the Federal Republic and the 
United States, and their remarks at the time of the exchange, see Department of 
State Bulletin, Apr. 20, 1958, pp. 567-568.
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peace and security of the free world. Both Governments undertook 
to continue action to that end, and, in particular, to keep under 

constant review the list of items which from time to time may be 

subject to embargo to Communist China. The representatives of the 
Federal Republic also expressed their Government’s intention, in 
cooperation with other trading and maritime nations, to apply sup- 
plementary measures, such as transshipment controls, against vio- 
lations or evasions of existing strategic controls. 

Announcement is being made simultaneously in the two capitals 
of the return to the Federal Republic of approximately 350 vessels 
formerly of German ownership. Arrangements for their transfer to 
German authorities will be completed by the United States High 
Commissioner in Germany. 

The President and the Chancellor are convinced that the conver- 
sations just concluded have made a solid contribution to the 
achievement of common goals of the two countries, in strengthen- 
ing the ties of friendship now happily re-established and in consolli- 
dating the aims and strength of the free world. 

No. 186 

740.5/5-1353: Telegram 

The United States Permanent Representative on the North Atlantic 

Council (Draper) to the Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY Paris, May 138, 1953—7 p.m. 

Polto 2225. Limited distribution. During my call on Chancellor 
Adenauer this morning (reported in separate telegram 7) he said he 
would leave for London tomorrow where he will make two speech- 

es, one to International Press Association and one to Inter-Parlia- 

mentary Union in House of Commons. He said he had been obliged 
to revise speeches previously prepared as result Churchill’s foreign 
policy speech in Commons May 11. Chancellor felt he could not 
openly take issue with Churchill in his speeches and had decided to 
touch only upon those points raised in Churchill’s speech with 
which he was in substantial agreement, ignoring those with which 

1Sent to Washington for Smith and Merchant; repeated to Bonn eyes only for 
Conant; to London eyes only for Aldrich; and to Tel Aviv and Jerusalem eyes only 
for Secretary Dulles. Dulles traveled to the Middle East in May. 

2 Polto 2223 from Paris, May 18. (740.5/5-1353) It discussed the EDC, the EPC, 
and the Saar. 

3 For text of Prime Minister Churchill’s speech to the House of Commons on May 
11, during which he proposed a four-power conference at the highest level to discuss 
world problems, see H.C. Deb 5s, vol. 515, cols. 883-898.
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he disagreed. Though he did not say so, his attitude toward 
Churchill’s speech probably influenced by thought that proposal for 
early four power meeting plays into hands of German Parliamenta- 
ry opposition which has long advocated such a meeting. 

At close our talk Adenauer requested that I give a message to 

President Eisenhower and Secretary Dulles to the effect that he is 
disturbed over recent signs of disagreement between London and 
Washington. He expects so to inform Churchill discreetly and dip- 
lomatically and to point out to latter vital importance of continued 
unity of Western powers in dealing with Soviet. He was most ear- 
nest in this and requested that I transmit message personnally to 
President and Secretary Dulles. 4 

DRAPER 

*On May 16 Acting Secretary Smith took a memorandum to President Eisenhow- 
er summarizing the contents of this telegram. A copy of this memorandum is in Sec- 
retary’s Letters, lot 56 D 459, “Jan-June 1953.” 

No. 187 

740.5/5-2953: Telegram 

The United States Representative to the European Coal and Steel 

Community (Bruce) to the Office of the United States High Com- 
missioner for Germany, at Bonn } 

SECRET PRIORITY Paris, May 29, 1958—9 p.m. 

Coled 881. Eyes only Conant. Walter Hallstein called on me this 

afternoon to discuss EDC treaty. After conversation on this subject 
he told me that upon his return to Germany tonight he and Chan- 
cellor would deliberate upon following topic that had been under 
consideration by them and, if they decide go ahead, will be taking 

it up with you almost immediately. I thought it might be useful tell 
you of its possible reference to you although it may not take the 
form which Hallstein now contemplates. 

Adenauer was somewhat disturbed by his conversations with 

Churchill. 2 He thinks Churchill unrealistic about benefits for West 

that might be derived from conference with Russians. He found 
Churchill in variable state of mental agility depending on time of 
day. Excellent at night, a bit confused in the morning. Adenauer 
wants President Eisenhower to know he is firmly in favor of Presi- 

1 Repeated to Washington as Coled 95 which is the source text. 
2 For Chancellor Adenauer’s account of his visit to London, May 14-15, see Ade- 

nauer, Erinnerungen, pp. 205-208.
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dent’s position on talks with Russians? and so far as he is con- 
cerned looks to US for leadership in this regard and not to UK. He 
believes that Churchill mistakenly considers himself man who can 
accomplish personal wonders with Russians and overestimates his 
own and British Empire’s influence in Russian political circles. 

Adenauer feels that existing East-West tensions involve Germa- 
ny more than they do any other power and feels great sense of re- 

sponsibility toward President in presenting to him point of view as 
to how matters that may come up affecting Germany should be 
handled. To this end he is considering asking you, if you approve, 
to try to arrange for Adenauer to send special message to President 
by Blankenhorn before the Bermuda meeting * which would convey 
to President essential thoughts of Chancellor on this and I daresay 
other subjects. Since Federal Republic only has Chargé d’Affaires 
in Washington, Chancellor thinks Blankenhorn, in whom he has 

complete confidence, should deliver written communication to 
President and expand on it orally. 

Other subjects. Following unconnected topics may be of some in- 
terest. 

1. Chancellor will go to Rome for first day of meeting and will 
leave Hallstein there as head German delegation. 5 

2. In German public opinion, Russians have recently made two 
great mistakes; first, turning down discussion Austrian treaty and, 
second, referring to Potsdam Agreement, which is utterly unaccept- 
able to German people. 

3. Chancellor very disturbed about Senator Taft’s remarks, which 
have had unfortunate repercussions in Germany, but President’s 
press conference somewhat counteracted them. Thinks Senator 
does not realize Russian domination of Germany would make 
Soviet war potential greater than US potential. ® 

4. Key problem in Europe is Franco-German relationship. Ger- 
many wants a strong France able to exercise leadership and carry 
out its commitments. Constitutional weakness of France makes 

3 Adenauer is referring to President Eisenhower’s position as elaborated in his 
speech “The Chance for Peace’ on Apr. 16; see footnote 2, Document 182. 

4 For documentation on the Bermuda Conference of the Heads of Government of 
the United States, the United Kingdom, and France, initially scheduled for June 

and subsequently postponed until December 1953, see vol. v, Part 2, pp. 1710 ff. 

5 The reference here presumably is to the meeting of the Foreign Ministers of the 
European Political Community (EPC) scheduled for Rome in June, which was subse- 
quently postponed due to the fall of the French Government. 

6 On May 26 Senator Taft, in a speech at Cincinnati, had stated that the United 
States should abandon the United Nations in the Far East and reserve a free hand 
for itself. The following day at his press conference President Eisenhower said that 
U.S. policy was based on the theory that no single free nation can live alone in the 
world. Extracts from Senator Taft’s speech are in the New York Times, May 27, 

1953, p. 6. For the transcript of President Eisenhower’s press conference, see Public 
Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1958, pp. 328- 
341.
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future very uncertain. Adenauer and Hallstein feel that Rome 
meeting, especially on economic side, cannot make real progress be- 
cause of the dangerous budgetary and monetary situation in 
France. All friends of France should do everything possible to help 
it by pressure or otherwise to put its house in order. 

5. EDC. Adenauer is not worried about decision of constitutional 
court on EDC. He does not think it will be rendered until after 
election and is meanwhile educating members of court on subject. 

6. Elections. Hallstein says recent polls in Germany indicate 
strong trend in favor Adenauer government and even Protestants 
in North Germany are swinging to him. However, if Chancellor 
does lose he would not join a coalition with SPD. He believes Ger- 
many needs a democratic opposition. Otherwise opposition would 
be formed of extreme right or left wings which would be anti-demo- 
cratic as was case under Weimar Republic. 

. BRUCE 

No. 188 

611.62A/5-3053: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (Conant) to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY Bonn, May 30, 1958—3 p.m. 

5132. Hallstein informed us today that Chancellor had decided 
for reasons Hallstein explained to Bruce (re Paris Coled 95 to De- 
partment repeated Bonn 881 2) to send Blankenhorn immediately 
to Washington bringing special message to President. Blankenhorn 

plans to arrive Monday or Tuesday and will get in touch with De- 
partment immediately. Chancellor hopes very much he can be re- 
ceived by President to deliver written communication and to give 
further oral explanation of Chancellor’s views. Message is now 

being drafted and, according to Hallstein, will make three points: 

1. Chancellor strongly supports President’s position on talks with 
Russians. 3 

2. As any three-power talks or possible four-power talks must 
concern Germany, Chancellor feels great responsibility for making 
German’s views known before decisions are taken, and looks to 
President to assist in bringing this about. Hallstein explained this 
does not mean Chancellor is asking to send observers to Bermuda 
but must be able to show he has taken some action to insure that 
Germany’s voice is heard. 

1 Repeated to Paris for Bruce. 
2 Supra. 
3 Adenauer is referring to President Eisenhower’s position as elaborated in his 

speech “The Chance for Peace’ on Apr. 16.
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3. An effort will be made in message to set forth Federal Govern- 
ment’s views on substance of German questions to be discussed. 
Hallstein said he hoped to make us a further communication on 
this point prior to Blankenhorn’s arrival in Washington. 

Chancellor recognizes Blankenhorn’s visit will become known 
publicly but has no objections to this, in fact, it seems probable 

that he hopes object of Blankenhorn’s trip will become known as it 
will give evidence that he has taken action to bring Germany’s 
case before West powers prior to Bermuda meeting. 

CONANT 

No. 189 

662A.00/6-453 

Chancellor Adenauer to President Eisenhower ! 

Informal Translation 

TOP SECRET Bonn, May 29, 1953. 

My Dear Mr. PRESIDENT: In the present phase of the develop- 
ment of relations between the Allies and Soviet Russia—a phase of 
such vital importance for the fate of Germany—I am anxious once 
more to emphasize most strongly that as the responsible head of 

the Federal Government I endorse the policy which the American 
Government has pursued since your assumption of office with 
regard to the settlement of the East-West conflict. I fully agreed at 
the time with your address of 16 April. 2 My attitude today is un- 
changed. 

We shall achieve positive results in the controversy with Soviet 
Russia only if we ourselves know clearly and unambiguously what 
we want and say so unequivocally before the opening of any negoti- 
ations with Soviet Russia. 

When I read Premier Churchill’s speech of 11 May, 3 I felt con- 
cern. When I was in London on 14 and 15 May? on a visit which 
had been planned for some time I stressed the view, both in my 

1 Attached to a memorandum, dated June 11, from Dulles to Presidential Assist- 
ant Sherman Adams, which states that in view of President Eisenhower’s conversa- 
tion with Blankenhorn on June 4 (Document 194), the message to Adenauer on the 

same day (telegram 5415, Document 195), and Adenauer’s reply thereto (footnote 2 
to telegram 5415), there was no need for a written reply. 

2 See footnote 2, Document 182. 
3 See footnote 3, Document 186. 
4For Chancellor Adenauer’s account of his visit to London, May 14-15, see Ade- 

nauer, Erinnerungen, pp. 205-208.
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public statements and in conversations with the leading British 

personalities, that unity among the Western Allies and concerted 

action on their part was an essential prerequisite for a successful 

solution of the tension between East and West. 

In my discussions with Premier Churchill we agreed—as we did 
during our talks in Washington—that the Treaties and the mutual 

obligations contained therein must be observed and respected. | 

further expressed the view that the Allies should not come to any 

settlement of the German problem with the Soviets without the 

Federal Government having been consulted and having approved of 
any such settlement. 

In view of the fateful significance of a settlement of the German 
question for the German people and for Europe, I venture the sug- 
gestion that a meeting of the Allies with the representatives of 
Soviet Russia should be preceded by a conference of the Western 
Allied and German Foreign Ministers’ Deputies at which agree- 
ment should be reached on the course to be taken at a Four-Power 

Conference to solve the German question. I believe that such a re- 

quest cannot be denied its justification if one bears in mind the 
tasks which devolve on Germany within the Western community. 

I should also like to express one more request. It would be desira- 
ble, both in the Allied and in the German interest, if the Federal 

Republic were represented at the place where a Four-Power Con- 
ference might take place by a prominent personality who will be 
kept currently and fully informed by the delegations of the West- 
ern Powers on the progress of the negotiations. This would ensure 
a rapid co-ordination of views. 

I also attached to this letter a memorandum on views and objec- 

tives the due consideration of which appears to me essential from 
the German point of view to the settlement of the German prob- 
lem. In respect of points 1 to 5 of the memorandum, agreement ex- 

isted between the Federal Government and the three Western 
Allied Governments on the occasion of the exchange of notes with 
the Soviet Government. last year (cf. notes by the Western Allied 
Governments of 25 March, 13 May, 10 July and 23 September 
1952 5). 

Accept [etc. ] 

5 For text of these notes, see Documents 78, 101, 124, and 138.
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{[Enclosure] 

Memorandum Prepared by the Government of the Federal Republic 

of Germany ® 

{Translation] 

[Bonn, May 29, 1953?] 

1) The reunification of the Federal Republic with the Soviet-occu- 

pied Zone and Berlin can be effected only by free, equal, secret and 
direct elections on the basis of a uniform electoral law for the 
whole area. The freedom of the elections must be guaranteed by 
international control. The requisite conditions for the holding of 
free elections must obtain not only on polling day but also before 
and afterwards. 

2) On the basis of these elections an All-German Government is 
to be freely and democratically formed. 

3) The All-German Government must be free from foreign con- 
trol; this freedom is essential both before and after the negotiation 
of a peace treaty. 

4) The All-German Government must not be denied the right of a 
free and equal nation to combine for peaceful purposes with other 
nations. 

)) The All-German Government is to participate from the outset 
as a free and equal partner in the negotiations concerning a peace 

treaty. 

6) In that peace treaty full account should be taken of the right 
of all people to their homeland, as derived from principles of Chris- 

tianity and natural law. 

7) No German Government will ever be in a position to recognize 

the Oder-Neisse line; Germany will, however, endeavour to settle 

the relevant territorial problems in a new spirit of international 
peaceful co-operation. 

8) The Treaty establishing a European Defence Community 
limits the future armed forces of the Federal Republic and thus 
safeguards the security of her neighbours. Germany for her part 
counts on her own security also being safeguarded. 

6 For the German text of this memorandum, see Adenauer, Erinnerungen, pp. 
217-218.
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No. 190 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file 

Chancellor Adenauer to President Eisenhower } 

Informa! Translation 

Bonn, May 30, 1958. 

My Dear Mr. PRESIDENT: I have asked my personal assistant, 

Herr Blankenhorn, Assistant Secretary of State, to deliver to you 

the enclosed letter 2 in which I set forth a few thoughts on a con- 
ference of the Four Powers and on the solution of the question of 
Germany. 

May I use this opportunity to tell you how much T like to think 
back to our discussions in Washington. ? We have achieved in these 

talks an agreement of opinions on all essential issues which means 

to me again and again the confirmation that the adopted course is 
the right one. Western Europe will only be able to hold its ground 
in the West-East conflict if it unites and builds up an effective 
common defense as quickly as possible. Only in this way—of that I 

am firmly convinced—will it be able to preserve for itself the inter- 

est and support of the United States. These considerations are 
today generally accepted by the overwhelming majority of the 
German people. I am certain that the coming parliamentary elec- 
tions will express this unequivocally. The consistent attitude of the 
Federal Republic will become an incentive for the other peoples of 

Western Europe also to follow to the end the path toward union 

started upon. 

I very strongly feel the desire, my dear Mr. President, to renew 

my thanks for the fine days in Washington most valuable to me 
and to join to these thanks my sincere wishes with regard to the 
heavy burden of work which rests in these days particularly upon 
you. Please convey my respects and kindest regards to Mrs. Eisen- 
hower. 

Sincerely yours, 

ADENAUER 

1 Attached to a copy of Dulles’ memorandum of conversation, Document 192. 
2.No copy of this letter was found attached to the source text. For text of this 

letter, dated May 29, see supra. 

3 For documentation on Adenauer’s visit to Washington, see Documents 177 ff.
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No. 191 

762A.5/1-2353: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Office of the United States High 
Commissioner for Germany, at Bonn 1 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, June 8, 19538—5:39 p.m. 

50398. Pass to USCINCEUR. 

1. Bonn’s 3399 repeated Paris 919 and Embassy’s 3834 repeated 
Bonn 548 2 expressed agreement with position stated Department’s 
3246 to Bonn 3676 to Paris * that question procedure for emergency 
planning Germany after ratification contractuals and EDC Treaty 
need not be settled until later time. However British have recently 
renewed earlier request this subject be discussed in High Commis- 
sion. 

2. In support their position British state meetings held Bonn on 
deployment German forces (see Edcol 22 to Paris repeated Bonn 
4623 * and preceding telegrams) indicate that SHAPE not aware 
type planning machinery needed in Germany, and that establish- 
ment such machinery should not be deferred. British concerned 
lest precedent be established which would weaken position High 
Commission and future ambassadors, and they consider fact that 
talks on deployment already held shows imminent need emergency 

planning and creation machinery for that purpose. They suggest 

accordingly discussions procedure for emergency planning be re- 

sumed in Bonn, so that High Commission may raise question with 

SHAPE, as originally contemplated HICOM/P(52)82. 5 

3. Without attempting appraise these arguments, Department 

and Defense believe British request for HICOG discussion should 
not be further refused, but discussion should be strictly limited to 
exploratory ad referendum talks on procedure. Subject objection 
your part, Department intends inform British talks on procedure 
for emergency planning in contractural period may be held among 
three elements HICOM and Commanders of present occupation 
forces in Germany, with view later discussion SHAPE and other in- 
terested parties such as Federal Republic and EDC Interim Com- 
mission. 

1 Drafted by Auchincloss and cleared with RA, EUR, BNA, WE, and the Depart- 

ment of Defense. Also sent to Paris for Bruce and Reinhardt. 
2 See footnote 4, Document 164. 
3 Document 164. 
4 Edcol 22 reviewed various problems confronting the EDC with respect to orga- 
Ns meetings that would consider the deployment of German forces. (740.5/3- 

gee footnote 2, Document 164.
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4, Such talks could begin mutual convenience Allied representa- 
tives. Basic US position to be that procedure for emergency plan- 

ning Federal Republic should follow lines corresponding procedure 
for other EDC countries, except for modifications made necessary 
by factors peculiar to Germany, such as special position three am- 
bassadors, three military commanders, and size and forward loca- 

tions of allied military forces. Since planning machinery for other 
EDC countries post ratification period not yet devised, except as 
contemplated by Article 18 EDC Treaty, ® we cannot give detailed 
guidance now, and HICOM talks must therefore be preliminary in 
nature and any conclusions or recommendations must be subject 
full review and approval by US Government. 

5. One factor peculiar to German situation is that Three Powers 
retain certain reserved rights specified in Convention on Rela- 

tions. 7 It is accordingly essential planning machinery provide for 

participation three ambassadors and military commanders in Ger- 

many or their representatives in any aspect emergency planning 
which concerns reserved rights Three Powers under Article 2 Con- 

vention on Relations. Emergency planning for Berlin will be cov- 
ered in other instructions. 

6. None of foregoing inconsistent with suggestions made Edcol 22 
regarding arrangements further meetings Bonn, for those sugges- 
tions concerned with present and immediate future, while proce- 

dure discussed this telegram concerned with period after EDC and 
contractuals become effective. However, if agreement reached on 

emergency planning procedure for contractual period, British may 
suggest procedure be adopted immediately and used in discussions 

such as those mentioned Edcol 22. In that event, we should have to 
consider whether procedure designed for use after contractuals 
ratified would be appropriate for use now, or whether it would re- 
quire modification. 

7. Request your comments urgently. ® HICOG coordinate with 
USCINCEUR. 

DULLES 

6 For the EDC Treaty, see Documents (R.I.1.A.) for 1952, pp. 116-162, or AFP, vol. 
I, pp. 1107-1150. 

7 Document 51. 

§ On June 12 Reber reported that HICOG and USAREUR had examined the vari- 
ous problems involved in emergency planning for Germany and concluded there was 
no objection to exploratory talks by the Allied High Commissioners and the Com- 
manders in Chief in Germany. (Telegram 5307 from Bonn, 740.5/6-1253) On July 6 
the State and Defense Departments authorized such discussions for emergency plan- 
ning in the period after the contractuals and the EDC Treaty had become effective. 
(Telegram 59 to Bonn, 762A.5/7-653)
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No. 192 

762A.00/6-353 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Secretary of State } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, June 8, 1953. 

Mr. Blankenhorn expressed the following personal views of Dr. 
Adenauer: 

1. He felt the need of someone in Bonn with a greater back- 
ground than that possessed by President Conant. He suggested Mr. 
Riddleberger in this connection. 

2. He explained that Americans presumably connected with the 
U.S. High Commission were urging a coalition government in Ger- 
many. He mentioned a Mr. Kirchheimer (?) ? in this connection. 

3. He strongly urged that prior to the elections we should give 
Dr. Conant and later the German Chargé d’Affaires here the title 
of “Ambassador” in addition, of course, to Conant’s position as 
High Commissioner. 

4. Nothing had been accomplished with reference to war crimi- 
nals and he urged strongly the prompt establishment of at least a 
two-party U.S. board. 

5. He urged that an effort be made at Bermuda to agree that in 
view of the German ratification of the contractuals some of these 
provisions could provisionally be put into operation while awaiting 
ratification by the other parties. He said that the Socialists were 
constantly asserting that Adenauer’s policy had gotten him no- 
where with the Allies. 

1 A copy of this memorandum was transmitted to President Eisenhower on June 3 
under cover of a memorandum from Dulles which advised the President to read it 
before he saw Blankenhorn on June 4. (762A.00/6-353) 

2 Not further identified. 

No. 193 

762.A.00/6-453 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Deputy Director of the Bureau 

of German Affairs (Lewis) } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, June 4, 1953. 

Subject: Visit of Mr. Herbert Blankenhorn with Secretary Smith, 
June 4, 11:00 a.m. 

Participants: Under Secretary Smith 

1 This conversation took place at 11 a.m. Copies of this memorandum were sent to 

S/S and EUR.
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Mr. Herbert Blankenhorn, Chief of Division of 

Political Affairs, German Foreign Office 

Mr. Geoffrey W. Lewis, GER 

Mr. Herbert Blankenhorn, personal representative of Chancellor 
Adenauer, came in today by appointment to see the Under Secre- 

tary. He told General Smith of the letter from the Chancellor to 
the President which he had brought and a copy of which he had 
left with the Secretary. 2 This letter reaffirms the Chancellor’s 
steadfast support of the integration of Germany with Western 
Europe and of the EDC. It also sets forth the Chancellor’s convic- 
tions as to the position which should be taken on the German ques- 
tion in any three-Power or four-Power conference. This position is 
very close to our own. Mr. Blankenhorn made clear the Chancel- 
lor’s hope that close liaison would be maintained with him in the 
event of a discussion on Germany in any great Power meeting. 

Mr. Blankenhorn also said that he had been asked by the Chan- 

cellor to urge strongly that the US take action in two fields which 
would assist the Chancellor in the forthcoming election campaign. 

The Chancellor asked that Mr. Conant be given the title of Ambas- 

sador and that the Germans be permitted to have an Ambassador 
in Washington. The Chancellor also said that it was most impor- 
tant to him that some action be taken in connection with the war 
criminals problem which would, at least in part, put into effect the 
provisions of the Contractual Arrangements for a mixed clemency 
board. The Chancellor realized the difficulties the French would 
find in taking any Tripartite action in these fields but hoped that 
the US would be able to do something unilaterally in its Zone. 

General Smith said he welcomed this expression of the Chancel- 
lor’s views and was pleased that the positions of the US and the 
Federal Republic were so close with respect to the problem of 
German unification. General Smith assured Mr. Blankenhorn that 
the US would do whatever it could to help the Chancellor in the 
matter of the Ambassadors and the war criminals. We were in fact 

attempting actively to work something out. He thought that cer- 
tainly Mr. Conant could be given the added title of Ambassador. 

He assured Mr. Blankenhorn that we were keenly aware of the 
Chancellor’s problems in connection with the forthcoming election 
campaign and would take what steps we could to help. 

2 Document 189.
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No. 194 

762A.00/6-453 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Counselor of the Department 
of State (MacArthur) } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, June 4, 1953. 

Participants: President Eisenhower 
Mr. Blankenhorn, Personal Representative of 

Chancellor Adenauer 
Mr. MacArthur 

After the usual amenities, Mr. Blankenhorn said that Chancellor 
Adenauer had asked him to call on the President and hand to him 
two personal messages. 2 One was general in character, whereas 
the other was more detailed. After the President had read the let- 
ters, he said that Chancellor Adenauer had proposed consultation 
at Foreign Ministers’ Deputies level, between France, the U.K., 
U.S. and Germany prior to any 4-Power conference. The President 
was sympathetic to this suggestion and would discuss it with his 
foreign policy advisers. He personally believed such consultation 
would serve a very useful purpose since obviously none of the Big 
Three would wish to take decisions with respect to Germany’s 
future without knowing very fully the Chancellor’s views. The 
President said that the Chancellor’s letter had also suggested that 

a West German observer be present at the place where a 4-Power 
conference might be held and that such an observer would be cur- 
rently and fully informed by the delegations of the three Western 
powers. The President did not commit himself on this but com- 

mented that if there were a West German observer present the So- 

viets would certainly have an East German observer also present. 
This question was one which would have to be examined. 

Mr. Blankenhorn then said there were two points to which the 
Chancellor attached great importance and hoped that early steps 
could be taken. These were: 

1. Giving Dr. Conant, the U.S. High Commissioner, the rank of 
Ambassador. 

2. The early establishment of a Mixed War Criminals Clemency 
Board provided for in the Contractual Arrangements now that the 
German Bundestag and Bundesrat had ratified the EDC and con- 

1 This conversation took place at the White House from 2:30 to 3 p.m. Copies of 
this memorandum were circulated to Dulles, Smith, Matthews, Merchant, Lewis, 

and Bowie. A summary of the meeting was transmitted to Bonn (repeated to London 
and Paris) on June 6 in telegram 5434. (611.62A/6-653) The source text also indi- 
cates that Secretary Dulles saw it on June 9. 

2 Documents 189 and 190.
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tractual arrangements. ? If it were not possible to obtain U.K. and 
French agreement to the establishment of the above-mentioned 
Board, it was hoped the U.S. would be able to go ahead and set up 
some form of mixed U.S.-German board such as had been discussed 
with Chancellor Adenauer on the occasion of his recent visit to 
Washington in April. Mr. Blankenhorn said that if the above steps 
could be taken they would be extremely helpful to the Chancellor 
in the forthcoming electoral battle. 

With respect to giving Dr. Conant the rank of Ambassador, the 
President said he was very sympathetically disposed and personally 
saw no reason why it could not be done in the coming weeks. He 
would, however, wish to discuss this with Secretary Dulles. With 
respect to war criminals, the President said he was also very sym- 
pathetic but he assumed that the French would be opposed to put- 
ting this provision of the Contractual Agreements into effect prior 
to entry into effect of the EDC. Mr. Blankenhorn agreed that the 
French would oppose this very strongly. The President said that 
this also raised the question as to whether as a matter of tactics it 
would be in Germany’s interest for the U.S. to do something which 
the French would violently oppose. What he had in mind was that 

the reaction in France might be unfavorable to the extent that it 
would further complicate French ratification of the EDC. The 
President said that he personally wished that the whole war crimi- 
nals business could be settled. It was possible that the U.S. unilat- 
erally could take steps such as suggested by Mr. Blankenhorn and 
the President asked Mr. MacArthur to have the State Department 
examine this matter. 

The President then referred to eight points which were made in 

an enclosure to one of Chancellor Adenauer’s two letters. + He said 
that some of the points seemed to correspond directly with what 

had been agreed by the U.S., the U.K., France and Germany. Other 

points included in the eight raised other questions such as Germa- 

ny’s frontiers. He could not give any off-the-cuff opinion as to the 

various points but he assured Mr. Blankenhorn that he would ask 

Secretary Dulles and the State Department to examine them care- 
fully. 

The President then said that Chancellor Adenauer’s letter indi- 
cated he was worried about Prime Minister Churchill’s views. The 
President said that he was an old and good friend of Mr. Churchill. 
Churchill and the Chancellor were about the same age but in some 
respects Adenauer was the youngest of all the European Prime 
Ministers in his mental outlook and the way he sought new solu- 

7 3On Mar. 19 the Bundestag had ratified the contractual agreements and the EDC 
reaty. 

4 The letter of May 29, Document 189.
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tions rather than looking to the past for answers to the difficult 
problems the world faces today. He felt that there were no real dif- 
ferences in the fundamental objectives of Mr. Churchill and Chan- 
cellor Adenauer. The difficulty was that too many speeches were 
made and different interpretations were placed on the speeches in 
different countries which led to loose statements and recrimina- 
tions. This had a divisive effect. The President said that U.S. policy 
with respect to Germany was based on (1) West Germany becoming 
an integrated part of Western Europe and (2) on the ultimate unifi- 
cation of Germany. These were the cardinal principles of U/S. 
policy with respect to Germany. Mr. Blankenhorn expressed grati- 
fication at the President’s remarks and said he would pass them on 

to the Chancellor. 

Just before taking departure Mr. Blankenhorn said there was 
one other point which he would like to mention very briefly. Mr. 
Reber was leaving Germany and it was very important that Dr. 
Conant have as his Deputy a very capable officer who has a very 
complete background understanding of German affairs. The Chan- 
cellor hoped that it would be possible to name someone of Mr. 
Riddleberger’s stature. The President asked Mr. MacArthur to look 
into this matter but said he did not believe it would be possible to 
send Mr. Riddleberger to Germany since the U.S. Government had 
in mind for him another important assignment. 

In conclusion, the President asked Mr. Blankenhorn to convey 

[to] the Chancellor his warm respect and also to express the admi- 

ration which the President and the American people feel for the 

great work which the Chancellor is performing in Germany. Mr. 

Blankenhorn expressed great pleasure at the President’s remarks 
and said he would pass them on to the Chancellor. 

No. 195 

611.62A/6-453: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Office of the United States High 
Commissioner for Germany, at Bonn 1 

SECRET PRIORITY WASHINGTON, June 4, 1953—6:18 p.m. 

5415. Personal for Reber from Secretary. Please see Adenauer 
and inform him I discussed Blankenhorn’s visit with President. Re 
Bermuda meeting, President wishes you to tell Adenauer that pur- 
pose is for a general exchange of views rather than to make de- 

1 Drafted, cleared, and initialed for the Secretary of State by MacArthur.
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tailed decisions on variety of problems and that meetings will be 
informal without agenda. 

While it is obviously impossible to talk about European affairs 
without references to German problems, President would like to 
assure Adenauer that no decisions affecting Germany will be taken 

without full consultation with Adenauer. 2 
President saw Blankenhorn this afternoon and told him he was 

sending above message to Adenauer. ? 
Cabling summary Blankenhorn’s meeting with President in sepa- 

rate telegram. + 

DULLES 

2On June 5 Reber replied that the President’s message had been delivered to 
Adenauer who conveyed his sincere thanks for it and who noted with great satisfac- 
tion the assurance that no decisions affecting Germany would be taken at Bermuda. 
(Telegram 5233 from Bonn, 611.62A/6-553) 

3 For a record of this meeting, see MacArthur’s memorandum of conversation, 

4 Telegram 5434 to Bonn, June 4, (611.62A/6-453) 

No. 196 

762.0221/6-1653: Telegram 

The Acting United States High Commissioner for Germany (Reber) 
to the Department of State } 

SECRET Bonn, June 16, 1953—7 p.m. 

5338. Re our telegrams Department 5320 and 5321 June 13. ? 
Series of sensational moves in Soviet Zone, have revitalized unity 
theme in Germany. Rapid tempo, number and extent of ostensible 
concessions, indicate importance which Kremlin attaches to Ger- 

many at this stage. Soviet Zone policy changes added to previous 
Soviet “peace’’ gestures pose questions of (a) Kremlin motivation (b) 
what next Soviet moves may be and (c) implications for US policy 
of recent and possible future moves. 

While reversal of recent pressure for Sovietization Soviet Zone 
seems intended to create impression that USSR prepared surrender 
Soviet Zone in order prevent inclusion Germany in Western de- 
fense coalition by permitting creation of unified and free but neu- 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, Moscow, and Berlin. 

2 Telegram 5320 reported that Chancellor Adenauer was concerned over an SPD 
request for the Western High Commissioners to discuss with their Soviet counter- 
part measures which would insure normal traffic in goods and persons within Ger- 
many. (762A.00/6-1353) Telegram 5321 reported growing speculation and controver- 
sy in Germany over the possibility of four-power talks. (762A.00/6-1353)
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tral Germany, we believe that prospects for build-up really effec- 
tive Western strength are not yet sufficiently menacing to bring 
Kremlin to point of determining whether such vital sacrifice is fea- 
sible. Its implications to the Satellites would be too clear, and Sovi- 
ets would risk their undoubted long-term objective of adding 
German industrial strength to their own. However, we are con- 

cerned not only with what Soviets will actually do, but equally 
with what they persuade Germany and other European people to 
believe or hope they will do. Main weapon of Soviets is implication 

that they would be willing permit German unification under these 
or similar conditions, and German public probably will be subjected 
increasingly heavy barrage of moves designed further this impres- 
sion. Soviet reactions in past few weeks may soon be considered 
here as answering President’s demands for deeds not words, ? and 
Germans will look to Allies for next move. While broad aim of 
Kremlin appears to be disruption of Atlantic coalition and under- 
mining of EDC or its possible substitutes, we believe present Soviet 
objective is twofold: (1) to prepare ground for both limited four- 
power discussions on reunification and (2) to diminish public confi- 

dence in Adenauer and discredit his policy of Western alliances 
and integration as only way to protect German interest. It would 
serve their interests and appear to be their aim to prevent clear- 
cut election decision with resultant divided public opinion and inef- 
fective Government. 4 

Possible that next Soviet step will be suggestion for top-level 
four-power meeting to discuss reunification of Germany under 

“limited” four-power control, but, though Soviets may be building 
up to it, this considered unlikely as first step. Tenor of SED decla- 

rations and announcement of Semenov appointment suggest that 

next Soviet step more likely to be offer to negotiate or discuss lim- 
ited range of problems at four-power HICOMer level. Regardless of 

actual importance of subjects discussed, talks among four HI- 
COMers would create, as Soviets undoubtedly intend they should, 

much excitement and confusion in German public. Whether or not 
HICOMer talks take place, also seems likely Soviets will continue 
make sporadic minor concessions in fields such as interzonal travel 
or easing of Berlin situation in order increase disaffection with 
Chancellor’s attitude toward Moscow, though .if concessions came 
as apparent results of talks they would be more impressive. On 
other side, talks would give Allies opportunity to put forward their 
own desiderata with respect to improvement conditions in East 
Germany. If preceded by announcement that four-power conference 

3 See footnote 2, Document 182. 
4 The Federal elections were scheduled for September.
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is scheduled to take place at later date, talks will lose some of their 
significance. 

While German skepticism and distrust of Kremlin continue high, 
and Chancellor considers this dominates German political thinking, 
we believe recent Soviet Zone moves have brought widespread rec- 

ognition, even among coalition circles, that four-power talks on 
German unity must take place eventually to reveal true intentions 

of Moscow and make it possible for Western defense to get moving 
again. Chancellor and top coalition leaders continue to fear adverse 

effect if talks were help prior to elections, but we believe US must 
avoid creating impression that it is hanging back in exploring pos- 
sibilities for relaxation of East-West tension or solution of German 
unity problem. Thus early decision upon four-power conference at 
convenient date becomes more and more important viewed from 
Germany. 

We recognize that other considerations must govern such deci- 
sion which will no doubt not be made until after Bermuda. * In the 
interval, however, we must call attention to a situation which can 

arise at any time and pose the question as to US attitude toward 

Soviet invitation at HICOM level for talks on specific questions. 

Should Soviets make proposals to discussion HICOMer level reac- 
tivation of four-power control machinery (e.g., by calling meeting of 
Control Council or Kommandaturs) or raise overall questions of 
German reunification on HICOMer level on an ad hoc basis, they 
should be answered, we believe, but statement we consider general 
questions should be referred to higher levels; in the case of limited 
specific Soviet proposals we should agree to discuss them ad hoc 

and to take advantage of such discussions to put forth our own 
counter-proposals on such specific problems as relate, for example, 
to access to Berlin and to removal “dead zone’ on zonal border. 

We cannot predict means which Soviets may choose to try to 
bring about meeting at HICOMer level, but efforts to do this, if 
they come at all, may come soon. HICOG requests instructions 
from Department as to our reaction to possible overtures, which 
subjects we should be ready to discuss, and which subjects should 
be avoided. 

REBER 

5 See footnote 4, Document 187.
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No. 197 

Editorial Note 

On June 16 strikes and demonstrations broke out in East Berlin 
over increased working norms which had been decreed by the 
German Democratic Republic. The demonstrations continued in 
East Berlin and in several other cities in the German Democratic 
Republic for two days before being suppressed. This series of events 

led to an exchange of letters between Chancellor Adenauer and 
President Eisenhower, initiated by the former on June 21, concern- 

ing rights and conditions in the Soviet Zone. 

For documentation on the demonstrations in Berlin and the texts 
of the letters exchanged between the Chancellor and the President, 
see Documents 718 ff. 

No. 198 

762.0221/6-1753: Telegram 

The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Aldrich) to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET LonpDoN, June 17, 1953—6 p.m. 

6623. Blankenhorn had a long meeting with Roberts 15th and 

brief formal meeting with Selwyn Lloyd following day. 

He brought message that Adenauer believes a dangerous situa- 
tion now exists in Germany as result of international develop- 
ments, that he is worried about election prospects, and also about 

the general situation in Europe. Adenauer asks for help on two 
points. First, that after Bermuda a statement should be issued 
giving “a new Anglo-US lead to Europe” and specifically reaffirm- 
ing the points made in the West powers note of September 23, 
1952, 2 which were also covered in Adenauer’s Bundestag speech of 

June 10. In order to give statement appropriate conciliatory tone, 

Adenauer proposed that it should make the point that since the 
EDC limits the German armed forces, its effect will be to provide 

real security for all Germany’s neighbors including Soviet Union. 
Second, he renewed the request that HICOMers be given rank of 
Ambassador. 

During discussion Blankenhorn said that Germany had made 
three points to US which for present should be withheld from 

1 Repeated to Bonn, Paris, and Moscow. 
2 Document 138.
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French. First, they had proposed as an item in ultimate settlement 

that refugees should have the right to return to their homes under 
decent conditions (Heimatsrechte) even where under foreign rule. 
Second, the problem of the Oder-Neisse line, which no German 
Government could accept, should be by-passed by a ‘European so- 

lution” under some form of international control, which, for exam- 

ple, would not mean ejecting the Poles from areas involved. Third 

point was putting EDC in new light as indicated above. 

Blankenhorn also stated during the conversation that Adenauer 
was opposed to the idea of secret informal talks with the Russians 
among a small group as envisaged by Churchill, * since experience 
showed that they almost always worked out to the Soviet advan- 
tage. As to proposal for German observer at four power talks Blan- 

kenhorn made it clear that Germans did not expect observer could 
sit in on talks but only wanted him to be present at place where 
talks were held, provided it was not behind Iron Curtain. German 

proposal for US-UK-French-German conference “at State Secretary 
level” before Bermuda was also discussed and Blankenhorn finally 
appeared to accept Roberts view that it would not be wise or neces- 
sary as work could be done by HICOMers. 

Roberts replies were generally sympathetic but non-committal as 
to details, except that he affirmed the wish of the British to give 

all possible help to Adenauer and pointed out that the British had 
already expressed favorable opinion about the proposal for giving 
HICOMers rank of Ambassador. But he thought and Blankenhorn 
agreed that it would hurt Adenauer if French did not go along and 
suggested that British work on French to this end. Roberts ex- 

pressed doubts, however, about the idea of a post-Bermuda state- 

ment on grounds that it might prejudice four-power talks, but 
agreed to consider appropriate way to reaffirm west support of 
points contained in September 23 note with special emphasis on 
contractuals and EDC. 

ALDRICH 

3 See footnote 3, Document 186.
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No. 199 

862A.501/6-2253: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Embassy in the United Kingdom } 

CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, June 23, 1958—4:42 p.m. 

8119. Urtel 6698 repeated Bonn 967 Paris 1439.2 Department 

would have preferred increase Federal Border police be deferred 

until French ratification EDC assured. This position made clear De- 
partment telegrams to Bonn 4004 and 4696 repeated London 5311, 
6387 and Paris 4321, 4976. 3 Position also made known to Chancel- 

lor and coalition leaders several occasions. Latter understandably 
have wished demonstrate in pre-election period all possible meas- 
ures being taken protect public order. Delays in ratification EDC 

by other nations, especially France, have only reemphasized need 
from German standpoint taking some security measures them- 
selves. 

However, now that Bundestag has voted increase we feel HICOM 
intervention would be extremely ill-advised since German legisla- 

tion should not at this stage be set aside unless of seriously objec- 
tionable nature. Such is not the case in this instance. Furthermore, 

we feel that annulling this legislation might undermine prestige of 
Adenauer Government and have an unfavorable effect in coming 

elections. 
DULLES 

1 Drafted by Hay and cleared with BNA and WE. Repeated to Paris and Bonn. 
2 Telegram 6698 reported that the British agreed that the Allied High Commis- 

sion should not intervene over the Bundestag proposal, passed on June 10, to in- 
crease the strength of the border police. (862A.501/6-2253) 

3 Regarding telegram 4004, see footnote 8, Document 168. Telegram 4696 reiterat- 
ed the position taken in telegram 4004. (862A.501/3-2453)
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No. 200 

762.0221/6-1653: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Office of the United States High 
Commissioner for Germany, at Bonn } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, June 25, 1958—10:01 a.m. 

5625. Appreciate analysis contained urtel 5338 repeated Berlin 
635, London 919, Paris 1282, Moscow 2502 and previous re four 

power talks Germany. Subsequent telegrams re last week’s demon- 
strations Eastern Germany ? indicate not yet clear extent to which 

demonstrations and resultant repressive measures may deflect 
Soviet-GDR moderation pose, as well as affect pressures in Germa- 

ny for such talks. Nonetheless our present views (supplementing 
Deptel 5527 *) re tactics are as follows: 

Believe last week’s events have considerably diminished probabil- 
ity Soviets in Germany will in near future try calling ACC or Kom- 
mandatura meeting. In event this should however occur suggest 
your position be that both Berlin Commandants and HICOMers 
always willing discuss matters of common interest, especially if 
likely produce ameliorations GDR and Eastern Berlin totalitarian 
regimes, but unwilling meet within framework of either old ACC or 
Kommandatura as West categorically rejects any return to this 
outmoded system four power control. 

Pending Bermuda, we would in fact suggest caution re any steps 
you might wish initiate Germany which likely result in High Com- 
missioner level meeting. Apart from meetings Berlin Comman- 
dants and staff members aimed restoring and bettering situation 
there, believe it wiser that any approaches and demands made to 
Soviets be confined to declarations and notes. 

At same time would favor your attempting put and keep Soviets 
as much as possible on defensive, with aim of endeavoring deflate 
any further gestures they may make at conciliation, by demanding 
complete restoration status quo ante Berlin, perhaps even further 
removal those barriers to travel etc in and around city added 
during last year, well as immediate end to reign of terror and re- 
pression Eastern Germany (including Berlin and emphasizing 
hollow Soviet charges that West behind demonstrations constitutes 
insult to courage and will to freedom of German workers). Release 
of Linse, Kluge and other political prisoners (Note: GDR moves 

1 Drafted by Morris and cleared with Merchant, Riddleberger, and MacArthur. 
Repeated to Berlin, London, Paris, and Moscow. 

2 Document 196. 
3 For documentation on the demonstrations in Soviet Zone of Germany, beginning 

on June 16, 1953, see Documents 713 ff. 

*Telegram 5527 reported that no purpose would be served by the High Commis- 
sioners becoming involved in the SPD proposals for quadripartite talks. (762A.00/6- 

13538)
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fortnight ago covered only economic cases) might well also be de- 
manded. 

Will be pleased consider any further points you might wish raise 
with Soviets, especially after discussing with other HICOMers, with 
aim further taking wind out Soviet conciliation sails, providing 
same do not involve risk provoking four power talks re unity and 

peace settlement prior Bermuda. Such might possibly be demands 

for greater freedom of movement for persons throughout Germany, 
liquidation dead areas along zonal border, all-Berlin elections, and 
better access to Berlin, such as sealed trains for Germans to and 
from Federal Republic. 

Continue report attitudes and statements coalition and SPD lead- 
ers towards Western moves and positions, including four power 
talks. 

DULLES 

No. 201 

562.00/7-653 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (Conant) to the 
Secretary of State } 

SECRET EYES ONLY Bonn, June 25, 1953. 
PERSONAL 

DEAR Foster: This is a personal letter to give you my own ap- 

praisal of the situation here in Germany. It may be of interest to 
you as a supplement to our regular cables. You will notice the date 
and realize by the time this reaches you the situation may have al- 
tered for events are moving fast here in Germany. However, I hope 

that we are in a relatively quiet period and therefore this report by 
mail may not be wholly out of date when it reaches you. 

The first point I should like to emphasize is the difficulty of as- 
sessing German opinion in the Federal Republic because of the 
party conflicts intensified by the coming elections. As I write, the 
election law providing the way the elections will be carried out has 
not yet been passed by the Bundestag. The Chancellor is definitely 
worried about the nature of this law. His opponents accuse him of 
wishing to insert in the law arbitrary provisions which will ensure 
the return of the coalition. The coalition itself seems to be split on 

1 The source text was attached to a reply from Dulles, dated July 6, which stated 
that it was being shown to Merchant and Riddleberger and that, in general, the Sec- 
retary of State agreed with everything that the High Commissioner said.
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the merits of various proposals involving the highly complicated 
problem of proportional representation. 

These intense party feelings, which are being generated at this 
time, tend to obstruct the view of German political leaders about 

events in the East Zone. Certainly they make for lack of candor in 

the public statements. The Chancellor, for example, feels that he 

must publicly support the opposition’s view, at least in part. Hence 
his rather impulsive telegram of last Sunday to the President and 
the Prime Ministers of England and France.? As you know, he 

does not in the least desire a 4-Power conference before the 
German elections. Indeed, nothing would be less helpful to him in 

the coming campaign and more helpful to the opposition. He does 
not favor even a discussion between the three High Commissioners 
and the new Soviet High Commissioner. He told me only yesterday 
that any friendly move between the French, British and Ameri- 
cans, on the one side, and the Russians, on the other, would be mis- 

construed by the German people as representing sympathy to the 

oppressors rather than the victims of what has been going on in 
the East Zone. 

The opposition leaders, on the one hand, both publicly and pri- 
vately, are pushing for conversations between the Allied High Com- 
mission and the new Soviet Commissar. Privately, a few weeks ago 

they were pushing for a 4-Power conference and were willing to 
suggest privately that Germany might make great concessions in 
the way of boundary conditions and even reparations if unification 
could be obtained at once. To what extent they believe in the reali- 
ty of these ideas, which seem to be fantastic, I am not prepared to 
say. 

Mayor Reuter’s judgment about the situation in Berlin is like- 
wise affected by his ambitions as a leading personality of the oppo- 

sition party. He, for example, told the Commandants that he de- 

sired an “all-Berlin election”. When I asked him, in private conver- 
sation, what he meant by this attractive slogan, he had to admit 

that until there were new arrangements made with the Russians 

the election of a Mayor and Senat for all of Berlin would be disas- 
trous. For, on pushing my argument with him, he admitted readily 
that a Mayor and Senat acting for all Berlin would, under the old 
arrangements which are still in force in theory, have to be subject- 
ed to the veto power of a Russian member of a 4-Power Komman- 
datura. He then proposed that the Allied High Commission should 
negotiate with the Russians to establish arrangements in Berlin 

2 For text of Chancellor Adenauer’s message to President Eisenhower, see Docu- 
ment Korres text of his letters to Mayer and Churchill, see Papers and Documents, 

pp. 119-120.
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similar to those that exist in Vienna. But, as he had to admit, on 

pushing, this was a far more complicated, delicate and far-reaching 
proposal than the attractive slogan “all-Berlin elections.” 

My analysis of German opinion today is that the most intelligent 
Germans are torn between their desire for re-unification and their 
realization that, barring miracles, the Russians are not going “‘to 
be talked out of’ their Occupation status. The events in the East 
Zone have demonstrated to the whole world the failure of the Rus- 
sian policy insofar as making converts of the working people is con- 
cerned. 
What is not always realized in talking about the East Zone is the 

fact that some 10 percent of the population has already left. It is 
my estimate, based on talks with a number of people who should 
be good sources of information, that essentially all the middle and 
upper class families have left the Zone. Only the workers, the peas- 
ants and older retired people are left. This presents a rather spe- 
cial situation in Europe, therefore, and one which the Russians 

may well have thought was readily susceptible to their form of 
propaganda. Exactly the reverse seems to have been the case. 
Workers seem to have rejected the Communistic leadership partly 
for political reasons but largely, I believe, for economic reasons. 
The situation in regard to food in the East Zone seems to have 
been much worse even than some of us, who were pessimistic about 

the situation, had imagined. 
Whatever may have been the cause, it is important to know that 

the workers in their demonstrations pulled down the Red flag of 

the SPD and seemed to be almost as hostile to the Socialistic Party 
as to the Communistic leaders. Workers in Germany in this mood 
could well be supporters of a powerful right-wing reactionary move- 
ment. I believe there is a danger here which must not be underrat- 
ed, though it cannot be publicly discussed. 

One of the questions which may be settled before this letter 
reaches you is whether or not the Russians can establish a new 
puppet government in the East Zone. If they cannot and continue 
to rely on the old regime they will in essence be controlling the af- 
fairs of the East Zone themselves. I assume, of course, that martial 

law will be lifted before long and that they will restore conditions 
in Berlin to the situation that existed two weeks ago, though even 
this is not certain. It may be they will decide to try to bargain with 
us about the Berlin situation, since they have been forced to accom- 
plish what they have long threatened to do, that is, to cut Berlin in 

half. It would be my judgment, as of today, that we should be very 
loathe to enter into any talks with the new Russian High Commis- 
sioner, Semenov, except on a bilateral basis, that is, between each 

one of the High Commissioners and Semenov himself. I should
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think that any offer on his part to meet with the three Allied High 
Commissioners should be carefully explored before we agree and 
one of the conditions should be a restoration of conditions in the 
entire East Zone to what they were on the Ist of June. A further 

condition, in my mind, should be a specialized agenda and above all 
it should be made plain that we are not in any sense re-establish- 
ing the old 4-Power Control Council. Of course, even the mention of 
such a possibility as the re-establishment of the 4-Power Control 
Council terrifies all Germans. You will have seen by our cables 
that there is a difference of opinion in my staff as to the extent of 
the pressures in the coalition parties for 4-Power talks at any level. 

Hallstein, Blankenhorn, Lenz, at my house today, seemed to ex- 

press almost the opinion of the Chancellor. But one cannot be sure 
whether they were merely echoing what they knew to be his pri- 
vate thoughts, as shown to me, or whether they sincerely believed 

in his secret position. 

Until the Chancellor himself, as a judge of the political situation 

here should pass the word to us that he believed negotiations with 
the Russians should be undertaken, I would be very sure of going 
very slowly in the direction of a meeting of the Allied High Com- 
mission and the Russian High Commissioner on any 4-Power talks 
about the state of Germany. Even if the Allied occupying powers 
are blamed for procrastination in going forward with the negotia- 
tions, I believe we should be well advised to hold the present line 
until after the German elections. Sir Winston Churchill’s recent 

reply ? to the Chancellor’s telegram seems to give us a clear line of 
defense: namely, we again offer the Russians, as we did in our last 

note, * the opportunity for free all-German elections provided they 
meet the terms we then specified. I do not believe that they can 
possibly meet these terms when we start to spell out the details of 
what they must involve. 

I hope these somewhat rambling comments of a complicated and 

rapidly moving situation may be of some value to you. 

With all good wishes, 

Sincerely, 

JIM CONANT 

3 For Churchill’s reply, June 24, see Papers and Documents, pp. 120-121. 
4 For the tripartite note of Sept. 28, 1952, see Document 138.
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No. 202 

PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Germany 1953” 

Memorandum by Leon Fuller of the Policy Planning Staff to the 
Director of the Staff (Bowie) 

CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, July 6, 1953. 

Subject: Talks with Lilje and Blank 

I had the opportunity last week to be present at meetings, first 
with Bishop Lilje of Hannover and later with Theodor Blank and 
his group of military experts. 1 There were certain points developed 
in these meetings that might be of interest to you. 

Bishop Lilje who has been frequently in Berlin and East Germa- 
ny of late, made one point repeatedly about the recent uprisings in 
those areas.” He was deeply impressed with their spontaneous 

character and the fact that the people of these areas looked to the 

West for material and moral assistance. He was of the opinion that 
expectations of a change in their status were exceptionally high at 
this time among these people, but that they saw no possibility of 

achieving this without Western help. Their mood was such, he as- 

serted, that if there should be no definite moves on the part of the 
West indicative of its readiness to exploit the situation, there 

would be a serious letdown in popular morale. In fact, he said, if 

these people see no chance for getting assistance of some kind, 
their situation might well be worse than if the uprisings had never 

occurred. He did not indicate precisely what the West might do, 

but indicated that the moral factor was a significant one in the sit- 
uation. The important thing, he thought, was to demonstrate our 

purpose and intent to do something about it. 

Upon being questioned concerning the possible attitude of the 

Germans toward a Soviet neutralization proposal for Germany, he 
replied that he was confident that the Germans, of their own free 

will, would never approve such a solution. Their attitude was 
strongly antiCommunist and pro-Western. However, if in a show 
down the Germans were forced to choose between unity with neu- 
tralization or no unity at all, he did not feel so sure what decision 
they would make. He implied that if such a dilemma arose, it 
might require all resources of Western statesmanship to resolve it. 

1 Blank and the military advisers had arrived in the United States on June 30 for 
a 2-week stay that would include the inspection of various military installations and 
talks with officials in the Departments of State and Defense. 

2 A further report on Bishop Lilje’s activities in Washington is in the memoran- 
dum by Jackson, Document 722.
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Theodor Blank—most of the points made by Herr Blank and his 
advisers in these talks, in which he was questioned by various De- 
partmental representatives, related to the work of the EDC Interim 

Committee at Paris in seeking to perfect the organizational struc- 
ture and joint military plans for EDC, and to German plans for 
raising and equipping a German EDC contingent. 

Herr Blank felt that good progress had been made on the French 
protocols regarding the EDC treaty, and also regarding the British 

relationship to EDC. There remained a few unsettled matters, such 
as the initial status of the French forces in EDC, the question of 
whether British relationship should be by treaty or by unilateral 
declarations and the problem of US aid for EDC, which the French 
want clarified. But he felt that agreement was near on all of these 

matters. 

The most significant point made by Herr Blank in connection 
with the EDC civilian and military structure was that planning 
was so far advanced at this time that the organization could read- 
ily be set up on short notice once ratification of the treaty is com- 
plete. Plans for the commissariat are well advanced, and it was in- 
tended that it should function rather as a unified defense ministry 
for the whole EDC rather that as a cabinet composed of national 
representatives. Military preparations for a general staff, and land, 
sea, and air services, and for EDC delegations to operate within the 

various countries of EDC are also well advanced. Much detailed 
work had been done in the fields of logistics, standardization of 
equipment, transport, production and procurement. In regard to all 
of these matters, Herr Blank constantly stressed the fact that rapid 
implementation would be possible once the treaty is ratified. 

With respect to specifically German preparations for the EDC, 
Herr Blank stated that much progress had been made on both legal 
and technical aspects. There was need of a German law on recruit- 

ment and a completed draft law was now ready for consideration. 

However, much technical preparatory work had already been done 
even in the absence of a law. The first recruits would be volun- 
teers. Eventually, a conscription law would be needed, but not until 

about one year after the treaty had gone into effect. Other prepara- 
tions respecting status, pay, retirement, etc., had been worked out 
in detail. 

Plans were also advanced with regard to utilization of forces. Be- 
cause of the refugee situation in Germany, much new building for 
the troops would be required. Many decisions must wait upon the 
necessary legal and financial actions. Slightest progress had been 
made regarding the tactical air force. 
When questioned closely concerning planned production for the 

new force, Herr Blank was most emphatic in his insistence that
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there would be no difficulty regarding any type of equipment 
except tanks, artillery, and planes. Ample productive facilities 
were available, he said, for non-military supplies, equipment, and 
facilities of all kinds, and also for small arms. He believed that 

there would be no serious problem of plant conversion in connec- 
tion with the types of production required. 

No. 203 

Bruce Diaries, lot 64 D 327 

Extract From the Diary of David K.E. Bruce, Thursday, July 9, 
1953 

Messrs. Hallstein and Blankenhorn came down to La Lanterne 
this morning. They said Adenauer felt absolutely certain the Rus- 
sians would shortly make a new move designed to defeat him in 
the German elections which are set for September 6. He believes, 
therefore, he should take the initiative so as to exclude the possibil- 

ity of the Russians being the first to offer a plan that would appeal 
to German public opinion regarding the reunification of the two 
parts of the country. 

It has occured to him that the most courageous and useful action 
in this regard would be for the Western Powers themselves not to 

demand a four-power conference and set a basis for discussion. Of 
course, no conference should take place without the prior accept- 
ance by the Soviets of the basic conditions determined upon by the 
Western Powers. In the offer of the three occupying Western 
Powers it must be stated that nothing will be acceptable to them 
that would interfere with European integration. It should point out 
to the Soviets that the EDC is an excellent starting point toward a 
wide system of security. For example, only by unanimous consent 
of the six participating Governments can Germany have more than 
a stated number of troops under arms. The same applies to the lim- 
itation on armament manufacturing in Germany and on the arma- 
ments allowed in the possession of the Germans. 

The Chancellor during the course of last night prepared a letter 
which he instructed Blankenhorn to take immediately to Washing- 
ton and deliver to Secretary Dulles as President of the present 
meeting of the three Foreign Ministers. ! Hallstein translated the 
letter to me. It advocated an offer for a four-power conference by 
September at the latest by the three occupying powers to the 

1 Regarding Blankenhorn’s presentation of the letter in Washington, see vol. v, 
Part 2, pp. 1606-1607.
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Soviet Government. The Chancellor wishes this discussed in Wash- 
ington and if the decision is favorable then immediate announce- 
ment to be made. This he thinks would strengthen his position and 
electoral prospects in Germany. 

They asked me to advise the State Department that Blanken- 
horn was on his way. I asked Hallstein and Blankenhorn whether 
they had already taken up this matter with Dr. Conant and if not, 

why not, since that was the proper way to handle it. They said the 
decision of the Chancellor had been sudden and the text had been 
put together largely by telephone conversations between the three 
of them. The Chancellor himself was somewhere in a retreat where 
he was supposed to be taking a vacation. They had tried to reach 
Dr. Conant in Bonn yesterday but he had been away and was only 
returning there this morning. 

I informed them that under the circumstances I would advise 
Washington that Blankenhorn was to depart from Paris by air in a 
few hours and would be carrying a letter from the Chancellor. I 

asked Hallstein if he would not arrange to return immediately to 
Bonn and lay the whole matter before Dr. Conant, which he said 
he would be delighted to do and recognized this procedure as the 
way it should be handled. 

We had an interesting talk on other matters regarding the 
German situation and then broke up our cop-and-robber confer- 
ence. 

I called Jim Conant on the telephone and told him as best I could 
in guarded language, since our telephones are undoubtedly tapped 
both by the French and Germans, of what had happened. He said 

Hallstein had already called him and made an appointment to see 

him at 10:00 o’clock tonight.



486 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME VII 

No. 204 

762A.5/7-1753: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Office of the United States High 
Commissioner for Germany, at Bonn } 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, July 17, 1958—6:49 p.m. 
PRIORITY 

230. Limit distribution. This is a joint State-Defense message. 
When Ridgway visited Bonn June 15, he asked Adenauer’s views 
on possibility reinforcing US strength in Germany by sending lim- 

ited number 280 mm. cannons. Adenauer replied Germany’s protec- 
tion lay behind atomic shield furnished by US and any strengthen- 
ing was important to its defense and would be welcomed. 

FYI only. British and French Foreign Ministers have been in- 
formed that US now willing send few 280 mm. battalions to Europe 
in support of NATO forces, and see no objection. ? End FYI. 

You should approach Adenauer on strictly secret basis and 
advise him US now gratified to state that it is planning make 5 
battalions 280 mm. artillery available to SACEUR for present de- 
ployment in Germany, in consonance with program mentioned to 
him by Ridgway. First element of these forces can be made avail- 
able for movement fairly shortly, but before developing final move- 
ment schedules, we wish to obtain privately Chancellor’s views as 

to timing and whether publicity concerning movement, which could 
and should not be kept secret, would give him any concern in light 
forthcoming German elections. Necessary press announcement 

would be made shortly before embarkation of first elements from 
US, which would be about two or three weeks prior to date of ar- 

rival in Germany. 
Apart from French and British governments, other NATO na- 

tions not yet informed, and it is therefore imperative that this be 
treated by Chancellor with utmost discretion. 

You should advise Chancellor that although it will be our policy 
to attempt to treat this movement with no special emphasis on 
atomic character of weapons, which as you know also fire conven- 
tional shells, as part of our policy to normalize in public mind 
atomic capabilities, we anticipate press may nevertheless empha- 

1 Drafted by Wolf; cleared with MacArthur, Lewis, Bonbright, S/AE, and the De- 
partment of Defense; and initialed for the Secretary of State by Matthews. Repeated 
to London and to Paris for Hughes and Gruenther. 

2 Foreign Minister Bidault and Acting Foreign Secretary Salisbury were informed 
about the decision to send a few 280mm. battalions to Europe during the Tripartite 
Foreign Ministers meetings held in Washington, July 10-14. For a memorandum of 
this conversation, see vol. v, Part 2, p. 1641.
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size atomic nature of weapons. He should be told that should ques- 
tion of whether atomic ammunition is to be stored in FedRep be 
raised by press or public, comment should be ‘no comment”, ex- 
plaining that obviously security considerations do not permit com- 
ment. 

Your reply requested urgently, by July 21 if at all possible. 3 
For Paris and London. After receipt Adenauer’s views we will 

decide on timing of announcement. Before any publicity we intend 
inform NAC and will also coordinate substance and timing actual 

release with Gruenther and Hughes. 
DULLES 

3On July 20 HICOG replied that Blankenhorn had informed the Chancellor, who 
was on vacation in the Black Forest, about the move. Adenauer welcomed the idea 
of the move, but hoped that any announcement concerning it could be withheld 
until after the elections in September. (Telegram 307 from Bonn, 762A.5/7-2053) 

No. 205 

PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Germany” 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (Conant) to the 

Secretary of State 

TOP SECRET Bap GODESBERG, July 17, 1958. 
EYES ONLY FOR THE SECRETARY 

DEAR Foster: I am venturing to send you this personal letter for 
whatever use you may care to make of it. It is a report on the first 

reactions here in Germany to the results of the three Foreign Min- 
isters Conference in Washington. ! It includes some reflections of 
my own about the future. 

The general press response has been favorable though perhaps 

not enthusiastic. Each paper reflects to some degree the tensions of 

the coming electoral campaign. But there can be no doubt that the 

Chancellor has scored a considerable political advantage and for 
the time being at least has fairly well spiked the Opposition’s claim 

that he was not doing all he could to bring about German unifica- 

tion. I think everyone must admire the skillful way in which he 
has turned the flank of the SPD. While some of us here were very 

1 Conant is referring to the tripartite note to the Soviet Union calling, inter alia, 
for a four-power meeting to consider German unity and all-German elections, which 
was delivered on July 15. For text of the note and the discussions leading to its 
drafting at the Foreign Ministers meetings in Washington, July 10-14, see vol. v, 
Part 2, pp. 1582 ff.
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skeptical about the wisdom of Blankenhorn’s visit, 2 there can be 

no question that as events turned out it was very useful to the 
Chancellor. It was played up by the newspapers as being an impor- 
tant part of the Chancellor’s plan to be sure he was fully consulted, 
and through Blankenhorn he is said to have influenced the out- 

come of the Conference. 

The SPD leaders still believe that the Chancellor is only paying 
lip service to German unification. Mayor Reuter at lunch here 
today referred obliquely to a widespread opinion in his party (SPD) 
by saying there never would be German reunification until Germa- 
ny had a leader who really wanted it. R. Maier of Stuttgart made a 
heavy attack on the Chancellor along the same lines, bringing in 
the religious issue at a party conference in spite of the fact that his 
party (FDP) is in the Coalition. Nevertheless we in this office doubt 
if this type of electioneering will prove very effective in view of the 
Chancellor’s present public stand for four-power talks (the phrase 
has become a magic word in Germany). 

Much depends on the Soviet’s reply, of course, which you will un- 
doubtedly have before this letter reaches you. If Moscow asks for 
an immediate four-power talks, the SPD leaders will pick up this 
point for Ollenhauer has already criticized the Washington commu- 
niqué 3 for postponing the talks until after the German elections. I 
assume the reply would be that since the three powers must con- 
sult with the Government of the Federal Republic they would not 

be in a position to do so until the election had determined what the 

composition of the Government would be. The SPD would have 

some difficulty meeting this argument, I think, but the possibility 
of such a Soviet offer has seemed to us here a real danger. Indeed, 

it was with this danger in mind that I put forward my proposal 

that the East Zone had to be freed first before a four-power confer- 

ence met to work out the details of an all-German election. 

While I still think my proposal was less risky than the Chancel- 
lor’s, there is no doubt that if the Washington conference had ex- 

pressed some such view, the SPD Opposition would have attacked 
it vigorously. Whether the Chancellor could have disassociated 
himself from the outcome by stating he had urged a four-power 
meeting is now a purely academic question. The French, I judge, 
were even more insistent on the magic words than the Chancellor. 

One of the factors that seems to have influenced the Chancellor 
in his rather complete reversal on four-power talks is the persist- 
ent rumor that the Soviets are going to make a bold offer in regard 

2 For documentation on Blankenhorn’s visit to the United States, see Documents 

a For text of the communiqué, July 14, see vol. v, Part 2, p. 1703.
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to German reunification. The form in which the story usually 
comes is that the Soviets will offer reunification through the road 

of free elections provided the coming Federal elections are post- 
poned, and provided the actions of the Federal Republic in regard 
to treaties and international agreements are to have no binding 

effect on a subsequent German Government. I would suppose it 

would not be difficult to answer such a proposal for I would doubt 
if the SPD would be willing to join in asking for a postponement of 
the Federal elections which would only be done by a two-thirds 
vote of the Bundestag amending the Constitution. Of course, if the 
Soviets offered immediate desovietization of the East Zone, that 

would be a different story. 

Leading members of almost all parties seem to be in agreement 
that the events of June 17 in the Soviet Zone are such as to make 
the Russians more willing to withdraw from the German commit- 
ments. Put in other words, the price they will ask for unification 

has been lowered but I doubt if it is low enough as yet to make real 
negotiations a possibility. It would be my own view that the trou- 
bles in the East Zone will continue and that the Russian price will 
continually decrease until a point comes when reunification and 
European integration are not antithetical doctrines. 

If I may say so, I thought the way the EDC Treaty was handled 
in the communiqué was excellent, though of course most of us here 

wished that the French would have gone along with a stronger 
statement. I am planning to be in Paris on Monday to talk with 
Dillon, Aldrich and Bruce. I find it increasingly necessary to offset 
the defeatist opinion among visiting Americans that EDC is dead 

and that further steps toward European integration are hopeless. 

Until you direct to the contrary, I shall still continue to stick to 
the opinion that after the German elections, ratification of the 

EDC will be accomplished by all six nations because there is no 
real alternative. This latter proposition, I believe, can be proved up 
to the hilt by an examination of what will happen if the French 
fail to ratify in the next few months. What we will be faced with 
then is a chaotic situation here in Germany caused by a rapid dete- 
rioration of the prestige and power of the Allied High Commission. 
Such a situation would be very dangerous to the French, so much 
so that rather than live with it they will ratify, assuming a solu- 
tion of the Saar problem next fall. At least, those are my opinions 
for what they may be worth. # 

*On July 24 Secretary Dulles replied that he had read this letter with care and 
was circulating it to one or two other people in the Department of State. (PPS files, 
lot 64 D 563, ‘““Germany’”) The source text indicates that copies were sent to Smith, 
MacArthur, Bowie, Matthews, and Merchant.
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With all good wishes. 

Sincerely yours, 

JAMES B. CONANT 

No. 206 

862A.501/6-2553: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Embassy in France } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, July 22, 1958—5:18 p.m. 

256. Urtel 6637 repeated Bonn 921, London unnumbered. 2 

Though we hoped make full presentation our views to French re 

German desire increase Federal Border Police during FM Confer- 
ence only opportunity was brief conversation between Riddleberger 
and Sauvagnargues during which latter stated unequivocally 
French opposition would continue because matter principle in- 

volved. French could not budge when creation German national 
army under guise police forces threatened and this only possible 
reason that could underlie German ambition increase Border 
Police. Sauvagnargues said clear from French Intelligence internal 
German struggle exists between Blank and Lehr with Blank rely- 

ing on EDC solution and disapproving Lehr’s efforts build up 
German military cadres under police cloak (our latest information 
from Bonn contradicts this; indicates Blank approves increase 
Border Police which will result in development trained men who 

may later be transferred German contingent EDC). 

It would be most helpful if you could take this subject up with 
Bidault next week stressing (a) our fear that Occupying Allies may 

be caught unprepared on this issue with risk of many ensuing diffi- 

culties; (b) our view that ten thousand border police already au- 

thorized can not be considered military force and addition second 

ten thousand will in no sense change nature this security organiza- 
tion; (c) in light events June 17th, Bundestag resolution for in- 

crease border police seems to us reasonable security precaution, in- 

terference with which, on our part, would constitute distinct dis- 

service to Adenauer in midst of election campaign; (d) to our last 
knowledge British Government substantially shares our opinion. 

1 Drafted by Elwood Williams (GPA) and cleared by Bonbright, Lewis, GEA, and 
WE. Repeated to London and Bonn. 

2 Telegram 6637 reported that the Embassy in Paris had not raised the question 
of the increase in the border police with the Foreign Ministry due to the lack of a 
French Government following the resignation of André Mayer. (862A.501/6-2553)
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If point is raised that policing West German border remains 
Allied responsibility, you should make clear our view that what- 
ever legal correctness this argument, fact is operating responsibil- 
ity actually in German hands. Reversal trend increasing responsi- 
bility and prestige Federal Government in its own territory unde- 
sirable this late date. We give credence Federal Republic state- 
ments more men required for border duties unless obvious numbers 
requested out of line with real needs. View fact border mainly con- 
cerned has Iron Curtain character and view recent disturbing de- 
velopments East zone difficult assert much exaggeration in 
German estimate 10,000 additional police needed. Our figures indi- 
cate something on order 14,000 German police and customs officials 
(including 700 Bavarian Border Police) covering 1380 kilometers of 
Soviet zone border. Without allowing for administration, time off, 

etc., this hardly yields three men per kilometer on 24 hour basis. 
Increase to five or six men per kilometer cannot be regarded as ex- 
cessive under present circumstances. 3 

Embassy London should bring foregoing to attention Foreign 
Office and express hope that British will find it possible make simi- 
lar approach to French. 4 

DULLES 

3On July 24, Conant reported that financial difficulties were preventing imple- 
mentation of the proposed increase in the border police and that in any case Lehr 
did not intend at that time to go forward with the increase without consultation 
with and approval by the Allied High Commission. (Telegram 393 from Bonn, 
862A.501/7-2453) The following day Dillon reported that in view of these develop- 
ments in Bonn he would not raise the matter with the Foreign Ministry until he 
had received new instructions. (Telegram 319 from Paris, 862A.501/7-2553) 

*On July 23 Aldrich reported that the question had been raised with the Foreign 
Office at the Departmental level where it was felt that the British shared the U:S. 
view and would probably make a similar approach to the French. (Telegram 360 
from London, 862A.501/7-2553) 

No. 207 

396.1 WA/7-2453 

President Eisenhower to Chancellor Adenauer } 

CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, July 238, 1953. 

My Dear Mr. CHANCELLOR: During the development of the con- 
versations between the U.S. Secretary of State and the Foreign 

1 Transmitted in telegram 318 to Bonn, July 24, with instructions for Conant to 
deliver it to Chancellor Adenauer. This letter was released to the press in Washing- 
ton at 10 am. EDT on July 25. Telegram 318 was repeated to London and Paris 

Continued
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Ministers of Great Britain and France, it occurred to me that it 
might be helpful if I were to write you a letter in amplification of 
the thoughts so tightly compressed in the final communiqué. 

It seems to me that certain definite patterns are emerging from 
the situation in East Germany and the Eastern European satellite 
countries—patterns which will unquestionably have a profound 
effect upon the future, including the proposed meeting of the For- 
eign Ministers of the Four Powers. 

I think, therefore, that it will be useful for me to share my 
thoughts with you in some detail at this time. 

Great historical developments, such as the recent Berlin and 
East German anti-Communist demonstrations, rarely have single 
roots. Nevertheless, I am quite certain that future historians, in 
their analysis of the causes which will have brought about the dis- 
integration of the Communist Empire, will single out those brave 
East Germans who dared to rise against the cannons of tyranny 
with nothing but their bare hands and their stout hearts, as a root 
cause. I think also that those same historians will record your own 
extraordinary steadfastness in the cause of European peace and 
freedom over many, many years. 

In analyzing these recent developments, there appear to be five 
points of greatest significance. 

First, this eruption against Communist oppression was spontane- 
ous. I know that I need not go into any elaborate denial with you 
of the fantastic explanation put out by Moscow that the uprising 
was caused by American provocateurs. No provocateur of any na- 
tionality can persuade human beings to stand up in front of rum- 
bling tanks with sticks and stones. Such action comes from the 
heart and not from any foreign purse. 

Second, this uprising was not just a momentary flash of despera- 
tion. The continuing news of disorders in Eastern Germany indi- 
cates a fundamental and lasting determination to be fully and fi- 
nally free, despite long years of stern Sovietization. 

Third, nowhere were the rioters ‘bourgeois reactionaries” or 
“capitalist warmongers’. They were workers. Therefore, the mar- 
tyrs who fell before Russian Communist guns were the very same 
workers in whose name the Kremlin has falsely and cynically built 
their empire of oppression, their far-flung “workers paradise’. 

Fourth, the fact of the uprising, the conduct of the German Com- 
munist leaders during the event and their actions since the event, 
all indicate the complete political bankruptcy of the SED. 

Fifth, and to me of utmost significance, when the riots developed 
in the Russian sector of Berlin, the workers’ chant was, ‘We want 
free elections’. In this phrase, the people clearly and simply 

with instructions that the letter be delivered to the respective Foreign Offices 2 
hours before the release time on July 25. Further information on the background of 
this message is provided in footnote 4, Document 722.
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summed up their yearning for the alleviation of their grievances 
and sufferings. 

The combination of these five facts actually forms the back- 
ground for that portion of the July 15 [1/4] Foreign Ministers’ com- 

muniqué dealing with German unification and free elections. And 

the communiqué itself, as you know, is actually the diplomatic con- 
firmation of your own earlier statements, of my June 26 [25] cable 
to you 2 and most important, of the Resolution of the German Bun- 

destag of June 10. 

For the past many months there have been endless arguments 
and debates on both sides of the Atlantic over the respective prior- 
ities of such words and phrases as “unification”, “peace treaty’, 

“free elections’, “withdrawal of occupation troops’’, etc. 

It has always seemed to me—and these recent events, to me at 
least, clearly confirm the thought—that there can be no solution 
without free elections and the formation of a free all-German gov- 

ernment, leading to unification. From that point on can flow a logi- 

cal, orderly sequence of events, culminating in an honorable peace 
treaty and the re-emergence of a new united German Republic, 
dedicated to the welfare of its own people, as a friendly and peace- 
ful member of the European family of nations. To this first step of 
free elections, the Government of the United States will continue 

to lend the full force of its political, diplomatic, and moral support. 

There are sincere people in Germany, in the nations of western 
Europe, and even in my own country, who have come to believe 

that free elections, and therefore the unification of Germany, con- 

tradict and possibly exclude the concept of the European Defense 

Community which has been ratified by both your Houses of Parlia- 

ment and is now before your Constitutional Court. I do not and 
have never accepted this theory that the EDC and unification of 
Germany are mutually exclusive. Quite the contrary. 

As the three Foreign Ministers stated at the conclusion of their 

recent meeting in Washington, since the European community cor- 
responds to the lasting needs of its members and their people for 
peace, security and welfare, it is looked upon as necessary in itself 
and not linked up with existing international tensions. 

It has long been my conviction that the strengthening of the Fed- 
eral Republic, through adoption of the EDC, the contractual agree- 
ments and further progress in the integration of Western Europe, 
can only enhance the prospects for the peaceful unification of Ger- 
many, by increasing the attractive power of this prosperous West- 

2 Document 718. 
3 For text of the June 10 resolution of the Bundestag concerning German reunifi- 

cation, see Papers and Documents, pp. 117-118.
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ern Germany vis-a-vis the Soviet Zone, an attractive power which 

has already been demonstrated by the steady stream of refugees in 
recent months, as well as the demonstrations which began on June 

17. This increasing contrast between Western and Eastern Germa- 
ny, the latter with its bankrupt regime and impoverished economy, 

will in the long run produce conditions which should make possible 

the liquidation of the present communist dictatorship and of the 
Soviet occupation. 

While a future all-German Government must obviously be free to 
choose the degree to which it wishes to enter into defensive and 
other arrangements compatible with the principles of the United 

Nations, I can hardly imagine that it would seek the path of com- 

plete and premature disarmament in the presence of other nations 

still heavily armed. I believe this is a matter worthy of serious at- 
tention. Those who in Germany believe they can suggest an easy, 
safe solution through defenseless neutralization should carefully 
ponder the true wisdom and safety of such a course. 

Speaking for America, and I believe the rest of the free world 
shares this view, I can say that there has been enough bloodshed 

and enough misery and enough destruction in the past fifty years, 
to deter any people or any Government of the West from any ideas 
of military aggression. But the peace we all so dearly seek cannot 

be maintained through weakness. EDC will be the simplest, most 

unequivocal, and most self-evident demonstration of strength for 

peace. 
No one can foretell what the unfolding months will bring, but it 

can certainly be said that the workers of Berlin’s Soviet Sector and 

the workers of East Germany, with the workers of Czechoslovakia, 

have started something that will have an important place on the 

pages of history. May the concluding chapter of that history record 
the reemergence of freedom, of peace, and of happiness. 

With kindest personal regard, 

Sincerely, 
DWIGHT EISENHOWER
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No. 208 

611.00/7-2753: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (Conant) to the 
Department of State 

TOP SECRET Bonn, July 27, 1958. 

327. Eyes only for the Secretary. In replying to your circ 53, July 
23,1 I should like to emphasize first of all that the German reac- 
tion to the U.S. is at the present heavily conditioned by the forth- 

coming election. The SPD leaders cannot help regretting the obvi- 
ous fact that the U.S. Government has taken actions which help 
Adenauer’s election and some are inclined to be bitter on this 
point. Comments by American newspaper correspondents to the 
effect that United States is actively assisting Adenauer’s campaign 
by such means as insisting on postponing any four-power confer- 
ence until late September may have intensified feeling. Since the 

vast majority of organizea labor is in SPD camp this aspect of the 
campaign is unfortunate but inevitable. Apparently the Chancellor 
is not worried about the possibility that the opposition will throw 

in his face the fact that he is clearly the candidate favored by both 
the British and American Governments. Nevertheless we are offi- 
cially, of course, doing all we can here to preserve neutrality in 
this campaign. The small neutralist party is attacking the United 
States along well-known lines as war-mongers. Right splinter par- 
ties with strong nationalist views are attacking the United States 
as an occupation power while certain SPD leaders, particularly in 
Berlin, are criticizing the United States together with France and 
Great Britain for not being active enough in support of the demon- 
strators in the East Zone. When pressed for an answer to the ques- 
tion, ‘““What would you have us do?” there are no concrete propos- 
als and the magic words “‘four-power talks at the highest level”’ are 

certain to be uttered. In general, however, I would say there was 
no widespread distrust of the U.S. Government motives and much 

real gratitude for the economic help of the past. There is further 
recognition of the military protection now afforded by U.S. troops 
and almost everyone wishes them to remain in spite of the inevita- 
ble difficulties about housing and the uneasy relations with the ci- 
vilian population. 

1JIn circular 53 the Secretary asked the Ambassadors in 11 NATO countries and 
Austria and Germany for their frank confidential estimate and views on how the 
United States was regarded by the public and the governments in the countries to 
which they were accredited. (611.00/7-2353) For the response from the Embassy in 
Austria, see Document 878. Responses from the 11 NATO countries are scheduled 
for publication in volume v1.
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Comparing the situation today with what I understand it was 
last December, one can say that there has been no loss of confi- 

dence in the U.S. Government since six months ago the SPD lead- 
ers were declaring the new administration was going to abandon 
the EDC treaties. The strong adherence to the EDC and EPC par- 
ticularly as recently emphasized by the three Foreign Ministers, 
has impressed the Germans even those who are in the opposition. 
On the other hand, the long delay and the apparent uncertainty 
about the position of the French have made some people skeptical 

about the future. 

What misgivings there are in Germany about the present admin- 

istration are the consequences of the publicity given to disagree- 

ments between Congress and the Executive branch. Such misgiv- 
ings could become serious because the Germans do not understand 
the American system of government. To them orderly government 
is of great importance and they associate signs of disagreement and 
disorder with revolutionary troubles. Hence their frequent at- 
tempts to equate Senator McCarthy with an incipient Hitler. To 
some degree their public apprehension about the clashes between 

Congress and the Executive represent a delight in pointing out that 
the Americans are not as freedom loving or democratic or tolerant 

as they have made themselves out to be as an occupation power 
bent on reforming Germany. For the future, however, a minimizing 

of the public criticism by Congressional leaders of the present ad- 
ministrative officers and repeated public demonstrations that the 
executive is in control of both executive functions and over-all 

policy will be necessary to convince the thoughtful Germans that 
the U.S. Government today is a strong government. This is particu- 
larly true in regard to foreign policy, including making the slogan 

“trade not aid” a reality since the Germans want trade not aid 

(except for the special case of Berlin). 

If in the next six months the EDC treaties are ratified and 
German rearmament begins in this framework, the U.S. will be in 

a very strong position of leadership in Germany barring unforeseen 
moves by the Russians. On the other hand, as most Germans be- 
lieve we are in a position to force the French and Italians to ratify, 

a collapse of the EDC policy will be blamed on the US. primarily. 

After EDC ratification leadership will be expected on German re- 
unification but for the time being most people outside of the SPD 

are probably satisfied with our position. 
JAMES B. CONANT
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No. 209 

862B.49/7-2753 

Chancellor Adenauer to President Eisenhower } 

RESTRICTED Bonn, July 27, 1958. 

My Dear Mr. PRESIDENT: I express to you my sincere thanks for 

your letter of July 25 [23] 2 which was conveyed to me by Ambassa- 
dor Conant. Your deep understanding of the German situation and 

your warm sympathy, especially for my countrymen in the Soviet- 
occupied zone of Germany, have filled me with gladness and thank- 
fullness. The German public has also welcomed with grateful ap- 
proval the contents of your letter. At a meeting in Dortmund yes- 

terday, at which I read your letter, the more than 20,000 listeners 

accorded your words spirited and hearty applause. 

I believe that I can say that I find myself in complete agreement 

with every thought you have expressed. I also know that you are in 

accord with me that the urgent problem of reunification requires a 

speedy clarification in a four-power conference such as was called 
for by the Washington resolutions of the three Foreign Ministers of 
July 13. 3 

The Federal Government and the German people, whose most 

ardent wish is the reunification of Germany in freedom and in the 
frame of a free and united Europe, consider themselves fortunate 
to know, in you, Mr. President, such an understanding friend, and 

in the American people such a staunch support. 
With best wishes for your personal well-being, I am yours devot- 

ed, 

ADENAUER, 

1 Transmitted in telegram 416 from Bonn. A copy was delivered to the White 
House on July 28. 

2 Document 207. 

3 Presumably a reference to the communiqué of the Tripartite Foreign Ministers 
meeting held at Washington, July 10-14; for text, see vol. v, Part 2, p. 1703.
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No. 210 

396.1 WA/7-2953 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Secretary of State ! 

SECRET WASHINGTON, July 29, 1953. 

The French Ambassador called to see me under instructions of 
his Government to state that the recent letter of President Eisen- 

hower to the German Chancellor ? had been seriously embarrass- 
ing to the French Government. 

His principal point was that the value and the authority of the 3- 
Power communiqué had been largely impaired by the fact that the 
President of the United States apparently felt that it was inad- 
equate and called for his unilateral interpretation. 

The Ambassador further pointed out that the program for the 4- 
Power conference had after long discussion by the three Foreign 
Ministers been based upon the 38-Power note of September 23, 
1952, * rather than the Bundestag Resolution of June 10, 4 and that 

this decision by the three Ministers seemed to have been reversed 
by the President’s letter. 

The Ambassador further pointed out that the President’s letter 
seemed to rely for the unification of Germany upon revolution in 
East Germany rather than upon the orderly processes which were 
sought to be invoked by the proposed 4-Power conference. It would 

seem that the President’s letter made a 4-Power conference less 
likely by anticipating its failure and dependency upon other 
means. 

The Ambassador further pointed out that the references to EDC 
and the option of a future Germany to elect whether or not to stay 
in EDC was embarrassing since France had no such option. 

I said to the French Ambassador that I did not think there was 
much validity in most of the points he made but that I did feel that 
if the President had been advised by someone who had been a par- 
ticipant in the 3-Power conference he would have changed the 
letter in certain respects. I said that any lapses in this respect were 
my own fault because I had been so much engrossed in Korean 
matters that I had not been able myself to advise the President in 
relation to the letter but that it had gone through State Depart- 

1 Attached to a memorandum from Dulles to Under Secretary Smith, dated July 
29, which asked that it be circulated within the Department of State as Smith felt 
suitable. 

2 Document 207. 
3 Document 138. 
4¥For text of the June 10 resolution of the Bundestag concerning German reunifi- 

cation, see Papers and Documents, pp. 117-118.
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ment channels which were not as intimately familiar with the 3- 

Power communiqué as I had been. 

I told the French Ambassador that he might express to M. Bi- 
dault my regret that I had not been able to give the matter my per- 
sonal attention. 

JFD 

No. 211 

762A.00/7-2753: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Office of the United States High 
Commissioner for Germany, at Bonn } 

CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, July 30, 1953—6:28 p.m. 

397. Department gratified at enthusiastic reception President’s 
letter, 2 but has problem mentioned urtel 415 (repeated London 44 
Paris 55) 2 very much in mind and concurs that any support or con- 
cession given Adenauer between now and date German elections 
should be carefully examined lest it boomerang in sense you fear. 

We should not wish to damage campaign chances of such a valued 
supporter of Western policies as Adenauer has been by any action 

on our part which could be interpreted as interference in elections 
or would lend substance to opposition charge of ‘American 
puppet’. 

Clear that Adenauer feels that much of his strength rests upon 
good relations established with West powers, especially US, and 

that success of his policies identified with success of West policies 

in general. This automatically provides opposition with opportunity 

to charge him with lack of independence and being too pro-Ameri- 
can, charges which he can probably take in stride if issue not exag- 
gerated out of all proportion. We feel that steps we have so far 
taken which include Adenauer visit, reception of Blankenhorn first 

June, President’s message June 26 [25],4* Tripartite communiqué 

and note, and President’s message July 23, have had optimum 

1 Drafted by Kidd; cleared by Bonbright, Matthews, WE, and EE; and initialed for 
the Secretary of State by Lewis. Repeated to London, Paris, and Berlin. 

2 Document 207. 
3 Telegram 415 reported that reaction to President Eisenhower’s letter among the 

coalition leaders had been favorable, but that SPD leaders had been violently op- 
posed to what it regarded as a “brazen” attempt to swing the election in favor of 
Chancellor Adenauer. (762A.00/7-2753) 

* Document 718.
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effect and, subject to your advice, should probably not be added to 

in near future. 5 

DULLES 

5 On July 31 Conant replied that he agreed with this position and stated that he 
understood he would be consulted before any new undertaking was made along 
similar lines. (Telegram 478 from Bonn, 762A.00/7-38153) 

No. 212 

862A.501/8-553: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (Conant) to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET Bonn, August 5, 1953—7 p.m. 

5380. Last week when Sir Ivone was in chair he discussed increase 
of Bundesgrenzschutz with Chancellor. Chancellor assured him 

that Federal Government did not intend to double the Bundes- 
grenzschutz before elections. All they propose to do was to fill 

about 300 leading positions. Chancellor then stated that he consid- 
ered this conversation fulfilled requirements of consultation with 
AHC and Sir Ivone and I agreed that we would not present this 
small increase formally before AHC for action. Understand Fran- 

cois-Poncet agrees, and may consider increase so trivial that per- 
haps he has not reported it to Paris. 

In view of these circumstances suggest no need further discus- 
sion of this matter London, Paris or here until after elections. 

Important to note that Chancellor repeated to Sir Ivone his as- 
surance that he did not desire to create a private German army 
and that at least 300 new positions would be incorporated into EDC 

forces if and when treaty came into operation. 

I have in my files record of this conversation between Sir Ivone 

and Chancellor, dated July 31. 
CoNANT 

1 Repeated to Paris and London.
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No. 213 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file 

Memorandum of Discussion at the 159th Meeting of the National 
Security Council, Thursday, August 13, 1953 3 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY 

The following were present at the 159th Meeting of the Council: 
The Vice President of the United States, presiding; the Secretary of 
State; the Secretary of Defense; the Director, Foreign Operations 
Administration; the Director, Office of Defense Mobilization. Also 

present were the Acting Secretary of the Treasury; the Acting Di- 
rector, Bureau of the Budget; General Omar N. Bradley, Chairman, 

Joint Chiefs of Staff (for Item 1 only); General Collins for the 
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Acting Director of Central In- 
telligence; Robert Cutler, Special Assistant to the President; C.D. 

Jackson, Special Assistant to the President; Brig. Gen. Paul T. Car- 
roll, Acting White House Staff Secretary; the Executive Secretary, 
NSC; and the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC. 

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and 
the main points taken. 

[Here follows discussion of items 1-2, the retirement of General 

Bradley and significant world developments affecting United States 
security. | 

3. United States Position With Respect to Germany (NSC 160; 2 
Memos for NSC from Executive Secretary, same subject, dated 
August 10 and August 12, 1953 3) 

Mr. Cutler introduced NSC 160 and briefly summarized the back- 
ground of the present report. He spoke of existing policy state- 
ments on Germany and read pertinent paragraphs from these ear- 

lier policy statements. He then summarized the difference in point 

of view between the Department of State and the Department of 

Defense with regard to NSC 160, and invited the attention of the 
Council to the Financial Appendix. He concluded his introduction 
by reading paragraph 11-b of NSC 160 as illustrating the cleavage 
between Defense and State, and observed that most of the other 
disagreements in the paper related to the issue of possible unilater- 
al arming of Germany which was raised in paragraph 11-b. 

1 Drafted on Aug. 14. 
2 Not printed; see NSC 160/1, infra. 
3 Neither printed; the first transmitted a financial appendix to NSC 160 (regard- 

ing this appendix, see footnote 1, infra); while the second transmitted the views of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff on NSC 160. These views are presented in the memoran- 
dum of discussion printed here. (S/S-NSC files, lot 68 D 351, NSC 160 Series)
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Secretary Dulles said that the principal objection of the State De- 
partment to the alternative language suggested by Defense related 
to the latter’s desire to fix an arbitrary date for the ratification of 
EDC. The State Department did not think it wise to set any such 
arbitrary date, since it would be nothing less than catastrophic to 
destroy the possibility of realizing an integrated Europe. Secretary 
Dulles admitted that we ought to have alternatives in mind in the 
event that EDC failed of ratification. These alternatives, however, 

should be invoked not on January 1, 1954, as Defense suggests, but 
whenever it should become clear that EDC could not be achieved. If 
EDC had not been realized by January 1, but seemed possible at a 

somewhat later date, there was no sense in abandoning the at- 
tempt to secure ratification on the first of January 1954. 

Secretary Dulles then observed that there were many people who 
thought that the United States should rearm Germany by unilater- 
al action. The State Department felt that any attempt to do this 
would probably result in a Communist France, with all that this 
implied for the position of our forces in Germany. It was necessary 
to keep France on our side, and if we failed in the attempt to do so, 

a unilaterally armed Germany would prove useless to us. 

Secretary Dulles then admitted that progress on EDC had slowed 
up, and that recent developments in Europe were such that no one 
could see what the future holds. He pointed out, however, that no 

real effort had been made to get the EDC treaties before the parlia- 

ments of the Western European countries until Eisenhower had 

become President and had thrown his weight behind this great 
project. Since that time there had been real progress in the Nether- 

lands and in Belgium. We had thought that Italian ratification was 
sure, until the fall of the de Gasperi government. It was impossible 
to predict now when Italy would ratify. The French would certain- 
ly be the last to accept EDC, but if all the other powers acted favor- 
ably, France would probably have no option but to follow suit. In 
any event, Secretary Dulles reemphasized his conviction that there 

was no hope for Europe without integration, and that, accordingly, 

the United States must continue every effort to secure ratification. 
We must keep the pressure on, but have the alternatives in mind if 
the cause actually became hopeless. 

Mr. Cutler explained that the absence of any consideration of al- 
ternatives to EDC in NSC 160 was the result of the State Depart- 
ment’s conviction that the Planning Board ought not to consider 
such alternatives, in view of the possibility that mere consideration 

of these alternatives, if it became known, might kill the chances for 

ratification of EDC. It was for this reason, said Mr. Cutler, that De- 

fense had been so concerned for the inclusion of the cut-off date.
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Secretary Dulles merely replied that we should of course think of 
alternatives and think of them today. 

Secretary Wilson stated that he personally was much confused 

by NSC 160. He was accustomed to having “better facts” before 
making up his mind on important problems. He felt that the basic 

requirement was certainly the requirement for German unification. 
He also recognized that we must reappraise over-all U.S. basic posi- 
tion and policy. He believed that the forthcoming German elections 
would cast new light on the German problem and on the attitude 
of the German people. He recognized, continued Secretary Wilson, 
the basic weakness of the French Government, and he was greatly 
disappointed in Italy. We would have in addition to make a reap- 
praisal of the atomic weapon, and there was yet another immediate 

problem: We have accumulated a very substantial amount of maté- 
riel for the use of the hoped-for German divisions. What are we 

going to do with all these arms? This was one of the factors that 
influenced Defense to take its position on the January 1, 1954 dead- 
line. 

Finally, continued Secretary Wilson, there are a great many 
people, like the French, who are really fearful of resurgent 
German militarism. He himself had seen this phenomenon once, 
and some safeguard would have to be worked out to prevent a re- 
currence. In view of all these considerations, Secretary Wilson con- 

cluded that it would be best to refer the present paper back to the 
Planning Board for reconsideration after some of the obscurities he 
had referred to had been cleared up. There seemed no point for the 
Council to try to force an unreal agreement on the present report. 

Secretary Dulles expressed agreement with Secretary Wilson’s 

suggestion, and went on to say that if developments in the next six 

weeks turn out to be bad, we would have not only to re-evaluate 
our position on EDC, but on much else beside—NATO, for example. 

Those forces in the European countries which might succeed in 
blocking EDC would quite possibly do still worse things. For these 

reasons Secretary Dulles felt it fruitless for the Council to argue 
about the present report. 

The Vice President inquired whether NSC 160 represented some- 
thing new with regard to Germany, or merely continued previous 
policy lines. 

Secretary Wilson remarked that whatever it represented, it 
didn’t seem to him relevant to what was going to happen. 

In answer to the Vice President’s question, Mr. Cutler pointed 

out that it was precisely to show to what degree the present report 
carries out earlier thinking on the subject of European integration, 
that he had read to the Council excerpts from previous German 
policy statements.
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Secretary Dulles commented that it was an important consider- 
ation that the risk of general war seemed at the moment less than 

at any time in recent years. The President himself had stated this 

to be so. Therefore, the urgency to rearm Germany was perhaps 
not so great as we had thought. While we should, of course, not ne- 

glect any real opportunity to rebuild the German army, Secretary 
Dulles still thought it foolish to try to settle on a German policy 
here today, in view of the current confusion in France and Italy. 

Mr. Stassen then informed the Council that he wished to raise 
some different questions about NSC 160. It seemed to him that he 
could detect in the various policy papers on Germany a rigidity of 
thought which was not justified by the facts of the situation. For 
example, he thought it erroneous to conclude that we could not 
make a modest beginning of training and equipping German armed 

forces, even prior to French agreement on EDC. He pointed out 

that the schedule for training and equipping the German forces 

was to commence on October 1, and there would be great confusion 

if this schedule had to be abandoned. If you started to put together 
a few units in Germany for future incorporation in EDC, Mr. Stas- 
sen believed that this would actually help rather than hinder 
French ratification. Such a move would also constitute a setback 
for the neutralists, who would conclude that their only choice lay 
between a unilaterally armed Germany and a Germany in EDC, 
and not a choice between an armed and a disarmed Germany. 

Another example of too rigid thinking, continued Mr. Stassen, 

was the thesis that there was no hope of an effective defense of 
Western Europe without France or with a Communist France. 
Such a development would of course be desperately serious, but not 
so serious as surrendering Germany to the USSR. Accordingly, we 

must indeed think of alternatives to the defense of Europe with 
France out of the picture. While Mr. Stassen stated his agreement 
that the danger of global war was just now at a low ebb, he warned 
that the tide could quickly rise again, and pointed out that a start 
must be made now on the rearming of West Germany if that coun- 
try were to have real military strength three years from now. 

In summary, Mr. Stassen again expressed his fear that there was 
too much dogma and rigidity in some of these concepts among the 
various staff people in the Executive Branch, and expressed the 
belief that we might well succeed in getting French consent to the 
initial steps for German rearmament and that this might ultimate- 
ly lead to French ratification of EDC. Mr. Stassen did, however, ex- 

press his agreement with Secretary Wilson’s proposal to postpone 
Council consideration of the paper until after the German elec- 

tions, in which he predicted a sweeping Adenauer victory.
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General Collins stated to the Council his belief, and that of Gen- 

eral Bradley, that this was not the moment to take final action on 

NSC 160. Observing that the present report contained no real dis- 
cussion of alternatives to German integration in a European De- 
fense Community, General Collins expressed the view that it would 
be best to refer the report back to the Planning Board and, pending 
the elections in Germany, request the Board to examine particular- 
ly the military consequences of a neutralized Germany. If Germany 
were neutralized, continued General Collins, we would be faced 

with serious problems. Our occupation forces certainly could not 
stay long in Germany. We could scarcely expect the French to 
accept six American divisions for billeting in France. Where would 
these forces go, and how would we defend Germany against a Rus- 
sian advance? 

In response to General Collins’ remarks, Mr. Cutler again reiter- 
ated that the State Department had been unwilling to consider al- 
ternatives to German rearmament within EDC, and for that reason 

these alternatives had had to be omitted. He did, however, express 

agreement that we could hardly tolerate a neutralized Germany, 

and also stated his agreement to postponement of consideration of 
NSC 160 until after the German elections. 

The Vice President, however, returned to his previous question: 

What precisely, he asked, will adoption or failure to adopt the cur- 
rent paper do? 

By way of reply, Mr. Cutler referred to paragraph 11-b and the 
possibility of a start on the build-up of the German armed forces. 

Mr. Jackson intervened to insist that while there was no magic 
in a fixed date, there was even less magic in no date at all. Refusal 

to consider a cut-off date for EDC ratification would involve us in 
the danger of drifting on forever, and there will never be a time, 
said Mr. Jackson, when there isn’t some “‘if’ in the future. At some 

time or other the Council must address itself to alternatives for 
German integration into a European Defense Community. If the 

Secretary of State would agree that such alternatives could be con- 
sidered beginning now, so much the better. But we are at present, 
with respect to Germany, asking the Russians to accept an almost 
impossible package, containing EDC, unification, and free elections. 
Obviously the Russians could not accept this package, and we must 
find ways and means to regain our own maneuverability. One such 
course is to begin now the gradual rearmament of West Germany. 
There may well be other courses. 

Secretary Wilson said he had another consideration he wished to 
present to the Council. This was his belief that we needed a whole 
fresh look at the situation, and not a mere splitting of words over 

old policy positions, which was precisely what the current report
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seemed to him. Going on, Secretary Wilson warned that the Ameri- 
can people were not going to consent forever to paying $50 billion a 

year for defense and national security. If for no other reason, a 

complete new look at our policies must be determined upon. He 

therefore proposed again that NSC 160 be put to one side and guid- 

ance given to the Planning Board on a new policy which should be 
presented in a period of from thirty to sixty days. Such a policy 
should be broad-gauged and should include discussion of support by 
the American people and Congress. 

Disagreeing with this position, Mr. Flemming emphasized that 
there were a great many points in NSC 160 on which the members 
of the Council were in agreement. Why, therefore, should the 
Council not recommend to the President approval of the agreed 

portions of NSC 160 and at the same time instruct the Planning 
Board to commence at once its studies of alternatives, with instruc- 

tions for the Planning Board to report back to the Council after the 
German elections? 

The Vice President inquired whether there was some reluctance 

in the State Department at this time to consider alternatives on 
the ground that we must do everything to push the EDC and preoc- 
cupation with alternatives would endanger the chances that EDC 
would be ratified. 

In reply, Secretaries Dulles and Wilson expressed agreement 
that alternatives to EDC should indeed have been studied earlier, 
and announced that they were quite in agreement that the study of 

alternatives by the Planning Board should be started at once. We 
must, said Secretary Dulles, explore what will happen if France 

and Italy become unreliable members of NATO. Certain of the al- 

ternatives to EDC could at least be used as a means of exerting 

pressure to secure ratification of the treaties. 

Mr. Cutler observed that if the Council could agree on the sub- 

stance of the present report, omitting all references to dates for the 
ratification of EDC, it would be a simple matter to adopt the paper 
minus these dates. 

Secretary Dulles replied that unfortunately he could not agree to 
the language which had been inserted in paragraph 11-b by the 
Department of Defense. 

The Vice President then asked Secretary Dulles for his reaction 
to the position taken earlier by Mr. Stassen with respect to a slow 
start on German rearmament. 

Secretary Dulles observed that if, after the German elections, the 
Germans and the other states ratified the EDC treaties, and only 
the French held out against EDC, then we should have to begin to 
talk about and even to make a start on rearming Germany. This 
move, however, must not be regarded as an alternative to French
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ratification of EDC, but rather as a means of bringing pressure on 
France to get into the EDC. The Secretary of State added that he 
himself had already given much thought to alternatives to EDC, 
but primarily as a psychological move to secure the realization of 
EDC. 

Mr. Stassen inquired as to the nature of more dynamic steps that 
could be taken prior to the ratification of EDC and which would 
assist in that process. What was needed was more ingenuity in the 
NSC staff and the staffs of the departments. There were moves, he 
was sure, which could be taken which would not be inconsistent 

with the ultimate ratification of EDC. Suggestions for such moves 
were precisely what had been lacking in the present and in earlier 
papers. 

Secretary Wilson stated that enough time had elapsed since pre- 

vious policy papers on Germany had been adopted, and enough 
things had happened in the world, so that what we now needed 
was a fresh look, particularly as to United States objectives. He, for 

one, did not wish to agree to any part of the present report, since 
to do so would be to freeze these parts. He preferred his original 
suggestion, that consideration of NSC 160 be delayed and a start 
made at a new paper. 

Mr. Flemming, however, reiterated his proposal to save such por- 

tions of NSC 160 as could be agreed upon by the Council, because 
he was convinced that basically NSC 160 was a very good state- 
ment of policy which could be an excellent interim guide pending a 
clarification of conditions in Europe and the results of the German 
elections. 

Mr. Cutler reverted to his suggestion that it might be possible for 

the Council to approve the paper if references to fixed dates were 
removed and if the Defense suggestion for paragraph 11-b were re- 

vised to fit the views of Secretary Dulles. 
Mr. Stassen expressed agreement with Mr. Cutler’s suggestion 

and proposed amendments to the Defense draft of paragraph 11-b. 

Secretary Dulles agreed with the language suggested by Mr. 

Cutler and Mr. Stassen. 
The National Security Council: 

a. Adopted the statement of policy contained in NSC 160, subject 
to the following changes: 

Page 11, subparagraph 11-b: Add the bracketed section, re- 
vised to read as follows: “However, these advantages will be 
lost if the ratification of EDC is long delayed. Therefore, the 
United States should review alternative courses of action. Fur- 
thermore, it may be desirable to take bilaterally with the West 
German government certain initial steps in the actual creation 
and arming of German units, if developments should so indi-
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cate and if this can be done without serious repercussions on 
our relations with France. This, it would be made plain to all 
EDC signatories, would be to expedite the implementation of 
EDC when ratified. The implication that such bilateral action 
would continue even though French ratification was further 
delayed should provide additional leverage on the French to 
ratify the EDC treaty at an early date.” 

Page 11: Delete the footnote. 
Page 12, subparagraph 11-d: Revise the first line to read: “If 

and whenever it becomes clear that”, and delete the double as- 
terisk in the next to the last line on the page and both foot- 
notes. 

Page 15, subparagraph 13-c: In the next to the last line on 
the page, change the word “some’’ to ‘‘major’’. 

Page 17, paragraph 14: Delete the brackets around the word 
“preferably”, insert a comma before it, and delete the asterisk 
and the footnote to which it refers. 

Page 17, paragraph 16: Delete the double asterisk and the 
footnote to which it refers. 

Page 18, paragraph 21: Delete the bracketed wording and the 
asterisk and the footnote to which it refers. 

b. Noted that, on page 3 of the Financial Appendix circulated by 
the reference memorandum of August 10, 1953, the Navy program 
does not provide the full EDC complement, which has not been de- 
veloped but may include 70 or more additional naval units. 

c. Agreed that the policy as adopted in NSC 160 should be re- 
viewed not later than the first Council meeting in October, includ- 
ing a review of the Financial Appendix. 

Note: The statement of policy in NSC 160 as adopted subsequent- 

ly approved by the President and issued as NSC 160/14 for imple- 

mentation. 

[Here follows discussion of items 4-10, evacuation of United 

States civilians abroad prior to hostilities with hostile regimes, 

report by the President’s committee on International Information 
Activities, United States psychological strategy with respect to the 
Thais of Southeast Asia, future courses of action with respect to 
Austria and United States policy in the event of a blockade of 

Vienna, Project Solarium, the NSC meeting on August 20, and the 

status of NSC projects. ] 

* Infra.
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[Attachment] 

Memorandum by the Special Assistant to the President (Cutler) 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, August 13, 1953. 

I gave the President a very thorough briefing on NSC 160 (the 

Germany paper). We spent about 30 minutes on this one paper. I 
outlined the existing policies in NSC 82 and NSC 115; 5 the cleav- 
age between State and Defense at the PB level (reading my memo 
of August 4, par. 3, just as I did at the Council); the principal 
points raised by Dulles, Wilson, Stassen, and Jackson (which I had 

taken down in pencil at the Council Meeting). 

It was apparent that the President, as I talked for 15 minutes, 

was sympathetic to the State point of view. I then had him careful- 
ly read par. 11.b, as approved at the Council Meeting, because it 
clearly focuses the issue of a deadline date or no deadline date for 
French ratification and the issue of bilateral action to rearm W. 

Germany as a “primer” for EDC. 

When he had read the first two sentences of par. 11.b (“The 
United States should support with all available means the creation 
of the European Community and the ratification of the EDC 
Treaty. No satisfactory substitute for this solution has been 
found’’), he exclaimed that these sentences were just right and a 
good policy. 

When I spoke of the despair in some quarters of getting France 
to act, and the use of bilateral action to reaarm W. Germany as a 
“primer” for EDC, he pointed to the conditional clause in the third 
sentence from the end of par. 11.b. (“, if this can be done without 
serious repercussions on our relations with France’’) and said he 

thought this sentence rather effectively cancelled out the possibili- 

ty of such bilateral action. I said that Foster Dulles had suggested 

the conditional language and the Council had accepted it; that at 

least the concept of bilateral action was now in the paper, and 

would be one of the matters for reconsideration when the paper 
was reviewed in October. 

He then proceeded to read the basic objectives and courses of 
action in full, as approved at the Council Meeting. He said he 
thought them quite satisfactory. 

I continued to press him on what we should do if France contin- 
ued to drag her feet or even worse “went communist” in her Gov- 
ernment. I quoted the sentence in General Bradley’s great speech 

5 Regarding NSC 82, see Foreign Relations, 1950, vol. m1, p. 273, footnote 1. Re- 
gare NSC 115, see the memorandum to the President, ibid., 1951, vol. m1, Part 1, 
p. ;
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at Springfield, Mass.: It is time America began sailing by the stars 
and not by the driftwood floating by. Should we just wait for events 

and make policies to meet them or should we have alternatives 
worked out in advance? The latter, of course, he replied. When I 

asked him again about a continuing non-ratifying or even commu- 
nist France, he said that such a situation would call for an entirely 
new defense posture in Europe... . 

In view of the Council action requiring review by October 1, in 
view of Dulles’ assertion that of course we should study alterna- 
tives now, in view of the President’s last-mentioned remark, should 

not the PB now outline (with the military) alternatives. 

(1) Adenauer elected and a favorable Court decision; France still 
delaying or communist. 

(2) Adenauer elected and an unfavorable Court decision; France 
still delaying or communist. 

(3) Adenauer defeated and German participation in EDC post- 
poned. 

Perhaps there are other and better alternatives to be proposed by 
the PB. The basic alternative is still: our policy if W. Germany 
wants to participate and France continues dragging into next year. 

R. CUTLER 

No. 214 

S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 160 Series 

Statement of Policy by the National Security Council } 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, August 17, 1953. 

NSC 160/1 

1 Attached to the source text were a cover sheet; a table of contents; a note by 
Executive Secretary Lay, which stated, inter alia, that NSC 160/1 had been ap- 
proved by the President on Aug. 13 and that its implementation was to be coordi- 
nated by the Secretaries of State and Defense; a 9-page financial appendix with five 
tables which outlined past and estimated future expenditures for the West German 
military buildup; and a supplement to NSC 160/1, approved by the President on 
Sept. 12, 1956, which contained a statement of United States policy with respect to 
East Germany. None of the other attachments is printed. 

At its meeting on Apr. 28 the National Security Council had directed its Planning 
Board to prepare a report on Germany for submission in May. The first draft of a 
statement of policy on Germany was prepared in GER on May 12 and revised at a 
meeting in the bureau on May 13. The Staff Study was prepared separately and the 
resulting paper transmitted on May 27 to the Planning Board which considered it 
until August. The first identifiable Planning Board draft, dated June 24, is the same 

‘in substance as NSC 160/1, but is shorter, arranged in a different manner, and con- 
tains no financial appendix. A July 6 draft, no copy of which has been found, appar- 
ently eliminated nearly all references to the EDC and a German defense contribu- 

Continued
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UNITED STATES PosITION WITH RESPECT TO GERMANY 

GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS 

1. Germany presents a problem of critical importance to the 
United States. This is true because (a) it is potentially the strongest 

continental European power west of the USSR; (b) it is a major 
zone of friction and possible conflict between the Western powers 
and the Soviet Union, especially while divided; and (c) its reliable 
cooperation with other free European nations is indispensable for a 
strong and stable Europe. 

Basic Factors Affecting Policy 

2. United States policy regarding Germany must take account of 
the following basic factors: 

a. Present and potential conditions in West Germany. 
b. The division of Germany. 
c. The relation of Germany to Europe. 
d. Soviet objectives regarding Germany. 
e. United States security interests. 

3. Conditions in West Germany are now favorable, on the whole, 

despite some sources of possible instability. 

a. Economic activity has recovered to a remarkable degree and 
now exceeds prewar levels. Political life has been reestablished on 
a democratic basis and moderate political forces are in control. 
Both West Germany and West Berlin are strongly anti-Communist 
and firmly aligned with the West. The Adenauer government has 
strongly supported European integration, with West Germany as a 
full participant. The danger of aggression against West Germany 
has been reduced by the strengthening of NATO forces there. West 
German participation in Western defense through the European 
Defense Community (EDC) has now been approved by the German 
Parliament. West Germany displays a vigor and promise of increas- 
ing strength which would constitute a valuable asset of the West, if 
allied with it. 

b. There are also present some sources of potential instability 
and risk. Heavily dependent on exports to pay for essential im- 
ports, the West German economy would be extremely vulnerable to 
any economic recession or major contraction of markets. The insti- 
tutions of democracy have yet to undergo a real test. Within the 
population there are maladjusted and, to some extent, disaffected 
elements which might prove politically unreliable under stress. 

tion. A July 31 draft restored these references, and is the same in substance and 
arrangement as NSC 160/1, but still contains no financial appendix. The final draft, 
dated Aug. 4 and designated NSC 160, contains a 3-page appendix. The text of this 
policy statement is indicated in footnotes below. None of the drafts mentioned above 
contains a statement of policy with respect to East Germany. Copies of the June 24 
and July 31 drafts, NSC 160, and related documentation are in S/S-NSC files, lot 60 
D 351, NSC 160 Series. Documentation on the role of GER in the preparation and 
revision of the paper is in files of the Office of German Affairs, lot 57 D 344, 311.62.
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Among these are millions of refugees from the East who have not 
been fully assimilated and among whom irredentist aims are cher- 
ished; many thousands of war veterans and former Nazis who have 
not fully accepted the democratic order; and many of the youth 
who are politically apathetic and uncertain of the future. The need 
for markets might lead to friction with other Western countries 
and to pressure for closer commercial ties with the Soviet orbit. 
Under adverse conditions, extremist nationalism, not now a threat, 
might be able to recruit substantial support from such groups. In 
that event, a sovereign Germany might prove a difficult and not 
entirely reliable partner. 

4. The existing division of Germany between West Germany and 
the Soviet East Zone is a vital element in the present situation. 

a. West Germany is far more important than East Germany, 
with nearly three times the population, about five times the indus- 
trial output, and almost twice the area. 

b. East Berlin and East Germany have not been successfully ab- 
sorbed into the Soviet orbit. The Soviets have imposed police state 
rule and ruthlessly exploited the economic system for Soviet bene- 
fit. Anti-Communist feeling is strong among an overwhelming ma- 
jority of the population, as evidenced by the popular uprisings be- 
ginning in mid-June of this year. These disorders have probably 
convinced the Kremlin that Soviet control over East Germany can 
be assured only by maintaining Soviet troops in the area, and that 
East Germany would be unreliable in the event of war. While these 
aspects of the disorders might influence the Kremlin in the direc- 
tion of withdrawal from East Germany, the disorders have also un- 
derlined the prospect that such withdrawal would mean immediate 
collapse of all Communist influence in Germany and a serious fur- 
ther setback for world wide Communist propaganda. Hence, the 
effect of the disorders on Soviet intentions is uncertain. 

c. The German desire for uniting East Germany with West Ger- 
many is strong and has been intensified by recent events. If the 
West Germans concluded that the West had blocked unity on rea- 
sonable terms, it would strain their relations with the West and en- 
danger their pro-Western orientation. Active Western support for 
unity on reasonable terms will tend to strengthen German solidari- 
ty with the West and to encourage continued adherence by a 
united Germany to a policy of European integration. 

d. Withdrawal of Soviet forces from East Germany might facili- 
tate NATO defense against Soviet surprise attack and might lead 
to further retraction of Soviet military power from other satellite 
areas. Freeing East Germany from Soviet control might have a 
magnetic effect upon the East European satellites. 

e. The Western position in Berlin will remain difficult and a con- 
stant source of friction as long as the Soviets control East Germa- 
ny. 

5. The short and long term relation of Germany to Europe im- 

poses inherent limitations on possible policies.
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a. Effective defense of the Continent depends upon German and 
French collaboration therein. For strategic and logistic reasons a 
sufficient base for European defense against Soviet aggression can 
be provided only by the inclusion therein of both France and Ger- 
many. 
b. The defense of Europe cannot be separated from its economic 

and political strength. In order to attain the stability requisite to 
withstand Communist subversion and to support a reasonable de- 
fense structure, Europe must have the capacity and will to solve its 
economic, political and social problems. Without reasonable inter- 
nal stability the effort to build up European military power would 
be futile and might prove dangerous. 

c. The historic enmity between Germany and her neighbors, es- 
pecially France, must be transcended to permit the kind and 
degree of collaboration necessary to satisfy Europe’s economic, po- 
litical, and defense needs. 

6. In Soviet policy control of Germany clearly occupies a central 
role. The Soviets would like to dominate the whole of Germany as 
they now do the East Zone. If this occurred, it would gravely en- 
danger our national security. As Western policies have so far frus- 
trated this purpose, the Soviets have devoted their efforts primarily 
to detaching Germany from the West and delaying its participation 
in Western defense. With the memory of recent German aggres- 
sion, the USSR undoubtedly fears revival of German military 
power as a threat to its security. The Soviet tactics have been to 
appeal to the German desire for unity and fear of war and to ex- 
ploit Western differences. In applying these tactics, the Soviets, in 
the face of increased resistance in East Germany and the satellites, 

may propose a united, neutralized, disarmed Germany as a means 
of weakening Allied cohesion, putting upon the Allies or the 

United States the onus for keeping Germany divided, and repairing 
Soviet prestige in German eyes. If accepted, unity on these terms 
would entail loss of Soviet control of East Germany for the present 
and might complicate the Soviet position in other satellite areas. 
The Soviets might be prepared to pay this price to prevent the re- 
arming of Western Germany and its integration with the West. 
They would almost certainly not agree to unity on terms allowing 
a united Germany to ally with the West, and would be unlikely to 
permit a united Germany to rearm, except possibly to a limited 
extent under strict four-power control. 

1. U.S. security interests require that the continent of Europe be 
made as impregnable as possible against Soviet attack or subver- 
sion. This requires participation in Western defense, in conformity 
with paragraph 5 above, of West Germany and, if possible, of a 
united, democratic Germany from which Soviet occupation forces 
have been withdrawn. A united Germany, disarmed or neutralized 
by four-power agreement, would jeopardize these interests by tend-
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ing to separate Germany from the West and placing excessive mili- 
tary burdens on the U.S. and free Europe. 

Reconciling These Factors 

8. The United States seeks to reconcile these varied and complex 
factors by two related conceptions: 

a. A strong, united European community, including Germany. 
b. A unified, democratic and sovereign Germany, allied to the 

West by its own choice. 

9. European Community 

a. We should endeavor to effect the integration of West Germa- 
ny, or a unified Germany if possible, in an organically united Euro- 
pean Community, within the broader Atlantic Community. Such a 
European Community provides the best means of solving Europe’s 
economic, political and defense problems. The first step, the Coal 
and Steel Community, is already in operation. Integration of Ger- 
many in the European Community would channel the immense vi- 
tality and resources of the reviving German nation into strengthen- 
ing Europe without endangering Western Security. An evolving 
European Community could harmonize the interests of its mem- 
bers and reduce the risk of conflicts, crises, and wars. To be viable, 
it must clearly include both France and Germany. A united Europe 
would constitute a counterpoise, but not a menace, to the Soviet 
Union. Once firmly established, it should exert a strong and in- 
creasing attraction on Eastern Europe, thus weakening the Soviet 
position there and accelerating Soviet withdrawal from that area. 

b. The European Defense Community applies this concept to de- 
fense. It is designed to harmonize three aims: (1) the securing of a 
German contribution to European defense; (2) the provision of ac- 
ceptable safeguards against revival of German militarism; and (38) 
the cementing of Germany firmly to Europe and the West. There is 
opposition in Europe, especially strong in France, to re-creation of 
a German national army. Indeed, many Germans fear the influ- 
ence on the policies and institutions of the German Federal Repub- 
lic which might be wielded by a revived military hierarchy of the 
old type. To attempt to rearm Germany over French objections 
would jeopardize Franco-German understanding, and European in- 
tegration, and might disrupt NATO. The EDC seeks to avoid these 
dangers by combining German and other forces in a common army 
under the control of European institutions. It embodies the most 
acceptable solution for German participation in defense. 

c. The six EDC members are now at work on a Constitution to 
establish democratic parliamentary institutions for governing and 
extending the European Community. 

10. German Unity 

a. The eventual re-unification of Germany is essential for an en- 
during settlement, both in Germany and in Europe. But German 
unity must not be bought regardless of price. Since a free Germany 
is vital to the security of Europe, German unity must be achieved 
on terms which ensure such freedom. The United States objective
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must be a united Germany enjoying full internal freedom; free to 
determine its external relations and alignments, including the 
right to participate in European defense and in the free European 
Community; and oriented to the West. The United States must also 
seek to obtain the withdrawal of Soviet armed forces from Germa- 
ny, and eventually to the Soviet frontiers, and the elimination of 
Soviet political or economic control from Germany. A unified, 
democratic Germany allied to the free world would represent a 
major step in rolling back the iron curtain and enlarging the basis 
for an enduring peace in Europe. 

b. The Soviet Union seems unlikely to accept unity on these 
terms at this time. It is more likely to seek to exploit German 
desire for unity by offering unification on terms designed to isolate 
and neutralize a united Germany and thus bar it from association 
with the Free World. A “neutralized”, unified Germany, with or 
without armed forces, would entail sacrifices and risks to the West 
incommensurate with any possible gains. It would deny Germany 
strength to the West, wreck present and prospective plans for 
building augmented European strength through union, and open 
up the whole of Germany to Soviet intrigue and manipulation 
which would aim at the absorption of Germany into the Soviet 
bloc. Unity on these terms should therefore be opposed by the 
West. 

11. Evaluation of EDC Prospects 

a. Various factors, and especially French and Italian hesitation, 
have delayed the ratification of the EDC and related Contractual 
Agreements, designed to restore substantial West German sover- 
eignty, which were signed in May 1952. Although the possibility of 
holding four-power talks on Germany will tend further to postpone 
action on these agreements, French ratification of EDC appears un- 
likely until four-power talks have been held or blocked by the Sovi- 
ets. The basic policy decisions and compromises of conflicting na- 
tional interests contained in these agreements are not likely to 
remain acceptable to the parties concerned unless they are soon 
implemented. 

b. The United States should support with all available means the 
creation of the European Community and the ratification of the 
EDC Treaty. No satisfactory substitute for this solution has yet 
been found. Continuing reliance on the European Community has 
the drawback of subjecting our present security program in Europe 
to the risk of further delays, but the advantages to the United 
States of its adoption appear to justify the risks involved. 2 Howev- 

2 In NSC 160 the remainder of this paragraph is bracketed in and reads: 

“However, these advantages will be lost if the ratification of EDC is long delayed. 
Therefore, if it is not achieved by January 1, 1954, the United States should review 
alternative courses of action. Furthermore, if developments prior to this date should 
so indicate, it would be desirable to take bilaterally with the West German Govern- 
ment certain initial steps in the actual creation and arming of German units. This, 
it would be made plain to all EDC signatories, would be to expedite the implementa- 
tion of EDC when ratified. The implication that such bilateral action would contin- 

Continued
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er, these advantages will be lost if the ratification of EDC is long 
delayed. Therefore, the United States should review alternative 
courses of action. Furthermore, it may be desirable to take bilat- 
erally with the West German government certain initial ‘steps in 
the actual creation and arming of German units, if developments 
should so indicate and if this can be done without serious repercus- 
sion on our relations with France. This, it would be made plain to 
all EDC signatories, would be to expedite the implementation of 
EDC when ratified. The implication that such bilateral action 
would continue even though French ratification was further de- 
layed should provide additional leverage on the French to ratify 
the EDC treaty at an early date. 

c. If the EDC and the Contractual Agreements are ratified and 
become operative, the United States should then proceed with all 
possible expedition to effect the fullest possible integration of the 
Federal Republic in Western Europe and to build up the military 
strength of the EDC as an adjunct to NATO. With the EDC in 
effect, the West would be strengthened in its bargaining power vis- 
a-vis the Soviets, and in its attractive force on East Germany, and 
the Soviet position in East Germany made less and less tenable. 
From the vantage ground of growing strength, the West should 
then press the political offensive against the Soviets on the 
German unity issue, and seek through positive and constructive 
proposals to effect a negotiated settlement. 

d. If and whenever it becomes clear that the EDC ® cannot be re- 
alized or will be indefinitely postponed, the United States should 
seriously explore the possible alternatives. In doing so it would be 
essential to keep in mind not only the desirability of a German de- 
fense contribution, but also the paramount need of preserving our 
basic interests in Europe, and the necessity for the voluntary col- 
laboration of France and Germany for any enduring solution. If at 
that time, French acceptance of West German membership in 
NATO can be obtained, which now seems unlikely, * this might be 
the preferable course. Otherwise, the United States should attempt, 
through renegotiation with its NATO partners and with the Feder- 
al Republic, to make new and acceptable arrangements for Germa- 
ny’s participation in the collective security organization of the 
West. 

e. Because neither EDC nor any other scheme for West German 
rearmament can be effected prior to the suggested date of four- 
power negotiations on Germany, there is no inhibition in the 
United States proposing with respect to a unified Germany that it 
should be sovereign, free to rearm and free to choose affiliation 
with the West through EDC or otherwise. If negotiations are unsuc- 

ue even though French ratification was further delayed should provide additional 
leverage on the French to ratify the EDC treaty at an early date.}’ 

A footnote indicates that this was a Department of Defense proposal. 
3 The first line of this paragraph in NSC 160 reads: “If it becomes clear by Janu- 

ary 1, 1954 that”. A footnote indicates that this was a Department of Defense pro- 

por footnote indicates that the Department of Defense would eliminate “which 
now seems likely”.
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cessful, there should then be added stimulus to the creation of EDC 
with West Germany alone. 

12. Preparation of a Unity Proposal 

a. The recent East German uprisings and the prospect of four- 
power talks have focused attention on the unity issue. If the Sovi- 
ets proposed a Germany unified by free elections, but not permitted 
to ally with other States, and with severely limited military forces, 
many Germans, despite their distrust of the Soviets and a prefer- 
ence for alliance with the West, might be tempted by such an offer. 
The best method for handling such a Soviet proposal is a strong 
Allied position offering Germany full sovereign rights, including 
the right to affiliate itself with the West. While such a united Ger- 
many would probably ally itself with the West, it might choose to 
remain neutral or to retain freedom of action. Under present condi- 
tions, such a risk must be accepted. The Allied proposal must pro- 
vide a sound position from which to proceed to serious negotiation 
on a German settlement. 

b. Accordingly, the United States should promptly develop, in co- 
operation with the British, French, and Germans, a full plan for 
German unity. This should cover not only the initial stages for 
holding elections and setting up a German government, but also 
the basic positions on the issues to be settled in the German peace 
treaty. Such a plan must, therefore, cover, inter alia, the conditions 
necessary for free elections, the structure and authority of the all- 
German government, boundaries of the united Germany, the right 
of Germany to make alliances and to rearm, limitations on special 
weapons, and withdrawal of foreign forces. In preparing this plan, 
it will be important to analyze the effect of the necessary steps on 
United States and NATO security plans and to prepare any neces- 
sary revision or alternatives in case unity should be achieved. 

13. Some Basic Elements Involved in a German Unity Proposal 

a. An all-German government must be based upon genuinely 
free, secret, direct and universal elections, so as to insure the rep- 
resentative character of the new government. To prevent intimida- 
tion of voters in the East Zone regime, it will be necessary, before, 
during and after the elections, to ensure full freedom of political 
activity and protection of political and civil rights. 

b. The Allies would be unwise to attempt to specify the frontiers 
of a united Germany in any proposal. Their position has been that 
the Oder-Neisse line is temporary and the final boundaries should 
be fixed in a peace settlement with the agreement of an all- 
German government. To propose that the Oder-Neisse be made per- 
manent would antagonize many Germans, especially among the 
refugees. To claim for Germany all the eastern territory would se- 
riously prejudice negotiations with the Soviets and might be consid- 
ered by many Germans as designed to forestall unity. Accordingly, 
the negotiating position must be based on readiness to agree to any 
solution mutually acceptable to Germany and the States immedi- 
ately concerned. 

c. A Soviet proposal for a neutralized Germany would almost cer- 
tainly require withdrawal of all foreign armed forces from German
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soil. Under a Western plan for a Germany with full freedom of 
action in external affairs, such withdrawal might be necessary tem- 
porarily, until Germany invited their return pursuant to her right 
to make alliances, and permanently if she failed to do so. The pos- 
sible removal or relocation of the forces of the Western Powers now 
in Germany would involve the risk of major ® dislocations in 
present U.S. and NATO plans which would need careful evaluation 
and replanning to guard against unacceptable weaknesses during 
any transition. Such planning would take account of the effect of 
current U.S. atomic superiority, as well as the difficulty of finding 
places in Europe for stationing troops temporarily withdrawn from 
Germany and the possible impact of U.S. troop withdrawal upon 
European opinion. Any plan for phased withdrawal must take ac- 
count of the effect of the continued presence of Soviet forces for 
any extended period and the means for ensuring their ultimate 
withdrawal as agreed. 

BASIC OBJECTIVES 

14. Firm association of a united Germany, or, at a minimum, the 

Federal Republic, with the West, preferably § through an integrat- 
ed European Community, to enable Germany to participate in the 
defense of the West and make the greatest possible contribution to 
the strength of the Free World, with the least danger of its becom- 
ing a threat thereto. 

15. Prevention of Soviet domination over all Germany and reduc- 
tion both of existing Soviet power in East Germany and of Commu- 
nist influence throughout Germany. 

16. Restoration by peaceful means of Germany as a united state, 
with freedom of action in internal and external affairs, firmly at- 

tached to the principles of the United Nations, capable of resisting 

both Communism and neo-Nazism and from which Soviet forces 
have been withdrawn. ? 

17. A healthy German economy, independent of United States fi- 
nancial assistance, participating effectively in the European Com- 
munity, in normal world commerce, and in strengthening the econ- 

omy of the Free World. 
18. Maintenance of the Western position in Berlin pending unifi- 

cation of Germany. 

COURSES OF ACTION 

19. Continue to promote European integration through arrange- 

ments such as the Coal and Steel Community (CSC), the European 

5 In NSC 160 the word “some” appears in place of the word “major”’. 
6 The word “preferably” is bracketed in NSC 160. A footnote indicates that this 

was a Department of Defense proposal. 
7 A footnote indicates that the Department of Defense wanted to make this the 

first objective.
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Defense Community (EDC), and the European Political Community 

(EPC). 
20. Seek the participation of the Federal Republic in the Western 

defense system under NATO command, within the framework of 
the EDC. In particular: 

a. Press vigorously for the ratification of EDC, especially after 
failure of any four-power talks. 

b. Once EDC is ratified, provide the maximum feasible military 
assistance for the rapid formation of combat effective German 
units through EDC, and the maximum utilization of German pro- 
ductive capacity. 

c. Following EDC ratification, seek at an appropriate time to 
obtain German membership in NATO. 

21. If ratification-of EDC does not seem imminent within a rea- 
sonable period, ® review other possible courses of action open to the 
United States with a view to taking such action as may be neces- 
sary (a) to bring the Contractual Agreements into effect independ- 
ently of EDC; (b) to attain rapidly an adequate defense posture in 

Europe; and (c) to achieve by other means the association of the 
Federal Republic with collective security arrangements in Europe. 

22. Seek to promote an understanding between France and Ger- 
many concerning their mutual problems, including a solution of 
the Saar question acceptable to France, Germany and the Saar. 

23. Continue to support the Federal Republic for membership in 
various international organizations (including, at the appropriate 
time, the United Nations) while opposing such membership for 
East Germany (German Democratic Republic). 

24. Promptly develop positive proposals for German unification 

through international negotiations. In particular: 

a. Develop specific plans for German unity which will assure free 
elections and full enjoyment of civil and political liberties within a 
unified Germany, freedom of action for an all-German government 
in external affairs, and the maximum possibility of association 
with the free West. 

b. Seek to obtain tripartite (U.S., U.K., French) agreement and 
German concurrence, on a program for German unification for 
presentation at possible four-power talks later this year. 

c. Consider the necessary review of strategic requirements and 
the necessary realignment of NATO planning and force deploy- 
ments to cover the post-unification situation, including any transi- 
tion period. 

d. Take steps to prevent the Soviets from paralyzing Western 
action in Germany and creating division among the Western 
powers by prolonging hopes for four-power agreement on unity 

8 In NSC 160 the bracketed phrase “by January 1, 1954” appears at this point in 
the text. A footnote indicates that this was a Department of Defense proposal.
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without actually agreeing to talks, or by prolonging such talks un- 
reasonably if they occur. 

25. Take such steps as are feasible to promote a healthy economy 
in the Federal Republic and West Berlin, including reduction of 
world trade barriers which impede the flow of German goods, de- 

velopment of off-shore procurement, and ratification of the German 
debt settlement. 9 

26. Continue mutual efforts to impede the flow of strategic goods 
and services from and through Germany to the Soviet orbit. 

27. In accordance with NSC 132/1,!° the Western powers should 

maintain their position in Berlin, even to the extent of resisting 

Soviet pressure at the great risk of general war. 
28. Combat communism throughout Germany, and in particular 

nourish resistance to Soviet power in East Germany (see NSC 158 
and PSB D-45 !1), while continuing general psychological programs 
to support the other basic objectives (see PSB D-21 and D-21/2 12). 

® The instruments of ratification of the German Debt Agreements were exchanged 
on Sept. 15, 1953. 

10 Document 547. 
11 NSC 158 and PSB D-45, both dated June 29, 1958, are scheduled for publication 

in volume VIII. 

12 PSB D-21, Document 156. PSB D-21/2 was not declassified when this volume 

went to press. 

No. 215 

762A.5/8-1753 

The Secretary of State to the Secretary of Defense (Wilson) } 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, August 17, 1953. 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: You will recall, in approving NSC 
160 2 regarding Germany, the Council decided to insert at the end 
of paragraph 11b the provision that “if developments should so in- 
dicate, it may be desirable to take bilaterally with the West 
German government certain initial steps in the actual creation of 
arming German units, if this can be done without serious repercus- 

sions on our relations with France’. 

My understanding is that no action of any kind will be taken by 
your Department pursuant to this provision unless the Department 

of State concurs that this can be safely done without injuring our 

relations with France. 

1 Drafted by Bowie and concurred in by Bonbright and Lewis. 
2 Not printed, but see NSC 160/1, supra.
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I must stress my conviction that under present conditions any 

discussions with the Germans along these lines could have very se- 
rious adverse effects in France and in Germany. Furthermore, we 

must carefully guard against any chance of a “leak’’ or unauthor- 
ized action by representatives of the State and Defense Depart- 

ments abroad. 
The review of the German policy at the first meeting in October, 

to which we also agreed, will provide an occasion for further dis- 
cussion of this question. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN FosTER DULLES 

No. 216 

JCS files, CCS 385 (6-4-46) SCC. 70 

Paper Prepared by the Joint Chiefs of Staff } 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, undated. 

GUIDANCE FOR THE PEACETIME CONDUCT OF MILITARY ACTIVITIES IN 
SUPPORT OF U.S. NATIONAL STRATEGY WITH RESPECT TO GERMANY 

I. Purpose 

1. To provide guidance to USCINCEUR for the conduct of mili- 
tary activities with respect to Germany, during peacetime or 
during the “cold war’ period, in order to effect maximum military 
contribution toward the achievement of our national objectives 
which pertain to: 

a. The integration of Western Germany into Western Europe; 
b. The reduction of Soviet capabilities in Eastern Germany; 
c. The achievement of German unity; and 
d. The role of unified Germany in the unification of Europe. 

IT, Assumptions 

2. General. Short of global war, the USSR will pursue and inten- 
sify its strategy of political warfare and local aggressive actions, so 
long as it believes Soviet objectives are being achieved by such 
means. 

3. Integration. The process of integrating the Federal Republic 
with the Western European Community through the EDC, the 
Schuman Plan, the Contractual Agreements, the Council of 

1 Attached to a note (JCS 1735/200) dated Aug. 31, which stated that copies had 
been forwarded to the Commander in Chief, European Command, as SM 1555-53 on 

Aug. 26. In an attached enclosure the Commander in Chief was instructed to coordi- 
nate his activities under this guidance with the U.S. High Commissioner.
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Europe, and similar instrumentalities will be impeded by opposi- 
tionist elements within the Federal Republic and by the Soviet 
Union. 

4. German Unity and the Peace Treaty. It will not be possible in 
the foreseeable future to agree with the Soviet Union on a formula 
guaranteeing a satisfactory basis for the unification of Germany 
and for the conclusion of a peace treaty. 

d. Berlin: 

a. The Soviets will continue to exert pressures and impose har- 
assments designed to probe and weaken Allied prestige, firmness 
and unity of purpose as well as to threaten our right to access to 
erlin. 
b. The Soviets will not deliberately provoke or run a major risk 

of war for the sake of Berlin alone. 

6. Soviet Zone and East Berlin. The population of the Soviet Zone 

will remain fundamentally opposed to communism, but the Soviet 

Union, through its East German puppet authorities, will continue 
to tighten its controls, isolate East Germany from the West, and 

proceed with its attempts to set up a satellite state with an army of 
its own. 

7. German Military Potential. The build-up of an integrated 
German military force in the Federal Republic will proceed sub- 
stantially as contemplated, but will require pressure from the 
West, especially since the required draft legislation and the actual 
organization of the forces will be subject to continued criticism and 

resistance by the opposition; also, any rearmament in the Federal 
Republic will be accompanied or preceded by a build-up of an East 
German army, designed to instill apprehensions of civil war and to 

cancel out the Federal Republic’s military contribution to Western 
defense. 

8. Western Europe. Attempts to promote Federal Republic inte- 
gration into Western Europe will be inadequate unless they are 
supported by, and closely coordinated with, parallel attempts to 
promote the integration of Western Europe, particularly France, 
into a community capable of accepting the Federal Republic as a 

partner. 

9. France. The Federal Republic’s capability for leadership within 

a unified Western European community will be feared by France, 
unless potential German predominance in a united Europe is com- 
pensated by closer and more organic ties between Europe and the 

United States, within the framework of a developing Atlantic Com- 
munity, as provided by U.S. existing policies. 

10. Eastern Europe. The Soviet-orbit countries are firmly under 
Soviet control now and will be in the foreseeable future; their lib- 

eration will come about only as a result of a major change in the
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existing relationships between the USSR and the Western Powers; 

and their peoples generally entertain hopes for eventual liberation 
from Soviet domination but, especially in Bohemia-Moravia and 

Poland, fear a possible renewal of German domination. 

III, Objectives Prescribed by the Psychological Strategy Board Based 
on U.S. Policies Reflecting the Present World Situation 

11. Concerning the Federal Republic: 

a. To maintain and develop friendly and mutually beneficial rela- 
tions between the United States and the Federal Republic of Ger- 
many. 
b. To encourage and facilitate effective participation by the Fed- 

eral Republic on a basis of equality in the European Community, 
included in a developing Atlantic Community, and a contribution 
by the Federal Republic to the political, economic, and social wel- 
fare, as well as to the defense structure, necessary to a strong and 
durable Europe. 

c. In the event of unification on terms acceptable to the West, 
the above objectives will apply to all of Germany. 

12. Concerning West Berlin: 

To maintain and reinforce our political, military, cultural, and 

psychological position in Western sectors of Berlin, and to exploit 
that position in furtherance of U.S. national interests. 

13. Concerning the Soviet Zone and East Berlin: 

To maintain contact with the population in the Soviet Zone and 

East Berlin in order to stiffen their spirit of resistance to Soviet- 

communist rule and thus (a) to weaken the political, economic, and 

military system in the Soviet Zone; and (b) to lay the groundwork 

for eventual incorporation in the free Western Community. 
14. Concerning German Unity: 

To demonstrate U.S. support of German unity attained by peace- 
ful means; and to frustrate Soviet-communist efforts to obtain con- 

trol of all of Germany and eventually to bring about Soviet with- 
drawal from Germany. 

15. Concerning Eastern Europe: 

To maintain contact with the people of Germany’s Eastern Euro- 

pean neighbors in order (a) to stiffen their spirit of resistance and 

thus weaken the Soviet system of political, economic, and military 

control of these countries; and (b) to sustain their hopes for eventu- 

al liberation and inclusion in an all-European Community free of 
domination by Germany, the USSR or any other Power. 

16. For National tasks prescribed by the Psychological Strategy 
Board in support of the above objectives see Annex hereto.
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IV. Military Objective 

17. Incident to the execution of the primary responsibilities of 
the armed forces, the military objective is to support and partici- 
pate effectively in the attainment of the foregoing objectives pre- 
scribed by the Psychological Strategy Board. 

V. Plan of Action 

18. General. In order to gain the most effective support for US. 
policies by the German public, our approach must be conceived and 
carried out in a manner which is both palatable and persuasive to 
the German people. We must adjust our approach in accordance 
with the changes in public opinion and with impressions and im- 
pacts which various political, economic and cultural issues have on 

the German psychological climate. This will require a major effort 
of imagination on the part of the U.S. operating agencies to devel- 
op new and more effective activities, and it implies a constant 
review of existing programs, in the light of their demonstrated ef- 
fectiveness or ineffectiveness. 

19. The peacetime existence, size, deployments, operations, state 
of readiness, composition, activities, discipline and day-to-day be- 

havior of the Armed Forces have an orthodox and traditionally rec- 
ognized impact on foreign governments, armed forces and peoples. 

20. U.S. military activities which have an impact on Germany 
and Western Europe should be guided by the following principles: 

a. While supporting programs endorsed by U.S. which promote 
European and Atlantic integration, e.g., the Schuman Plan, the 
Council of Europe, the European Defense Community, etc., we 
should avoid raising false expectations by committing the United 
States to a fixed timetable. 

b. Care should be taken in the application of any official pressure 
to primarily domestic issues of European states, in order to avoid 
the impression of excessive U.S. intervention. 

c. In official statements and news releases, avoid over-extending 
our objectives beyond established policies, thus arousing false, un- 
likely, or premature expectations. 

d. Avoid artificially creating needs or desires for U.S. economic 
or financial aid. 

e. In the furtherance of U.S. programs in the Federal Republic, 
indigenous relations should be utilized or created that will parallel 
and support the attainment of U.S. objectives, and at the same 
time instill in the Germans a sense of participation in the achieve- 
ment of these objectives. 

f. In fostering indigenous relations through official and unofficial 
support of private groups and organizations, the United States 
armed forces should: 

(1) Concentrate on those groups and organizations sympa- 
thetic to our policy-objectives which manifest strong spontane- 
ous motivation and are financially self-sustaining and avoid



GERMAN UNIFICATION 525 

supporting organizations, groups, and individuals that are 
unable to win solid indigenous support. 

(2) Concentrate to the greatest possible extent on established 
organizations and media, and avoid the use of imaginary spon- 
sors in the Federal Republic. 

g. In order to create a climate in which the new U.S.-German re- 
lationship will be more effective avoid emphasizing purely legal 
and formal aspects of this relationship. 

h. Military propaganda activities should be tied to specific devel- 
opments and concrete action designed to implement U‘S. policies. 
Moreover, we should seek to express our aims, whenever appropri- 
ate, in the form of live demonstrations and special events which 
will effectively symbolize U.S. attitudes and intentions. We should 
encourage increased emphasis by German or other European orga- 
nizations on constructive social and cultural activities, and on seri- 
ous research. 

i. In supporting German (or other West European) activities in 
promotion of European or Atlantic solidarity, we should give 
higher priority to those which actually establish institutional links 
with other countries than to those which merely publicize the idea 
within Germany or any single country. 

21. In the absence of centralized direction in Germany of the 
U.S. effort encompassed in this guidance, the following will govern 
the responsibilities of USCINCEUR: 

a. The conduct of news programs and overt propaganda oper- 
ations directed at foreign governments and peoples in time of peace 
is, by Public Law 402, 80th Congress, a responsibility of the Secre- 
tary of State. 

b. Department of State Foreign Information guidances currently 
being made available to appropriate military commands are bind- 
ing on the armed forces and define the treatment desired by the 
U.S. Government on matters of international concern in official 
statements and in propaganda or public information releases 
abroad. 

c. Mechanisms should be established by USCINCEUR in Europe 
whereby the appropriate Department of State representatives can 
be provided with a timely and continuing flow of information on 
current and impending military activities and on particular mili- 
tary situations which may have an impact on foreign attitudes and 
opinions. 

d. The employment of armed forces radio and news outlets in the 
dissemination of news matters related to this guidance is author- 
ized subject to such limitations as are prescribed by the Depart- 
ment of Defense. No existing instructions on I&E policy prescribed 
by the Department of Defense will be vitiated in the employment 
of Armed Forces radio and news outlets under this guidance. 

e. No speech, press release, or other public statement concerning 
foreign policy shall be released until it has received clearance from 
the Department of State or its authorized representative. 

f. Military support for the covert operations aspects of this guid- 
ance will be provided to the Central Intelligence Agency under ap-
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proved policies and conditions. The security aspects of military sup- 
port to the Central] Intelligence Agency will be coordinated to the 
end that such military support cannot be attributed to the armed 
forces. 

VI. Tasks 

22. Provide appropriate Department of State representatives in 
Europe, for exploitation by the Foreign Information Program, a 
timely and continuing flow of information on current and impend- 

ing military activities and on military situations which may have 
an impact on foreign attitudes and opinions. 

23. In order to exploit the potential for propaganda inherent in 

the employment and contacts of indigenous peoples with the armed 
forces, assist the Department of State, as appropriate, by the dis- 
semination of official Foreign Information periodicals, exhibition of 
movies and displays, and other similar actions. 

24. In close coordination and collaboration with proper State De- 
partment representatives, publicize appropriate content materiel 

through radio and printed media under the control of the armed 
forces, and through speeches and public statements by military 
personnel. Examples of content which may be considered appropri- 
ate are the following: 

a. Actions by U.S. and other governmental representatives which 
lend substance to the new relationship between the Western 
Powers and the Federal Republic of Germany. 

b. U.S. determination to honor its NATO commitments in de- 
fending Europe, the growing strength and strategic superiority of 
the West, and any weakening of the Soviet political, psychological, 
and strategic military position. 

c. The political, economic security, and cultural benefits accruing 
to the Federal Republic through integration. 

d. Information calculated to help create a climate conducive to 
disaffection in the Soviet Zone and East Berlin. 

e. Pertinent factual, unbiased, uncolored news of world events. 
f. Evidence of U.S. and Western determination to achieve 

German unity on suitable terms. 
g. Soviet measures, such as border control, diplomatic actions, 

and militarization of Soviet Zone, which belie Soviet unification as- 
sertions. 

25. Provide, as appropriate, for the timely employment of armed 
forces facilities, materiel and units in the conduct of search and 
rescue, disaster and flood relief and other humane missions for the 

benefit of friendly foreign governments and peoples. 

26. Continue and accelerate, as appropriate, indoctrination of 
armed forces personnel and their dependents aimed at improving 
their behavior and attitudes toward the forces and people of the 
Federal Republic.
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27. Except where required for military purposes, remove symbol- 

ic reminders of the occupation. (Example—Foreign language signs.) 

28. Encourage and facilitate, where appropriate, reciprocal 

armed forces-Federal Republic coordination in social, cultural and 
technical activities in order to reduce frictions and minimize 
German antagonisms toward the use of the Federal Republic as a 
base for western operations. 

29. Consider and recommend, as appropriate, the exchange of 

military personnel and technical military experts between the Fed- 
eral Republic and other western countries through attendance at 
allied military schools, exchange of observers, etc. 

30. Demonstrate U.S. and European military strength through 
suitable military displays, and through excellence of military disci- 

pline of U.S. forces. 

31. Afford military support to the Central Intelligence Agency in 
their conduct of covert operations in pursuit of the objectives of 
this guidance (Section III above) under policies established by the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff in the Enclosure to SM-792-52, dated 26 

March 1952.* 

Annex 

NATIONAL TASKS 

The following are the Tasks of our psychological strategy in sup- 
port of the achievement of our objectives: 

1. Concerning the Federal Republic: 

a. To facilitate the transformation of the Allied-German relation- 
ship on the diplomatic, political, and economic as well as military 
levels from the occupation status toward that of equal partners and 

allies. 

b. To foster, encourage, support and facilitate efforts of the popu- 

lation and the Government of the Federal Republic toward the in- 
tegration of their political, economic, cultural, and military inter- 

ests with those of the European Community and the Atlantic Com- 
munity; to help pave the way for acceptance by other governments 

and peoples (particularly French) for participation by the Federal 

Republic in the development of the European and Atlantic Commu- 
nities. 

* Enclosure “A” to J.C.S. 1969/15; see Decision on J.C.S. 1969/15. [Footnote in the 
source text. Not found.]
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c. To support the development in the Federal Republic of demo- 
cratic institutions, and to assist the German democratic elements 

in their opposition to authoritarian and extremist elements. 

d. To gain the support of the German people and government for 
USS. policies, and to strengthen their will to resist and their confi- 
dence in the ability of the U.S. (and the West) to frustrate Soviet- 
communist aggression. 

e. To stimulate maximum Federal Republic contribution to the 

development of increased military and economic strength in West- 
ern Europe. 

f. To convince the Germans of the need to weaken Soviet aggres- 
sive capabilities by impeding the flow of strategic materials to East 
Germany and the Soviet bloc; and to provide Western markets and 
raw materials to the Federal Republic. 

2. Concerning Berlin: 

a. Contingency A. Western access to Berlin is not seriously im- 
peded. 

Tasks 
(1) To maintain and reinforce the U.S., U.K., and French position 

in the Western sectors of Berlin and to buttress the morale of West 
Berlin. 

(2) To deter and neutralize Soviet or Soviet-inspired harassing 
tactics. 

(3) To utilize West Berlin as a means of strengthening the morale 
of the free world and its determination to resist Soviet pressures 
and possible aggression. 

b. Contingency B. Serious harassment short of a full blockade. 

Task. To consolidate the Western position in Berlin in the face of 
increased Soviet pressures. 

c. Contingency C. A blockade or harassing measures tantamount 

to a surface blockade are imposed. 

Task. To gain international recognition of the Berlin situation of 
the aggressive nature of Soviet actions. 

d. Contingency D. The Western position has become or is about 

to become untenable. 

Task. To lay the psychological groundwork for the possible use of 
Allied military force in Berlin. 

e. Contingency E. A Soviet attack on Western forces in Berlin. 

Task. To secure the support of all of all our Allies (including our 
friends in East Germany) for the Allied policy of armed resistance 
to Soviet aggression.
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8. Concerning the Soviet Zone and East Berlin: 

a. To encourage in the Soviet Zone disaffection towards the 
regime and defection from the Soviet and East German military or 
para-military forces in accordance with existing policies. 

b. To reduce the effectiveness of the Soviet and communist ad- 
ministrative and control apparatus by conducting in a nonattribu- 
table manner psychological, political, and economic harassment ac- 
tivities in the Soviet Zone, and to prepare, under controlled condi- 
tions, for such more active forms of resistance as may later be au- 
thorized. 

c. To keep the population informed of world events and of U‘S. 
and Western policies, particularly with respect to Germany. 

d. To maintain hope in the Soviet Zone population for a unified 
and democratic Germany integrated within the European Commu- 
nity. 

e. To weaken the confidence and ability of the Soviet authorities 
and communist leaders to maintain or extend their controls in the 
Soviet Zone, or their influence in West Berlin or the Federal Re- 

public. 

4. Concerning German Unity: 

a. To demonstrate our willingness to initiate and enter, jointly 
with the French and U.K. Governments, in negotiations with the 
Soviet Union for German unification under conditions guarantee- 
ing a unified Germany with a democratic government established 
by free democratic elections, provided that a reasonable basis for 

such negotiations exists. 
b. To support any legitimate proposal for action seeking peaceful 

solution to existing territorial problems within the framework of 
European, rather than national, interests, but to avoid giving offi- 
cial encouragement to German territorial aspirations toward areas 
external to the Federal Republic, the Soviet Zone, and Berlin, 

beyond acknowledgment of the established U.S. policy that no de- 
finitive German frontiers were laid down by the Potsdam decisions, 

and that the final determination of territorial questions must await 
the peace settlement. 

c. Through non-attributable propaganda media in the Federal 
Republic, the Soviet Zone, and all of Berlin, to exploit the Oder- 

Neisse Line issue as evidence of basic Soviet anti-German attitudes 
and imperialist aims; and to de-emphasize the related Saar ques- 
tion through non-attributable programs pointing out that the Saar 
should be subordinated to European unity, which will facilitate set- 
tlement by negotiation among the interested parties. 

d. To expose and exploit Soviet moves aimed at permanent parti- 
tion of Germany and satellization of Eastern Germany.
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3. Concerning Western Europe: 

a. To enhance popular confidence in: 

(1) The peaceful future of a European community, within an At- 
lantic Community, which includes the Federal Republic; 

(2) The prospect of mutually beneficial relations with the Federal 
Republic; 

(3) The determination of the Western world to strive for a uni- 
fied, democratic Germany as a member of a viable European com- 
munity; and 

(4) The intentions of the Western Powers to safeguard the Euro- 
pean Community against the resurgence of aggressive German na- 
tionalism. 

b. To produce among European leaders and people a realistic 
awareness of the deadly menace of Soviet expansionism and of the 

strength accruing to the USSR if Germany were included in the 
Soviet orbit. 

c. To stimulate the realization among Europeans that only a tre- 
mendous effort of imagination, productivity, and cooperation, far 
surpassing the present effort of the Atlantic Community, including 
Germany, will enable them to surmount this threat; and to con- 
vince them that the creative energies latent in the free societies, 

including Germany, when fully developed, will not only nullify the 

enemy’s aggressive moves or plans but also raise the Western peo- 
ples to unprecedented levels of material and moral well-being. 

d. To promote the concept of the Atlantic Community as provid- 
ed by existing U.S. policies so that it may be used to support and 
supplement the concept of European unity as the dynamic and uni- 

fying element of our psychological strategy in Europe. 

e. To create among the peoples of Western Europe a sense of 
positive participation in the international community which is now 

emerging. 

6. Concerning France: 

In addition to the specific effect desired in paragraph 5 above: 

a. To stimulate popular acceptance of: 

(1) a genuine political settlement with the Federal Republic; 
(2) the capability of the European Community, within the At- 

lantic Community, to develop for the common benefit German 
manpower, heavy industry, and steel production in such a way 
as to eliminate French fears. 

b. To provide reassurance that the distinctive historic culture of 
France can vigorously flourish within the framework of the Euro- 
pean Community, including the Federal Republic.
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7. Concerning Eastern Europe: 

a. To stimulate popular suspicion of Soviet intentions with re- 

spect to Germany. 
b. To persuade Soviet-orbit peoples that a unified Germany inte- 

grated into a European Community is a guarantee against the re- 

vived German drive to the East. 
c. To convince Soviet-orbit peoples that the weakening of Soviet 

power in East Germany is a necessary prerequisite for their own 
liberation. 

d. To sustain the resistance of Soviet-orbit peoples toward the 
day when their active participation in their own liberation will be 
required. 

No. 217 

762A.00/8-3153: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (Conant) to the 
Department of State 

SECRET Bonn, August 31, 1958—6 p.m. 

847. It is view of most competent observers here, with which we 

find no reason to differ, that Chancellor will emerge from coming 

elections as dominant figure in German political scene and as head 

of a coalition with sufficiently wide Parliamentary support to for- 
mulate and execute a forceful governmental policy, but probably at 

price of concessions to his coalition partners, especially FDP. We 

estimate that SPD would have to win 200 seats in Bundestag or 

more than 35 percent of popular vote to prevent formation of an 

Adenauer Government. We view this as highly unlikely. Such an 

SPD victory would represent a considerable increase over SPD per- 
formance in recent local and land elections whereas in our view 
SPD popularity has, if anything, waned somewhat in recent 
months while Chancellor’s national prestige has tended to mount 
since the low point of the constitutional court issue of December 

1952. This increased prestige arises from Chancellor’s constructive 
leadership, his skill in seeming to deprive SPD of its claim to be 
only champion of German unification, and from lack of an effective 

opponent. Furthermore, relatively satisfactory economic and social 
conditions have worked to advantage of government in power. SPD, 
lacking a positive policy of its own, has had its electoral chances 
hurt by failure of Kremlin to make tempting concessions to 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, Rome, Vienna, Moscow, Berlin, The Hague, Brussels, 
Stuttgart, Bremen, Hamburg, Munich, Dusseldorf, and Frankfurt.
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German public opinion. This has emphasized SPD’s inability to 

present constructive alternative platform to Adenauer’s foreign 
policy. 

Although we believe major outcome can be fairly safely antici- 
pated, precise statements of chances of individual parties are ren- 
dered impossible by existence of series of incalculable factors. No 
one can foresee how the four million new voters who represent 
more than 10 percent of eligible electorate will act. In addition, 
there is an unpredictable number of undecided voters whom some 
competent observers place as high as 20-25 percent. Another ele- 
ment of uncertainty results from fact that new electoral law per- 
mits voter to split his vote between a candidate of one party and a 
list of another party. It is not unlikely that some voters may split 

their votes between a government party and SPD. Another enigma 
is the drawing strength of BHE which did not run in 1949 federal 
elections. If BHE does as well in federal elections as it has done in 
land and communal elections, it may win as many as 40 seats. 
Most observers here expect BHE easily to exceed the 5 percent 
limit, but do not anticipate it will win more than 25 or 30 seats. 

There may well be shifts from one of government coalition par- 
ties to another, but it is unlikely such changes will affect overall 
strength of present coalition. Furthermore, Chancellor’s ability to 
maneuver during formation of new Cabinet should be greater than 
in 1949 because two of former parties in opposition in 1949 (Center 

Party and Bavarian Party) have now pledged themselves to vote 
for Adenauer as Chancellor. He can presumably count also, if nec- 
essary, upon BHE support because that party has frankly stated 

that it is ready to hop on anybody’s bandwagon. 
CONANT 

No. 218 

Editorial Note 

At his press conference on September 3, Secretary Dulles made a 
statement concerning the partition of Germany and the Soviet note 
that had been received on August 15 dealing with proposed four- 
power talks on Germany. Following this statement the Secretary of 
State answered questions and, in reply to one, stated with regard 
to the upcoming Federal elections that failure to return the coali- 
tion government under Chancellor Adenauer would be disastrous 
to Germany and the possibilities for its unity. For text of the state- 
ment, see Department of State Bulletin, September 14, 1953, page 
353. Regarding the statement on the elections, see the New York
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Times, September 4, 1953, page 1. For documentation on the ex- 
changes of notes with the Soviet Union which led to the Berlin 

Conference in 1954, see Documents 257 ff. 

The same day Conant reported that the Press Chief of the SPD 
interpreted Secretary Dulles’ remarks as direct interference in the 

electoral campaign and that the SPD was ordering the use of sever- 
al hundered thousand anti-American posters designed to show Ade- 
nauer as nothing but an American puppet. (Telegram 916 from 

Bonn, 762A.00/9-353) 
On September 5 Chancellor Adenauer sent a letter via Conant 

stating: 

“I feel a strong desire, Mister Secretary, to thank you for your 
recent remarks in which you once again so impressively and under- 
standingly stated your position concerning the German question. 
The vast majority of the German people agreed with your remarks. 
I am certain that in making the great political decision which they 
must make today the German people will be guided by the convic- 
tion that the longed for goal can be reached only if they in coopera- 
tion with the free nations of the Western world make every effort 
to serve peace.” (Telegram 947 from Bonn, 762A.00/9-553) 

No. 219 

762A.00/9-753: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (Conant) to the 

Department of State 3 

SECRET NIACT Bonn, September 7, 1958—noon. 

950. (Pre-telecon 2 material Washington and Bonn.) Political cir- 

cles here interpret sweeping Adenauer victory as national endorse- 
ment of Chancellor’s foreign and domestic policy and attribute it to 
his strong leadership. * Most observers agree electorates unwilling 
to risk change to uncertainties SPD course which they feared 
would oblige Germany to go it alone. Apparently only traditional 

SPD voters continue to support the party. Thus vast majority elec- 
torate backed continuation of integration with west. 

Chancellor is now in such a strong position that he should be 
able to make concessions to France on Saar issue as part of over-all 
European integration settlement. Chancellor’s strengthened posi- 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, and Moscow. 

2 Not further identified. 
3In the Federal elections on Sept. 6 the CDU won 244 seats, a clear majority of 

the 487 in the Bundestag, to the SDP 150.
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tion should oblige France to make up its mind on European de- 
fense. 

Most striking domestic consequences are disappearance of small 

parties and strong trend in direction of two party system with prac- 

tical elimination of confessional factors which were generally re- 
garded as great obstacle to two party system. Annihilation fanatic 

elements is encouraging evidence German people have chosen 
middle road and disavowed extremism. This makes it more difficult 
for Kremlin to frighten French and British with spectre of resur- 

rection of Nazism in Germany and its main remaining weapon will 
be old charge that Germany is becoming American colony. 

Although Adenauer has wide range of possibilities in forming 

government, it is generally anticipated that he will again ally him- 
self with FDP and DP plus center. Such a coalition would give him 
comfortable majority of 310 out of 487. By inclusion of BHE with 27 
seats, Chancellor could reach two thirds majority which would 
make approval of treaties absolutely certain. 

CDU victory will undoubtedly enable Adenauer to reestablish 
progovernment majority in Bundesrat by changing composition of 

one or more Laender Governments. 

Relative decline of SPD is certain to provoke disappointment and 
confusion within party which may lead to changes in party leader- 

ship within next six months. 
Official final returns not yet available. 

CONANT 

No. 220 

762A.00/9-153: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Office of the United States High 

Commissioner for Germany, at Bonn * 

SECRET WASHINGTON, September 8, 19538—12:44 p.m. 

790. Despite further comments contained urtel 873, 2 Department 
somewhat concerned re new pronouncement (urtel 841 3) indicating 

1 Drafted by Morris and cleared by Bonbright and Barbour. Repeated to Berlin, 
London, Paris, and Moscow. 

2 Telegram 873 reported that the Eichler-Erler press conference (see footnote 3 
below) seemed to be a last minute attempt to appeal to neutralist sentiment in Ger- 
many and was inconsistent with the general SPD line. (762A.00/9-153) 

3 Telegram 841 reported that at a press conference on Aug. 28 Erler and Eichler 
had outlined their proposal for a neutral Germany, but that it was not as yet clear 
whether their position was espoused by the leadership of the SPD. (762A.00/8-2953)
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certain SPD party leaders publicly advocating neutralized Germa- 
ny. If this done formally and by top party leaders, this would pre- 
sumably have serious implications re our position on German unifi- 
cation and peace treaty. 

Would appreciate it if you could personally, or have Dowling or 

Steere, see Ollenhauer (or other top SPD leader) now that elections 
are over, and inquire whether views expressed by Eichler and Erler 
in fact represent party’s official and considered position. You 
should point out we have until now understood that while certain 
elements within party favored such position, top leaders had been 
conscious of its obvious dangers and hence opposed it. Please also 

emphasize US Government has always considered such neutrality 
solution extremely dangerous for Germany’s safety and future, and 
inquire whether SPD thinks that in such case US Government 
would really be prepared to guarantee such weak Germany from 
attack with powerful Red Army remaining at or close to eastern 
frontier while much or even bulk of US forces now in Germany 
might have to be removed from Continent. Moreover, does SPD be- 
lieve NATO powers could develop effective strategy with available 
armed forces backed up to Channel and confined to France and 
Low Countries? 

Ollenhauer may reply that SPD might support neutralist solu- 
tion on purely opportunistic basis as only way to get Soviets out of 
eastern Germany, and would expect Germany could before long 
throw off this shackle on its sovereignty and join western defense 
alliance. In such case, you should point out US could hardly be ex- 
pected to participate in international agreement which it knew in 
advance one party to it (i.e., Germany) intended to violate at early 

opportunity, and also when it realized such violation might well 

provoke Soviets into drastic action. 
We trust this latest development in fact only result of heated 

election atmosphere and does not represent considered SPD views. 

Our purpose in making such approach to SPD would of course be 

to try and head off tendencies within this party toward adoption of 

neutralist position. We shall also continue to bear in mind possibil- 
ity of a public statement on same subject by President or Secretary 
at some appropriate opportunity, as suggested by HICOG on sever- 
al occasions in last few months, which would be aimed at affecting 
public opinion on this important issue. + 

DULLES 

On Sept. 9 HICOG replied that it had talked with Heine, an SPD party leader, 
on that day. Heine said that he had just come from an Executive Committee meet- 
ing at which the statements by Erler and Eichler had been unanimously con- 
demned. HICOG “strongly” recommended that no statement be made on the subject 
of neutralism. (Telegram 972 from Bonn, 762A.00/9-953) The Department of State 
concurred in telegram 828 to Bonn, Sept. 10. (762A.00/9-953)
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No. 221 

762A.00/9-853: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (Conant) to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET Bonn, September 8, 1953—6 p.m. 

958. Limit distribution. Brentano gave us this morning in strict- 
est confidence his analysis of elections and their effects upon new 
government and upon internal as well as external developments: 

Surprising and overwhelming CDU victory entails not only in- 
crease of power but also “a responsibility that is almost frighten- 
ing.’ One of points on which he and Chancellor agreed last night 
was victory must not be abused and that coalition partners and 
particularly SPD must be treated with respect. Chancellor intends 
to do nothing to offend SPD and aims, if possible, to strengthen 
moderate elements during crisis which they believe imminent in 
SPD. Chancellor as friendly gesture intends to address letter to Ol- 
lenhauer within next few days proposing meeting for discussion of 
current issues. 

Brentano and Chancellor are agreed that present coalition 
should continue in same spirit of cooperation as if former partners 
had not suffered decline. Brentano personally favors inclusion BHE 
to assure two-thirds majority in Bundestag which would overcome 
constitutional problems relating to EDC. Price BHE would have to 

pay for obtaining Refugee Ministry for Kraft and minor positions 
for other BHE leaders would be immediate overthrow of anti-Ade- 
nauer land governments in Baden-Wuerttemberg and Lower 

Saxony. Brentano is opposed, however, to change in political com- 

position of Bavarian government since latter has supported Chan- © 

cellor’s policies in upper house. 

As regards composition new Cabinet, Brentano said while no de- 
cision has been made thus far, his own views at present juncture 

are as follows: 

Chancellor has agreed to relinquish Foreign Office and offered it 
to him. Brentano implied that he would accept, although reluctant- 
ly relinquishing his post as faction leader. Chancellor however, 
would temporarily reserve for himself certain prerogatives in for- 
eign affairs, for example, completion Saar negotiations and matters 
pertaining to Council of Europe. 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, Rome, Moscow, and Berlin.
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Interior Ministry would be given either to Schroeder or Tillmann 
of CDU. Ehlers, who has been mentioned for this post, would most 
likely remain in more important position of president of Bundes- 
tag. Brentano thought that in this way he would be groomed as 
possible successor to Adenauer. He believed it would be good polli- 
tics to train leading Protestant layman as successor to Adenauer 
both as Chancellor and party leader. 

Food and Agriculture Ministry would again go to CSU if latter 
can produce qualified candidate. If not, Brentano thinks Luebke, 
former Minister of Agriculture North Rhine Westphalia, should 
succeed Nicklas. He favors removal of Seebohm whom he regards 

as is? extreme’ and whom he would possibly replace by Merkatz 
O , 

Brentano thought FDP should retain present posts and 
Bluecher’s Ministry would probably be broadened to include for- 
eign trade and CSC functions. As for Dehler and Kaiser, while ad- 
mitting Chancellor would like to eliminate them, he thought their 
fate would be decided in internal coalition negotiation. 

Brentano gave little credence to current rumors re organization 
new Information and Intelligence Ministry under Lenz. He said he 
would categorically oppose establishment of Propaganda Ministry 
in any form. Brentano felt sure Blank would continue in present 
post. He anticipated no other Cabinet changes. 

Touching on overall European integration, he declared Chancel- 
lor was now in position make any concessions which would facili- 
tate speedy settlement of outstanding problems connected with 
EDC, EPC as well as Saar. As for latter, he felt Chancellor would 

continue to insist upon Europeanization, with satisfactory economic 
arrangements for France. He thought election results would 
compel French soon to make up their minds and would greatly 
favor forces in Paris backing EDC. He even expected French ratifi- 

cation of treaties before Xmas. Brentano, who has special interest 

in Italian affairs and whose brother is Ambassador in Rome, con- 

sidered that Adenauer victory would have favorable repercussions 
in Italy, possibly resulting in new elections and return of De Ga- 
sper. 

Brentano said it has been agreed with Chancellor and Ehlers to 
convene new Bundestag on October 2 by which time coalition nego- 
tiations should be completed. 

CONANT 

No. 222 

Editorial Note 

On September 8 President Eisenhower and Secretary Dulles each 
sent Chancellor Adenauer messages of congratulations on his elec-
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toral victory. Four days later the Chancellor replied, thanking both 
the President and the Secretary of State for their messages. All 
four messages were sent through HICOG in telegrams 791 and 793 
to Bonn and 1005 and 1006 from Bonn and subsequently released to 
the press. (762A.00/9-8538 and 9-1253) 

No. 223 

S/S-NSC files, lot 63 D 351, NSC 160 Series 

Memorandum by the Acting Director of the Office of German 
Affairs (Lewis) to the Secretary of State ! 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, September 29, 1953. 

Subject: NSC 160/1, “U.S. Position with Respect to Germany”. 

Discussion: 

1. When the NSC approved the German position paper? on 
August 18, it agreed that the policy should be reviewed not later 
than the first Council meeting in October, including a review of the 
Financial Appendix. 

2. Reservations regarding the Financial Appendix NSC 160/1 
were made in the discussion in the NSC. 

3. The basis for a review of our policy toward Germany will not 
exist until the proposed Four-Power Conference at Lugano? has 

been held or we have terminated our present exchange of notes 

with the Soviets on this subject, and until the French EDC ratifica- 
tion picture becomes somewhat clearer than it is at present. Clari- 

fication of the situation with respect to both of these matters does 
not appear likely until November. 

4. FOA distributed on September 25 a proposed revision of the 
Financial Appendix to NSC 160/1.4 The FOA draft proposes, in 
effect, that the U.S. should not provide military aid for German 
units beyond the equipment which has already been programmed, 
which would provide initial equipment for seven divisions and 
some supporting battalions. The total force goals envisaged for the 
German contribution are twelve divisions and necessary support 
units. The FOA proposal is based upon the suggestion that German 

1 Drafted by Reinstein and concurred in by Bowie, MacArthur, Merchant (who 

agreed with the recommendations but not with all of the points made in the discus- 
sion), and WE. 

2 NSC 160/1, Document 214. 
3 The proposal for a four-power conference at Lugano eventually led to the Berlin 

Conference. 
4 No copy of this revised financial appendix has been found in Department of 

State files.
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financial resources would permit the Federal Republic to procure 
out of its own resources equipment for the remaining units. 

5. At a working level meeting of the interested agencies on Sep- 

tember 28, it was agreed that the FOA proposal raised important 

political issues. It was also agreed that sufficient data are not avail- 

able at the present time to judge the cost of the German buildup 
and the degree to which the Federal Republic could finance the 
completion of the buildup plan. It was therefore not possible to 

submit an agreed recommendation regarding the revision of the Fi- 
nancial Appendix. 

6. Some of the policy issues raised by the FOA proposal are: 

a) It would involve extending the period of the German buildup 
to three years and possibly more. The plan for the German buildup 
contained in the secret military protocol to the EDC Treaty which 
has been approved for planning purposes by NATO envisaged a 
buildup period of two years. The Germans attach great importance 
to a speedy buildup since they regard the period of the buildup as 
that of greatest risk of Russian action. Extension of the buildup 
period on financial grounds would cause major political difficulties 
with Germany. Great stress has been consistently placed on a 
speedy buildup by the U.S. since the question of rearming Germa- 
ny was first raised in 1950. A rapid buildup of German forces 
would become even more important in the event of the unification 
of Germany. 

b) Even assuming that Germany or the EDC would eventually be 
able to pay for the matériel required to complete the equipping of 
the German units, it is doubtful whether the equipment would be 
available in time to meet the buildup plan unless the production of 
the essential equipment is provided for out of U.S. funds. 

c) End-items furnished by the U.S. to equip German EDC contin- 
gents are, under the terms of the EDC Treaty and the proposed 
Mutual Assistance Agreement with EDC, transferred to the EDC 
and not to Germany. The funds provided by Germany for defense 
will form a part of the EDC common budget and any payment for 
end-items would therefore have to be sought from the EDC, not di- 
rectly from Germany. The EDC common budget is a novel concept 
and much work remains to be done on it. It will be some time 
before it will be clear what resources the EDC might have to pay 
the U.S. for end-items and the extent to which they might exist is a 
highly speculative matter. 

d) End-item assistance to NATO countries has been furnished 
heretofore on a grant basis. To confront the new European commu- 
nity with a policy of requiring payment for American aid raises 
major political considerations. 

Recommendation: 

It is recommended that you propose: 

1) that the review by the NSC of NSC 160/1 and of the Financial 
Appendix be deferred until the middle of November;
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2) that the interested agencies meanwhile consider urgently the 
Financial Appendix and the policy issues connected therewith. 

No. 224 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file 

Memorandum of Discussion at the 164th Meeting of the National 
Security Council, Thursday, October 1, 1953 3 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY 

Present at the 164th Meeting of the Council were the President 

of the United States, presiding; the Vice President of the United 
States; the Secretary of State; the Secretary of Defense; the Direc- 
tor, Foreign Operations Administration; the Director, Office of De- 
fense Mobilization. Also present were the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury; the Director, Bureau of the Budget; the Chairman, Joint 

Chiefs of Staff; the Director of Central Intelligence; Sherman 
Adams, The Assistant to the President; Robert Cutler, Special As- 

sistant to the President; C. D. Jackson, Special Assistant to the 

President; Brigadier General Paul T. Carroll, Acting White House 
Staff Secretary; the Executive Secretary, NSC; and the Deputy Ex- 
ecutive Secretary, NSC. 

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and 

the chief points taken. 

[Here follows discussion of item 1, significant world developments 

affecting United States security. ] 

2. United States Position With Respect to Germany (NSC 160/1; 
NSC Action No. 881 2) 

Mr. Cutler refreshed the Council’s memory as to the last discus- 
sion of this subject by reading paragraphs 10 and 11-b of NSC 160/ 
1. He then informed the Council of the view of the NSC Planning 
Board that the policy in NSC 160/1 should not be revised at 
present. He then asked the Secretary of State to explain to the 
Council why the State Department believed it unwise to revise this 
policy at this time. 

Secretary Dulles pointed out that since NSC 160/1 had last been 
considered by the Council a month ago, a number of developments 
had occurred which pointed to favorable action on the EDC con- 
cept. In fact, these developments were still going on and we were 
not in a position, therefore, to make any decision to revise the ex- 

1 Drafted on Oct. 1. 
2 NSC 160/1, Document 214; NSC Action No. 881 is not printed.
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isting policy. Secretary Dulles pointed out, in illustration, that 

Europe had not yet wholly absorbed the effect of the recent 
German elections. New thoughts were stirring both in Bonn and 

elsewhere in Europe. The approaching French presidential elec- 
tions were stirring up the new forces in France. Italy presented a 

pessimistic picture but the State Department was engaged in 
trying to reach a satisfactory settlement of the Trieste issue. If this 
effort were successful there was real hope that the Italian Parlia- 
ment would eventually ratify EDC. 

While Secretary Dulles thus thought the situation too fluid to 
suggest revision of the substance of NSC 160/1, he expressed the 
view that we should push on to complete the financial appendix to 
this report. 

Mr. Cutler then reminded the Council that at its previous consid- 
eration of this paper, Governor Stassen had expressed doubts as to 
the validity of the financial appendix because it appeared to him 

that the United States was paying too much to re-arm Germany. 
Mr. Cutler reported that as yet no new financial appendix had 
been prepared and that the Planning Board recommended that 
Governor Stassen be requested to take the lead in providing a re- 
vised financial appendix. Governor Stassen pointed out that the 
original appendix had set the cost of German rearmament at ap- 
proximately five billion dollars and that he had thought that the 

United States contribution was too high. He believed that the Ger- 
mans should be able to finance this five billion dollar outlay with 
no more U.S. assistance than had already been appropriated. So re- 
markable was the German economic recovery that Governor Stas- 
sen believed that the Germans would be able to put out as much as 

10% of their gross national product to the account of their own re- 
armament. 

Governor Stassen admitted, however, that the Departments of 

State and Defense did not wholly agree with the above view. De- 
fense was not ready to state categorically that five billion repre- 

sented the total cost of German rearmament. The State Depart- 
ment was not prepared to agree that the Germans could safely 

devote 10% of their gross national product to rearmament. Gover- 
nor Stassen assured the Council, however, that an agreement could 

be worked out with these two departments and a satisfactory finan- 
cial appendix provided for Council consideration. 

Governor Stassen then said he wished to call the Council’s atten- 
tion to another aspect of this problem. We had accumulated a vast 
amount of military matériel for re-arming the German units at 
such time as they came into existence. A serious log jam could be 
anticipated if the day when these German units came into exist- 
ence was postponed beyond the end of the calendar year. If the



542 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME VII 

German units would not be ready to take over the equipment 
which we were providing then Governor Stassen wondered whether 

it might not actually be sent to Germany and distributed prior to 
to the actual ratification of EDC. 

The President inquired whether these military items could not 
be sent to Germany in the guise of reserve stocks for U.S. occupa- 
tion forces statioried in Germany. Admiral Radford and Governor 
Stassen thought that this suggestion might be followed but Secre- 
tary Wilson expressed the opinion that there was just too much 

equipment to be disguised in this fashion. 
Secretary Dulles predicted that definitive action on the ratifica- 

tion of EDC could not be anticipated until_after the first of next 

year and that the scheduling of production for the rearmament of 
the German units should be geared to some such date as the end of 
January. Governor Stassen then inquired of the Secretary of State 
as to whether in the event of an adverse decision on EDC, at the 
beginning of 1954 the State Department would be prepared to sug- 
gest alternatives to a re-armed Germany with membership in the 
EDC. Secretary Dulles replied in the affirmative but the President 
expressed strong skepticism as to whether there was any really ef- 

fective alternative to French membership in the EDC. We had, said 
the President, worked very hard on the French to induce them to 
support the EDC but the issue certainly seemed in doubt. Governor 
Stassen replied that the recent German election and the Spanish 
agreement with the United States on bases might well have 

changed favorably the prospects for EDC. The President agreed 
that these were hopeful developments but went on to express anxi- 
ety that while the West was floundering in indecision as to the best 
means of defending itself, the Russians might well decide to take a 

long chance and make a really attractive offer to the Germans. 
This might take the form of an offer to permit the re-unification of 

Germany coupled with a very favorable trade treaty. The result of 
such an offer was not happy to contemplate. 

In reply to the President’s speculation, Secretary Dulles ex- 

pressed the opinion that for the moment, at least, the Soviets 

would not consent to the unification of Germany under any circum- 
stances. At present the situation was so unsettled in East Germa- 
ny, Czechoslovakia and Poland that the Russians could anticipate a 
general reaction if they allowed Germany to be unified. Further- 
more, said Secretary Dulles, the Russians would do everything to 
avoid any meeting of the powers to discuss the German problem, a 
fact which was supported by Ambassador Bohlen. 

The President replied that at least this gave the United States a 
little breathing spell and Governor Stassen added his view that for 
the next two years the Soviets would not be in a position to launch
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a massive attack on the United States. The great question, there- 
fore, was how the United States should use this two year interval. 
Should we devote it to an attempt to roll back the Russian power. 
This was the question. 

The Council then resumed its discussion of the problem of sched- 

uling the flow of American arms to Germany and the choice of a 
planning date for EDC ratification as a guide to the production and 
delivery of this equipment. 

The National Security Council: 

a. Reaffirmed the statement of policy on the subject in NSC 160/ 
1, pending review by the Council in 30 days. 

b. Requested the Director of the Foreign Operations Administra- 
tion, in collaboration with the Departments of State and Defense 
and the Bureau of the Budget, to prepare for Council information 
in 30 days a revised financial appendix on the subject. 

c. Requested the Secretary of Defense to report for consideration 
at the Council meeting on October 138, 1958, as to the desirability of 
establishing a revised planning date for EDC ratification later than 
November 1, 1958, as a guide to the scheduling of production and 
delivery of equipment for the German military forces. 

Note: The actions in b and c above subsequently transmitted to 
the Director of Foreign Operations Administration and the Secre- 
tary of Defense respectively for implementation. 

[Here follows discussion of items 3-5, Berlin (see Document 587), 

the decline of United States prestige abroad, and the current budg- 
etary situation and outlook.] 

No. 225 

Editorial Note 

At its 166th meeting on October 18, the National Security Coun- 
cil took the following action with respect to Germany: 

“Agreed, on the recommendation of the Secretary of Defense, 
that April 1, 1954, should be established as the planning date on 
which the German military build-up will effectively begin, as a 
guide to the scheduling of production and delivery of equipment for 
the German military forces, assuming prior EDC ratification.” 

The text of this action was transmitted to Bonn, Berlin, Paris, 
and London in circular airgram CA-2170, October 19. (762A.5/10- 
19538) 

On April 9, 1954, these four posts were informed that because of 
the failure of France and Italy to ratify the EDC, but with the ex- 
pectation that they would by July 1, the date October 1, 1954, 
should be substituted for April 1 as the planning date on which the
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German military buildup would begin. (Circular airgram CA-5698, 
762A.5/4-954) 

No. 226 

Secretary’s Letters, lot 56 D 459, “H” 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Acting Director of the Office 
of German Affairs (Lewis) 

SECRET WASHINGTON, October 21, 1953. 

Subject: Visit of State Secretary Hallstein 

Participants: The Secretary of State 

Professor Dr. Walter Hallstein, State Secretary for 
Foreign Affairs of the German Federal Republic 

Dr. Heinz Krekeler, Chargé d’Affaires of the Federal 
Republic 

Geoffrey W. Lewis—Acting Director, GER 

Dr. Hallstein saw the Secretary at his own request for about 
three quarters of an hour on October 21. Dr. Hallstein was in this 
country to deliver an address at the New York Herald Tribune 
Forum and to accept a degree from Georgetown University. 

Dr. Hallstein began by expressing pleasure at having an opportu- 

nity again to talk to the Secretary. He had been asked by the 
Chancellor to thank the Secretary for having met the Chancellor’s 
points on the reply to the Soviets in so satisfactory a manner. ! He 

then said that the Chancellor had asked him to convey to the Sec- 
retary the following: 

(1) EDC. Dr. Hallstein said that the Chancellor was considering 
no alternatives to EDC. In fact, ratification of the EDC within the 
near future was essential to the Chancellor’s continued political 
life. The Chancellor had won the election on the basis of his foreign 
policy and the keystone of that foreign policy is ratification of the 
EDC. He was, therefore, determined to do everything in his power 
to obtain this objective. 

The Secretary said that the policy of this government was identi- 
cal with that of the Chancellor in that we had considered alterna- 
tives to the EDC only sufficiently to determine that there were no 
acceptable alternatives. He fully appreciated the Chancellor’s dedi- 
cation to this objective and said that he felt the prospects for rea- 
sonable prompt ratification were brighter than ever before. He had 

1 Presumably Hallstein is referring to the tripartite note of Oct. 18 which invited 
the Soviet Union to a four-power meeting at Lugano on Nov. 9. For documentation 
on this note and further exchanges of messages with the Soviet Union which led to 
the Berlin Conference in January 1954, see Documents 257 ff.
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been encouraged by his recent talks with Bidault, ? who felt that 
there was a possibility of some sort of token vote even before the 
French presidential election, perhaps taking the form of a vote to 
replace the rapporteur of the Committee in the Assembly having 
charge of the EDC. In this connection, the Secretary felt that a so- 
lution of the Saar problem was very important in obtaining the 
end we all desire and he hoped that stories he had heard to the 
effect that the Chancellor’s position on the Saar had hardened 
were untrue. 

Dr. Hallstein assured the Secretary that the Chancellor’s posi- 
tion on the Saar had not changed and that he was eager to take 
advantage of M. Bidault’s invitation to discuss the matter. ? He 
felt, however, that it was necessary this time carefully to lay the 
ground work so that this conference would not end indecisively as 
others had done. To this end the Chancellor was thinking of work- 
ing out the preliminaries through Francois-Poncet. No detailed set- 
tlement could, of course, be expected out of talks between the 
Chancellor and Bidault but the Chancellor did feel that there 
should be certain principles established which would make it im- 
possible for the French to delay consideration of the EDC indefi- 
nitely. Furthermore the Saar issue now constituted a problem by 
reason of not only the SPD attitude but also that of certain ele- 
ments in the Chancellor’s coalition, notably the FDP. The Chancel- 
lor was taking steps to handle this opposition within his own coali- 
tion. In the end, strong intervention by the United States might be 
necessary to bring about Franco-German agreement. 

Dr. Hallstein went on to say that if the EDC ratification were 
long delayed, the German people would become very restive over 
the fact that the occupation would continue and the Chancellor felt 
that consideration would have to be given in that event to putting 
the contractual agreements into effect even though there was no 
EDC ratification. 

To this the Secretary replied that he was fully aware of the dan- 
gers of allowing the French simply by inaction on the EDC to per- 
petuate an outmoded occupation and he agreed that the problem 
was to get the French to act, for it now appeared reasonably cer- 
tain that the French Assembly would ratify the EDC by a small 
margin if it were brought to a vote. 

(2) Security Guarantees. Dr. Hallstein said that Van Zeeland had 
called on the Chancellor last week to discuss his plan of security 
guarantees. * The Chancellor was very much concerned by certain 
of its features. In effect it substituted a guarantee by the Soviets 
for the presence of American troops in Germany which was from 
the German point of view an entirely unsatisfactory exchange. It 
confirmed, temporarily at least, the Oder-Neisse line. Lastly, the 
Chancellor thought it was very bad tactics to discuss such a plan 

2 For documentation on the Foreign Ministers meeting at London, Oct. 16-18, 
during which the question of Germany was discussed, see Documents 291 ff. 

3 For documentation on Adenauer’s discussions with Bidault concerning the Saar, 
see Documents 607 ff. 

* Regarding Belgian Foreign Minister Van Zeeland’s proposal for security guaran- 
tees in Europe, made to President Eisenhower and Secretary Dulles, Sept. 29, see 
the memorandum of conversation by the Secretary, vol. v, Part 1, p. 813.
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before EDC was solidly established since this would enable oppo- 
nents of the EDC in France to continue to stall. 

The Secretary replied that this plan had been discussed during 
the recent meeting of the three Foreign Ministers at London but 
that they entertained similar misgivings to those of the Chancellor 
and, therefore, had agreed politely to discourage the idea. 

(3) Russian Progress in Atomic Weapons. Dr. Hallstein reported 
that Van Zeeland had told the Chancellor that the Russians had 
recently made unexpected progress in catching up with the US in 
the atomic arms race. This had led certain Americans to be more 
willing to make concessions in order to reach agreement with the 
Russians than had been the case before. He wondered if the Secre- 
tary could give him any comments to take back to the Chancellor. 

The Secretary replied that our scientists had indeed come to the 
conclusion that the Russians had made unexpectedly rapid 
progress in developing a Hydrogen type of weapon but that they 
felt that the U.S. still had a reasonable lead. He then pointed out 
that we were far ahead of the Russians in developing and manufac- 
turing types of atomic weapons for tactical use and that these 
promised to be more useful as practical military weapons than the 
bomb which obliterated huge areas. It was felt that we were far 
enough ahead of the Soviets in this field to prevent them from de- 
liberately starting a war for some years to come. 

(4) Consultation with the Germans. Dr. Hallstein said that the 
Chancellor wanted to be certain that there was adequate consulta- 
tion with the German Government during the Paris meeting and 
during a meeting at Lugano if one should develop.* As to the 
latter, he realized that the Germans could not sit down at the con- 
ference table and he was satisfied with the tentative arrangements 
so far made. He was, however, concerned lest matters be discussed 
in Paris without an adequate opportunity being given the Germans 
to express their views on matters vital to them. 

The Secretary replied that he considered the Paris conference 
little more than an academic exercise since he thought there was 
small likelihood of a Lugano meeting taking place. He, therefore, 
thought the Chancellor did not need to worry that any final deci- 
sions would be taken there. He pointed out that it was a conference 
principally of technical experts and that he had consented to have 
Mr. MacArthur participate for only a short time. He could assure 
Dr. Hallstein that the Germans would be kept fully abreast of all 
developments in the meeting which affect their interests. 

As Dr. Hallstein and Dr. Krekeler were leaving, the Secretary 
asked if Dr. Hallstein attached great importance to a meeting with 
the President. Dr. Hallstein replied that the Chancellor thought it 
would indeed be very helpful to him. The Secretary thereupon ar- 
ranged a short call by Dr. Hallstein on the President for the follow- 
ing morning. ® 

5 For documentation on the tripartite technical conversations at Paris, Oct. 21- 

Nov. 2, 1953, see Documents 312 ff. 

6 For a record of Hallstein’s meeting with President Eisenhower, see the memo- 
randum of conversation, infra.
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Before going in to the Secretary’s Office, Mr. Lewis learned from 
Dr. Hallstein that the Chancellor was thinking of putting through 
amendments to the Basic Law to remove all doubts as to the legali- 

ty in Germany of EDC without waiting for action by the Constitu- 
tional Court. This was not yet a fixed decision. The Chancellor had 

failed in his attempt to get the SPD to drop their suit, a course of 
action which the Chancellor thought would have been the best way 
of resolving the problem. 

No. 227 

Secretary’s Letters, lot 56 D 459, ‘‘H” 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Acting Director of the Office 
of German Affairs (Lewis) 

SECRET WASHINGTON, October 22, 1953. 

Subject: Visit of Professor Dr. Walter Hallstein 

Participants: The President 

Professor Dr. Walter Hallstein, State Secretary for 

Foreign Affairs of the German Federal Republic 

Dr. Heinz Krekeler, Chargé d’Affaires of the Federal 
Republic of Germany 

Geoffrey W. Lewis, Acting Director, Bureau of 
German Affairs 

Dr. Hallstein began by conveying to the President the Chancel- 
lor’s greetings and best wishes. The President thanked Dr. Hall- 

stein and remarked that he greatly valued the picture which the 
Chancellor had given him on the occasion of the Chancellor’s visit 1 

and that it served as a reminder of that pleasant occasion. Dr. 
Hallstein said that the Chancellor had found the business of form- 
ing his cabinet very difficult because his victory had been so com- 
plete that all elements of his coalition felt that there was no excuse 

not to grant their wishes in the matter of representation in the 

Cabinet. The President asked if the solution might not be to form 
extra cabinet posts and Dr. Hallstein confirmed that this had in 
fact been done. 

The President then expressed concern about the Yugoslav atti- 
tude in connection with Trieste. He observed that Trieste was of no 
real intrinsic value to the Yugoslavs and hoped that Tito would not 
allow the issue to interfere with the development of Western defen- 
sive strength. He wished that Tito would show the same determina- 

1 A reference to Chancellor Adenauer’s visit to Washington in April.
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tion that this relatively small problem should not be permitted to 
weaken the West as had Chancellor Adenauer in connection with 

the Saar. 

Dr. Hallstein then said that the Chancellor had asked him to dis- 
cuss three points with the President, one of which was the EDC. 
He assured the President that the Chancellor was unwavering in 
his support and that failure to obtain prompt ratification would 
indeed be catastrophic both for the Western world and for the 
Chancellor himself since he had won the election on his foreign 
policy which in turn centered around support of the EDC. The 
Chancellor was considering no alternatives to the EDC but if it 
were long delayed he felt that some other method would have to be 
found to enable Germany to contribute to the defensive strength of 
the West. He was greatly concerned lest the French by inaction 

would allow this great opportunity to further European integration 

to slip by. 
The President replied that, as Dr. Hallstein knew, he had been 

supporting the EDC concept in every way that he could. He knew 
that the Chancellor was unalterably opposed to the formation of a 
national German army. He asked if there was anything that the 
Chancellor thought should be done at this point to make further 
progress. Dr. Hallstein replied that he thought that the closest pos- 
sible association by Britain would be extremely helpful particularly 
in gaining the essential support of the French Socialists. The Presi- 

dent said he thought that Sir Winston was now thoroughly in favor 

of EDC and would lend all possible support to it. 

Dr. Hallstein then said that the Chancellor’s position on the Saar 

was unchanged but that the question was difficult for him particu- 
larly since he now found opposition from some of the members of 
his own coalition to his views and he therefore had these men to 
cope with as well as the SPD. It might well be that the aid of some 
outside body like the Council of Europe or the diplomatic influence 
of the US would have to be sought to obtain a satisfactory solution. 

The President said that this government would do all that it 
could in this regard but that as Dr. Hallstein knew, we felt it im- 
portant to stay out of this question to the greatest extent possible. 
The President said that he knew that in particular the Secretary of 
State, Mr. Bruce, and Dr. Conant, would be available to assist in 

any way they could. 
Dr. Hallstein then said that the Chancellor was greatly con- 

cerned about Van Zeeland’s suggestion of a security guarantee. ? 
As the Chancellor saw it, a Russian guarantee would be substituted 
for the presence of American troops if this plan were followed and 

2 See footnote 4, supra.
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that alarmed the Germans. He also thought that the plan in effect 
embodied a confirmation of the Oder-Neisse line which also could 
not be accepted by the Germans. Lastly, the Chancellor felt that it 
was a great mistake to discuss matters of this sort before the foun- 
dation of EDC had been securely established. 

The President said he appreciated those points and sympathized 

with them. He agreed that we should first obtain ratification of the 
EDC. We could then perhaps develop some arrangement which 

would bring about withdrawal of the Russian forces further East so 
as to give us more warning should they decide to attack. 

The President then inquired as to whether Dr. Hallstein was sat- 

isfied with the progress made on EPC in the recent Rome meeting 

which he understood Dr. Hallstein had attended. * Dr. Hallstein 
said that he was indeed pleased with progress but that representa- 
tives of the Quai d’Orsay had not been particularly helpful in pro- 
moting progress and had indeed, he thought, deliberately followed 
delaying tactics. He added, however, that other French officials, no- 
tably Teitgen, had worked hard to make the meeting a success. 

The interview began about 8:55 a.m. and lasted for nearly 15 
minutes. 

3 A reference to the EPC meeting at Rome, Sept. 22-Oct. 9. 

No. 228 

033.62A11/10-2153 

The Acting Director of the Office of German Affairs (Lewis) to the 

United States High Commissioner for Germany (Conant) 

PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, October 28, 1953. 

DEAR Mr. Conant: You have probably already received copies of 
memoranda of the conversations Professor Hallstein had with the 

Secretary and with the President during his recent visit. ! In addi- 
tion, Bob Bowie found an opportunity to have a discussion with 
him and I was able to see him for a little while at a dinner Dr. 
Krekeler gave. 

The matters he seemed to have most on his mind are covered in 
the two memoranda. However, both Bob and I got the impression 
that he and the Chancellor really had something else on their 
minds which did not emerge until just as Hallstein was leaving. 
Then it came out. The Germans are apparently putting together a 
number of things and are getting the jitters that the Americans 

1 See supra and Document 226.
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are really thinking seriously of withdrawing from Europe and per- 
haps adopting some kind of a peripheral concept. I think this feel- 
ing explains in part the Chancellor’s quite violent reaction against 

security guarantees (an idea which he himself put forward back in 

July 2) and probably was the reason Hallstein dragged into the con- 
versation with the Secretary a reference to Russian progress in 

atomic warfare capabilities. In addition they probably are con- 
cerned at newspaper reports of Secretary Wilson’s statement to the 
effect that we might be able to withdraw some of our troops from 
Europe because of recent new developments and the publicity given 
to the re-evaluation of American defense needs by the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff in light of progress made in the atomic weapons field. 

As I say, since this fear never came out in the open during Hall- 
stein’s talk with the Secretary, there was no occasion for the Secre- 

tary to reassure the Germans on the point. Bob, of course, did so as 
soon as he found out what was on Hallstein’s mind. I am passing 
this on to you with the thought that if you have not already detect- 
ed the same preoccupation you might consider it wise to reassure 

the Germans, without, of course, stressing the matter or dragging 

it in. Similar fears as you know have been expressed in other coun- 
tries in Europe and I understand that as a consequence Ambassa- 
dor Hughes has a reassuring statement approved by the President 
which he is going to discuss confidentially with the permanent rep- 

resentatives to NATO. 
Sincerely yours, 

GEOFFREY W. LEwIS 

2 For text of this proposal, see the memorandum of conversation by Riddleberger, 
vol. v, Part 2, p. 1606. 

No. 229 

762.00/10-2853 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (Conant) to the 
Secretary of State 

SECRET EYES ONLY Bap GODESBURG, October 28, 1953. 

Dear Foster: This personal note will supplement the cables and 
at the same time bring you a somewhat more intimate picture of 
the way the situation here in Germany looks to me at the present 

moment. 

Unless something unexpected happens in the next few weeks it 
seems we must be reconciled to a slower schedule for EDC ratifica- 
tion than I had hoped, and a slower schedule than the Chancellor
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had repeatedly prophesied before his election. There can be no 
doubt that the Chancellor has run into resurgent German national- 

ism in connection with the formation of his Cabinet. He has also 
run into political ambitions and party differences greater than he 
had anticipated. He told me the other day he had spent two very 

bad weeks forming his Cabinet and had finally told the quarreling 
party leaders that if the German people had overheard the quar- 
rels they would be shocked, and he was going ahead and settle mat- 
ters finally himself. How much his difficulty in forming a Cabinet 
will affect his eventual attitude toward the Saar question is prob- 
lematic, but it certainly has delayed his meeting with Bidault. 

The Chancellor is now blaming Bidault and the French for the 
delay. He has probably convinced himself that the French and not 
the Germans are responsible for the delaying tactics. Yesterday he 
refused to consider even on an off chance that he and Bidault could 
make a settlement of the Saar problem before the French presiden- 
tial election, placing the blame on Bidault and his presidential as- 
pirations. We shall see whether or not the Chancellor and Bidault 
can make some progress towards a Saar settlement in the next few 
weeks. I am not yet willing to pass final judgment on whether the 
Chancellor’s own previously liberal point of view about the Saar 
has been altered. 

The Chancellor seems quite aware of the dangers inherent in the 
delays. Likewise, the French High Commissioner, M. Francois- 
Poncet, is very disturbed about the growing impatience of the 
United States. Possibly the Chancellor believes the United States 
will force the French to ratify without a settlement of the Saar 
problem. There is even a remote possibility that under the influ- 

ence of the more nationalistic elements in his coalition he may 
himself be flirting with the idea of a national German army within 
the NATO framework. If so, he has reversed himself recently. For 

as late as September 10, in the course of a conversation with Bruce 

and myself, he went out of his way to affirm strongly his belief 
that only an EDC solution would be acceptable to him and the 

more sensible Germans. He then said we do not want a national 
army. 

If I may express my own personal views, I would be deeply con- 
cerned if there were any possibility of a national German army. I 
know some people in the Pentagon and in Congress feel otherwise. 
And the former British High Commissioner, Sir Ivone Kirkpatrick, 

also was willing to consider the possibility, but from what I have 
seen I would consider the creation of a national German army a 
most dangerous undertaking. The basic German political situation 
is too unstable and the German governmental structure is too new 
to trust the final command of a national army to the hands of the
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unknown German leaders of the future. It could well be that such 
a national army would find itself allied with the East against the 
West. In short, the crucial decision of these months is whether we 

can bind West Germany to the West politically, economically, and 
militarily. If in the coming months there should be serious discus- 
sion in Washington of an alternative involving a national German 
army, I hope I may be permitted to return to argue my case at the 

highest level. If worse came to worst I myself would prefer the 
withdrawal of all but token forces from Europe and a so-called pe- 
ripheral defense rather than a German national army. 

I trust these personal observations may be of some value to you. 
You will readily understand why I am sending them in this person- 
al form and for your eyes only. There are so many reasons why 
EDC must be put through that I have found it unwise to argue 
with most people about whether or not a German national army 
would be a good or a bad thing in itself. My standard argument is 
that I cannot imagine that French leaders in a rational mood 

would prefer a national German army, and France is as necessary 

for our defense as Germany. 

With all good wishes. 

Sincerely yours, 

JIM 

No. 230 

762.00/11-953 

The Secretary of State to the United States High Commissioner for 
Germany (Conant) 

SECRET WASHINGTON, November 9, 1953. 

DEAR Jim: I have your letter of October 28th. ! I read it with in- 

tense interest and considerable disappointment. I had hoped that 
the overwhelming success of Adenauer would have made his path 
easier rather than perhaps harder. I am particularly disappointed 
at the prospect of considerable delay on the Saar matter and the 
possible stiffening of the Chancellor’s position. 

From all the information we have, there is no basis for blaming 

Bidault on the French delays. Bidault now seems to be the strong, 
outspoken supporter of EDC, and the latest information we have 
from Paris is that it is he who is pushing for quick action, whereas 

Laniel and others are holding back. 

1 Supra.
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I noted your views with reference to national German army 
within the NATO framework. I myself consider that this would be 
a most unsatisfactory alternative to European unity. I read to the 
President this portion of your letter. 

No doubt we are at the crossroads and if EDC fails, the conse- 

quences may have to be a change more radical than merely to 
bring Germany into NATO. Of course, Churchill and many of our 
military people would doubtless favor that course. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN FostER DULLES 

No. 231 

Eisenhower Library, Dulles papers, 1951-1959” 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (Conant) to the 
Secretary of State } 

OFFICIAL EYES ONLY Bap GODESBERG, November 138, 1953. 
PERSONAL AND PRIVATE 

Dear Foster: When I wrote you on October 28 2 that I believed 
there was “even a remote possibility” that the Chancellor, under 
the influence of the more nationalistic elements in his coalition, 

might be flirting with the idea of a national army, I was giving ex- 
pression to only a vague suspicion. I am sorry to say that events 
which occurred yesterday, and of which you have heard through 
other channels, have now thoroughly alarmed me. * It seems clear 

that the Chancellor is interested in exploring an alternative to 

EDC. This can only mean a national army, presumably within the 
framework of NATO and in close collaboration with the United 
States. I have also today learned that recently Herr Blank told one 
of our ... men that he had three plans of organization, one for 

the present, one for EDC, if the treaties are ratified, and one for 

another alternative. 
There can be no doubt that some American Army and Naval offi- 

cers have been making statements to Blank and some German offi- 
cers and politicians suggestive of something pretty close to a 
German-American military alliance while expressing disdain for 
the French. A little of this sort of talk will go a long way in the 
present mood in a country which today is feeling its oats. Indeed, I 

1 Handwritten notations on the source text indicate that it was seen by Secretary 
Dulles, Under Secretary Smith, MacArthur, Merchant, and Bowie. 

2 See Document 229. 
3 Neither the events nor the communication has been further identified.



554 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME VII 

am distressed with the increasing tensions between France and 
Germany since I am convinced that there is no future for Western 

Europe unless these tensions can be diminished and European inte- 
gration accomplished, however slowly. 

I believe we must now face the possibility that the Chancellor 

has really changed his mind about a German national army and 
about the possibility of a solution of the Saar problem. Indeed, his 
realization of the difficulties he faces here with a solution of the 

Saar problem may have led him, step by step, to the conclusion 
that he must throw over EDC and temporarily, at least, EPC and 

the movement toward European integration. How he can hope to 
go down this new road and yet be known in history as the great 
statesman that brought about European integration, I fail to see. 
Of course, there is the possible hypothesis that he is still un- 
changed in his fundamental point of view and is merely anxious to 
test out the United States position in order to demonstrate to some 

of his colleagues that there is no real alternative to EDC. 

Needless to say, I hope this second hypothesis is correct, for oth- 
erwise we are really in for great difficulties. Indeed, the difficulties 

would be so great that I would prefer to risk the defense of the free 
world to an emasculated NATO, rather than see the creation of a 
German national army. I take it our experience in Korea has 
shown the dangers involved if a nationalistic government has an 
independent army, even if it is only a small one and not prepared 

for a global war. Needless to say, the relation between the Bundes- 

republik and the East Zone is almost as explosive as between 

North and South Korea. I wish that some of our soldiers and Con- 
gressmen who have been talking here rather lightheartedly about 

a German national army would think over the analogy between 
Korea and Germany. 

If I may venture a recommendation, it would seem to me highly 

important for the Chancellor to be told directly by the President 
that the United States would not be a party to arming a German 

national army. Furthermore, that the United States Government 

was convinced that a defense of Europe is only possible in the long 
run on the basis of good German-French relations and that a solu- 
tion of the Saar problem is essential as the next step in forwarding 
these good relations. This is on the assumption that the United 
States policy is and will remain the policy of support of EDC, EPC 
and European integration. If there is any discussion of a reversal of 

this policy, may I repeat my request of my earlier letter, namely, 

that I be given a chance to come to Washington to argue the case 
against the formation of a German national army. I was somewhat
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disturbed by a recent cable (Deptel 1451, of November 6 +) express- 
ing the hope that an amendment of the German constitution would 
permit “a direct defense contribution” if EDC failed. 

In a later letter or cable, which could receive wider distribution 

than this letter, I may suggest certain statements which could be 

included in a radio speech I am to make on Wednesday the 25th. I 
believe that two ideas might well be coupled together at this time; 
namely, that American troops will remain here in force to defend a 

united Western Europe, and second, that a united Western Europe 

means primarily progressively bettering French-German relations. 
May I conclude by expressing my opinion that outside of political 

circles public opinion in Germany is much less concerned with re- 
arming the country than in regaining sovereignty. This is particu- 
larly true among the industrial people with whom I have been 
meeting in a number of cities recently. The removal of the indus- 
trial controls is a matter with which they are deeply concerned 
and, I think, quite rightly. Therefore, if the Saar problem could be 
solved in at least general outline before the first of the year, it 
might well be in order to consider the removal of most of the re- 
maining occupation functions by action of the Allied High Commis- 
sion. But this is a separate subject about which I may trouble you 
later. 

With all good wishes. 
Very sincerely yours, 

JIM 

* Not printed. (762A.3/10-1653) 

No. 232 

Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation, lot 64 D 199, ‘“November 1953” 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Acting Director of the Office 
of German Affairs (Lewis) 

SECRET WASHINGTON, November 18, 1953. 

Subject: Visit of Dr. Krekeler with Under Secretary Smith, 11:30 
a.m., November 18, 1953. 

Participants: Under Secretary Smith 

Dr. Heinz L. Krekeler, Ambassador, Chargé 

d’ Affaires of the Federal Republic of Germany 

Mr. Geoffrey W. Lewis, Acting Director, GER 

Dr. Krekeler came to see the Under Secretary at his own re- 
quest. He had just returned from a quick trip to Germany. He
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wanted to deliver certain messages from the Chancellor and discuss 
the situation he found in Germany. 

Withdrawal of US Forces. Dr. Krekeler said the Chancellor was 
seriously concerned that the United States may be contemplating 
withdrawal of a large part of its forces and reliance instead on new 
weapons. The Chancellor greatly feared the effect on both the Rus- 
sians and the other NATO members if this should be done. 

General Smith stated emphatically that there was no thought of 
any such action. The United States fully appreciated the great im- 
portance of keeping its troop strength in Europe at about the 
present level. As evidence of this, General Smith told Dr. Krekeler 
that when the question had come up of the possible withdrawal 
from Trieste of our small garrison, the intention was not to bring 
these troops home but to station them elsewhere in Europe as an 
indication of our policy. With respect to new weapons, General 
Smith assured the Ambassador that before any fundamental 
change in US tactics or troop dispositions would be made on the 
basis of a changed situation brought about by the existence of these 

weapons, there would be full consultation with our Allies. 

The Saar. Dr. Krekeler said the Chancellor was worried about 
the French attitude as reflected so far in his discussions with Fran- 
cois-Poncet. 1 He thought that a solution would demand true com- 
promises and that while the Chancellor would accept a solution 
based on the Europeanization of the Saar, this must not be simply 
a new name for something resembling the present status. The 

Chancellor hoped that if need arose, the United States would be 
willing to take a hand in order to bring about a solution of the 
problem. 

General Smith said that the United States stood ready to help in 

any way that it could. However, the larger issues at stake were so 

important that the Saar problem must not be allowed to stand in 
the way of working them out. Therefore, the Germans must be pre- 
pared to give on the issue of the Saar until it hurt. Both sides 
would have to make concessions which would be painful to them. 

Progress in EDC Ratification. Dr. Krekeler said the Chancellor 
was greatly concerned at the slow pace of action by the French al- 
though he realized that nothing could be done until after their 
Presidential election. He was particularly troubled by the impres- 
sion he had gained that the French people did not really desire an 
integrated Europe. As for ratification in Germany, a bill would be 
introduced from the floor in the Bundestag to amend the Basic 
Law so as to remove the constitutional issue which is now before 

1 For information on Chancellor Adenauer’s conversations with Frangois-Poncet, 
see telegrams 1589 and 1992, Documents 654 and 655.
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the Constitutional Court. The Chancellor was sure that the Court 
would not act before this legislative action had been taken and that 
the bill would be passed since the Chancellor’s coalition command- 
ed a two-thirds majority in both Houses. Dr. Krekeler asked if Gen- 
eral Smith could give him any views as to the possibility of EDC 

ratification and as to the all-important question of timing. 

General Smith stated that he was certain the French would 
ratify the EDC some time during the early part of 1954. He pointed 

out that the US Congress would meet on January 6 and would 
shortly thereafter take up the budget and the question of further 

aid to the European countries. The French were well aware that 
the sentiment in Congress was such that it would be extremely dif- 
ficult to get our program for aid approved by the Congress if the 
French had not at least given definite indication by that time of 
their intention to ratify. General Smith then read to Dr. Krekeler 
a passage from a staff paper which he said he had set aside when it 
came to his desk for just this purpose. 2 The passage emphasized 

that US policy toward Europe was founded on close Franco- 
German rapprochement. 

The Bermuda Conference. ? Dr. Krekeler asked if the Under Sec- 
retary could give him any indication of what might come out of 
Bermuda, particularly with respect to matters which concern Ger- 

many. 

General Smith said that it was still pretty unclear as to what 
would emerge. However, he felt sure there would be a reaffirma- 
tion of the fundamental support by the three Allies for the EDC. 
There might perhaps be a statement by the President that we in- 

tended to keep our troops in Europe for the foreseeable future. 

There would probably also be considerable progress in ironing out 
some of the differences of view among the Allies on questions in 
other parts of the world, for example, the Near East. General 

Smith assured Dr. Krekeler that the Chancellor would be kept 

fully informed on matters affecting Germany and he understood 
that the Chancellor did not want an observer at Bermuda. 

Dr. Krekeler thanked the Under Secretary and said that the 
Chancellor would be greatly reassured by General Smith’s state- 
ments. The interview lasted about 40 minutes. 

On the way out of the building Dr. Krekeler said to Mr. Lewis 
that he hoped we would not hesitate to seek information on the 
Saar problem, if we needed it, for, he said, “If the problem is dis- 

cussed at Bermuda, who would present the German point of view?” 

2 Not further identified. 
3 For documentation on the Bermuda Conference, Dec. 4-8, 1953, see vol. v, Part 

2, pp. 1710 ff.
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Mr. Lewis said he thought it extremely unlikely that the problem 
of the Saar would be discussed in that kind of detail at Bermuda 
but that he would bear Dr. Krekeler’s offer in mind. He hoped that 
Dr. Krekeler, for his part, would keep us fully informed on the 

progress of the Franco-German negotiations insofar as lay within 

his power. 

No. 233 

033.62A11/11-2353 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Acting Director of the Office 
of German Affairs (Lewis) 

CONFIDENTIAL [WASHINGTON,] November 23, 1953. 

Subject: Courtesy Call of Dr. Ludwig Erhard, Minister of Econom- 
ics, Federal Republic of Germany. 

Participants: The Secretary of State 
Dr. Ludwig Erhard 

Dr. Heinz L. Krekeler, Ambassador, Chargé 

d’ Affaires of the Federal Republic of Germany 
Mr. Geoffrey W. Lewis—GER 

Fraulein Grosse-Schware—Interpreter 

Dr. Erhard, who is in this country at the invitation of the Secre- 

tary of the Treasury and the Secretary of Commerce, paid a fifteen 
minute courtesy call on the Secretary this afternoon. 1 

After an exchange of greetings, Dr. Erhard said he was in this 
country to discuss economic problems not political ones. He was 

happy to note the understanding of Germany’s economic problems 
on the part of US officials. The Secretary then asked him how the 
European Coal and Steel Community was operating. 

Dr. Erhard replied that there was some difficulty in setting up a 
common market due, in his view, to the fact that many European 

countries maintained false exchange rates. This pointed to the ne- 
cessity for obtaining free convertibility immediately, and he was 
gratified at the interest shown in the US on this problem. The Sec- 
retary then alluded to the British difficulties on this matter and to 

1 krhard was in Washington for economic conversations, Nov. 23-25, at the invita- 
tion of the U.S. Government. Records of seven memoranda of conversation with him 
have been found in Department of State files, but only this one and that infra have 
been printed. In addition to these two, there are memoranda for conversations at 
the Departments of Commerce and State on Nov. 23, at the Foreign Operations Ad- 
ministration and the Council of Economic Advisers on Nov. 24, and a second conver- 
sation at the Department of State on Nov. 25. These memoranda are in file 
862A.00/11-2353 through 11-2553.
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the discussions he had had with Chancellor of the Exchequer 

Butler last spring. Dr. Erhard appreciated the British problem but 
disagreed with Mr. Butler on two points, namely, that convertibil- 
ity must mean convertibility of currency and goods and that to es- 
tablish convertibility greater dollar reserves would be needed. 

The Secretary then asked if Dr. Erhard attached importance to 
the recent increased Soviet sales of gold. Dr. Erhard thought that 
this indicated internal difficulties in the Soviet Union which led 
them to want to increase the standard of living and the supply of 
consumers goods. In response to a further question from the Secre- 
tary, he admitted the possibility that the Soviets were deliberately 
dumping gold in order to promote currency difficulties in the rest 
of the world. 

No. 234 

862A.00/11-2553 

Memorandum of Conversation, by William K. Miller of the Office of 
German Affairs } 

RESTRICTED [WASHINGTON,] November 25, 1953. 

Subject: Off-shore Procurement 

Participants: Dr. Ludwig Erhard, Minister of Economics, German 

Federal Republic 

Dr. Mueller-Armack, Economics Ministry, German 

Federal Republic 

Dr. Albert F. Ernecke, German Diplomatic Mission 
Mr. Hans Podeyn, German Diplomatic Mission 
Miss Grosse-Schware, Interpreter 
Mr. Frederick E. Nolting, Jr., S/MSA 

Mr. Allen Moreland, S/MSA 

Mr. Louis Pollak, S/MSA 

Mr. Oscar Gray, L/MSA 

Mr. Geoffrey W. Lewis, GER 

Mr. Jacques J. Reinstein, GER 
Mr. Daniel F. Margolies, GER 

Mr. William K. Miller, GER 
Mr. Howard Hilton, GER (2) 

Mr. Michael Harris, HICOG, Bonn 

Mr. Weir Brown, HICOG, Bonn 

Colonel Haas, Defense, OMA 

1 Drafted on Dec. 2 and cleared with Margolies and Nolting.
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Lt. Col. Beaudrias, Defense, OMA 

Mr. Shafer, Defense, OMA 

Miss Lejins, Interpreter (TC) 

The meeting was arranged at the request of Dr. Erhard. 
Dr. Erhard said that he was not too satisfied with the situation 

as respects German participation in the OSP programs. So far only 
a minor start had been made. He attributed this to three reasons: 

(1) The prolonged tax negotiations: This problem, he said, is now 
settled. The Finance Minister had agreed with him to give tax 
relief for OSP on basis requested by the United States. 

(2) The question of the use of surplus property DM: The Finance 
Minister had also agreed that expenditures for OSP of DM drawn 
by the U.S. under the surplus property arrangements would, like 
expenditures in free dollars, be given the same tax relief as ex- 
orts. 
(3) Prohibitions on German production administered by the Mili- 

tary Security Board: Dr. Erhard said he had the impression that 
the MSB might be interpreting the rules more narrowly than it 
ought to be, that is that it probably has more latitude in permit- 
ting production than it uses. He observed that perhaps negotiations 
should be started to give Germany more latitude in industrial pro- 
duction if Germany approves the agreements for Western integra- 
ion. 

Dr. Erhard said that he would like more OSP in Germany, which 
would mean more inclusion of Germany in the Western defense 
production effort. 

Mr. Nolting said that he was glad to hear that the tax problem 
was settled and that he wished to be sure he understood Dr. 
Erhard correctly on this point. Was his understanding correct that 
the surplus property funds could be used for OSP and would be tax 

exempt? 

Dr. Erhard confirmed that this was correct. At the same time he 
said he assumed that OSP would be larger in scope than the avail- 
able surplus property funds. 

Mr. Nolting assured Dr. Erhard that there would be no attempt 

to match OSP to the surplus property funds. 

Colonel Haas, at Mr. Nolting’s request, described the basic pur- 
poses of OSP, the categories of equipment purchased, and the pur- 
chase procedures. He emphasized the competitive factor in bidding 
and our intention to use the available funds where they would pro- 
cure the most and best equipment. In response to Dr. Erhard’s 
remark that he could not understand the low volume of procure- 
ment in Germany if competitive ability is the test, Colonel Haas 
said that this resulted from the exclusion of Germany from manu- 
facture of most of the major items in the program, such as ammu- 

nition and aircraft.
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Dr. Erhard questioned whether it would be possible to relieve the 
Federal Republic in respect to the restrictions on production, condi- 

tional upon German ratification of the treaties. 

Mr. Reinstein said that this is a delicate problem, particularly 
with EDC under discussion in several parliaments. OSP generally 
relates to completed weapons. Weapons and armament production 
in Germany now might cause difficulty in speedy ratification. 
Whether it would be necessary to await ratification of the EDC 
Treaty by all parties, however, is a question that might be exam- 
ined at a later stage. He recalled that the Foreign Ministers had 
agreed that there should be an examination of the resulting prob- 
lems if the other parties to the EDC Treaty should delay ratifica- 
tion after the Contractual Agreements had been ratified by all four 
parties and the EDC Treaty ratified by France and the Federal Re- 
public. 

Dr. Erhard raised the problem of unemployment in Berlin, which 
he said the Burgermeister of Berlin had asked him to raise, and 
what could be done through OSP to relieve the situation. He indi- 
cated that other business could be shifted from Western Germany 
to Berlin in certain industries if these West German industries 
could secure OSP orders. He mentioned particularly the electrical 
goods industry and some branches of mechanical engineering. Dr. 
Erhard said Berlin would supply as much as possible in parts and 
supplies for OSP contracts placed in West Germany. He asked 
whether orders could be placed in other countries and subcontracts 
for ‘harmless objects” placed in Berlin. Dr. Erhard emphasized the 
importance of helping Berlin and specifically of relieving the un- 
employment situation. 

Mr. Nolting, Mr. Lewis and other U.S. representatives indicated 

that we fully share the desire to help Berlin and expressed appre- 
ciation for any efforts to steer business from West Germany to 
Berlin. However, subcontracting is ordinarily left to the prime con- 

tractors. Subcontracts probably are being placed in Germany with- 
out the German Government or German business knowing that 
they are for our OSP program. An effort has been made to shift 

business to Berlin whenever possible; we are helping through pay- 
ment of transportation costs, but the competitive factor cannot be 
dismissed. The proposal regarding subcontracts from other coun- 
tries would involve real difficulties, but the U.S. would explore it. 

Dr. Erhard interjected during the above that he was primarily 
interested in dollar orders, not subcontracts paid in other curren- 
cies, which throw out the EPU balance more. With respect to the 
question of competition, he agreed that things are not always in 
order on the German side; there have been price agreements, 
which is against his economic policy.
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Dr. Ernecke raised the problem of the application of the “Buy 
American Act” to aluminum. He had been informed earlier by 

Aide-Memoire 2 that the exemption of aluminum to the provisions 
of the “Buy American Act” would be interpreted to include rolled 
products and other semi-processed shapes and forms as well as pig 

and ingots; now he had heard that there was some doubt about this 

since the Department of Defense had apparently acted to change 
this interpretation by removing mill forms and shapes from the ex- 
emption and to examine each case separately on its merits. Dr. Er- 
necke said that his Government would regret extremely any 
change in the previously announced position and requested assur- 

ance that the position remained as stated in the Aide-Mémoire. 
Mr. Margolies said he understood that Mr. Kalijarvi had further 

information on this subject and that the problem could perhaps be 

better explored in the meeting with Mr. Waugh scheduled for that 
afternoon. 3 

Mr. Nolting, in response to Dr. Erhard’s question, said there had 

as yet been no definite determination of how much OSP there 
would be in Europe with FY 54 funds. A general order of magni- 
tude as a target had been set, but time would be needed and so far 
no contracts had been placed. As regards placement of contracts in 

Germany, we could not be specific with respect to this year, and it 
would be even more difficult to forecast FY 55. Mr. Nolting said 
that we are interested in procuring some light naval craft, mine- 

sweepers and motor torpedo boats. As to future years, we do not 

know what funds there will be for MSP or what part will go for 

OSP. He believed OSP requirements in FY 55 would be less than 
this year, however, since most equipment requirements would al- 

ready be filled. 

2 Not further identified. 
3 A memorandum of Erhard’s conversation with Assistant Secretary of State for 

Economic Affairs Waugh is in file 862A.00/11-2553.
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No. 235 

762A.00/12-1253: Telegram 

The Acting United States High Commissioner for Germany (Steere) 
to the Department of State } 

SECRET Bonn, December 12, 1958—4 p.m. 

1938. Following is our evaluation of Chancellor’s political 
strength in coming crucial months. 
Emergence of Chancellor’s own party from September 6 elections 

with unprecedented absolute majority in Bundestag, great increase 
in total coalition strength, and formation of new coalition with two- 
thirds majority in both Houses, led many to assumption Chancel- 
lor’s strength increased proportionately. Actually, although he is 
without rival in eyes of German people as political leader and 
statesman, his position vis-d-vis Bundestag and party is somewhat 
weakened. In old Bundestag, coalition margin so narrow parties 
hung together against SPD threat and supported Chancellor even 
when his policies unacceptable, e.g., co-determination. Today, par- 
ties and many individual deputies feel there is room for maneuver 
on specific issues and smaller coalition parties, who suffered in 
elections from Chancellor’s personal prestige, attempt to recoup 
their position by asserting independence on even crucial issues 
such as Saar and constitutional amendment for defense. Moreover 
CSU insists it is separate party (from CDU) and is seeking alli- 
ances, especially in Bundesrat, to protect federalist principles 
against anticipated centralism of Chancellor. 

Issues in domestic field have not yet developed sufficiently to in- 
dicate how serious are difficulties which lie ahead for him. Larger 
federal share in income tax may be first hurdle, followed by possi- 
ble difficulties on federal police, federal participation in education, 

stronger federal administrative control over land offices executing 

federal powers, family law, constitutional court reorganization and 

perhaps labor legislation. 

Altered situation is reflected even more strongly in foreign af- 
fairs. French procrastination in EDC has created increasing frus- 
tration and discouragement about integration with West simulta- 
neously with rise new questions about other foreign relations. For 
example, business and industrial groups are increasingly restive 
with competitive free economy policies of Minister Erhard and a 
sharp struggle over economic policies may develop. These same 
groups are concerned regarding Federal Republic’s lack of progress 

1 Repeated to London, Moscow, Berlin, Vienna, and to Paris for Conant, who was 

attending the North Atlantic Council meeting, Dec. 14-16.
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in obtaining concessions in such economic fields as E-W trade (par- 
ticularly Red China and impression that German trade interests to 
East, including GDR not fully appreciated), German external 
assets, industrial controls, and German property interests in Saar. 

Finally, realities of cost military buildup not yet faced and when 
apparent sharp clash between military and finance authorities 
likely. 

All these factors have some adverse effect on Chancellor’s posi- 
tion and his power to put through his foreign policy particularly in 
the European field. For example, his ability to reach agreement on 
Saar, i.e., make sufficient concessions to assure French acceptance, 

depends largely on German estimate of French willingness to pro- 
ceed with EDC, EPC and Franco-German rapprochement in gener- 
al. Important elements in coalition, it would appear, can be forced 
to swallow certain details of a Saar settlement (objectionable to 
them but acceptable to Chancellor) only if they are convinced 
French will proceed with their part of bargain, not only now but 
for future as well. It must be emphasized that French action and 
attitude on European integration really determine Chancellor’s 
ability to deal on Saar. 

Position regarding reunification is even more confused because 
Soviet concessions, real or apparent, both weaken Chancellor’s abil- 
ity to force through concessions which are involved in his foreign 
policy, and at same time probably weaken ability of French Gov- 
ernment to assure French Assembly action which is only quid pro 
quo acceptable to Germans. Adenauer is still convinced Soviets 
intend no real concessions and no unification and wants to push 

forward with European plan including Saar settlement. He cannot, 
however, reject any opportunity to test Soviet intentions. Soviets 
have ability therefore to lead Chancellor step by step into situation 
threatening success of his foreign policy and therefore his whole 
position. 

We believe Chancellor too skillful a politician to run serious risk 
of defeat on domestic issues. His coalition may fall out among 
themselves on specific issues but we believe self-interest of office 
holders will keep it going and because parties really have nowhere 
else to go. This situation could conceivably change but such change 
not presently on horizon. 

In foreign policy field, danger more serious because of French 
weakness and possible Soviet moves. Best thing for Adenauer 
would be four-power conference which shows conclusively Soviet 
unwillingness to make real concessions and agree to reunification, 
which sufficiently strengthens French resolve to produce EDC rati- 
fication and EPC progress, and which removes issue of Soviet in- 
tentions inside Germany. If these events do not come to pass, Chan-
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cellor will be confronted, before many months, with failure of 

major thesis his foreign policy and the need to find substitute. 

STEERE 

No. 236 

Editorial Note 

On December 13 Secretary Dulles and Chancellor Adenauer had 
a long discussion on European policy, with particular emphasis on 
the EDC and EPC. For a summary of their conversation, held at 
Paris before the North Atlantic Council meeting, see telegram 
2282, December 14, 19538, volume V, Part 1, page 865. 

No. 237 

Editorial Note 

By the end of 1953 agreement had been reached among the 
United States, the United Kingdom, France, and the Soviet Union 

to hold a four-power conference in Berlin to discuss, among other 
things, the future of Germany. The conference opened January 25 
in the Allied Control Authority building in West Berlin and met 
until February 18 when it adjourned without results. For documen- 

tation on the conference, see Documents 257 ff. 

No. 238 

762.00/3-1154 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Director of the Office of 
German Affairs (Lyon) } 

CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, March 11, 1954. 

Subject: Visit of Members of SPD to Acting Secretary 

Participants: 

The Acting Secretary Prof. Dr. Carlo Schmid, Vice 
Mr. Cecil B. Lyon, GER President of Bundestag 
Mr. Richard Straus, GER/P Mr. Fritz Erler, Member of 

Bundestag 

1 Members of the Bundestag had arrived in the United States on Mar. 2 for a 45- 
day study of Congress.
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Mr. Willy Brandt, Member of 
Bundestag 

Dr. Guenter Klein, former 

Member of Bundesrat 

After an exchange of pleasantries, the Acting Secretary said 
that, of course, the question which was uppermost in every Ger- 

man’s mind was unification. This was the all important problem in 

Germany and we must never lose sight of it. We must reiterate the 
necessity for a unified Germany on every occasion. We must insist, 
if necessary, on future conferences to try to attain this end. The 

Acting Secretary said that the Berlin Conference had indicated 
that the Soviets were not prepared to do much for Germany in this 
connection at the present time. The Acting Secretary thought that 
one of the most revealing aspects of the Conference was the brutal 
disregard for German public opinion both in East Germany and 
West Germany which the Soviets had displayed. The Soviets had so 
obviously aimed at French public opinion that they had paid no 
heed whatsoever to Germany. General Smith also said that while 
he had not ever been optimistic that the Conference would contrib- 
ute very much to amelioration of the German situation, he had 

hoped that it might result in something for Austria. However, 
here, too, the Soviet treatment of the Austrians had been brutal in 

the extreme. All this should not deter us in our determination, 

however, to press forward on every occasion towards the goal of 

German unification. 
The Acting Secretary said that he was concerned about the possi- 

bility of food shortages in the Satellite countries and Eastern Ger- 
many, that our reports from Hungary, Czechoslovakia and Poland 
indicated prospects for poor harvests, and if there were to be food 
shortages we would have to do everything we could to help the 

starving people. 

Dr. Schmid concurred in this and added that he was apprehen- 
sive that the people in Eastern Germany might become so discour- 
aged that they might resort again to a repetition of the uprising of 
June 17.2 He feared the outcomes of any such action. The Under 
Secretary said that that was a possibility about which we, too, were 
worried for while we wish to keep up the courage of those in the 
East, premature uprising could result in unnecessary bloodshed 

2 For documentation on the uprisings in East Germany on June 17, 1953, see Doc- 

uments 713 ff.
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and slaughter and this we could not have happen. It was indeed a 
serious problem of which we were very much aware. 

Dr. Schmid next said that while he was entirely against having 
any relations or any discussions whatsoever between the German 
Federal Government and the Pankow regime, he did think it might 
be possible for the Four Occupying Powers to authorize purely 
technical discussions on a very low level between East and West 
Germans. 

General Smith asked whether the Soviets would permit this and 
said that we would have no fear of this since we had no fear of 
having anyone see what we were doing in West Germany. General 
Smith indicated that the question should be explored. 

Dr. Klein emphasized the importance of free communications be- 
tween Eastern Germany and West Berlin and how important for 
the morale of the East Germans this was. He also said that we 
should constantly reiterate our determination to remain in Berlin. 

General Smith concurred and said that the more East Germans 
who went to West Berlin, the better, and added that this seemed to 

be a time when we must constantly repeat certain important facts. 

Mr. Brandt emphasized the need for more than mere propaganda 
and suggested that one way of indicating the continued interests of 
the Western powers in Berlin would be to assure continued eco- 
nomic aid. 

The Acting Secretary also said that the Saar reports were prom- 
ising. 

No. 239 

Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation, lot 64 D 199, ‘April 1954” 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Acting Public Affairs Adviser 
in the Office of German Affairs (Straus) 

CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, April 21, 1954. 

Subject: Current Problems Concerning Germany 

Participants: The Acting Secretary 

Ambassador Dr. Heinz L. Krekeler, Chargé d’ Affaires 
of the German Federal Republic 

[Mr. Richard Straus, GER/P] 

Mr. Cecil B. Lyon, GER 

Dr. Thomas Dehler, Chairman of the Free 
Democratic Party 

Mr. Rudolf Eickhoff, Member of the Bundestag 
Dr. Richard Jaeger, Member of the Bundestag
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Mr. Adolf Cillien, Member of the Bundestag 

Mr. Horst Haasler, Member of the Bundestag 

Mr. Kurt-Georg Kiesinger, Member of the Bundestag 

The members of the Bundestag were received by the Acting Sec- 
retary, General Walter Bedell Smith, on Monday, April 12, at 3:30 

p.m. Following words of general welcome and inquiries about the 
forthcoming trip, the Acting Secretary and the German visitors dis- 
cussed three major problems: 1) the problem of German reunifica- 
tion, 2) the Saar problem and 3) the so-called “new look” in U.S. 
military policy.? 

The Acting Secretary assured the German visitors that the U.S. 
had not lost sight of the need for continued efforts at German re- 
unification and that as the West continued to increase its strength, 
negotiations from a position of strength may become possible which 
could then lead to peaceful German reunification. He indicated 

that this was a long process and not something that can be done 

immediately, but that it was necessary that none of us lose courage 

and that we continue to build strength in the West of which EDC is 
such a major part. 

As to the Saar, the Acting Secretary recognized that it constitut- 
ed a difficult hurdle in the way of European integration but felt 
that if both parties, France and Germany, “give until it hurts,” 
this hurdle also could probably be overcome. 

Asked about the “new look” defense policy, the Acting Secretary 

indicated that this ‘new look” was indeed not new but an adjust- 
ment in military policy to take the changed situation into account. 

As to the hydrogen bomb, the General indicated that the United 
States would continue to seek a workable system of control and in- 
spection for both conventional and atomic weapons. He mentioned 

in this connection the US-Soviet talks on President Eisenhower’s 

plan for the peaceful use of Atomic energy. 

The German delegation took the opportunity of the interview to 
express Germany’s thanks for the post-war U.S. aid program which 

to such a large extent had been responsible for Germany’s recov- 

ery. 

1 For documentation on the “New Look” in NATO, see vol. v, Part 1, pp. 482 ff.
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No. 240 

762A.00/5-554: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (Conant) to the 
Department of State 3 

SECRET Bonn, May 5, 1954—8 p.m. 

3395. Limited distribution. We have long foreseen time when 
German patience with occupied status would disappear. We think 
turning point has come and we are in last weeks of period at end of 
which alternative must be found to hold German cooperation if 
EDC not meanwhile ratified. 

Shift in climate evidenced in several ways. Debate on Saar and 
foreign policy (ourtel 3350 to Dept 2) and Chancellor’s unprecedent- 

ed difficulty in forcing coalition support (not completely successful) 
is one illustration. Another is almost complete desertion by nor- 
mally pro-Government, pro-Western press of support for western 
(US) policy generally and Adenauer foreign policy specifically. 
Papers which have consistently supported EDC and European inte- 
gration are now almost wholly agreed that EDC has no chance and 
substitute must be found. They turn to some variation of German 
national army idea. Coupled with this is general dissatisfaction di- 
rected at alleged FedRep and western inflexibility toward Soviets 

and DDR. None suggest DDR recognition but criticism of western 

legalism in contrast East-West realties. 

Saar presents extra difficulty. To French Saar settlement may be 
precondition to EDC; from here it seems progress on EDC has now 

become precondition to Saar settlement. In other words, Chancel- 

lor’s ability to make compromise has been limited by French ‘inac- 
tion on EDC. 

Danger that wave of support for Chancellor in Sept election is 
about to recede unless he can have quick and striking victory re 
foreign policy. This recession likely to show itself in Land elections 
beginning Nord Rhine in June. 

Discussing Saar, Blankenhorn made point yesterday with which 

we agree, that Chancellor cannot himself propose substitute for 

EDC since this would antagonize other western countries and lead 
them to charge Germany with bad faith, revival of nationalism, 
etc. 

1 Repeated to London and Paris. 
2 Telegram 3350 reported that after a series of false starts which demonstrated 

that the coalition was functioning very stiffly, the Bundestag had on Apr. 30 ap- 
proved a resolution commending the Chancellor’s European policy. (762A.00/5-154)



570 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME VII 

We assume Chancellor can keep these issues out of Bundestag 
and hold coalition together until summer recess unless completely 
unforeseen development but if EDC defeated or again postponed, 
he will have to abandon his previous policy publicly in order to 
save coalition unless three occupying powers can come up with 

some immediate action to support him. # 
CONANT 

3 Qn May 15 HICOG reported that Blankenhorn had been instructed to request 
the U.S. High Commissioner to inform the Department of State as follows: 

“He [Chancellor] is finding himself under increasing pressure of party leaders and 
public opinion as result of political developments in France, lack of progress and 
discouraging outlook on Paris and Bonn agreements, and growing confusion and un- 
certainty in international situation. He is doubtful of his ability to continue to hold 
the line with Western Allies on present basis their relations with Germany for more 
than few months. Present indications are that he will be forced to raise these ques- 
tions later this summer.” (Telegram 3536 from Bonn, 762A.00/5-1554) 

No. 241 

762A.00/5-2754 

Paper Prepared in the Office of German Affairs } 

SECRET [WASHINGTON, undated.] 

Subject: Developments in Germany since April 25 

No individual events in German affairs since the start of the 
Geneva conference have appeared on the surface especially note- 
worthy or important, except for the progress on the Saar question 
(see below). 

However, a series of relatively minor developments has indicated 
clearly an increasing German restiveness which has been especial- 

ly prevalent in political and press circles during the last month. 
The Chancellor’s fine speech of April 29 during the foreign affairs 
debate in the Bundestag met with unaccustomed resistance, and he 
was forced to a maximum exertion of his political strength in order 
to obtain a favorable vote on the government’s policy. The current 
speculation on the possibility of establishing some kind of contact 
between the Soviet Union and the Federal Republic, while it is con- 
trary to the Federal Government’s policy and represents no consist- 
ent objective or point of view in German public opinion, still indi- 
cates a keen responsiveness to some new approach in German 

policy and reflects a widespread feeling of frustration over the fail- 
ure to achieve German unification on the one hand, and the delay 

1 Attached to a memorandum from Merchant to Dulles, dated May 27, which 
stated that it was EUR’s response to a recent request from the Secretary’s Office.
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in the contractuals and EDC Treaty on the other. Most significant 

of all, Dr. Conant has reported that the Chancellor doubts his own 
ability to continue holding the line with the Western Allies on the 

present basis of their relations with Germany for more than a few 
months in the face of pressure from party leaders and public opin- 

ion reflecting lack of progress on EDC and the contractuals. ? The 

Chancellor’s situation is aggravated by coming Land elections, the 
first of which will take place in North Rhine-Westphalia in June. 

Dr. Conant believes strongly that if, following the Geneva Confer- 

ence, France continues to delay bringing EDC to a vote, we and the 

British must, in order to prevent a complete deterioration in Dr. 

Adenauer’s position, take positive steps (even without the French) 
to implement the contractual agreements with Germany. 

Much thought has been given by the Federal Government and 
the Allies to the problems that may arise out of the recent Soviet 

move to confer sovereign status on the East German Government, 
and a tripartite paper on this subject is on its way to Washington. 
So far, however, the Soviet side has raised no real difficulties in 

this connection. No non-Communist country has recognized the 
East German Government, and at least half of the fifty-two nations 

addressed by the Federal Republic after adoption of the Bundestag 
resolution against recognition have given assurances that they do 

not intend to recognize that regime. 

The Saar 

The continuing discussion of the Saar question culminated in a 
meeting at Strasbourg, where on May 20 Chancellor Adenauer and 

Vice Premier Teitgen reached an agreement on the principles of a 
settlement based on the van Naters report. This agreement was 

then referred to the German and French Cabinets for approval, but 

the situation has become increasingly confused. The French have 
said there was no final agreement and have attempted to reopen 

negotiations at Bonn. The Germans have maintained that the 
agreement is final. While our impression is that this may be the 

last chance for the French to reach a settlement on the Saar as fa- 
vorable as this one, we and the British are refraining from any 
form of direct intervention, in view of Mr. Spaak’s advice to this 

effect and Teitgen’s specific request for a few days in which to per- 
suade the French Cabinet to adopt the agreement. 3 

2 See footnote 3, supra. 

3 For documentation on van Naters’ report on the Saar and the Teitgen-Adenauer 
agreement, see Document 640 and Documents 686 ff.
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Economic Relations 

Our relations with the German Government in the economic 
area continue to develop along satisfactory lines in the direction of 
reestablishing a normal relationship. In the past month further 
progress has been made toward completing a number of important 
economic agreements which have been under negotiation for some 
time. By way of illustration, we hope to sign a double tax conven- 
tion within a matter of days, and a treaty of Friendship, Commerce 

and Navigation next month, or later in the summer. 
A difficult negotiation is now in progress between the Occupying 

Powers, on the one hand, and the German Finance Minister, on the 

other, concerning a formula for extending an agreement on the 
German contribution to a common EDC budget and on support 
costs for our forces after the EDC enters into effect. The difficulty 
seems to arise from domestic budgetary problems in Germany, 

rather than any basic change in policy. 
As regards Berlin, approval of Congress has been requested for 

the appropriation of $25 million to maintain the economic and po- 
litical position of the city. 

The refugee problem remains chronic but poses no immediate 
major difficulties. Since March 1, 1954, the influx into Berlin has 
been fairly constant, 350-400 daily. 

No. 242 

740.5/6-1854: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Office of the United States High 
Commissioner for Germany, at Bonn } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, June 18, 1954—7:24 p.m. 

3587. Limited distribution. Paris pass to Bruce. Discussions began 
yesterday with Leishman of British Embassy on exploratory and ad 
referendum basis re plans for Germany in case further delay 
French ratification EDC. Explained that Department’s object was 
to make sufficient progress on political side to hold situation for 
Adenauer, while gaining few more months to work on solution re- 
armament problem. Department’s view any action taken should be 
such as to facilitate rather than foreclose ratification EDC, hence 

no intention going into alternatives this time. 
Leishman said that British approach had been directed first to 

question alternatives in event EDC not ratified and then of interim 

1 Drafted by Auchincloss and cleared by Lyon, Merchant, BNA, and WE. Repeat- 
ed to London and Paris.
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political action in Germany to save Chancellor’s position while 

military problem being solved. Re alternatives Churchill and For- 

eign Office favored German membership in NATO with possible re- 

adjustment in SHAPE to improve technical military controls on 
non-discriminatory basis. Some consideration being given to expedi- 

ent involving expansion German border police by unilateral action 
US and UK within framework preparation for future EDC contri- 

bution. Consideration also being given to looser EDC in form of 

confederation which UK might join, but this third alternative 
highly tentative. 

Foreign Office agrees solution military question may take time, 
while political situation in Germany requires early action. Their 
analysis current situation Germany similar to ours. They have con- 
sidered two means accomplishing political objective. Preferred 

course would be simple one-sentence treaty or protocol placing Con- 
tractuals in effect without regard EDC Treaty. Second course 
would be for HICOM to abrogate occupation status and controls by 

own action under instructions from governments, but without re- 

nouncing powers in fields to be covered by Contractuals. Their ten- 

tative suggestion would be, if we agreed and Adenauer had no ob- 
jection, to put first course to French and then, if this refused, urge 

French to join in instructing HICOM to proceed abrogate occupa- 
tion status. If this also refused, US and UK should issue declara- 

tion that they would by majority action eliminate as much of occu- 

pation status as possible while guarding any of rights covered by 
Contractuals (as UK puts it) or in order place substance Contrac- 
tual relations into operation between ourselves and Germans (as 

we put it). British hope such gradual procedure might induce 

French ultimately accept these measures. 

Foreign Office has also been considering steps to expand German 
border police in order hasten French decision EDC. Such steps 

would be in preparation EDC, not as substitution for it. 

British views not yet firm but likewise on informational and ad 

referendum basis. Further instructions hoped for next week. 

DULLES
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No. 243 

762A.00/6-2354 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Director of the Office of 
German Affairs (Lyon) 

SECRET WASHINGTON, June 23, 1954. 

Subject: Visit of Ambassador Krekeler with the Secretary, June 23, 
3:30 p.m. 

Participants: The Secretary of State 

Dr. Heinz L. Krekeler, Ambassador, Chargé 

d’Affaires, German Diplomatic Mission 

Mr. Cecil B. Lyon—GER 

After an exchange of greetings, Dr. Krekeler indicated that he 

would be departing Friday, June 25th, for Germany on three 
months’ leave, and before doing so he wished to pay his respects to 
the Secretary. 

The first subject which Dr. Krekeler discussed was the desire of 
Chancellor Adenauer to obtain favorable US official reaction to the 
Chancellor’s Dusseldorf speech wherein the Chancellor indicated 
that if ratification of EDC was delayed further Germany could not 
be kept waiting indefinitely for the return of its freedom and sover- 
elgnty. 

The Secretary stated that this certainly represented the view of 
the US Government and asked whether his indicating this to Dr. 

Krekeler would be sufficient. Dr. Krekeler said that what the 
Chancellor really wanted was a public statement to this effect 
which he could use in this connection with the North Rhine West- 
phalia elections which are to take place on Sunday, June 27. After 
a discussion as to how the Secretary might do this, the Secretary 
decided upon a press release to be issued following Dr. Krekeler’s 
visit. The Secretary thereupon dictated a press communiqué, copy 
of which is attached. 

Dr. Krekeler was highly pleased with the statement and said 
that he knew the Chancellor would be also. He thanked the Secre- 
tary for this statement which he felt would be very helpful in Ger- 
many. 

Dr. Krekeler next took up the question of a letter which Chancel- 
lor Adenauer proposed sending to President Eisenhower with 
regard to German assets in the US (copy attached). Dr. Krekeler 
explained that he knew the Secretary’s views, which had been ex- 
pressed over a period of many years, against seizing of foreign 
assets in time of war. The Secretary said that he had expressed 
these views as far back as the Conference of Versailles in 1919 and
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that in his opinion, except where large corporations were obviously 

serving as shields for government operations, it was against our in- 
terest to seize enemy assets. The Secretary also explained that his 
sympathy was particularly with the small individual claimant, the 
holder of an insurance policy or the inheritor of a small estate, the 

loss of which constituted a serious proposition. He said that al- 

though he understood that Dr. Krekeler was well aware of the 

many problems which the Dirkson Bill presented, he wanted to em- 
phasize to the Ambassador some of these complications; for exam- 
ple, certain people in this country feel that we are duty bound to 
carry out our commitments not to return these assets, the adminis- 

trative costs of taking any action with respect to these smaller 
claimants were said to be prohibitive, the return of the assets 

would undoubtedly require large appropriations and it is not at all 

certain that Congress would be prepared to appropriate these 
funds, and also as Dr. Krekeler knew, these assets had been placed 
in a common pot and certain claims against the Japanese had been 
paid therefrom. All these made the problem a difficult one, but we 
should be glad to study the Chancellor’s letter, copy of which he 
had given to Mr. Conant and which we had also received, and we 
shall reply through Mr. Conant as to our views on this matter. 

It was pointed out to Dr. Krekeler that the Chancellor might 
wish to consider the fact that if he wrote to the President and 
made his letter public and then no action was forthcoming with 
regard to this legislation this might redound unfavorably to the 
Chancellor. 

Dr. Krekeler made clear that he understood the difficulties in 
this whole matter. 

Before leaving Dr. Krekeler again reverted to the question of 
what would be done in the case of failure of French Parliament to 
ratify EDC before adjournment for the summer and said that the 
Chancellor was anxious that we have some plan to put into action 

right away. He inquired whether with the U.S. Senate adjourned 

such a move would be possible. The Secretary indicated that he 
had already sounded out the Senate on this matter and that he felt 
that there would perhaps be a few weeks in which the Senate could 
take some action, which the Secretary did not anticipate would re- 

quire too much time. The Secretary added that about the Ist of 
July we should give the matter another and careful look. During 
this discussion the Secretary explained that we found ourselves in 
an unusual position where oddly enough there is actually a better 
attitude toward EDC in France at this moment than there has 
been at any time since the Treaty was signed, and if it could only 
be got to a vote there is a very strong possibility that it would be 
approved.
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In answer to a direct question, the Secretary said that these mat- 

ters would be discussed at the forthcoming meeting between the 

President and Mr. Churchill. } 

[Attachment 1] 

Press Release No. 345 

WASHINGTON, June 23, 1954. 

Ambassador Heinz L. Krekeler called today upon Secretary of 
State Dulles with a view to an exchange of views prior to Dr. Kre- 
keler’s return to Germany. Among other things, he brought to Sec- 
retary Dulles’ attention the portion of Chancellor Adenauer’s 
speech before the Christian Democratic Union in Dusseldorf, Ger- 
many, on June 20, 1954. In that speech, he said the Chancellor ex- 

pressed the view that the German people cannot wait indefinitely 
to have their sovereignty restored, and that if the ratification of 

the EDC Treaty is much further delayed, this delay should not 
keep deferring the return to the German people of their freedom 
and sovereignty. 

Secretary Dulles told Dr. Krekeler that the view thus expressed 
by Chancellor Adenauer was fully shared by the Government of 
the United States. The United States Government, he said, believes 

that there is a good prospect of an early completion of the ratifica- 

tions of the European Defense Treaty. If, however, this hope and 

expectation should not be realized, it would, in the opinion of the 

United States Secretary of State, be necessary that there should be 
prompt consideration to the restoration of sovereignty to the West 

German Republic. 

[Attachment 2—Translation] 

Draft Letter From Chancellor Adenauer to President Eisenhower 

SECRET [BoNN?, undated.] 

Mr. PRESIDENT: The Federal Government is following with the 
greatest interest the efforts in the United States Congress to find a 
solution for the problem of the confiscated German assets in the 
United States. 

In spite of the favorable development of the relations between 
our two nations, this problem still remains unsolved. My Govern- 

1 See Document 245.
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ment greatly desires a solution. I noted with great satisfaction that 
you expressed the same wish at a press conference. The final 
report of the Senate Sub-committee investigating the alien-proper- 

ty administration also was received by my Government with great 
satisfaction. 

For many thousands of Germans in poor circumstances, for old 

people and people living on small pensions, for people insured by 
American insurance companies, for the heirs of property in the 

United States, for all these people the return of their former prop- 
erty would mean economic security and freedom from want. It is 
noteworthy that especially those people were affected by the confis- 
cation who for many years through personal and commercial rela- 
tions with the United States helped to establish the friendship be- 
tween our two nations. 

In the opinion of the Federal Government and of the German 
people the Federal Republic by recognizing in the London Agree- 
ment on Foreign Debts the foreign obligations of Germany, 2 by 
ratifying the Bonn and Paris Treaties, by concluding the treaty 
with Israel, and by the German restitution legislation demonstrat- 
ed the will to work out its reconstruction on the common founda- 
tions of the Western world. 

I have the well-founded hope that an early solution of this prob- 
lem by the Government of the United States would strengthen the 
feeling of security and the morale of the German people. In addi- 
tion, a solution would greatly strengthen the friendship between 
our two nations which is now developing so encouragingly. 

2 For text of the Agreement on German External Debts, signed at London Feb. 27, 

19538, and entered into force on Sept. 16, 1958, see TIAS No. 2792. 

No. 244 

762A.5/6-2454 

Memorandum of Conversation, by Coburn Kidd of the Office of 
German Affairs } 

CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, June 24, 1954. 

Subject: Consultation with European Sub-committee of Senate For- 
eign Relations Committee with Regard to Plans for Germany. 

Mr. Merchant, accompanied by Mr. Brown of the Office of Con- 

gressional Relations and Mr. Lyon and Mr. Kidd of the Office of 

1 The source text was attached to a memorandum of transmittal from Merchant 
to Dulles, dated June 24. This conversation took place on June 22.
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German Affairs, conferred with the members of the European Sub- 
committee today with regard to action which it might be necessary 
to take in Germany to prevent deterioration in Adenauer’s position 
if the French do not ratify the EDC in the near future. Senators 
Wiley, Fulbright, and Humphrey, Dr. Francis Wilcox and Mr. Carl 
Marcy participated in the conversation, which was on an informal 
and confidential basis. 

Mr. Merchant outlined the Department’s thinking on the subject, 
the elements of which were as follows: Adenauer had gone all out 
in support of western policies, including EDC and European inte- 
gration; his critics were now charging him with misjudgment and 
lack of success for Germany in these policies; if the French Parlia- 
ment should adjourn without having taken action on EDC, a very 
serious situation would develop in Germany, with the consequences 
that Adenauer would be discredited and the Germans might adopt 
a more “Germanic” attitude favoring independent action and play- 
ing off East against West; these consequences appear to the Depart- 

ment so grave that the conclusion has been reached that it may be 
necessary to take certain action on the political side in Germany to 
save the support for Adenauer while gaining a little more time to 
work on the German defense contribution. Mr. Merchant explained 
that what the Department had in mind was separation of the Con- 
tractual Conventions from the EDC Treaty, with a view toward im- 

plementing as much of the Contractual relationships as possible. 

What stood in the way of this was Article 11 of the Convention on 
Relations, ? which had been ratified by the Senate. This article pro- 
vided that the Contractual Conventions could not come into effect 
until ratification of the EDC. We proposed, by a short treaty or pro- 

tocol which would have the effect of amending this section of Arti- 

cle 11, to free our hands in order to put the Contractual agree- 

ments into effect in Germany. This would be received with great 
satisfaction in Germany and would hold the situation for Adenauer 
for the time being. 

Mr. Merchant explained that we had given thought to various 
possibilities of obtaining the necessary Senate approval. The 
normal thing, of course, would be for the four governments (US, 
UK, France and the Federal Republic) to negotiate a short treaty, 
which would then be laid before the Senate for approval. The diffi- 
culty in the present case was that the situation might become criti- 
cal in August and September, when we should need to take prompt 
action, while the Congress was adjourned until next January. We 
had therefore thought of the possibility of asking for Senate ap- 

2 For text of the Convention on Relations between the Three Powers and the Fed- 
eral Republic of Germany, signed May 26, 1952, at Bonn, see Document 51.
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proval in advance, in the form of a resolution authorizing the 
President to negotiate the amendment of Article 11. Although un- 
usual, there was a precedent for this, and since it involved no sub- 

stantive change to speak of, but merely an unfettering of the Bonn 
Agreements from the Paris treaty, we thought the Senate might be 
willing to take this unusual step. At any rate, we wished their 

advice on the point. Our general idea was to make the proposal to 
the French Government in an open and above-board fashion, after 
agreement was reached with the British and with Adenauer. If the 
French agreed, for which there was a modest chance, there would 
be no difficulty from a foreign affairs viewpoint. If the French did 
not agree, we had in mind that it might be necessary for the US. 

and U.K. to proceed on their own toward abolition of the occupa- 
tion status and putting into effect the Contractual relationship to 
the extent this would be possible. Mr. Merchant said that we had 

tried our hand at a draft of the resolution, which we would be glad 
to leave with Dr. Wilcox, although we wished to give further con- 
sideration to the matter and might later present an alternatively 
phrased draft. We wished no specific action at the present time, 
and indeed felt that the whole subject should be treated in strictest 
confidence. Mr. Merchant would get in touch with the Sub-commit- 
tee again after the Churchill discussions. 

Senator Humphrey said that he gave his wholehearted endorse- 
ment to the course proposed. No one could deny that he had been 
an ardent supporter of EDC, but he had reached the end of his pa- 
tience. There was a feeling among the people in his State that 
American foreign policy was bogged down; troubles in southeast 

Asia, troubles in Guatemala, and now the European alliance was 

sagging. People were worried; they badly needed some reassurance 

that the United States was making progress somewhere. Steps to 
restore German sovereignty and obtain a German defense contribu- 
tion would provide a badly needed shot in the arm. The people in 
his part of the country did not put much store on the Italians and 
French; they felt that we should have allies in spirit as well as le- 
gally, and the people they regarded as capable of supporting such 
an alliance were the British, the Germans, and the Scandinavians. 

Senator Humphrey said that the reports he had received from Ger- 
many filled him with deep concern about the weakening of Ade- 
nauer’s position. There was nothing but obscurity in the position of 
the Socialist opposition, in the FDP, and in such meetings as those 
recently sponsored by the Ruhr magnates. 

Senator Fulbright said that although he too had been a strong 
proponent of EDC, he agreed entirely with the Department’s analy- 
sis and proposals to do something to strengthen Adenauer’s posi-
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tion. He thought that the Senate would be disposed to take favor- 
able action. 

Senator Wiley asked a number of questions regarding the legal 

aspects of the step proposed. On the political side he said that he 
felt satisfied that the step would be welcomed in this country; that 
it might conceivably influence the French to speed up action with 

regard to the EDC; and he would recommend that the sooner we 
took the step, the better. Senator Wiley agreed that the proposal to 

seek authorization in advance was unusual, but he thought it 

might be accomplished in this case. He for one did not see who 
could object—surely not the Courts and both the Administration 

and the Senate wanted it—for he felt the majority of the Senate 
would be in favor of the proposal. He thought that with the 
number of German voters in Ohio, Senator Bricker would not be so 

apprehensive about any possible derogation from the legislature’s 
prerogatives. In fact, if the resolution were framed as a request 
from the Congress to the Executive, authorizing and requesting 

that steps be taken to renegotiate for the purpose of restoring 

German sovereignty and obtaining a German defense contribution, 
Senator Wiley thought that Senator Bricker would have little ob- 
jection. Senator Wiley told Mr. Merchant that the conversation 
would be kept on a confidential basis and the Senators would 

expect to hear from him again after the Churchill-Eisenhower dis- 
cussions. 

No. 245 

Editorial Note 

From June 25 to 29 Prime Minister Churchill and Foreign Secre- 
tary Eden were in Washington for conversations with President Ei- 

senhower and Secretary Dulles on topics of mutual concern. In the 
course of their discussions they agreed to set up an Anglo-Ameri- 

can Study Group on Germany. 
The Anglo-American Study Group on Germany met in London 

July 5-12, focusing its attention on possible alternatives to the Eu- 
ropean Defense Community (EDC) failing French ratification. 

Under the leadership of Frank Roberts and Cecil Lyon the study 

group drafted a report with several annexes which was submitted 

to both governments on July 12. For further documentation on the 
work of the study group including text of the report, see volume V, 

Part 1, pages 997 ff.
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No. 246 

762A.00/7-854 

Memorandum of Conversation, by Coburn Kidd of the Office of 
German Affairs 

SECRET WASHINGTON, July 8, 1954. 

Subject: Chancellor Adenauer’s views on situation in Germany. 

Participants: Herr Fabian von Schlabrendorff 

G—Mr. Robert Murphy 

GER—Mr. Geoffrey Lewis 
GPA—Mr. Coburn Kidd 

Herr von Schlabrendorff said that he had with him a letter from 
the Chancellor to the Secretary, which he would like to hand to 
Mr. Murphy for transmission to the Secretary if permissible. 1 He 
said that he was aware of the unorthodox nature of his request, 
which would ordinarily be a matter for diplomatic channels, but he 
had taken the liberty of laying the matter before Mr. Murphy, 
since he, von Schlabrendorff, had been privileged to be closely asso- 

ciated with the Chancellor. 
By way of introduction, von Schlabrendorff said that he had been 

associated with anti-Nazi movements in Berlin before the war 
where he had practiced law. His activities became known to the 
Gestapo during the war, and he was arrested while serving on the 
Eastern Front. He was thereafter confined in one concentration 
camp after another—in Moravia, Flossenburg, Dachau, and finally 
a prison camp in North Italy, from which he was released by 

American forces toward the end of the war. He had shortly thereaf- 

ter been brought into contact with Mr. Allen Dulles, with whom he 

had since remained in touch whenever he came to the United 
States. Through his activities in the CDU party since the war, he 
had become a member of the political circle close to the Chancellor 
and was authorized to convey the Chancellor’s personal views, if 

they would be of interest to Mr. Murphy. 

He said that the Chancellor felt extraordinarily isolated at the 
present time. The Chancellor often dwelt upon the fact that he car- 
ried the whole responsibility of his pro-Western, pro-French (recon- 
ciliation with France) policy on his old shoulders. The Chancellor 
felt fairly confident about the strength of those shoulders, but fore- 
saw nothing but trouble if he should die. He thought it would be a 
long time before the Western powers found another German politi- 
cal figure who would assume the responsibilities which he had— 

1 This letter has not been further identified.
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with respect to European integration, Schuman Plan, EDC, the 

Saar. He had gone much further on these matters than the 

German people were prepared to go of their own inclination. There 
was much distaste for the Saar settlement, through all classes from 
the working people, influential industrialists, to such personages as 
the Bishop of Trier, who was unwilling to publicly endorse what 
the Chancellor had done with respect to the Saar. There was gener- 
al skepticism that the French would ratify EDC. 

Von Schlabrendorff said that the Chancellor privately acknowl- 
edged that he had been mistaken in his judgment of France, and 
felt depressed at the consequences for the policies he had tried to 
follow in Germany. When these policies become discredited, there 
will be an inevitable drift towards a more independent policy and 
Germany’s traditional interest in the East. 

The difficulties for the Chancellor arose from all sides. .. . 
The coalition party, FDP, was full of discontented and restless 

elements. The Chancellor had not been particularly concerned 
about Pfleiderer’s outburst in recommending the resumption of 
trade and diplomatic relations with Russia. The Chancellor felt 
that he could keep Pfleiderer under control. But he literally trem- 
bled with anger at the thought of ex-Chancellor Bruening’s espous- 
al of an independent policy and resumption of connections with the 
East. The impact of Pfleiderer’s and Bruening’s speeches should 
not be underestimated. A lot of people were impressed by their pro- 

posals in the face of continued stalemate for the Chancellor’s for- 

eign policy. 
Von Schlabrendorff said that in the Chancellor’s own party, the 

CDU, industrial figures, on whose contributions the party was de- 

pendent for election purposes, increasingly interposed the condition 

that the Chancellor do nothing which would cut off opportunities 

for trade with the East. Business circles were convinced that the 

British were doing a great deal of trade with the East; if the Brit- 
ish could do it, the Germans saw no reason why they should not 
obtain their share. 

All this added up, von Schlabrendorff said, to produce the feeling 
of isolation which the Chancellor had. None of the leading person- 
alities with whom he had to deal were particularly close to him. In 
fact the Chancellor felt closest to Washington so far as understand- 
ing and sympathy for his position and policy were concerned. He 
earnestly hoped, if the President and Secretary shared his view of 
the urgency of the situation, that Washington might make some 
“large gesture” on Germany’s behalf, which would effectively still 
the doubts being raised against the Chancellor’s policies. 
When von Schlabrendorff had asked what was meant by a “ges- 

ture’, the Chancellor said that this could only be determined from
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the perspective of Washington: he was not in the Secretary’s shoes. 

It was not for him to say the form which it should take: whether 
implementation of the Contractual Agreements, or rearmament of 
Germany in the near future, or a peace treaty. Whatever it was, he 

hoped that it might occur before the elections scheduled to take 
place in the autumn. 

Mr. Murphy asked von Schlabrendorff a number of questions 
with regard to the persons he had mentioned— .. . Pfleiderer, 
Bruening—and the general political situation. In thanking him for 
this expression of his views, Mr. Murphy pointed out that the 
Chancellor would be aware of the action being taken with regard to 
Germany since the Eisenhower-Churchill decisions. A Working 
Party was at present engaged in discussions at London on plans 
which might amount to the “gesture” which the Chancellor hoped 
for. Mr. Murphy said that he would transmit to the Secretary the 
Chancellor’s letter (which authorized von Schlabrendorff to partici- 
pate in German assets negotiations and expressed the hope that 
the Secretary would give the matter of German assets his personal 
attention). Von Schlabrendorff would be informed if the Secretary 
wished to confer with him further. 

No. 247 

740.5/7-1254 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (Conant) to the 
Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs (Merchant) 

SECRET Bap GODESBERG, July 12, 1954. 

Dear Livir: The situation here in Germany continues to deterio- 
rate, as we expected. The SPD attacks the Chancellor and the U.S. 

and has turned into a pro-French party! (I think the attitude is 
purely based on expediency and may be short-lived.) At least one 

group of German generals is preparing plans for an alternative 

that envisions an old-fashioned army massed on the frontier. In 
short, a great deal of nonsense is being talked publicly and private- 
ly. Unless the miracle occurs and the French Assembly ratifies the 
EDC before adjournment, the situation will get a lot worse before it 
gets better. 

The purpose of this letter is to offer an amendment to the 
HICOG proposal based on one recent development, namely the 
talks between American officers and Germans in Blank’s office. } 

1 These talks have not been further identified.
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These were recently authorized, you will recall. They have started 
off very successfully, I am told, by Tuthill. If Washington will con- 
tinue to give us a green light in this direction, I believe Blank’s 
office and his generals can be kept usefully busy for another 4 to 6 
months on real planning, which up to now has been impossible. It 
is my guess that though these talks are very secret, the fact they 
are proceeding will take the heat off the Chancellor from one direc- 
tion. Therefore, it will probably not be necessary to do anything 
overt about military preparations for the next six months. Never- 

theless, before long I’m afraid we must face up to the rearmament 
problem and my present thinking is still along the lines of the 
HICOG proposal. 
Though the Chancellor says now that EDC and the whole Euro- 

pean integration movement will be dead and gone forever if the 
French don’t ratify this summer, I believe a second round may be 
possible, that is, if we can give the Chancellor some tangible evi- 
dence of our desire to return sovereignty at once either by treaty 
or by HICOM action and if Blank’s office can be satisfied. The 
second round would emerge in the fall and winter. If this fails, 
then even I would be willing to throw in the sponge. But I do hope 

we can have a second try. A German national army within NATO 
is for me a very dubious undertaking, even assuming the French 
would agree, and I see no evidence to indicate they would. (Would 
it require action by the French Assembly,—an important point?) 

What to me is far more important than the way the Germans 

rearm is the spirit in which they do so. The significance of the EDC 
is not that it is a method for controlling the German soldiers, but a 
guide line as to the type of Europe to be defended. And here I come 

to the second point of this letter, namely, my desire to emphasize 

the importance of the Saar. I would be relatively optimistic about 

the picture of Europe if I could envision a German National Army 

in NATO and the Saar settled as envisioned by the Adenauer-Teit- 
gen memorandum. 2 For then I think the Coal and Steel Communi- 
ty would continue to develop and the EPC come into existence. In 
short, the Chancellor’s European policy would have been, on the 

whole, justified. But a German National Army with the Saar still 

in the hands of the French occupation (as it is today) and the Coal 
and Steel Community in a state of dissolution is quite another 
story. Why? Because the moods of Germany under these two alter- 
natives would be as different as night from day. 

I believe that the U.S. has reason to intervene more actively in 
the Saar than we have been willing to do in the past. (How, of 

2 For documentation on the Adenauer-Teitgen agreement on the Saar, see Docu- 
ments 686 ff.
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course, depends on the state of negotiations on sovereignty and re- 
armament.) Not only is an unsettled Saar a political handicap to 
us, it is also somewhat of a military one as our lines of communica- 

tion from Kaiser-lautern to Metz run through the Saar. 
If Western Europe is to be successfully defended for the long 

pull, France and Germany must work together. This means eventu- 
al European integration; the Saar solution which is contemplated is 
dependent on the creation of a European Community. But for the 
present France is like a man mentally incapable of attending to 
business. Can not the U.S. act as an interim trustee, so to speak, 

and get ahead with the German part of EDC by starting the rear- 
mament of a sovereign Federal Republic under a plan which as- 

sumes EDC as the goal? I don’t know whether the thought behind 
this question makes sense or not, but I am sending this letter along 

at all events. You are free to file it, or even burn it! 

With all good wishes, 
As ever, 

JAMES B. CONANT 

No. 248 

762A.00/7-2454: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Office of the United States High 
Commissioner for Germany, at Bonn } 

SECRET PRIORITY WASHINGTON, July 24, 1954—2:31 p.m. 

243. Re Otto John ? Department in consultation other interested 

agencies developed following position: 

1) Imperative that in answer press inquiries Secretary, HI- 
COMer, Adenauer and other Federal Republic authorities follow 
same line. 

2) Utilizing anticipated official Federal Republic statement as 
peg, we shall take position in answer press inquiries that: 

a) John German official and Government Federal Republic 
has made statement (or it our expectation statement forthcom- 
ing); 

b) All evidence points fact John being held Soviet Zone 
against will. Certainly not acting like free man. (This will 

1 Drafted by Kellermann and cleared in draft with Lewis, EE, and P. Repeated to 

Berlin. 
2On July 21 Berlin had reported that Otto John had disappeared and had been 

missing since 10 p.m. July 20. (Telegram 44, 762A.00/7-2154) On July 22 in a memo- 
randum to Elbrick, Lyon stated that John “would undoubtedly be very useful if he 
fell into the hands of the other side.” (762A.00/7-2154)
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make gratuitous any discussion of whether or not this a volun- 
tary defection.) 

c) If questioned whether he knew much about US intelli- 
gence activities Germany we shall simply state John in charge 
internal security Federal Republic. Beyond this have no knowl- 
edge. 

3) Essential no member Department and HICOG Bonn and 
Berlin speculate on subject John publicly or with correspondents. 

DULLES 

No. 249 

033.62A11/7-2754: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Office of the United States High 
Commissioner for Germany, at Bonn } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, July 27, 1954—7:53 p.m. 

266. Limit distribution. From Secretary for Conant. I have dis- 
cussed with the President the Chancellor’s proposed visit to Wash- 
ington to address the American Legion Convention on August 30. 
Please convey to him a message along following lines. 

“Ordinarily we should welcome a visit from the Chancellor as 
evidence of the strong bonds which exist between our two countries 
and as an indication of the mutual respect we have for one an- 
other. However, this visit would not be an official visit and it would 
come at a time when the President will be in Washington but only 
for a few hours in order to address the Convention and immediate- 
ly fly away because of previous plans. We therefore feel that such a 
trip by the Chancellor under these conditions and without opportu- 
nity for President to receive him and talk with him at any length 
could be construed as rudeness. Also might be subject to misinter- 
pretation and would in the end place both the Chancellor and the 
President in embarrassing positions. 

We look forward to seeing, talking to and entertaining the Chan- 
cellor during his visit to receive an honorary degree from Columbia 
University which we understand is scheduled for the end of Octo- 
ber and [during] which we anticipate making an official visit.” 

I leave to your judgment whether or not you present such a mes- 
sage as a personal one from me. The President is willing to write a 

personal letter to the Chancellor if you think this advisable. 
FYI but not to be passed to the Chancellor an additional consid- 

eration is our feeling that the announcement of the Chancellor’s 

1 Drafted by Secretary Dulles and Lewis and cleared with Lyon, Barbour, and 
Mclivaine, the Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Public Affairs.
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visit to speak from same platform as President at almost same 
hour with the vote on EDC probably taking place in the French As- 
sembly during the latter part of August might well be interpreted 
by the French as further pressure from outside and might there- 
fore contribute to failure by the French to ratify. ? 

DULLES 

2 On July 28 Conant reported that he had conveyed the message in this telegram 
to the Chancellor as coming from Secretary Dulles. (Telegram 307 from Bonn, 
033.62A11/7-2854) On Aug. 2 he transmitted a short reply from the Chancellor stat- 
ing that he had now declined the invitation from the American Legion and looked 
forward to visiting the United States at the end of October. (Telegram 349 from 
Bonn, 033.62A11/7-2854) 

No. 250 

762A.00/8-154: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Office of the United States High 
Commissioner for Germany, at Bonn 1 

SECRET WASHINGTON, August 1, 1954—1 p.m. 

311. Department and other agencies primarily concerned have 

had Otto John case under intensive study during past week. Suffi- 
cient information now at hand to give indication of unfavorable 
way situation developing in Germany, consequences to be guarded 
against, and action which might feasibly be undertaken by High 
Commissioners and Adenauer to prevent further deterioration. 

(1) Most striking fact is “Schadenfreude” with which large part 

of press and public have jumped to conclusion that John defected, 
in spite continued absence unequivocal evidence of defection and 
cumulative indications that John lured or trapped into Eastern 
Germany, being held against will, and acting under duress. 

(a) If John defected to damage Adenauer Government, Soviets 
should have been able exploit political aspects much more effective- 
ly and fully than they have done, by showing him in public and 
allowing him talk to press. (Especially in light John’s knowledge 
details various secret negotiations with Adenauer Government.) 
This not done, and recorded radio statements, if made by him, 
leave impression inept and canned propaganda not at all character- 
istic of John speaking his true mind. 

(b) If John willing defect, Soviets would not have uselessly com- 
promised their agent Wohlgemuth. 2 Latter’s services were appar- 
ently needed, in active sense, to get John into Soviet custody. 

Boatted by Kidd; cleared with Murphy, Kellermann, and Hulick; and repeated 
to Berlin. 

2 Wolfgang Wohlgemuth, a West Berlin doctor who disappeared with Otto John.
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(c) On defection theory, John would have taken advantage oppor- 
tunity bring along valuable documents of intelligence material, 
perhaps leaving behind political testament to explain transfer of 
loyalty. On contrary he left no such testament, had not expressed 
in intimate conversations any marked concern over present politi- 
cal impasse re unification, and carefully emptied pockets of all 
compromising material before leaving to meet Wohlgemuth. 

(d) Department particularly struck by message from John to wife 
with underscored word suggesting forced detention. 

(e) Unnecessary to go into further circumstances which will 
occur to Mission, and which can most probably be explained as 
lack of initial cooperation of John with Soviets, although in due 
course Soviets may condition John into acting like voluntary defec- 
tor. Brain-washing technique has been perfected to advanced art, 
e.g. Mindszenty case and US pilots who confessed to bacteriological 
warfare. 

(2) Most unfortunate public aspect of case, in our view, is that 
continued grubbing for sensational material for press will in time 
succeed, if not already, in discrediting John as individual even 

though it does not prove anything as regards his basic loyalty. We 
are concerned with reaction of average German who after being 
denazified has always wondered what he had to match moral cour- 
age of July 20 group. * He probably comforts himself with thought 
of his “Treue”’: he was true to Fuehrer, he remained true to war 

effort until end, he is now true to Germany, whereas John was dis- 

loyal to Hitler, was agent of British in last year of war, then al- 
leged to be agent of US/UK in Amt Verfassungschuetz, and now 
agent of Communists. Focus will be on alleged chameleon-like char- 
acter of man. Politically this reaction may lead to pronounced self- 
justification of ex-Nazi elements and all elements opposition to 

Adenauer from left to right. May lead to exaggerated reaction 

against all forms of security or intelligence agencies, especially 
those maintaining contacts with foreign powers, and demands for 

parliamentary investigations and disclosures. This could seriously 
jeopardize security of Federal Republic, where particular vigilance 
necessary, and badly hamper vital activities of US and Allied agen- 

cies in security field. 
(3) In our view situation calls for firm gesture on part of Federal 

Government to show that situation in hand, restore some self-pos- 
session and self-confidence to German security organs, and give 
lead to public in creating attitude of critical objectivity toward 
future Communist attempts exploit John.* .. . We consider it po- 

3 A group of German officers which attempted to assassinate Adolph Hitler on 
July 20, 1944. 

4On July 26 Schroeder had given a press conference at which he stated that (a) 
the evidence indicated that John had not entered the East Zone of Berlin with trea-
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litically important for Government to forestall critics and ex-Nazis 
from capitalizing on John case. 

(4) After coordination with British (omitting French whose reac- 
tion this issue uncertain) we would recommend High Commission- 

ers approach Adenauer with suggestion that Federal Government 

formally request return of official Otto John or access to him for 
appropriate officials of Federal Republic. Statement need not go 
into pros or cons beyond fact that John is high official of Federal 
Republic, reason to believe that he may be detained against will by 
local authorities in East Germany, and demand for return or access 

to him. (Possibility of access being granted is calculated risk but 
minimized by recent behavior Soviet authorities re John and their 
standard treatment persons detained.) High Commissioners would 
transmit this statement to Pushkin under formal cover note re- 
questing that it be conveyed to appropriate local officials. Such 
statement clearly within rights any government would not preju- 
dice Chancellor’s future freedom of action and would avoid placing 
US/UK in position of principals. Important that John be identified 
as Federal Republic official and that no handle be given to Soviets 
or public to identify him as US/UK agent. 

(5) Since details and exact estimate local situation can be worked 
out Bonn better than Washington, Department suggests that 
matter be urgently studied by working group of Mission and repre- 
sentatives of other agencies primarily interested with view to ob- 
taining UK concurrence and action by Federal Government in 
coming week if possible. Delay thus far justifiable on grounds 
avoidance precipitate action, but may be too late if postponed much 
longer. 

(6) If proposed action taken, would enable Adenauer or Govern- 

ment make explanatory statement expressing skepticism re Com- 
munist attempt exploit John and confidence in efficiency, demo- 
cratic nature, and importance Government security organs. Again 
avoiding appearance of principals, High Commissioners could 

through all suitable means convey their agreement with views ex- 

pressed by Government. Importance attached to prompt and deci- 
sive action this case arises in part from US and Allied responsibil- 
ity in creation Amt Verfassungschuetz (including sponsorship 
John) and crucial security role this agency. ® 

DULLES 

sonable intent, (b) he was lured into the East Zone, and (c) he was being detained 

there under pressure. Bonn reported the substance of the press conference in tele- 
gram 270, July 26. (762A.00/7-2654) 

5 The Otto John case continued to simmer throughout the summer and fall of 
1954 with the United States maintaining the position outlined in this telegram. Re- 
ports on press statements by John and the impact on political life in Germany were 

reported regularly by Bonn and Berlin. Further documentation on the case is in file
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No. 251 

762A.00/8-2754: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (Conant) to the 
Department of State 3 

SECRET Bonn, August 27, 1954—7 p.m. 

600. Ger polit leaders with whom we have recently spoken report 
that they are operating in atmosphere of some public anxiety. Co- 
incidence of stalemate at Brussels? and recent defections ? has 
added Ger sense of insecurity and weakened confidence in Govt. In 
such atmosphere, distrust of foreign countries thrives. Suspicion of 
France. Previously strong, intensified. Although conviction most 
leaders incl FDP Chmn Dehler that effective Eur defense impossi- 
ble without France is moderating influence, this view also in- 
creases pessimism and frustration arising from present French ac- 
tions. Disquieting are indications of growing suspicion England 
being whipped up by right-wing leaders still smarting from Brit 
action against Naumann group. 4 Symptomatic such Anglophobia 
are (1) conviction FDP’s leading mil expert Manteuffel that Eng- 
land will never permit German rearmament and (2) imputation in 
Fortschritt, organ FDP party organization in NRW, John defection 

Brit plot. Up to present we have noted no signs of anti-American 
feeling. Gers expect US to stand by them and to pull some rabbit 

out of hat. Following Chanc’s lead, Ger coalition politicians and 
pro-govt and independent press refrain from public expression pes- 

simism re EDC or attacks on French for her role at Brussels. De- 
spite this superficial calm and restraint politicians very pessimistic 
as to chances positive French action on EDC and leaders actively 
engaged planning steps to be taken if French do not ratify EDC in 

acceptable form next week. Chanc has started laying ground-work 
at home for continuing united front for pressing French on Ger de- 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, and Moscow. 
2 On Aug. 19 French Prime Minister Mendés-France, at a meeting of the EDC sig- 

natories in Brussels, had proposed five amendments to the EDC Treaty, two of 
which discriminated against the Federal Republic. None of the proposals were ac- 
cepted by the other signatories. 

3The John case and the defection of CDU Bundestag member Karl Franz 
Schmidt-Wittnack, which was announced on Aug. 22. 

4In January 1953 the British had arrested Werner Naumann and several other 
West Germans for neo-Nazi activities. Documentation on the arrests is in file 
762A.00.
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fense participation by mentioning to Bundestag FonAff Comite that 
consultations with other countries, incl US and UK, shld be next 

step if France fails to act favorably. Gers view English position as 
decisive for success of conference on Ger def participation but some 
skeptical as to firmness English support for Ger rearmament. Nu- 

merous Ger politicans have expressed fears that if Bonn convention 
put into force without provision for rearming FedRep clearly 
agreed upon at least by US and UK, the FedRep may lose impor- 
tant basis for leverage to make French and English act on Ger def 

participation. In our opinion any offer apparently entailing indefi- 
nite postponement rearmament would not help to bolster Adenau- 
er’s prestige. Fact such an offer has now been made publicly by 
Mendés-France makes it doubly suspect in Ger eyes. 

Indicative of mood some politicans is report from conf source 
that Bundestag FonAff Comite, following leadership CDU mem- 
bers, is drafting detailed plan for alternative to EDC involving 
rapid expansion Ger border police to 150,000. 

SPD actions since Brussels stalemate have been restrained, party 
is pointing to need for Ger-French entente in moderate way but 
placing major emphasis on timeliness new negots with USSR on re- 

unification. In our view Ger reunification issue less threatening to 

Chanc’s position than rearmament issue for present. As long as 
Sovs make no clearly new offer, especially re elections, we estimate 
Chanc can justify to majority Ger polit leaders his policy that Ger 
rearmament within western complex must be in hand before reuni- 
fication can be effectively dealt with. 

Despite disturbing elements noted above, in our opinion Chancel- 

lor will be able to hold his supporters in line for time being. Never- 

theless he will require evidence continuous activity and progress in 

field Ger def participation to maintain his prestige and to counter- 

act pressures for discussing reunification Ger with USSR again. 
Present atmosphere in FedRep today makes it highly advisable to 

avoid any “dead period” during which western action on Ger def 
might appear to have come to complete standstill. Convocation of 

conference on Ger rearmament as soon as possible if EDC not 

adopted in satisfactory for in Paris wld certainly help in this 
regard, but not for long unless it produces a concrete agreed plan 

involving features which cld be fairly attacked as discriminatory 
against Germany. 

CONANT
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No. 252 

Editorial Note | 

On August 30 the French National Assembly voted to discontin- 
ue debate on the European Defense Community Treaty thus ending 

any hope that it would become the vehicle for West German inte- 

gration into Europe. The defeat of the EDC brought on a frantic 
search for alternatives which led Foreign Secretary Eden and Sec- 
retary Dulles to visit Europe during September with the aim of se- 
curing the restoration of sovereignty to the Federal Republic of 

Germany and obtaining its membership in NATO. The success of 
these aims was achieved at nine-power, four-power, and North At- 

lantic Council meetings in London and Paris in September and Oc- 
tober during which it was agreed to terminate the occupation 
regime in the Federal Republic, to admit West Germany to the 
Western European Union (WEU) and NATO, and during which 

Adenauer and Bidault managed to reach an agreement on the 

status of the Saar. 

For documentation on the events described above, see volume V, 

Part 2, pages 1114 ff. 

No. 253 

Editorial Note 

Chancellor Adenauer visited the United States October 27-No- - 
vember 2, 1954, staying in Washington the first 4 days and in New 

York, where he received an honorary degree from Columbia Uni- 
versity, for the remainder of the trip. In addition to the meetings 

described in the three memoranda, infra, and Documents 255 and 

256, and the signing of a Treaty of Friendship, Commerce, and 

Navigation on October 29, the Chancellor attended a variety of 
functions which are outlined in a memorandum by GER/GPA, 

dated November 10. (083.62A11/11-1054) During the several meet- 
ings in Washington, President Eisenhower, Secretary Dulles, and 

the Chancellor issued various statements concerning the visit. See 
Department of State Bulletin, November 8, 1954, pages 680-683.



GERMAN UNIFICATION 593 

No. 254 

PPS files, lot 65 D 101, “Germany” 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Secretary of State 

SECRET WASHINGTON, October 28, 1954. 

At dinner last night the Chancellor and I had considerable dis- 
cussion about the re-creation of the German military establish- 
ment. ! He expressed his concern lest it should be along the old 
Prussian lines. He said he wanted to dedicate himself very largely 
to superintending this matter, and to that end he expected to 
resign shortly as Minister of Foreign Affairs so as to deal with mili- 
tary and economic matters. 

He particularly emphasized the importance of establishing firmly 
the principle of the subordination of the military to the civilian. 

The Chancellor referred to some speech which had been reported 
in the German press made by some high United States military of- 
ficial, whom he could not identify, indicating that the United 

States favored following the German method. He deplored this be- 
cause. he said it made it very difficult for him to advocate adoption 
of the United States system while the United States was advocat- 
ing adoption of the German system. 

I said I thought there must be some misunderstanding about this 
particular incident. 

The Chancellor asked whether he could have a chance to talk 
with General Ridgway about the situation and we subsequently ar- 
ranged that he would meet at my office on Friday at 9:30 a.m. 2 

J.F.D. 

1 The dinner was given by Secretary Dulles on Oct. 27 and was attended by mem- 
bers of the Chancellor’s delegation and various executive and legislative members of 
the U.S. Government. 

2 No record of this meeting has been found in Department of State files. However, 
the memorandum by GER/GPA, dated Nov. 10, states that the Chancellor went to 
the Department of State for two interviews between 9:30 and 10:30 a.m. on Oct. 29, 
but does not indicate either the substance or the participants in the interviews. 
(033.62A11/11-1054)
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No. 255 

Secretary's Memoranda of Conversation, lot 64 D 199, “October 1954” 

Memorandum of Discussion Between the Secretary of State and 
Chancellor Adenauer, October 28, 1954, 11 a.m. 

CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, undated. 

OTHERS PRESENT 

United States Federal Republic 

Mr. Murphy Professor Hallstein 
Mr. Conant Ambassador Krekeler 
Mr. MacArthur Mr. von Herwarth 
Mr. Elbrick Mr. Federer 
Mr. Lyon Mr. Pauls 
Mr. Reinstein Mr. Kilb 

Interpreters 

Mr. Weber 

Mrs. Lejins 

The Secretary opened the meeting by welcoming the Chancellor. 
He observed that the conversations which were about to begin 
would be continued a little later with the President and resumed 
again the following day. ! 

Joint Statement by the President and the Chancellor 2 

The Secretary suggested that the most important immediate 

problem was that of the joint communiqué to be issued by the 

President of the United States and the Chancellor and proposed 

that the text be reviewed. 
A number of changes were made in the draft text which had 

been prepared by representatives of the Department and the Feder- 

al Government. ? The Chancellor remarked that he felt the empha- 

sis of the draft language regarding the latest Soviet note was 
wrong. * The wording which had been suggested might give the im- 
pression that the main objection to the Soviet note was the manner 
in which it dealt with the question of free elections and that other 

1A memorandum of Chancellor Adenauer’s conversation with President Eisen- 
hower is printed infra. No record of any further conversation with Secretary Dulles 
has been found in Department of State files. 

2 For text of this statement see Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 8, 1954, pp. 

ar Not found in Department of State files. 
4 For text of the Soviet note, Oct. 23, calling for a four-power conference on Ger- 

many to be held in November, see Department of State Bulletin, Dec. 13, 1954, pp. 
902-905; an extract is printed in Documents (R.I.I.A.) for 1954, pp. 96-101.
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aspects of the note might be acceptable. He personally felt that the 
main point of the Soviet note was the proposal with regard to a col- 

lective security system for Europe which would include the Soviet 

Union but exclude the United States. The Chancellor’s first reac- 
tion was to suggest that some language should be included with 

regard to the question of collective security. The Secretary pointed 
out that, while it would be appropriate for the President and the 
Chancellor to make comments on the bearing of the note on Ger- 
many, the question of collective security arrangements concerned 
the United Kingdom and France and the President might be reluc- 
tant to refer to matters on which other governments might feel 
that consultation with them was necessary. The Chancellor said he 
quite agreed with this point and proposed that the problem be 
dealt with by the deletion of any comment on the substance of the 
election issue. 

German Assets (Section IV of Statement) 

In connection with the subject of German assets in the United 
States, the Chancellor expressed the desire for inclusion of a refer- 
ence to Dr. Conant’s aide-mémoire of August 8, 1954 in which it 
had been stated that the United States Government would be will- 
ing to engage in exploratory discussions with the Federal Govern- 
ment. > He also asked that the communiqué indicate the conversa- 
tions on the subject of German assets in the United States would 
begin between representatives of the two Governments immediate- 
ly. When the Chancellor suggested omitting certain sentences 
which included reference to our willingness to explore problem 
while Germans studied question of American claims, Secretary dis- 
agreed pointing out that mention had also been made in the aide- 

mémoire of comparable problems with regard to unsatisfied Ameri- 
can war claims against Germany and that the expression of Ameri- 
can willingness to enter into discussions had related to both sub- 

jects. The Chancellor said that he understood this point. In agree- 
ing to the language in the communiqué stating that the conversa- 

tions between representatives of the two Governments would begin 

soon, the Secretary said that it would be necessary to have addi- 

tional discussions within the United States Government before 
intergovernmental conversations could usefully be commenced. The 

5 Adenauer is referring to an aide-mémoire which was delivered to him along with 
a letter from President Eisenhower, dated Aug. 7, concerning the settlement of the 
question of German assets in the United States. For text of the President’s letter 
and a letter from the Chancellor, dated July 17, to which it was a reply, see Depart- 
ment of State Bulletin, Aug. 23, 1954, pp. 269-270. A copy of the aide-mémoire, dated 
Aug. 9, rather than Aug. 8, is in file 038.62A11/10-2554, as an attachment to a brief- 
ing memorandum from Merchant to Secretary Dulles.
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Chancellor indicated he was aware there were differences of opin- 
ion on the subject within the United States Government. 

The Saar Agreement 

The Chancellor referred to the provision of the Saar Agreement & 
in which the Federal Government and the French Government had 
agreed to request the United States and the United Kingdom Gov- 
ernments to guarantee the Saar settlement. He said that, according 
to press reports, the United Kingdom Government had expressed 
willingness to give such a guarantee. He attached great importance 
to the issuance of a statement by the United States Government of 
its willingness to do likewise and expressed the hope that the 
matter might also be referred to in a communiqué. The Chancellor 
said that guarantee of the Saar settlement implies many things. It 
implies that France and the Federal Republic should conduct their 
affairs in accordance with the Agreement until there is a peace 
treaty. He said that there was one main point which he had in 
mind in this connection. In the first conversation which had taken 
place with the French, the French had proposed that the Saar 
Agreement should not be subject to criticism within the Saar. 7 He 
had agreed that the Federal Republic and France should abstain 
from criticism of the Agreement, but he could not agree that there 
should not be such criticism in the Saar. 

The Chancellor said that the French had finally given in on this 
point in the negotiation of the Saar Agreement. He did not think 

that the present Prime Minister of France would think of prevent- 
ing the Saar population from criticizing the Saar Agreement. How- 
ever, governments change and the Agreement is one of indefinite 
duration. He attached great importance to a guarantee which 
might include an undertaking to make representations if the free 
expression of the wishes of the population of the Saar were prohib- 
ited. 

The Secretary said that he did not feel that it would be practical 
to make a statement on the subject while the Chancellor was in 
Washington. 

The Chancellor said that he had not had this in mind. 
The Secretary said that the problem of giving guarantees is more 

difficult from a constitutional standpoint in the United States than 
it apparently is in Great Britain. He observed that many weeks 
had been spent in discussing the form of the Security Declaration 
made by the United States Government in relation to the Declara- 

6 For text of the Franco-German Agreement on the Saar, signed Oct. 23, 1954, at 

Paris, see Documents (R.I.1.A.) for 1954, pp. 116-118. 
7 Regarding the talks at Paris between Adenauer and the French on the Saar, see 

the editorial note, vol. v, Part 2, p. 1294.
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tion of the Federal Government on this subject at the recent 
London Conference, and that finding appropriate wording for this 
Declaration had given rise to much difficulty. ® He said that he did 
not think it would be practical in the case of the Saar (as in the 
case of the Security Declaration), to cast any statement made by 
the United States in a form which goes beyond the President's 
power and which would require action by the Senate. He did think 
that, if it were the joint desire of the Federal Republic and of 
France (as the Chancellor had indicated) to obtain an indication of 
continuing American concern regarding the Saar, and if the United 
Kingdom Government were disposed to go along, it would be possi- 
ble to find some formula which would meet to a measurable extent 
the German and French wishes. However, the wording would have 
to be dealt with very carefully to avoid a challenge by the Senate 
to the Declaration as an infringement of its constitutional author- 

ity. 

The Secretary asked what bearing possible undertakings under 
Article 8 of the Saar Agreement would have on Article 2 of the 
Agreement which makes the European Commissioner responsible 
for the representation of the Saar’s interests in the field of foreign 
affairs. He asked whether dealings on this subject would be with 
the Commissioner or whether the Council of Ministers of the West- 
ern European Union would have responsibility in this matter. The 
Chancellor responded that the Council has no direct responsibility, 
but that the Commissioner is responsible to the Council of Minis- 
ters of the Western European Union. It was therefore only at a 
second level that the Council is responsible. 

The Chancellor said that he did not wish to press the matter of a 

United States declaration further at this time, since there would be 

ample time to go into the subject. He reiterated that he attached 
great importance to an American guarantee of the Saar settlement. 

The Secretary asked if an indication of the American position 
would be of importance in relation to the Chancellor’s parliamenta- 
ry situation in Germany and whether it would be necessary or 
useful to have this indication prior to ratification of the Saar 
Agreement. 

The Chancellor said that it would. 
The Secretary asked what was the Chancellor’s time schedule for 

parliamentary action. 
The Chancellor said that he planned to take the agreements up 

in the German parliament in November and December. He wanted 
to get action as soon as possible, although he recognized that action 

§ For documentation on the London Nine-Power and Four-Power Conferences, see 

vol. v, Part 2, pp. 1294 ff.



598 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME VII 

by the American Senate would not be taken until January. He 
asked whether it would be possible for him to say in the German 
parliament that he had discussed the subject of an American guar- 
antee with the Secretary and that an American statement on this 
subject could be anticipated. The Secretary said it would be neces- 

sary to agree on the exact wording which the Chancellor should 
say. He doubted that it would be possible to use the word “guaran- 
tee’’ which has many meanings. 

The Chancellor suggested that the matter might be left in this 
position. If he saw in the course of the parliamentary debates in 

Germany that a statement by the United States would be helpful, 
that he would get in touch with the Secretary and appropriate lan- 
guage could be agreed upon at that time. 

The Secretary remarked that, to the extent that he had been 
able to give thought to the subject, he felt that what the President 
could do in terms of a statement on the Saar would be limited to 
the sort of statement made in London on security. In effect, the 
President could perhaps say that the United States would regard 
any breach of the Agreement as a disturbance of peace and securi- 
ty; that it would, in the event of a breach, enter into discussions as 
to what action should be taken; and that it would regard the viola- 
tor as having forfeited its right to the benefit of the collective secu- 
rity arrangements. 

The Chancellor said this would be very much. 

The Secretary asked if the Saar Agreement (which he observed 
he had as yet only seen in the newspapers) was a definitive Agree- 
ment or whether it was to be further elaborated. 

The Chancellor said that the Agreement signed at Paris would 
be submitted to the German parliament. Further detailed agree- 

ments would be necessary to implement the Agreement, but these 
would be of an administrative character. The Secretary said he as- 
sumed that the United States Government would be able to receive 
official copies of the Saar Agreement either from the Federal Gov- 
ernment or from the French Government. 

United States Relationship to the Western European Union 

The Chancellor asked that the Secretary give some thought to 
the relationship between the United States and the Western Euro- 
pean Union. He said that he remembered that the subject had been 
lightly touched on in previous discussions and that the Secretary 
had remarked that this would not be the last time he attended a 
discussion of the subject. The Chancellor hoped that the Secretary 
would in fact continue to participate in meetings on the subject. He 
thought there was much to be done and that it would be a long 
time before it would be safe to leave the Europeans to deal with
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the problem alone. He said there were a number of questions to be 

considered in the Western European Union which would affect the 

security of the United States and would affect NATO. He cited as 

an example the arms control arrangements. He said that the 
United States had made a beginning in establishing a relationship 

and that he hoped it would be continued. He pointed out that there 
is an American official mission to the European Coal and Steel 

Community, and said that he would welcome it if the United States 
could establish an official mission to the Western European Union 

as soon as possible. Possibly this mission could be the same as that 
to the CSC. 

The Secretary said he was flattered to observe that the Chancel- 
lor had remembered what he had said on the subject. All Ministers 

did not have equally good memories. As far as relations with the 

Council of Western European Union are concerned, he thought 

that the United States would be disposed to respond to an invita- 
tion, if one were extended, to establish a mission accredited to the 

Council which would keep in touch with the Council to the extent 
the Council desired it. He said the matter was somewhat complicat- 

ed from a practical viewpoint, since the Council would have its seat 
in London and the Arms Control Agency would be located in Paris. 
No doubt this problem could be solved if the Council wanted it 

solved. He thought that the American Permanent Representative 
on the North Atlantic Treaty Organization would be the logical 

person to deal with the Arms Control Agency, since the work of 

the Agency would be closely related to the work of NATO. 

Cyprus 

The Chancellor said he had no further matters to raise, but that 

there was one point he wished to comment on. Before leaving Paris 

he had had a talk with the Greek Prime Minister regarding 
Cyprus. M. Papagos told him that if the matter came before the 

United Nations there would be an open breach on the subject 

which could only benefit the Russians. M. Papagos had expressed 

the urgent wish that something be done to avoid such a clash. The 
Secretary said he also had a talk with M. Papagos in Paris. All he 
could say on the subject was that he wished the Greek Government 

had had these same thoughts two months ago. He remarked that 

the Greek Government had started something which it did not 

know how to finish. The Chancellor remarked this often happened 
in life. 

The Secretary told the Chancellor that the United States would 
use its good offices to try to avoid a clash which would benefit the 
Russians and injure NATO.
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| No. 256 

PPS files, lot 65 D 101, “Germany” 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the United States High 

Commissioner for Germany (Conant) } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, October 28, 1954. 

Participants: President Eisenhower 

Chancellor Adenauer 

High Commissioner Conant 

(Secretary of State Dulles] 

The first matter discussed was the communiqué which had al- 
ready been gone over by the Secretary and the Chancellor. 2 The 

President read the communiqué and said that it met with his ap- 
proval. There was no lengthy discussion of any item among those 
listed in this communiqué. 

The Chancellor referred to his desire to have a German army 
built on a new basis and his intention of devoting a great deal of 
his own efforts to that end. He referred to his satisfactory conver- 

sation with General Ridgway on this whole subject. ? The President 
said he would be very glad indeed to have the United States assist 

in any way he could. He wished the Chancellor to understand that 
it was his desire to see that the Chancellor was assisted in the re- 

arming of Germany in the way the Chancellor desired. It was more 
important from the point of view of the United States and the 
President to have this done in the right way than to have it done 
in the minimum amount of time. The President wanted the Chan- 

cellor to feel free to report to him if there seemed to be any pres- 

sures put on the Chancellor to go forward with the rearming of 

Germany in ways that seemed to the Chancellor unsatisfactory. 

The rest of the conversation was of a purely social nature and 
the whole interview did not last more than twenty minutes. 

1 Attached to a cover sheet, dated Nov. 24, which stated that the meeting took 
place at the White House at 12:30 p.m. and that the memorandum had been drafted 
by Conant. 

2 For a record of Dulles’ meeting with Adenauer, see the memorandum, supra; 

for text of the communiqué, see Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 8, 1954, pp. 680- 

ar The conversation under reference has not been further identified, unless the 

meeting scheduled with Ridgway for Friday, Oct. 29, was actually held on Oct. 28.
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A. PREPARATIONS FOR THE CONFERENCE, JULY 1953-JANUARY 1954 

1. Exchanges of notes with the Soviet Union, July 15, 1953-January 1, 1954 

No. 257 

396.1/7-1553 

The Department of State to the Embassy of the Soviet Union } 

The Secretary of State presents his compliments to the Chargé 
d’Affaires ad interim of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and 
requests him to transmit the following to his Government: 

The development of the international situation and the recent 
events in Eastern Germany and in Berlin? have intensified the 
universal desire to see peace more firmly established and to ease 
existing tensions in a way consistent with the fundamental right to 
freedom. 

While recognizing the fact that enduring peace can only be ulti- 
mately assured when certain basic problems, such as controlled dis- 
armament, can be dealt with, the United States Government de- 

sires to dispose now of those problems which are capable of early 
solution. 

The conclusion of the German and Austrian Treaties which are 
long overdue clearly constitutes an essential element of the Euro- 
pean settlement which the United States Government regards as a 
major contribution to peace. 

A German peace treaty can only be negotiated with the partici- 

pation of a free and representative all-German Government in a 
position freely to discuss such a treaty. Such a government can 
only result from free elections. 

The conditions under which such a Government should be 
formed and enjoy full liberty of action, constitute a problem which 
is capable of early solution if there is good will on all sides. It is 

1 The text of this note was drafted and approved by the Foreign Ministers of the 
United States, the United Kingdom, and France at their meeting in Washington, 
July 10-14, 1953. For documentation on their meeting, see vol. v, Part 2, pp. 1582 ff. 

2 For documentation on the demonstrations in Berlin and East Germany starting 
on June 16, 1953, see Documents 713 ff. 
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equally clear that no real progress can be made toward a general 

relaxation of tension in Europe so long as this problem remains un- 

solved. 
In its notes to the Soviet Government, the last of which is that of 

September 28, 1952, to which no answer has yet been received, 

the United States Government made constructive proposals, which 
were fully reflected in the resolution of the German Bundestag of 
June 10th of this year. * These proposals are designed to satisfy the 

unanimous desire of the German people for unity in freedom. 
Mindful of the even greater urgency which the recent events 

have given to German unification, the United States Government 
is determined to make a new effort so as to bring to an end the 

abnormal] situation to which the German people is subjected. It has 

therefore decided, after consulting the German Federal Govern- 
ment and the German authorities in Berlin, to propose to the 
Soviet Government a meeting of Foreign Ministers of France, the 
United Kingdom, United States, and the Soviet Union. This meet- 
ing of limited duration might begin about the end of September at 
a place to be mutually agreed. The subjects for discussion should be 
the following: 

(1) The organization of free elections in the Federal Republic, the 
Eastern Zone of Germany, and in Berlin. This would involve discus- 
sion inter alia of the necessary guarantees for freedom of move- 
ment, freedom of action for political parties, freedom of the press, 
and the enjoyment of the basic freedoms by all Germans before, 
during and after elections. 

(2) Conditions for the establishment of a free all-German Govern- 
ment, with freedom of action in internal and external affairs. 

These are essential steps which must precede the opening of dis- 
cussions with the Soviet Government for a German peace treaty, 

itself a major element of a general settlement. 
The United States Government also considers that at this first 

meeting agreement should finally be reached on the Austrian 

Treaty. 

WASHINGTON, July 15, 1953. 

3 Document 138. 
4For the June 10 Bundestag resolution, see Papers and Documents, pp. 117-118.
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No. 258 

Eisenhower Library, Dulles papers, “1951-1959” 

Memorandum by the Ambassador to the Soviet Union (Bohlen) to 
the Secretary of State 3 

SECRET PERSONAL AND PRIVATE WASHINGTON, July 17, 1953. 

In furtherance of our conversation at the British Embassy the 
other night 2 concerning the possible nature of the Soviet reply to 
the Note on the Four-Power talk, ? while obviously we cannot an- 

ticipate its exact nature, I believe the following are the possibili- 
ties: 

1. It is conceivable the Soviet Government would accept without 
qualification a Foreign Ministers meeting and choose for its own 
reasons to ignore the implications of the “questions” listed in our 
Note. In this case, there would of course be no problem to a further 
communication to the Soviet Government. 

2. Judging from the main lines the Soviet Government has been 
stressing of, (a) the desire for negotiations, and (b) an apparent un- 
willingness to accept what they regard as “pre-conditions” or ‘‘dic- 
tation’, et cetera, the Soviet reply might indicate an acceptance in 
principle of a Four-Power meeting on condition that the questions 
listed in our Note which they might choose to consider “pre-condi- 
tions” or conclusions prior to negotiation be dropped and all par- 
ticipants come to the Conference without any pre-conditionc. 

I believe we should be considering the best method of dealing 

with their reply along these lines, since to abandon at Soviet insist- 

ence the five points outlined in our Note might be construed as an 

abandonment of the principles in the Bundestag Resolution. * Con- 
versely, an insistence on Soviet acceptance of these points as writ- 

ten prior to a Conference might place us in the position of seeking 

to block any conference with the Soviets while they would be in a 

position of merely insisting on “equality” for all. 

The possible line of answer might be to reply that the Soviet 

Government had misinterpreted the contents of our Note, which 

did not contain conditions but merely gave them advance warning 

of the positions we intended to advance and support at the Confer- 

ence and that it goes without saying that each participant will be 

fully free to advance their own positions at the meeting. In any 

1 Copies of this memorandum were also sent to Under Secretary Smith, Mat- 
thews, and Barbour. 

2 Presumably Bohlen is referring to a dinner at the British Embassy during the 
Foreign Ministers meeting at Washington, July 10-14. 

3 Supra. 
WT rn text of the June 10 Bundestag resolution, see Papers and Documents, pp.
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event, in view of the difficulties of tripartite coordination and the 

great disadvantage of a period of delay in answering the Soviet 
reply, I would suggest that we should at least have clear in our 
own minds our line in the event that the Soviet reply was of the 
nature indicated above. 

As a secondary point, I have heard that Vienna was being consid- 
ered by us as a possible site. It seems to me that Austria, being a 
deeply interested party, would not be the best site for a Conference 
and that Geneva or some other place in Switzerland would be more 
suitable. 

CHARLES E. BOHLEN 

No. 259 

396.1/8-453 

The Soviet Ministry for Foreign Affairs to the Embassy of the 
United States } 

Number 26/OSA 

1. July 15 Soviet Government received note of Government of 
United States of America? and simultaneously notes of Govern- 
ments of England and France from which it is apparent that at 
July conference of Ministers of Foreign Affairs of United States of 
America, England and France in Washington, it was decided to call 

a Conference of Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the three powers re- 

ferred to above and of Soviet Union. Moreover, agenda proposed by 

three Ministers and time of convocation of Conference of Ministers 
of Foreign Affairs of United States of America, England, France 

and Soviet Union were communicated in notes. 
It follows from what has been said above that Ministers of For- 

eign Affairs of United States of America, England and France con- 
trary to international customs, have taken upon themselves a pre- 
liminary examination of questions for Conference of Ministers of 
Foreign Affairs of four powers without participation a representa- 
tive of Soviet Union. Such a situation cannot be recognized as 
normal. Moreover, it is in obvious contradiction to existing agree- 
ments on Conferences of Ministers of Foreign Affairs. In addition 
the preliminary collusion of the three Ministers of Foreign Affairs 
could exercise a negative influence on entire course of Conference 

1 Transmitted to Washington in telegram 160. This translation should be com- 
pared for minor textual differences with the text in Department of State Bulletin, 
Sept. 14, 1953, pp. 352-353. 

2 Document 257.
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of Ministers of Foreign Affairs of four powers. Such a conclusion 
naturally flows from fact that three participants in this Conference 
have previously bound themselves by separate agreements, without 
even having attempted to bring about, as has frequently been done 
previously, a free discussion unhampered by any private obliga- 
tions of ripe (nazrevshikh) international problems. Under present 
international conditions, conferences of the powers have great sig- 
nificance for regulation of international questions in dispute. It is 
precisely at this time when efforts of peace-loving governments 
have made it possible to put an end to war in Korea and conclude 
an armistice that favorable conditions have been created for 
achieving a lessening of tension in the international situation. It 

goes without saying that successful solution of this task depends 
primarily upon efforts of all peace-loving states, great and small. 
However, the responsibility for maintenance of peace and interna- 
tional security rests primarily as is evident from Charter of United 
Nations organization on five powers—United States, England, 
France, Soviet Union and the Chinese People’s Republic. It would 
not be in interests of maintenance and strengthening of peace and 
international security to ignore this circumstance. On other hand, 
to ascribe any special significance to such events as Fascist adven- 
ture of June 17 in Berlin—which was the handiwork of interna- 
tional hirelings and criminal elements—means to give one’s self up 
to illusions and to distract attention from facts which are really 
important and have a positive significance for easing of interna- 

tional relations. 
In view of considerations adduced above, Soviet Government 

takes position that at a Conference of Foreign Ministers there 

should be considered the question of measures which promote a 
general lessening of tension in international relations, including 

questions of reduction of armaments and impermissibility of for- 
eign military bases on territory of other states. Moreover, possibili- 

ty should not be excluded of considering question of in just what 

composition (v kakom immeno sostave) these or other problems of 
international relations should be considered. 

Necessity for an examination of questions referred to is dictated 
not only by state of affairs in Europe. It is known that situation of 
countries of Asia with its serious current problems is also attract- 
ing attention of international circles. From this it also follows that 
participation of Chinese People’s Republic is necessary in a discus- 
sion of questions concerning measures for lessening tension in 
international relations. The great Chinese People, united and uni- 
fied by Chinese People’s Republic as never before, with full justifi- 
cation now demand restoration of their legitimate rights in all 
international affairs and to underestimate importance of urgent so-
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lution of this question would also not be in interests of strengthen- 
ing peace and international security. 

In connection with notes of Government of United States of 
America of July 15, Soviet Government expresses its agreement to 

examine German question at Conference of Ministers. However, in 

American note of July 15 as in published communiqué of Washing- 
ton Conference of three Foreign Ministers, * instead of an actual 

examination of German question entire matter in fact is reduced to 
repetition of proposal which was contained in American note of 
September 23+ of last year, ignoring necessity of resolving the 
basic problems of Germany. 

As is well known German people are interested first of all in so- 
lution of such questions as realization of national unification of 
Germany and conclusion of a peace treaty. But it is precisely solu- 
tion of these basic problems of Germany which American note of 
July 15 of this year disregards, citing note of September 23, 1952, 

which also ignored necessity of solving these basic questions. Note 
of Government of United States of America of July 15 substitutes 
for solution of these basic problems of Germany a proposal for all- 
German elections, but very question of elections according to 
American note of September 23 of last year is in turn replaced by 
proposal to designate a so-called neutral commission made up of 
representatives of foreign states “for an investigation with the aim 
of creating conditions’ for conducting these elections. From what 
has been said above it follows that United States note of July 15 
not only does not have as its aim the promoting of a solution of the 
basic questions of Germany, but reduces matter to prolonged dis- 
cussions—whether or not situation in Germany should be investi- 
gated by some foreign representatives or other, how and for what 
purpose to conduct all these ‘investigations’ humiliating for 
German people et cetera. Apart from unnecessary and pointless ne- 

gotiations on such questions, there is nothing to be expected from 
this sort of proposal. 

All this determines attitude of Soviet Government to above men- 
tioned proposal of Government of United States of America. 

Soviet Government considers that such a proposal not only 
cannot contribute to unification of Germany and creation of an all- 
German democratic government or to conclusion of peace treaty 
with Germany, but will as consequence leave Germany split into 
Western and Eastern parts and as before delay conclusion of a 
peace treaty. Simultaneously measures for remilitarization of West- 
ern Germany are being carried on, a danger which peace loving 

3 For text of the Foreign Ministers communiqué, see vol. v, Part 2 pp. 1703 ff. 
4 Document 138.
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peoples of Europe and in particular neighboring states cannot dis- 
regard. If all this is conducted in agreed consultation with Bonn 
Government of Adenauer as is stated in note of July 15, then this 
can only destroy completely confidence of German people in such a 
government to say nothing of other peoples of Europe. 

In spite of considerations expressed above concerning note of 
Government of United States of America of July 15, Soviet Govern- 

ment attaches great importance to joint consideration of German 

question by the powers and moreover hopes that such a consider- 
ation will make it possible to examine thoroughly pertinent prob- 
lems relating to restoration of German unity and, together with a 
decision of question of a peace treaty with Germany, will contrib- 
ute to strengthening of peace in Europe. 

Proceeding from above, Soviet Government proposes: 

1. Taking into account the foregoing, to examine at a Conference 
of Ministers of Foreign Affairs measures for lessening of tension in 
international relations; 

2. To consider at Conference, German question, including prob- 
lem of restoration of German unity and the conclusion of a peace 
treaty. 

As regards Austrian treaty, position of Soviet Government on 
this question is set forth in its notes of July 30 [29] sent to Govern- 
ments of United States of America, England and France. * It goes 
without saying that possible successes in settlement of German 
problem could also contribute to decision of Austrian treaty as 
well. 

Soviet Government is sending similar notes to Governments of 
England, France. 

Moscow, August 4, 1953. 

5 Regarding the Soviet note of July 29 concerning the Austrian Treaty, see Docu- 
ment 872. 

No. 260 

PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Chronological 1953” 

Memorandum by Jacob Beam of the Policy Planning Staff to the 
Director of the Staff (Bowie) 

SECRET WASHINGTON, August 5, 1953. 

Subject: Soviet Note on Four-Power Conference
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Following is consensus of meeting of S/P, EUR, GER, R, etc. held 
this morning on the Soviet Note: ! 

(1) The Korean armistice is taken as point of departure for cam- 
paign to play up need for relaxation of international tension. Re- 
quested participation of China is in accord with communist peace 
congress line and is played up to aggravate division of opinion be- 
tween us, British and Asiatic bloc. However, while designed to 
serve larger propaganda purposes, references to China do not seem 
to be made a condition for four-power talks. 

It is interesting to note that the Russians now adopt as their own 
the line we took at the conclusion of the Palais Rose Conference, 2 
namely, that a general relaxation of tension is required for the so- 
lution of important problems. The U.S. reversed this trend in Presi- 
dent Eisenhower's April 16 speech calling for specific perform- 
ance. 

It is significant that the Russians still make specific mention of 
the question of foreign military bases and armaments. 

(2) The U.S.S.R. expresses precise agreement to examine the 
German question at a Foreign Ministers conference. The Russian 
position on Germany, however, is much the same as before, stress- 
ing unification and a peace treaty but making no proposals on the 
holding of elections. In contrast to the last note on Germany, no 
mention is made of taking Potsdam as a basis. * In objecting to the 
western previous proposal of a UN investigation of electoral condi- 
tions, the Russians are on weak ground in the light of German re- 
action to current developments in the eastern zone. The Soviet pro- 
test against German remilitarization is directed toward French 
Opinion and the opinion of the satellites. 

The order of the agenda suggested by the Russians indicates that 
they may attempt to lead off at a conference with the question of 
lessening of international tension as a precedent to discussing Ger- 
many. Although the Note is ambiguous, it does not preclude the 
possibility that German questions can be discussed separately and 
without Chinese participation. 

(3) For the first time the Russians indicate that an Austrian 
treaty is dependent upon a German settlement. This cut the 
ground from under Gruber who has been attempting an independ- 
ent Austrian settlement and the new Soviet public approach can be 
exploited in Austria. 

It was recommended that a separate reply be sent to the Soviets 
on Austria, and before a reply to their August 4 Note on Germany 
and other matters. It was suggested that we indicate we would 
agree not to table the short draft (but would not specifically with- 

1 Supra. 
2 For documentation on Palais Rose Conference, Mar. 5-June 21, 1951, see Foreign 

Relations, 1951, vol. m1, Part 1, pp. 1086 ff. 

3 See footnote 2, Document 183. 
4 For text of the Soviet note, dated Aug. 23, 1952, see Document 125.
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draw it) on the understanding that Russia would not introduce ex- 
traneous issues. ® 

As regards the August 4 Note, it was suggested we await German 
and British and French reaction. Our preliminary feeling was that 
we should tell the Russians that we are willing to take first things 
first and to discuss the German problem at an early date (however 
after the German elections ®). While not making Russian accept- 

ance of our proposal on the holding of free elections a condition for 
a conference, we would nevertheless play up election and human 
rights issues as being most important points in a settlement. 

In our initial press reaction, we will take much the same line as 
the reported attitude of the British Foreign Office that the Russian 
Note does not seem to constitute a rejection of our proposal for a 
conference on Germany but that the larger and complicated issues 
introduced by the Russians require much further study, in consul- 
tation with the British and the French. 

According to R, Russian press reports mention the probability of 
a four-power conference being held in the near future. 

5 For documentation on the short draft of the Austrian Treaty, see Documents 784 

*, The Federal elections were scheduled for Sept. 6, 1953. 

No. 261 

396.1/8-653: Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Secretary of State, at Seoul 3 

SECRET WASHINGTON, August 6, 1953—7:10 p.m. 

Tedul 17. Re Soviet note August 4,2 Department’s preliminary 
reaction is that language of note dealing with general sources of 
international tension, Asian problems, Commie Chinese participa- 

tion, etc., is much vaguer and more obviously of propaganda nature 

than section of note expressing Soviet willingness to examine 

German problem. We believe Soviets do not intend stand firm on 
their ambiguous suggestion of Five-Power meeting including Com- 
munist China and that, depending on nature our reply, they would 
be willing participate in Four-Power meeting of Foreign Ministers 
dealing with German problem. 

1 Drafted by Thurston; cleared with Kidd, Matthews, and Merchant; and sent at 
the request of Under Secretary Smith. Repeated to London, Paris, Bonn, and 
Moscow. Secretary Dulles was in Korea for talks concerning a defense agreement 
with South Korea; for documentation on his visit, see vol. xv, Part 2, pp. 1465 ff. 

2 Document 259.
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There would appear to be three alternative types of reply that 
might be made to Soviet note: (1) flat rejection; (2) counterproposals 

re agenda; (3) brief acknowledgment stating we are pleased Soviets 
have acknowledged our proposal to discuss German problem and 
suggesting time and place. 

Soviets would make most capital out of negative reply on our 
part and British and French public opinion would obviously never 
permit this. We have no desire to get into the endless argument 
about agenda, such as occurred in Palais Rose discussion in 1951. 

We accordingly favor adopting third course, which involves positive 
reply, trying to pin Soviets down on German issue. This would 
mean playing down point 1 of their proposal, which we think can 
be done. 3 

Foregoing represents only preliminary position and our further 

thinking will develop in light British-French-German and other for- 
eign contacts. This connection, Soviet note is well calculated gain 
support considerable elements of public opinion in Western Europe 
and will probably increase German public pressure for Four-Power 
conference on German unity. 

British have already asked our cooperation in restricting official 
statements to press to non-committal language and we have taken 
initial public line very similar to theirs. They have also expressed 
hope we would not say anything at this time which would definite- 
ly close door to discussions with Soviets of general problems giving 
rise to international tensions. British also suggest it would be ad- 

visable have tripartite drafting teams set up in either Paris, 

London or Washington begin work on reply to Soviet note. 
French official reaction is one of considerable unhappiness and 

pessimism. Though recognizing door not completely closed, they 

conclude Moscow does not want Four-Power talks on Germany at 

this time and that purpose of note is to provoke negative reply and 

divide Western Powers. They believe in our response we should 
stress it is Soviets who are opposing unification of Germany, not 
us. 

Re Austrian issue, we have decided take advantage Soviet stated 
unwillingness reach decision on Austria pending German negotia- 
tions to treat Austrian issue separately and, after consultation with 
Allies, to send early reply to latest Soviet note on Austria indicat- 

3On Aug. 7, 10, and 11 the U.S. Missions in Moscow, Bonn, and Paris, respective- 

ly, pressed for agreement with this approach and the choice of the third alternative. 
(Telegrams 180 from Moscow, 591 from Bonn, and 536 from Paris, 396.1/8-753, 8- 

10538, 8-1153)
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ing willingness participate in meeting Foreign Ministers’ Deputies 
in very near future. 

SMITH 

No. 262 

396.1/8-853 

The Special Assistant to the President (Jackson) to the Secretary of 
State 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, August 8, 1953. 

DEAR Foster: While you were away, the Soviet Union sent 
notes ! to the U.S., Great Britain, and France in reply to the July 
15 notes 2 of those Governments proposing a meeting this fall of 
the four Foreign Ministers. I found the Russian reply an interest- 
ing document for several reasons: 

Despite earlier Pravda fulminations,? which were tantamount to 

an insulting rejection of the proposal, they now agree to the princi- 
ple of such a meeting. There is undoubtedly a whole complex of 
reasons for their decision. My quick reaction is that there were 
three main reasons: 

(a) Whereas the Russians had expected us to react strongly, we 
virtually ignored the Pravda editorial, thereby depriving them of 
either a cue or an excuse. 

(b) The Russian position in East Germany, with its continuing de- 
terioration has upset their entire German gambit. The strong-arm 
methods to which they have been forced to resort have ruined their 
plan to monopolize the unification cum neutralization theme, as 
well as their plan to play up to the Socialists in both East and 
West Germany as a political force to delay or wreck EDC. As of the 
moment, their main chance of partially rectifying their present 
poor position, and getting the Germans to stall on EDC, is to accept 
the principle of the Four Power proposal later this year, and rees- 
tablish the bait of hope for unification without EDC or rearma- 
ment. 

(c) At a time of widely rumored or actual internal Kremlin diffi- 
culties, it was necessary for them to make a noise like a smoothly 
functioning, unified Government capable of embarking on a serious 
discussion of matters of international importance. 

~ 1 Document 259. 
2 Document 257. 
3 Under reference is the Pravda editorial of July 23 which, while generally nega- 

tive in tone, did indicate that the Soviet Union might put forward a counterpropos- 
al.
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The note, though it took the standard cracks at the West, and 
accused the three Western nations of conspiring against them, and 
raged at the “Fascist adventure in Berlin of June 17 .. .* an act 
of foreign hirelings and criminal elements’, was actually rather 
mild, and plausibly serious in tone. 

Speaking from the standpoint of public opinion both here and 
abroad, it is sufficiently serious and plausible to make a reply of 
ours which simply referred them back to previous notes, and did 
not move a little forward, at least by intimation, appear arbitrary 
and unimaginative if we are really sincere in our expressed desire 
for a German and Austrian solution. 

The new elements which the Russians have introduced in their 
reply as conditions of participation in a new conference to discuss 
Germany and Austria are (a) Chinese Communist participation, (b) 
placing the lessening of tensions in international affairs at the top 
of the agenda, (c) reduction of armaments and “impermissibility” of 
Foreign military bases. 

Besides this they have gone into a big smoke screen operation on 
the question of German unification by picking up the reference in 
our note to the earlier September 23, 1952 note. 5 This note sug- 

gested a Four Power meeting, “to discuss the composition, func- 
tions, and authority of an impartial Commission of Investigation 
with a view to creating the conditions necessary for free elections”. 
(I can only assume that this was a tongue-in-cheek stall at the 
time, as the proposal could not conceivably have been accepted by 
the Russians then, and probably not now.) 

Naturally, Washington, London, and Paris will be conferring on 

this, and an appropriate reply will be forthcoming one of these 
days. 

Incidentally, I have just seen a cable from Germany saying that 
Adenauer hoped we would not be too hasty in our reply, in order to 
avoid the possibility of upsetting his election apple cart. ® In this 
connection, if we followed Russian practice and delayed our reply 
the exact number of days that they took to reply to our July 15 
note, we would have until August 27. If we again followed their 

practice of adding on a few days just to show that we had our pride 
too, the reply could easily be postponed until after the German 
elections, and in the meantime, what with their food problem and 

police defection, their leverage on the elections would not improve, 
and could very easily deteriorate still further. 

* All ellipses in this document are in the source text. 
5 Document 138. 
6 Telegram 528 from Bonn, Aug. 5. (396.1/8-553)
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However, no matter what skill we display in technical maneuver- 
ing, I think, again from the viewpoint of my particular business, 
that their note calls for our most thoughtful reconsideration of our 

German position. 

Does it have to be EDC, unification, free elections, or else? This 

was a very smart position for us to take at the time, because it 
backed them into giving us some leads. If we persist now in that 

“or else’ position, it becomes very much like “unconditional sur- 
render’—giving them no room for the slightest maneuver, and 

what we are asking them to agree to, in their eyes and in the eyes 
of the world would be complete, total, crushing defeat. 

I am all for complete, total, and crushing defeat if we really have 
the leverage to bring it about. But we haven’t, and they know it, 

and therefore all they have to do is to lay their ears back, and no 
real progress will have been made except raising hatred of Russia a 
notch or two in German minds. 

You will know far better than I if there are any possible alterna- 
tives which would allow the Russians at least a small piece of face 

and yet move us some steps nearer to our ultimate objective, bear- 

ing in mind that concessions work both ways, and whatever im- 

provement is brought about in the lot of the East Germans will 

simply make them hungrier for more, and make the Russians less 
and less able to deny them the further steps. 

. . . Maybe tossing the mixed Investigating Commission called 

for in the September 23, 1952 note out the window would be some- 
thing we could do quickly and at no actual cost. 

. . . Maybe phasing the overt EDC rearmament of Germany 

while at the same time making up for the delay by unofficially or- 
ganizing and arming our People’s Police would be a negotiable 
device. 

. . . Maybe there is some effective and at the same time accepta- 
ble interim political move that could precede unification, free elec- 
tions, and an all-German Government. 

. . . Maybe, ... maybe. 

It occurred to me that in advance of a tripartite reply, you might 

consider it a good idea to send up an American trial balloor. The 
occasion of your Korean trip gives you a perfect opportunity, in 

that you will probably want to report by radio or television to the 
American people on Korea. At that time you could introduce into 
that talk, on the peg of “While I was away, the Soviet Government 
delivered a note” ... some personal reactions to the Soviet note.
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I am attaching a rough “as dictated” draft 7 of some of the points 
that might fit into such a talk. ® 

Sincerely, 

C. D. JACKSON 

* This 12-page draft is not printed. 
8 On Aug. 13 Secretary Dulles sent a memorandum to Jackson stating that his 

memorandum contained “some good thoughts on the German situation and the Rus- 
sian note.” (Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, ‘1951-1959”’) 

No. 263 

396.1/8-1453: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Embassy in the United Kingdom ! 

SECRET WASHINGTON, August 14, 1953—4:55 p.m. 

772. Following is text proposed US draft reply to Soviet note 
August 4 ? which is transmitted for use in tripartite drafting group 
which we understand from Paris 534 3 will begin work early next 
week. In meantime you should make text available to Foreign Of- 
fices and report initial reaction. Re London’s 581. * Embassy there 
requested convey Salisbury my appreciation his personal greetings 
and convey to him thought that following draft text embodies my 
assessment of tactics we should use in replying to Soviet note. 

“1, Presents its compliments, etc. 
2. In its note of July 15 > the US Government proposed a meeting 

of the Foreign Ministers of France, UK, US and the Soviet Union 
to discuss the German question, including the reunification of Ger- 
many, the holding of free elections, the establishment of a free all- 
German Government, and the peace treaty, as well as agreement 
on the Austrian treaty. 

3. The Soviet reply of August 4 s devoted largely to the theme 
that the Chinese People’s Republ: : should be brought into the dis- 
cussions as a government having legitimate rights in all interna- 
tional affairs.’ The German probl:m has been a subject of discus- 
sion at Four-Power meetings since 1947, but never before has there 
been any suggestion of Chinese participation. The status of the so- 

1 Drafted by Thurston; cleared with Morris, Bowie, Merchant, L, and U; and ap- 
proved for transmission by Dulles. Also sent to Paris and repeated to Moscow, 
Berlin, and Bonn. 

2 Document 259. 
3 Telegram 534 reported that coordination of the reply would take place at Paris 

with de Margerie representing France and Reilly, the United Kingdom. (396.1/8- 
1153) 

4In telegram 581 Aldrich reported that he had discussed the Soviet note with 

Salisbury who had asked for the US. position. (896.1/8-1053) 
5 Document 257.
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called Chinese People’s Republic is itself a matter of serious inter- 
national controversy and it has no recognized competence in 
German affairs. The US Government finds totally unacceptable 
and rejects the suggestion that the Chinese Communist regime is 
entitled to participate in the discussion of the problem of German 
unification, or that discussion of the problem of Germany be subor- 
dinated to the solution of the problem of China. 

4. Real progress toward peace and the lessening of international 
tensions can be made by the solution of immediate concrete prob- 
lems, such as the German problem, and the injection into the dis- 
cussion and solution of such problems of numerous other complicat- 
ed issues can only result in delay and possible failure. The US Gov- 
ernment seeks by all means at its disposal to find solutions for 
problems which lie at the base of international tensions, but it does 
not believe that progress can be made within a framework permit- 
ting only superficial consideration to important questions. In this 
connection the US Government would remind the Soviet Govern- 
ment of a statement contained in an editorial published on May 24, 
1953 in Pravda, widely believed to be an authoritative source of 
Soviet official opinion, which appears to endorse the views of the 
US Government in this regard. Pointing out that ‘the present 
international situation is known for great complexity of its out- 
standing problems, Pravda expresses the opinion that ‘an attempt 
to discuss and solve all controversial outstanding problems at once 
would end in failure’ and added that ‘a move forward in the settle- 
ment of such sore problems as the problem of the war in Korea or 
the problem of Germany could help to ease the tension in the 
present international situation and prepare the soil for the settle- 
ment of other problems.’ 

). The Korean Conference to achieve by peaceful means the uni- 
fication of a free and independent Korea and the work of the 
United Nations Disarmament Commission, charged with the impor- 
tant task of the reduction of armaments, are concrete examples of 
the present existence of opportunities for the lessening of world 
tensions and the advancement of peace and means that should be 
availed of to that end. The solution of the German problem and the 
conclusion of the Austrian treaty will be major steps toward the 
achievement of peace and will furnish a firm foundation for the so- 
lution of other international problems. They should therefore not 
be delayed or hindered by extraneous issues. 

6. The Government of the US welcomes the statement that the 
Soviet Government attaches importance to the joint consideration 
of the German question by the Four Powers, and in response to the 
United States note of July 15 agrees to examine the German ques- 
tion at a conference of Ministers. For its part, the Government of 
the US fully shares the hope that such consideration will make it 
possible to examine thoroughly the pertinent problems relating to 
the restoration of German unity and the question of a peace treaty 
with Germany, as a contribution to the strengthening of peace in 
Europe. 

7. The Government of the US therefore proposes that the For- 
eign Ministers of the USSR, Great Britain, France, and the United 
States, meet at Geneva (or in some other mutually agreeable loca-
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tion in Switzerland) on October 1, 1953, and if this is agreeable, 
will communicate with the Government of the Swiss Republic to 
ascertain whether the Four Powers may take advantage of its tra- 
ditional hospitality and to make the necessary arrangements. 

8. This Government is of the opinion that in examining all rele- 
vant aspects of the German question, including the restoration of 
German unity and a peace treaty, the four Powers should not fail 
to take any practical step which would serve as a means towards 
these ends, or which would in any event constitute integral parts of 
a solution of the German problem. As expressed in its note of July 
15, 1958, the Government of the United States considers free elec- 
tions and the constitution of a free all-German Government, in re- 
sponse to the clearly expressed wishes of all Germans, to be a prac- 
tical and fundamental point of departure, which would most facili- 
tate reunification and the negotiation of a German peace treaty. 

9. With respect to Austria, the Government of the US has never 
been of the opinion that the reestablishment of the freedom and in- 
dependence of this liberated country, as required by the Moscow 
Declaration of November 1943, should be subordinated to the 
German question. This Government believes that the solution of 
any one of the major outstanding international questions has a re- 
ciprocally beneficial effect on the possibility of solving others, and 
with this thought in mind has invited the Soviet Union by a note 
dated ——-——-— to a conference of Deputies for the Austrian State 
Treaty to be held in London on ——-—-—-—. This Government be- 
lieves that world opinion would find the best augur for the success 
of the following conference on Germany in the speedy conclusion of 
the Austrian State Treaty. 

10. The Government of the US is surprised that the Soviet Gov- 
ernment should misinterpret as inadmissible collusion the initia- 
tive taken by the Foreign Ministers of the US, UK and France at 
their recent meeting in Washington. As is their custom and right, 
the three Ministers considered questions of mutual interest in the 
development of a prosperous and secure European Community be- 
tween nations manifesting a willingness to cooperate toward that 
end.” 

DULLES
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No. 264 

662.001/8-1653 

The Soviet Ministry for Foreign Affairs to the Embassy of the 
United States } 

[Moscow, August 15, 1953.] 

Soviet Government considers it necessary once again to call at- 
tention of Government of USA as well as Governments of England 
and France to the abnormal situation in which Germany eight 
years after end of war in Europe, is without peace treaty, remains 
split into Eastern and Western parts, and is in unequal position 
with relation to other states. Such situation contradicts aspirations 
of peace-loving peoples for strengthening of peace in Europe and is, 
moreover, violation of legitimate national interests of German 

people. 
As far back as March 10, 1952, Soviet Government presented for 

consideration of Governments of USA, England and France draft of 

bases for peace treaty with Germany in connection with which 
Governments of USA, England and France have not, up to present 
time, expressed their attitude. 2 (Draft of bases of peace treaty with 
Germany is enclosed. ?) Governments of USA, England, and France 
have also not presented their draft of peace treaty. It follows from 
this that governments of three indicated powers underestimate im- 
portance of question of peace treaty with Germany. Question of 
peace treaty with Germany is being dragged out more and more, 
for which responsibility is borne primarily by Governments of 
USA, England and France. 

Refusing to examine question of peace treaty with Germany, 
Governments of USA, England and France embarked upon another 
course on May 26, 1952, Governments of USA, England and France 

along with Bonn Government of Adenauer signed “Treaty on Rela- 
tions Between Three Powers and Federal Republic of Germany’, 4 
which is known as “Bonn agreement”; and on May 27 of same 
year, Treaty for “European Defense Community” > known by name 

1 Transmitted in telegram 215, Aug. 16, from Moscow. It should be compared for 

minor textual differences with the unofficial translation in Department of State 
Bulletin, Sept. 14, 1953, pp. 354-356. Similar notes were sent by the Soviet Govern- 
ment to the Governments of France and the United Kingdom. 

2 For text of the Soviet note of Mar. 10, see Document 65. 

3 According to the Embassy in Moscow, this enclosure was the same as that at- 
tached to the Soviet note of Mar. 10. 

* For text of the Convention on Relations between the Three Powers and the Fed- 
eral Republic of Germany, see Document 51. 

5 For text of the European Defense Community Treaty, see Documents (R.I.1LA.) 

for 1952, pp. 116 ff.
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of “Paris agreement’ was signed along with Bonn Government by 
Governments of France, Italy, Belgium, Holland, and Luxembourg. 

Thereby, both the “Bonn agreement” as well as “Paris agreement” 
are indissolubly bound for 50 years to come with aggressive North 
Atlantic bloc of powers. 

As is known, sense of ‘Paris agreement” is that armed forces en- 
tering into composition of so-called “European army” destined for 
aggressive aims of North Atlantic bloc are to be created in Western 
Germany under leadership of Hitlerite generals and other revanch- 

ists. According to “Bonn agreement’? Western Germany will 
remain in position of dependent state subordinated to three powers 
which, regardless of formal abolition of Occupation Statute, § main- 

tain their troops on territory of Western Germany with unlimited 
rights of interference in its internal affairs. This preserves for 
many years enslavement of Western German population under con- 
ditions of modified occupation regime. 

This means Bonn and Paris agreements are leading to rebirth of 

German militarism and to transformation of Western Germany 
into a tool of aggressive plans of other powers which pretend to 
world domination. 

As can be seen from communiqué of conference of Foreign Minis- 
ters of United States, England and France which took place in July 

1953 in Washington, 7 Governments of Three Powers decided to 

pursue further policy directed toward realization of plan to create 
“European Army” and to include in it West German armed forces 
led by Hitlerite generals. In communiqué it is shown outright that 
“Three Foreign Ministers reaffirm their strong intention to pursue 

energetically the policy upon which their governments agreed 

within framework of Atlantic Treaty. This policy includes work on 
creation of European unity of six European countries which have 
already created unification of coal and steel and whose govern- 

ments have signed treaty for a European defense community’. 
Course which Governments of USA, England and France have 
taken in German question is leading to rebirth of German milita- 
rism, to creation of dangerous focus of new aggression, to continu- 
ing increase of danger of new war in Europe. To follow this course 
means to renounce those solemn international obligations which 
set up goal of promoting restoration of Germany as peace-loving 
and democratic state and which were undertaken by United States 
of America and England at Potsdam Conference in 1945 and subse- 
quently adhered to by France. 

6 For text of the Occupation Statute, signed Apr. 8, 1949 at Washington, see For- 
eign Relations, 1949, vol. 11, pp. 179-181. 

7 For text, see vol. v, Part 2, p. 17083.
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Other course is course which corresponds to peace-loving goals 

and obligations undertaken by Four Powers with regard to Germa- 
ny immediately after ending of war and which respond to interests 
of strengthening peace in Europe. In this connection however it is 
impossible not to recognize fact that since time of Potsdam Confer- 
ence eight years have passed and that since that time not a few 
changes have come about which must be taken into account at 

final regulation of German problem. However basic aims of Pots- 
dam Agreement—to promote creation of peace-loving Germany— 
express as before interests of all European peoples including 
German people and must be guaranteed by means of concluding 
peace treaty with Germany. 

Solution of this task will create conditions for unprecedented 
growth of Germany with its great possibilities for development of 
its economy and culture. No one can deny that rebirth of Germany 
as a great power worthy of occupying corresponding place among 

other powers is possible only by way of peaceful and democratic de- 
velopment of German State, by way of friendly cooperation with 
other states striving for strengthening of peace and international 

security. Experience of history shows more than once already 
course of war has led Germany to national catastrophe and that 
German people have paid dearly as a consequence. 

There is no doubt that conclusion peace treaty with Germany 
has first rank significance for settlement German problem. It will 
in decisive fashion contribute to stabilizing peace in Europe and 
will permit definitive decision appropriate questions having arisen 
as result second world war in which are vitally interested Europe- 

an states which have suffered from Hitlerite aggression, and first 

of all Germany’s neighbors. Conclusion peace treaty with Germany 
is also necessary in view fact that threat reestablishment of 
German militarism, which has twice unleashed world war, has not 

been removed inasmuch as appropriate decisions of Potsdam Con- 
ference still remain unfulfilled. Peace treaty with Germany will es- 
tablish stable conditions of peace for German people, will contrib- 
ute to development of Germany as united, independent, democratic 
and peace-loving state, will assure the German people of possibility 
peaceful cooperation with other peoples on basis equal rights. 

Governments USA, England and France justify their refusal to 
consider peace treaty with Germany by fact that there does not as 
yet exist all-German Government which could take part in prepa- 
ration of treaty. However, such type of motives for refusal to con- 
sider peace treaty do not correspond with real state of affairs. In 
reality policy of USA, England and France will lead to result that 
not only will consideration question of peace treaty be even further
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postponed, since this policy is directed at reinforcing division of 

Germany, toward prohibiting reestablishment of German unity. 

At present time more and more new measures of pressure are 

being carried out in order that Bonn and Paris agreements be rati- 
fied by appropriate states despite serious opposition which exists on 
part parliaments several states. This pressure, and especially on 
part US Government, has aim of hastening creation armed forces 

of Western Germany and their inclusion in “European Army” pro- 
vided for by Paris Agreement in order to turn Western Germany, 
which is dependent on states North Atlantic bloc into weapon for 
implementation plans of this bloc. But inclusion Western Germany 
in “European Army” and North Atlantic bloc will render impossi- 
ble unification Western and Eastern Germany into one state. 
Peace-loving peoples of all Europe are interested in establishment 

united and peace-loving Germany, as German people itself is also 
interested in this. But from that time when Bonn Government 
brings Western Germany into aggressive North Atlantic bloc unifi- 
cation Western and Eastern Germany will be rendered impossible. 
For exactly this reason overwhelming majority Germans not only 
in German Democratic Republic but also in Western Germany 
oppose plans Adenauer Government for bringing Western Germa- 
ny into “European Army” and North Atlantic bloc, and in this 
regard peace-loving peoples of all Europe are on their side. 
From what has been said above it is evident that policy Govern- 

ments USA, England and France, and equally of Adenauer Govern- 

ment, is directed not toward unification Germany and not toward 
formation all-German Government but toward leaving Germany di- 

vided into parts for many years. Such policy is directly aimed oppo- 
sition to formation all-German Democratic Government. 

Consequently, refusal to consider peace treaty with Germany 
under pretext non-existence all-German Government does not re- 
flect real motives for this refusal. 

From what has been said above it is also evident that present 
policy Governments USA, England and France is directed both 
against deciding question of peace treaty and against unification 
Germany on peace-loving and democratic basis, against formation 

all-German Democratic Government. 

Governments USA, England and France instead of deciding ques- 
tion of formation all-German Democratic Government introduce a 
different proposal. They propose to discuss question of all-German 
elections but reduce this matter to consideration by Four Powers of 
their proposal for appointment so-called neutral commission from 
representatives foreign states ‘for investigation with aim creating 

conditions” for conducting these elections.
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It is impossible to evaluate this other than as attempt transfer 
conduct elections in Germany to hands foreign powers, to foist on 
German people for this purpose all sorts of foreign ‘investigators’, 
as if matter concerns not Germany which has democratic traditions 
of many years standing, but some sort of colony without rights. 

Such proposal leads to pushing German people aside from decision 
its internal question, is expression of crude lack of faith in German 
people and, naturally, is met with rebuff on part wide circles 
German population. 

Above indicated proposal Governments USA, England and 
France in its essence departs from principles of democratism which 
found its expression in Potsdam decisions. This proposal, according 
to statement of Three Powers, has been agreed upon with Adenau- 
er Government, which serves interests greatest capitalist monopo- 
lies of Western Germany, which more and more unleashes hands 
yesterday’s Hitlerites and open Fascists for suppression German 
democratic forces, which represents mouthpiece of extreme 

German nationalists and revanchists, who are striving for the re- 
birth of German militarism for new aggressive wars. In this con- 
nection it is impossible to forget that Adenauer Government has 

invariably come out against very possibility of coordinating policy 
of Four Powers on German question, since it has completely tied its 
fate with plans for the reestablishment of German militarism, with 
plans for preparation of new war in Europe. Exactly for these anti- 
popular purposes, it is striving for ratification of Paris and Bonn 

agreements despite fact that these agreements contradict national 
interests German people and mean turning Western Germany into 
dependent state, enslaving Western German population for many 

years. 
The Bonn agreement as well as Paris agreement have nothing in 

common with interests reestablishment unity democratic Germany 
and that real purposes these agreements are directed against basic 

principles Potsdam Conference, at which USA, England and USSR, 

and also France which acceded to it, decided to assure reestablish- 

ment of United Germany as peace-loving and democratic state. 
From all that has been said above it is evident that question of 

reestablishment national unity of Democractic Germany was and 
remains fundamental question for German people, in decision of 
which are interested peace-loving people of all Europe. No sort of 
pretexts can justify further delay in this matter inasmuch as under 
present conditions chief responsibility for its decision rests on Gov- 
ernments USA, England, France and USSR. In any case there 

must not be postponed such measures as can serve even gradual 
settlement question of unification Germany, of formation all- 
German Democratic Government.
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Government USSR is approaching Government USA and also to 
Governments England and France with proposal to take now prac- 

tical measures aimed at settlement German problem. 

In accordance with what is set forth above Soviet Government 
considers as urgent settlement following basic questions with 
regard to Germany. 

1. Convocation peace conference for examination question of 
peace treaty with Germany. 

Soviet Government proposes that such a conference with partici- 
pation of all interested states can be convoked within next six 
months and sees no basis for further postponement of convocation 
of a peace conference. All preparatory work for preparation of 
peace treaty with Germany could be completed within above men- 
tioned period. In connection therewith it is important to assure ap- 
propriate participation of representatives of Germany at all stages 
of preparation of peace treaty and at a peace conference. Prior to 
formation of a provisional all-German government the representa- 
tives of the existing governments of East and West Germany could 
take part in the preparation of the peace treaty. 

2. The formation of a provisional all-German government and 
the carrying out of free all-German elections. 

For purpose of restoration of German national unity on peace- 
loving and democratic bases Soviet Government proposes that par- 
liaments of German Democratic Republic and German Federal Re- 
public with the broad participation of democratic organizations 
should form a provisional all-German government. Such a govern- 
ment can be created by means of a direct agreement between East 
and West Germany as a substitute for presently existing govern- 
ments German Democratic Republic and German Federal Republic. 
In event that this proves to be difficult at given time the provision- 
al all-German government can be established with retention for a 
certain period of governments of German Democratic Republic and 
German Federal Republic. At same time in this event the provi- 
sional German government obviously will have in first stage only 
limited functions. However, in such a situation also the establish- 
ment of a provisional all-German government will represent in 
itself a real step forward on path of reunification of Germany 
which must receive its full completion in creation of an all-German 
government on basis of really free all-German elections. 

The tasks of the provisional all-German government: 

a. The provisional all-German government could decide such 
urgent questions of all-German significance as the representa- 
tion of Germany in preparation of peace treaty and also repre- 
sentation in international organizations; the inadmissibility of 
involvement of Germany in coalitions or military alliances di- 
rected against any power which took part with its armed forces 
in the war against Hitlerite Germany; questions of German 
citizenship; guarantee of free activity of democratic parties and 
organizations and the inadmissibility of existence of Fascist 
militaristic and other organizations hostile to democracy and 
to cause of preservation of peace; the expansion of trade rela-
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tions between East and West Germany; questions of transport, 
postal and telegraphic communications; questions of free move- 
ment of peoples and goods independent of established zonal 
frontiers; the development of economic and cultural ties be- 
tween East and West Germany and other questions affecting 
interests of the entire German people. 

b. A chief task of provisional all-German government fur- 
thermore must be preparation and carrying out of all-German 
free elections as a result of which German people itself without 
interference of foreign powers will decide question of social and 
state structure in a democratic Germany. The provisional all- 
German government must work out a draft of an all-German 
electoral law guaranteeing the really democratic character of 
all-German elections, the participation in the elections of all 
democratic organizations and the inadmissibility of pressure on 
the electors from the great monopolies. On its free decision 
must depend the recognition of expediency of verification of ex- 
istence in all Germany of conditions necessary for the carrying 
out of democratic elections as well as adoption of measures for 
guaranteeing such conditions in addition Soviet Government 
considers it necessary that measures be taken by governments 
of USA, England, France and USSR for carrying out of all- 
German elections under conditions of genuine freedom with 
the exclusion of any pressure whatsoever on part of foreign 
powers in the carrying out of these elections. 

3. The easing of the financial and economic obligations of Germa- 
ny connected with the consequences of the war. 

Taking into consideration that Germany has already carried out 
an important part of its financial and economic obligations in 
regard to USSR, USA, England, and France connected with the 
consequences of the war and considering the necessity of easing the 
economic situation of Germany, Soviet Government recognizes ur- 
gency of adopting in this connection appropriate decisions. 

a. Soviet Government considers it necessary beginning Janu- 
ary 1, 1954, that Germany be freed completely from payment 
of reparations and equally from payment to Four Powers of 
postwar state debts with exception of indebtedness for commer- 
cial obligations. 

b. Soviet Union considers it also necessary to limit extent of 
expenditures connected with presence of forces of Four Powers 
on territory of Germany. For this purpose it is proposed that 
sum of expenses for maintenance of these forces annually 
should not exceed 5 percent of revenues of state budget of 
German Democratic Republic and German Federal Republic 
and in any event should not exceed the sum of the occupation 
expenditures of 1949 when the extent of the occupational ex- 
penditures had not yet been affected by the formation of the 
North Atlantic Bloc. Soviet Government proposes in addition 
that Germany should be completely freed of payments of in- 
debtedness for foreign occupation expenditures of Four Powers 
which were created after 1945. Soviet Government is confident 
that an agreement between the USSR, USA, England and
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France on German question and the adoption in near future of 
decisions in accordance with proposals outlined above would 
serve to reduce tension in international relations, assisting 
thereby in strengthening of peace and international security. 

No. 265 

396.1/8-1753: Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Office of the United States 
High Commissioner for Germany, at Bonn } 

SECRET PRIORITY WASHINGTON, August 17, 19583—6:53 p.m. 

574. Soviet note of Aug 16[75] 2 strikes us as directed at Germany 
in contrast with preceding combination of Pravda editorial, Aug 4 
note, and parts of Malenkov speech * which were directed primari- 
ly at Brit and Fr public opinion. We regard four statements taken 
together as all-out effort to foster divisions in West and increase 
hesitation to proceed with EDC both in Germany and elsewhere. 
Implication for Germans is that adherence to Adenauer’s present 
course will result in indefinite division of country, and for other 
Western Europeans, that EDC will result in indefinite prolongation 
of Cold War and rebirth of German militarism. These points may 
have considerable appeal to public, since they coincide in large part 
with position of opposition parties and elements in Germany and 

France. While we believe Soviets are still not anxious for meeting 

on Germany at this time, they are clearly laying groundwork for 
exploitation German issue to achieve larger stakes (disruption EDC 
and NATO). 

August 16 note advances ostensibly practical program for prompt 

establishment all-German Government which will inter alia ar- 
range elections and for convocation peace conference. (In last year’s 
notes, Soviets only covered these points vaguely, though they repre- 
sent established GDR positions. 4) Moreover, note aims directly at 
influencing Bundestag elections to Adenauer’s detriment, and rep- 
resents serious effort bolster shaky GDR regime. 

1 Drafted by Kidd; cleared with Bonbright, Merchant, Matthews, Thurston, P, L, 
and U; and initialed for the Secretary of State by Merchant. Also sent to London 
and Paris and repeated to Moscow and Berlin. 

2 Supra. 
8 Regarding the Pravda editorial, see footnote 3, Document 262. For text of the 

Aug. 4 note, see Document 259; for extracts from Malenkov’s speech, Aug. 8, to the 
Supreme Soviet, see Documents (R.L1.A.) for 1953, pp. 22 ff. 

4 For documentation on the exchanges of notes with the Soviet Union in 1952, see 

Documents 65 ff.
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Main theme of argumentative part of Soviet note is “back to 
Potsdam’’, mentioned six times, though notable that section of note 

dealing with provisional all-German Government does not once in- 
dicate degree of control to be exercised by four powers. Paragraphs 
1 to 16 stress necessity of peace treaty eight years after war, possi- 

bility of achieving this on basis of Potsdam objectives, and impossi- 
bility of achieving either peace treaty or unification via West route 
of EDC, NATO, and 1952 proposals for supervised elections. Conclu- 

sion of Soviet note states three proposals, of which first on convoca- 
tion of peace conference may be attractive, second on role provi- 
sional all-German Government is so transparent that should be 

susceptible firm German rejection, and third on easing financial 
and economic obligations is nothing Germans will complain about, 
although literal example of locking barn door after horse stolen by 
Soviets. 

Our preliminary view is that Soviets would definitely gain more 
than we if we refused take them up on conference looking toward 
peace settlement. This in fact not unanticipated result West’s initi- 
ative of July 15,5 and we believe we should not only answer posi- 
tively but press for early four-power conference in accordance our 
July 15 note. Reaction of responsible German leaders important, 
however, re Soviet point of “back to Potsdam” and especially re 
creation provisional all German Government by representatives 
from GDR and Fed Rep rather than on basis free elections. Before 
replying to Soviet note, we should like if feasible have West Ger- 
mans set tone on these two points (both of which we would of 
course like to reject strongly). 

In our view this calls for statesmanship on part of both Adenau- 

er and Ollenhauer and subordination if possible of their current 
election campaign tactics to reach bipartisan agreement on matter 
of serious German national interest. This has been possible in past 

as in Bundestag resolution of June 10.6 Could you as HICOM 
Chairman check with Adenauer and informally with Ollenhauer to 
ascertain their positions? Most satisfactory might be if German re- 
sponse could take form of Bundestag Foreign Affairs Committee 
declaration or joint Adenauer-Ollenhauer statement. Failing that, 
could you induce separate but similar statements by these two 
leaders? Hope you can, if Brit and French HICOMers agree, con- 
tact Adenauer and Ollenhauer on urgent basis. Please also report 
last prior public rejection by Federal Government and SPD leaders 
which we could mention in our reply if Ollenhauer at present un- 
willing cooperate as suggested. 

5 Document 257. 
®° For the June 10 Bundestag resolution, see Papers and Documents, pp. 117-118.
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Our tentative view is that western reply (which will cover both 
Aug 4 and 16 notes) should be brief and positive and should be 
made before Bundestag elections, in fact within next week or 10 
days if possible. By brief and positive we mean note similar that 
transmitted Deptel 772 to London 512 Paris rptd Moscow 105 
Berlin 106 Bonn 547, 7 i.e. proposing German conference in Octo- 
ber, concentrating on few basic points and generally avoiding 
laying down conditions for meeting. 

Paris and London authorized pass above tentative views to For- 

eign Offices. FYI we hope produce new US draft reply by time 
Paris working group meets which will reflect if available informa- 
tion from Conant referred to above. 

Above preliminary views have not been discussed with Secretary 
whose comments if any will be transmitted subsequently. 

SMITH 

7 Document 268. 

No. 266 

Editorial Note 

The tripartite drafting group began its meetings in Paris on 
August 20 with Theodore Achilles, D’Arcy Reilly, and Roland de 

Margerie representing respectively the United States, the United 
Kingdom, and France. At the initial meeting the group had before 

it drafts from each of the participants. The United States draft, 
which had been cabled to Paris in telegram 554, August 8 (896.1/8- 

1853), was similar to that in telegram 772, Document 263, but took 

into account the second Soviet note of August 15, Document 264, 
while the British draft was a more general reply and the French a 

more detailed response. Achilles reported on the first meeting in 

telegram 675 from Paris, August 21. (396.1/8-2153) 

At the second meeting the drafting group adopted a French revi- 

sion as the working draft for further discussion. (Telegram 697 
from Paris, August 21, 396.1/8-2153) This draft was similar in sub- 

stance to a draft prepared in the Office of the United States High 
Commissioner for Germany which was only four paragraphs in 
length and proposed a four-power meeting to begin on October 1. 

(Telegram 697 from Bonn, August 18, 396.1/8-1853) While progress 

had been made, Achilles reported that there were still substantial 

differences to be ironed out since the British wanted a four-power 
conference to discuss problems other than just Germany and Aus-



THE BERLIN CONFERENCE 627 

tria, while the French wanted such a meeting limited only to Ger- 
many. (Telegram 710 from Paris, August 22, 396.1/8-2253) 

Following further changes with consequent references to individ- 

ual governments the drafting group on August 26 approved the 
text of a reply to the Soviet notes. The following day this text was 

shown to Chancellor Adenauer who reacted strongly to paragraph 
7, the last sentence of which he believed would have to “be re- 

moved if not to damage him in the elections and jeopardize the 
German position.” (Telegram 816 from Bonn, August 27, 396.1/8- 

2753) 
This paragraph reads: 

“7, United States Government considers it desirable that meeting 
of Foreign Ministers should concentrate on German problem and, 
in first instance, on question of free elections and status of future 
German Government. This need not preclude Foreign Ministers 
from discussing any other aspects of problem of German unity nor 
even from considering the principle of a German peace treaty, 
which is, of course, an essential part of a world settlement.” (Tele- 
gram 762 from Paris, August 26, 396.1/8-2653) 

Paragraph 7 then became the object of several cables among the 
three capitals before an acceptable draft note could be presented to 
the Chancellor on August 31. For Conant’s report on the meeting 
with Adenauer, see his letter to Secretary of State Dulles, infra. At 

the same time the draft was shown to Mayor Reuter and Foreign 

Minister Gruber for their approval and to members of the North 
Atlantic Council for their information. For the agreed note, as de- 
livered to the Soviet Foreign Ministry on September 2, see Docu- 
ment 268. Documentation relating to its drafting and the work of 

the tripartite drafting group is in file 396.1.
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No. 267 

Eisenhower Library, John Foster Dulles papers, “1951-1959” 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (Conant) to the 
Secretary of State } 

SECRET Bap GODESBERG, August 31, 1953. 
PERSONAL AND PRIVATE 
EYES ONLY 

Dear Foster: I am venturing to send you this personal note 
about my conference with the Chancellor this morning, as I think 
it throws some light on the future relations between the German 
Government and our own.? In making this statement, I realize 

that I am prophesying as to the outcome of the elections, ? which is 
perhaps gratuitous in view of the fact that by the time you receive 
this letter, you will know how the voting has gone here in Germa- 
ny. However, almost everyone here believes the Chancellor will be 
returned. The big question is, how much he will have to pay in the 
way of political debts for the support from other parties, in particu- 
lar whether he has to bring the BHE into the government. But 
leaving these matters aside, I am addressing myself here to our dif- 
ferences of opinion about the contents of the note to the Soviet 
Union. 

In my attempts this morning to persuade the Chancellor to 
accept a modified Seventh Paragraph, which were unsuccessful, I 

ran into his repeated reference to Article Seven of the Contractual 
Agreements. * I am convinced that his objections to the original 
draft and to the substitute Paragraph Seven offered were quite sin- 
cere, and did not stem from any attempt to be difficult or to show 
the Allies that he was displeased because he had not been consult- 
ed in greater detail earlier. 

1The source text was attached to a chit which indicated that Secretary Dulles 
and Merchant had seen it and to a reply from Dulles, dated Sept. 8, which read as 
follows: 

“Dear Jim: I have your letter of August 31. I think you handled the matter with 
the Chancellor very well indeed. Now that the election is over and he has won a 
smashing victory, I imagine that his personal influence will be enhanced to a point 
where it will be very difficult—and perhaps undesirable—to deal with the German 
problem except on the basis of treating him as a full partner. 

“I was in Denver yesterday and had a fine talk with the President. He was, of 
course, delighted with the Adenauer victory. He has a very high personal regard for 
Adenauer. 

“Sincerely yours, John Foster Dulles.” 
2 Regarding discussion of the reply to the Soviet note of Aug. 15, see the editorial 

note, supra. 

3 For documentation on the Federal elections of Sept. 6, see Documents 217 ff. 
4¥For text of the Convention on Relations between the Three Powers and the Fed- 

eral Republic of Germany, see Document 51.
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As a matter of fact, he was quite satisfied with the way the con- 

sultation had taken place this time. The heart of his objection cen- 
ters on any public statement that anything to do with the Peace 
Treaty would be discussed in a Four-Power Conference. He believes 
that the Allied governments are committed by their previous notes 

and by Article Seven of the conventions to refusing to discuss the 
Peace Treaty with the Russians until representatives of a unified 
Germany can be present at the peace table. If this is not in fact the 
position of the present three governments, then we are faced with 

a serious problem for the future. This seems to me to go far beyond 
the question of finding a set of words that were suitable to all con- 
cerned in the note to the Soviets. 

The reason the Chancellor was quite willing to accept the second 

alternative which I presented was that it made no reference to the 

peace treaty. I take it, though he did not say so, that he believes 

that if a conference is held, and the Russians start the discussion of 

the peace treaty, the three Allies will rule this discussion out of 
order at once. It would seem to me of importance to be sure that 
we are in accord on this position if there is any possibility of a 
Four-Power Conference on the German question. 

The Chancellor (and Professor Hallstein, in a separate conversa- 

tion) more than once raised the question of why we had gone 
beyond the note of July 155 which they found so satisfactory. In 
attempting to explain the position of the three governments, I 
pointed out that the idea of a Four-Power Foreign Ministers Con- 
ference in this note had been urged by him, and that the possibili- 
ties of such a conference had aroused hopes in other countries, 
whatever might be the case in Germany. If we had intended 
merely to consult with the Russians on the details of free elections 
and the status of an all-German Government, it would have been 

quite unnecessary to have convened four foreign ministers for that 
purpose. 

Indeed, in some preliminary discussions which he and I had had 

early in July, I had suggested that a procedure might be contem- 

plated which would involve only the four High Commissioners, but 
he and Professor Hallstein then insisted on the importance of call- 
ing a Four-Power Foreign Ministers Conference because those 
were, to use his own words, “magic words.” I suggested to him 
today that these magic words had now raised the hopes of people in 
the United States, Great Britain and France, and that our govern- 

ment’s unwillingness to limit the discussion to merely free elec- 
tions and the status of the German Government was a consequence 

5 Document 257.



630 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME VII 

of the magic contained in these words, which he had himself first 
urged. 

I am not sure whether this line of argumentation will meet with 
your approval, but I believe it had some effect on the Chancellor, 
though I hope it did not unduly annoy him. I attempted, in pre- 
senting the point of view of the three governments as vigorously as 
I could, to bring out the basic differences of opinion, and to support 
as strongly as I knew how the three Allies’ stand. I felt if I was at 
all weak in this encounter with the Chancellor this morning, I 
should have lessened my future usefulness to you. At the same 
time, I hope that the Chancellor was not too disturbed at my frank 
statements, for he has not in recent times been used to much argu- 

ment with his own staff government, I have been told. 

All of this, of course, is a supplement to the regular telegrams I 
have sent to the Department, and is an attempt to give you a 
rather personal flavor of my rather strenuous hour-and-a-half dis- 
pute with the Chancellor this morning. It all ended very amicably, 
as when I offered the second alternative, he accepted it at once and 

with a certain measure of relief and gratitude. The same feeling 
seemed to be expressed at once by his two advisers who were 
present, namely Blankenhorn and Hallstein. 

With all good wishes, 
Sincerely yours, 

JIM 

No. 268 

396.1/9-153 

The Embassy of the United States to the Soviet Ministry for Foreign 
Affairs} 

[Moscow, September 2, 1953.] 

1. US Government, in its customary close consultation with Gov- 
ernments of UK and France, has carefully studied the Soviet Gov- 
ernment’s notes of August 4 and 15, 1953, 2 which were in reply to 

proposals presented on July 15 by three Western powers. ? Govern- 
ment of German Federal Republic and the German authorities in 
Berlin have also been consulted. 

1 Transmitted from Paris on Sept. 1 in telegram 844 in response to a request for a 
clean text of the note. The note was delivered to the Foreign Ministry at 1 p.m. 
Moscow time on Sept. 2. 

2 Documents 259 and 264. 
3 Document 257.
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2. US Government has no intention once again to refute Soviet 

Government’s criticisms of policy followed by three powers, nor of 
thus prolonging a sterile discussion which can only be harmful to 

the cause of peace. 

3. US Government therefore fully reserves its position in regard 
to the various allegations in Soviet notes of August 4 and 15, and 
will confine its comments to the problems of an urgent nature 
which arise in connection with meeting of Foreign Ministers pro- 
posed in its note of July 15. 

4, Real progress toward peace and toward a lessening of interna- 
tional tension would be achieved were it possible to find an early 
solution of some of existing problems concerning Germany and to 
conclude the Austrian state treaty. It therefore appears desirable 
that meeting of Foreign Ministers should devote itself to these 
problems; whereas to inject into the discussion a series of other 
complex questions, as proposed by Soviet Government, could only 
delay and prejudice success of talks. A solution of the German and 
Austrian problems could be expected to pave way for fruitful dis- 
cussion of other major questions. US Government also wishes to 
point out that the study of some of these other questions has al- 
ready been entrusted to such international organizations as the 
United Nations or to international bodies such as political confer- 
ence on Korea where Chinese People’s Republic will be represent- 

ed. Latter’s participation in proposed meeting of Foreign Ministers 
of four powers could not therefore be justified. 

5. Soviet Government has suggested a procedure for dealing with 
German problem which appears complicated, and work on such a 

basis could, at best, only be long drawn out. Soviet Government’s 
note of August 15 envisages, in effect, a series of devices which 

could result in postponing to some indeterminate date the holding 

of free elections in Federal Republic, in East Zone of Germany, and 
in Berlin. An all-German Government which is not based on will of 
people as expressed in free elections would not be qualified to take 
decisions affecting the future of United Germany. Problem of free 
elections is thus key to any all-German settlement. US Govern- 
ment therefore considers that meeting of Foreign Ministers should 
devote itself to German problem, the solution of which is an essen- 
tial part of a world settlement, and concentrate in first instance on 
question of free elections and the status of the future German Gov- 
ernment. 

6. Furthermore, it must be pointed out that when US Govern- 
ment proposed, in its note of July 15, that problem of free elections 
be considered first, it did not make any prior condition that an in- 
vestigating commission be established. It seems, therefore, that on
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this point Soviet Government has misinterpreted terms of this 
note. 

7. US Government has never considered that re-establishment of 
freedom and independence of Austria, which by terms of Moscow 
declaration of November 1948 must be considered as a liberated 
country, should be dependent upon progress toward a solution of 
German problem. It considers that these two problems are quite 
distinct. In its view nothing should now prevent the conclusion of 
an Austrian treaty. It therefore regrets failure of Soviet Govern- 
ment to accept its proposal that Austrian treaty deputies should 
meet on August 31.+* It nevertheless remains hope of US Govern- 
ment that Foreign Ministers will be able to agree on the Austrian 
state treaty when they themselves meet. 

8. US Government is convinced that progress is more likely to be 
made by discussion of these problems than by a further exchange 
of notes. Consequently, it renews its invitation to Soviet Govern- 
ment to participate in a meeting of the four Foreign Ministers 
which could take place on October 15-at Lugano. It understands 
that this would be agreeable to Swiss Government. 

4In a note dated Aug. 17, the United States had suggested a meeting of the Aus- 
trian Treaty Deputies to be held in London on Aug. 31; see Document 882. 

No. 269 

396.1/9-1053: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (Conant) to the 
Department of State 3 

SECRET BoNN, September 10, 1958—3 p.m. 

978. Re Department to London 1259; repeated Bonn 794 Septem- 
ber 8.2 Venture to suggest that a fundamental problem to be set- 
tled before French, British and ourselves are ready for four-power 
conference on German question is differences revealed between 
Chancellor’s views and ours in my argument with him on Monday, 
August 31.3 Although a satisfactory sentence was found for inclu- 
sion in note to Soviets, there was no real agreement between Chan- 

1 Repeated to London and Paris. 
2 Telegram 1259 reported that the Department of State believed there should be 

careful tripartite preparation for the four-power meeting and presented a timetable 
for the circulation and discussion of position papers. (396.1/9-253) 

3 Conant reported on this meeting in telegram 846 from Bonn, Aug. 31 (396.1/8- 
3153), essentially along the lines indicated in telegram 978. This was the meeting at 
which the Chancellor finally agreed to the text of the reply to the Soviet note.
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cellor and position I was instructed to present on behalf of three 
powers. Chancellor’s position seemed quite clear that any four- 

power meeting concerned with Germany should be restricted en- 
tirely to question of free elections and formation of an all-German 
Government. Only after such an all-German government has been 
formed and representatives duly appointed should there be any dis- 
cussion with Russians of nature of peace treaty or any other as- 

pects of German problem. If I understood him correctly, he believes 
that if any four-power conference is held and Russian representa- 
tive endeavors to discuss in any way anything but free elections 
and formation of all-German government, allied representatives 

must adjourn meeting or rule discussion out of order. Position I 

was asked to present to him as vigorously as I could on behalf of 
three governments was to consider any discussion of four-power 

conference in a much wider context. I suggest that this difference 
of opinion must be settled at the highest level and if possible agree- 
ment obtained with Chancellor before much progress [can be made] 
in meeting suggested for Paris early in October. As this month 
French are in the chair and I should not be able to speak, except 
on behalf of US Government, it might be advisable to consider a 

meeting of three HICOMers and Chancellor to explore this prob- 
lem. I have reason to believe he would prefer this to dealing with 
French HICOMer or British as representative of three-powers. 

If Chancellor’s views are accepted by three governments, prepa- 

ration for any four-power talk on Germany would be almost exclu- 

sively at a technical level and might well be best accomplished 
here by three HICOMers and their staffs in collaboration with 

Chancellor and his staff. For example, what methods are to be em- 
ployed to ensure that Bundestag conditions are met before a free 
election is a problem which can best be explored here in Germany. 
Likewise, question of whether or not international inspection of 
actual free elections would be required is matter on which there 

seems to be possibility of difference of opinion between Chancellor 

and ourselves. A discussion of these problems in absence of repre- 
sentatives of three HICOMers and of Chancellor might prove to be 
rather sterile. 

CoNANT
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No. 270 

396.1/7-2653 

Memorandum of Conversation, Prepared in the Department of 
State } 

SECRET [WASHINGTON, September 26, 1953?] 

[Subject:] Conversations with the Secretary Concerning United 
States Positions in Forthcoming Tripartite Conversations 

Participants: The Secretary 
Messrs. MacArthur, Knight, Kidd, Bowie, Beam, 

Thurston, Moore, Barbour, Morris, Galloway, 

Trulock, Nagle 

Inquiry of Swiss 

Mr. MacArthur requested that EUR get in touch with the Swiss 
Legation here to see whether any indications of Soviet intentions 
to participate in a Lugano meeting on October 15 could be ascer- 
tained. 

Franco-Soviet Treaty 

In response to his inquiry, the Secretary was advised that British 
responsibilities under the Anglo-Russian Treaty of 1942 and French 
responsibilities under the Franco-Russian Treaty of 1944 do not 
carry over into EDC. 

Tripartite Working Group 

In response to the inquiry of Mr. MacArthur, the Secretary 
stated that should a Soviet rejection of our note be received prior 
to departure of the US Working Group, the tripartite conversations 

in Paris should be temporarily postponed. 2 

Tactics 

a. Agenda 
The Secretary inquired as to whether we were willing to let the 

Conference break down on the question of agenda. Mr. Thurston 
replied that an attempt would be made to introduce the broad dec- 
laration so the public would feel the break had come on broad 
issues rather than procedural ones. Mr. Beam suggested tactics 
might follow lines of a general broad discussion, referral of the 

1 The meeting took place from 10 a.m. to 1 p.m. on Sept. 26. 
2 Following the delivery of the tripartite note on Sept. 2, the United States, the 

United Kingdom, and France discussed the possibility of meeting in Paris to prepare 
agreed positions for the four-power meeting. The status of this meeting was still un- 
clear at the end of September.
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peace treaty to a committee and subsequent discussions in plenary 

sessions of the composition of an all-German government. 
The Secretary inquired whether we would accept an agenda with 

the German Peace Treaty as Item I. The consensus indicated it 
might be necessary although the great risk of alienating Adenauer 

if we did so was stressed. Mr. Bowie suggested our position might 
be that we could not discuss the German peace treaty since the 
proper party would not be present. The Secretary said that it 
would always be possible to make a broad preliminary statement, 
but in the end we must decide whether or not we were prepared to 
discuss the peace treaty, either among ourselves (Four Powers) or 

with the two German governments. 
b. Representation of German Communist Viewpoint 
The Secretary asked if our tactics were to prevent the German 

Communist viewpoint from being heard and suggested that if the 

Soviets propose GDR participation in the conference, our position 
should be that the GDR does not represent the East German 
people. The Secretary said that we should be very well documented 
on the lack of popular support for the GDR. 

The Secretary raised the question of proportional representation. 
It was generally agreed that we could accept proportional represen- 
tation in the Constituent Assembly provided a 5% clause was in- 
cluded. Our position as to how minority views could be expressed in 
the negotiations would be that this is a matter for the Constituent 
Assembly itself to decide. Mr. Knight suggested that while without 

opposing proportional representation officially, we might unofficial- 

ly attempt to advise the Germans against it. He referred to the his- 
tory of proportional representation in Italy and France, and said 

that he did not know of a single exception to the rule that where 
constituent assemblies are formed on a proportional representation 
basis the governments which are established adopt the principle of 
proportional representation in their elections. 

The Secretary felt that we should admit that our position on Ger- 
many amounts to the Soviets giving up East Germany, and that we 
should state at the outset what we are prepared to give in return. 

Without this quid pro quo our case might seem plausible only to 
those people who are already on our side. 

c. Our Opening Statement 
The Secretary stressed that a full case must be made in our 

opening statement; that the declaration of intent could be, if neces- 

sary, held until the conference breaks down. He said the opening 
statement must include assurances to the Soviets and unless we 
gave assurances the Soviets would not give an inch. He said we 
must have something at the very outset which will cater to the 
Soviet fears and suggested phraseology to emphasize we know the
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Soviets want to be safe from another German attack; that in our 

opinion if proper procedures are devised the tripartite governments 

could insure that they would never agree to anything which would 
impair Russian security. There was concurrence in this viewpoint. 

The Secretary said he thought an agenda might be patterned, in 
part, after that used in the General Assembly in that the first item 
could be scheduled simply as General Exchange of Views or General 
Debate. Item two could be Agenda, (or To Fix Agenda). Mr. MacAr- 

thur stressed the necessity of getting across our infinite reasonable- 
ness. 

d. Consultations with the Federal Republic 

The Secretary inquired as to the proposed procedures for consul- 

tation with Adenauer in connection with the Lugano conference. 
Mr. MacArthur said that there were two problems involved: 1) con- 

sultation with the Germans during the tripartite working group 
meetings in Paris, and 2) at the conference site in Lugano. It was 
generally agreed that there should be two channels: one through 
the High Commissioners in Bonn, and one directly to Adenauer, 

through a high level ‘‘observer’’ at the conference site. 

The Secretary stated he thought well of his seeing Adenauer en 

route Lugano although not in company with the French or British 
Foreign Ministers. He stressed his belief in the soundness of the 
personal approach and in the development of joint personal confi- 
dence and respect. 

e. The Question of Tripartite Positions 
The Secretary inquired to what extent were the tripartite gov- 

ernments to speak as a bloc and whether they must be in complete 
accord before a position could be taken. Mr. MacArthur replied we 
were hopeful of reaching a situation wherein substantial tripartite 

agreement could be evolved through the forthcoming talks but that 

points could well remain that would have to be resolved by the 
three foreign ministers themselves. The Secretary said he was re- 
luctant to assume that any one of the three would have a veto over 
the other and that no one of the three could speak without agree- 

ment with the other two. He said we might have to break loose 
from the British and French on occasion as the only way to get 
action and that he did not want to be bound hard and fast by any 
tripartite unity rule. It was suggested that perhaps independent 
action would be in order toward the conclusion of the conference. 
The Secretary again stressed we should not tie our hands by con- 
ceding to the law of complete unanimity. 

Security Guarantees 

The Secretary asked what we planned to offer Russia in return 
for East Germany. He was advised that information on the Van
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Zeeland Plan ? and Bonn’s 1055 had been referred to Defense, that 

no preliminary report had been received of the Joint Chiefs’ reac- 
tions but that some indication might be expected on Monday. + 

In a discussion of possible security arrangements with the Sovi- 

ets, the Secretary stated he would never place much dependability 

on an arrangement based on neutralization or limitation in that it 
could be backed by no real sanction. In such an arrangement, lack- 

ing by its very nature a sanction which operates against the indi- 
vidual, a mere agreement by governments was highly undepend- 
able. 

Qualitative limitations are totally unenforceable. It was suggest- 
ed that, should an inspection team certify a violation had occurred, 

the opposing side could counterbalance. The Secretary reiterated 
the inherent weakness of any enforcement power and remarked 
that the Versailles treaty was grand protection on paper. 

The Secretary stressed the requirement for a system for proof 
against evasions and violations: that we must have something we 
think workable despite violations on the other side. The only re- 
course is that violation frees the opposing party of its obligation to 
adhere. Also violation could be construed as notification of aggres- 
sive intent. 

The Secretary said that what we would primarily hope for would 
be some sort of a German-French agreement and that in the open- 
ing statements the tripartite governments must stress open-mind- 
edness and lack of a predetermined formula from which there 
could be no deviation. He suggested that, if general agreement is 
reached in Paris, perhaps it would be wise to have Adenauer pre- 
pare a declaration which could be presented. 

Boundaries 

In discussing the frontiers problem Mr. Kidd said we could 
progress very little until German participation in the discussions 

was arranged. The Secretary stated we needed, for the purposes of 

discussion, a substantive position on boundaries; that it would be 

necessary to combat the fear that the Germans would use EDC as a 

means to regain their former boundaries. Mr. Kidd mentioned that, 
generally speaking, it had been US opinion that Free Poland 
should get a little more of the industrial area of Upper Silesia and 
that the Germans should get some of the agricultural lands of 
Pomerania and Brandenburg; large mass movements would not be 

involved. He recalled that Adenauer foresaw no possibility of a 
quick solution to the frontier problem. 

3 See footnote 4, Document 226. 
*Telegram 1055 presented Adenauer’s plan for a European security system that 

was similar to the Van Zeeland plan. (740.5/9-1653)
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The Secretary referred to the Moscow CFM and to his memoran- 
dum to Secretary Marshall stating that freedom of movement 

across the German-Polish boundaries was of more importance than 
exactly where the boundaries were eventually to be drawn. ® 

The Secretary emphasized that on the question of guarantees the 
Germans, rather than the tripartite governments, must evolve a 

position. He added that he did not consider the guarantee envis- 
aged in the Beam paper © as derogating from UN authority; fur- 
ther, that we cannot make our vital interests reliant upon such 
guarantees. 

Mr. Kidd mentioned that while he could envisage a non-agres- 
sion pact of some manner a mutual assistance pact might be the 
cause of some trouble. The Secretary said he doubted our ability to 
get a treaty ratified that would require going to war against Ger- 

many were she to attack Russia; that we would not go to war 
against a non-communist country if it attacked a communist coun- 

try. 

Austria 

With respect to Austrian “neutralization”, Mr. Knight said that, 
in order to avoid a bad precedent which might subsequently come 
back to haunt us on the German problem, we now advocate a uni- 
lateral nonaggression declaration by Austria renouncing Austrian 
participation in any military alliances. This would in effect be a re- 
nunciation of the right to join NATO or EDC. The Secretary asked 
if this did not mean that we might be inclined to agree with the 
Soviets with respect to the position of Austria on the Four Power 

agenda. It seemed that we might also prefer to discuss Germany 
first. If we agreed to place Austria second on the agenda, we should 

state at the outset that we hope during the course of the meeting 
to make progress on the German conference and to finalize an Aus- 
trian solution. 

5 The memorandum under reference has not been further identified. 
6 Under reference is a memorandum from Beam to Bowie, dated Sept. 22, in 

which Beam discussed the possibility of a security guarantee for the Soviet Union as 
a means for obtaining German unification. A copy of this memorandum is in PPS 
files, lot 64 D 563, “Germany 1953”.
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No. 271 

396.1/9-2853 

The Soviet Ministry for Foreign Affairs to the Embassy of the 
United States } 

[Moscow, September 28, 1953. ] 

Soviet Government confirms receipt note Government USA of 
September 22 answering notes Soviet Government August 4 and 
August 15.3 Familiarity with note of September 2 shows that in 
note of US Government questions raised by Soviet Government, 
consideration of which would assist in regulation of international 
problems which have come to head and in strengthening of peace 
and international security, have been passed over. 

In its note of August 4, Soviet Government proposed consider- 
ation question measures assisting general lessening tension in 

international situation and also German question including prob- 
lem re-establishment unity Germany and conclusion peace treaty. 
In addition to this, in note of August 15 Soviet Government out- 

lined basic problems connected with essential tasks of solving 
German problem. 

Advancing these proposals Soviet Government had and has as its 
aim achievement of agreements which would answer aspirations of 

peoples toward stabilization of peace and would assist in solution 
German problem in accordance with interests peace-loving peoples 
of Europe as well as of German people itself. Questions raised in 
notes of Soviet Government under reference have by present time 
acquired still greater significance. 

First of all concerning lessening of international tension impor- 

tance of which is not disputed in note of US Government of Sep- 
tember 2. 

Soviet Government has noted fact that achievement armistice in 
Korea has created favorable situation in which to achieve lessening 

of tension in international situation. However, recently there have 

been created new difficulties in solution Korean problem. Very 
calling of political conference on Korean problem is meeting with 
serious difficulties inasmuch as in defining the composition of the 
political conference at Seventh Session GA as result of all kinds of 
measures on part USA there was demonstrated impermissible one- 

1 Transmitted in telegram 421 from Moscow, Sept. 28. This translation should be 
compared for minor textual differences with that in Department of State Bulletin, 
Oct. 26, 1953, pp. 548-550. 

2 Document 268. 
3 Documents 259 and 264.
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sidedness and gross underestimation of importance of actions in 
agreement with such directly interested countries as Chinese Peo- 
ples Republic and Korean Peoples Democratic Republic. Moreover 
success political conference in many ways depends on joint efforts 
both interested sides and participation other governments which 
cooperated in achievement armistice and which are striving for de- 
finitive regulation of Korean problem. Also aggressiveness of South 
Korean Syngman Rhee clique which ceaselessly repeats threats to 
break armistice draws attention to itself. 

In relation Asian countries one must not overlook other political 
problems having particular significance for national interests of 
these states and for stabilization of peace which have come to head. 
In this connection first of all one must point to necessity reestab- 
lishing legal rights Chinese People’s Republic according to which 
reestablishment its inalienable rights in United Nations organiza- 
tion must be secured, achievement of which at present time opposi- 
tion of only certain states is hindering. The unpostponed regulation 
of such a problem is necessary in the interests of lessening interna- 

tional tension. The same is true of a number of other important 
problems relating to the situation in the countries of Southeast 
Asia and the Pacific Ocean. In the regulation of such problems as 
well as to achieve general lessening of tension in international re- 
lations continual participation of Chinese People’s Republic is nec- 
essary. As is well known in laying very foundations of United Na- 

tions organization place of China in solution Pacific problems of 
peace and security and peoples was defined in this very fashion. 

As regards Europe recent political events in West Germany have 

increased alarm in peace-loving states. In West Germany especially 

in view of pressure on part foreign circles which base themselves 

on big German monopolies the influence of revanchist elements is 
becoming stronger and these elements have again started to talk in 

the language of the aggressive Drang nach Osten policy which has 
already brought not only other peoples but also the German people 
itself innumerable misfortunes. Although the failure of this policy 
is inevitable the peace-loving states of Europe and in particular the 
neighbors of West Germany cannot overlook these negative facts of 
political development in Western Germany, since in the center of 
Europe more and more former Hitlerites are raising their heads 
and the threat of creating a new dangerous nidus of aggression is 
growing. In its note on August 4 the Soviet Government taking 

into account the danger of the aggressive policy carried on by 

North Atlantic bloc emphasized importance of the question of lim- 
iting armaments and not permitting military bases on territory of 
other states. To pass over consideration of this question would 
mean to ignore a matter which has most important significance for
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lessening international tension. Specifically the continuing arms 
race especially in connection with the accumulation of atomic hy- 
drogen and other weapons of.mass destruction of people demands 
that there should be no postponement in considering the question 
of limiting armaments and outlawing atomic hydrogen and other 

weapons of mass destruction with the establishment of effective 
international control over execution of the appropriate agreements 
concerned. Nor may one deny that the creation by certain powers 
in the countries of Europe, Africa and Asia of air and sea bases es- 
pecially numerous near the borders of USSR and countries of peo- 
ples democracies has aggressive aims. Refusal to consider the ques- 
tion of military bases on the territory of other states naturally may 
be considered as evidencing unwillingness to cooperate in the less- 
ening of international tension and is capable of undermining the 
faith in all statements regarding aspirations of regulating ripe 
international problems. 
Inasmuch as both Soviet Government and Government of US 

have repeatedly spoken of their aspirations to lessen international 
tension one cannot overlook the fact that propaganda for a new 
war and calls for new acts of aggression have not ceased and that 
governments of certain states have openly undertaken acts of di- 
version, threat and sabotage in countries of democratic camp. Not 
only is well known resolution of GA condemning war propaganda 
frequently unobserved, but also official circles of certain states 
praising “policy of force” are encouraging strengthening of “cold 
war” etc. Entirely evident that to achieve lessening tension in 
international relations it is necessary to undertake measures which 
would effectively rebuff continuing propaganda of new air and all 

attempts on part aggressive circles undermine faith of peoples in 
safeguarding and strengthening peace and international security. 

From what has been said, it follows that important problems of 
international significance have come to head which demand un- 
postponed joint consideration USA, France, Great Britain, Chinese 

Peoples Republic and Soviet Union, inasmuch as in accordance 
with charter UN responsibility for safeguarding peace and interna- 
tional security lies above all with these countries. 

Accordingly, Soviet Government in note of August 4 proposed to 
consider at conference of Foreign Ministers questions concerning 
measures for lessening tension in international relations. Signifi- 
cance of consideration such important international questions is 
completely self-evident. Nonetheless, in US note of September 2, 
necessity of relaxation of tension in international situation is gross- 
ly underestimated, since in answer of US Government, above men- 

tioned important international problems which have come to head 
were passed over.
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In notes of August 4 and 15, Soviet Government also proposed 
full consideration of German problem at conference Foreign Minis- 
ters. At same time Soviet Government proposed consideration fol- 
lowing questions: 

(1) Calling peace conference to consider question of peace treaty 
with Germany; 

(2) Creation provisional all German Government and holding free 
and all German elections; 

(3) Relieving financial and economic obligations of Germany con- 
nected with consequences of war. 

Out of all these questions in United States Government’s note of 
September 2 only question of all German elections is touched on 
and all other questions having outstanding significance for solution 
of German problem are ignored. Such position is all the more un- 
tenable since all German elections are exclusively internal affair of 
Germans and must be decided by German people itself without al- 
lowing interference on part of foreign powers. 

On other hand note of September 2 overlooks vital problems re- 
lating to Germany, solution of which under present conditions is 
impossible without active participation and cooperation of four oc- 
cupying powers: USA, France, England and USSR. 

Soviet Government has twice sent to United States Government, 

as well as to Governments England and France, its draft peace 
treaty with Germany and proposed this draft be considered and 
that it (United States Government) present its draft peace treaty 

for consideration. One year and one-half has gone by without 
United States Government having expressed its opinion regarding 
Soviet draft peace treaty and without having presented its own 
draft. * 

In note August 15 this year Soviet Government proposed calling 

peace conference within 6 months in which all interested states 
would participate and in which necessary German representation 
at all stages of preparing peace treaty and peace conference would 
be assured. United States note in reply overlooked question of call- 
ing peace conference although one cannot argue with significance 
of such conference. 

According to Soviet Government’s proposal, formation of provi- 
sional all German democratic government was to have assisted in 
the unification of Germany on peaceful and democratic principles. 
This government could either have replaced existing governments 
in East and West Germany in advance of holding all German free 
elections or it could have temporarily taken on itself certain all 

4 For Soviet note of Mar. 10, 1952, to which was attached the Soviet draft treaty, 
see Document 65.
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German functions and, above all, the preparation and holding of 
all German free elections, while the presently existing govern- 
ments in East and West Germany were maintained. The Govern- 
ment of the USA did not agree with this proposal of the Soviet 
Government. This attitude toward the above-mentioned proposal of 
the Soviet Government excludes practical and possible measures di- 

rected toward re-establishing unity of Germany, inasmuch as no all 
German organ is being formed which could carry out the will of 
the German people in the preparation of all German elections. 
From this moreover it follows that there is intent actually transmit 
the holding of all German elections to the occupation powers and 
this makes possible impermissible pressure on the part of foreign 
authorities on the whole course of preparing and holding the elec- 
tions. 

In its note of September 2 the Government of the United States 
gave up finally, the creation of the so-called “neutral commission” 
composed of representatives of foreign powers “to investigate with 
the aim of creating conditions” for carrying out all German elec- 
tions and which, as is well known it had not given up in its note of 
July 15, 5 of this year, and on which it had previously insisted over 
the course of many months. But in this case objections to the 
Soviet proposition that the holding of elections be given over to the 
Germans of East and West Germany themselves without any kind 
of interference and pressure on the part of foreign powers should 
have disappeared. 

In its note of August 15 this year, the Soviet Government in ad- 

dition proposed to the Governments of the USA, France and Eng- 
land to decide to lessen the financial and economic obligations of 

Germany connected with the consequences of the war, namely: 

From January 1, 1954 to free Germany from payment of repara- 
tions and post-war debts to the four powers; 

To limit the extent of occupation costs to sums not exceeding 5 
per cent of the incomes of the state budgets of East and West Ger- 
many; 
To free Germany fully from the repayment of indebtedness con- 

nected with external occupation costs of the four powers which had 
come about since 1945. 

All these questions relating to relieving the financial and eco- 
nomic obligations of Germany connected with the consequence of 
the war were passed over in the United States Government note of 
September 2. Moreover, acceptance of the proposals of the Soviet 
Government would have now resulted in significant economical 
relief to the German people and would have assisted in raising the 

5 Document 257.
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level of the German economy which naturally is what the popula- 
tion of Germany expects inasmuch as more than 8 years have 
passed since the end of the war. The Soviet Government continues 
to consider it necessary for the Government of the United States 
and equally for the Governments of England and France to state 
definitely their attitude toward the Soviet Government’s proposals 
under reference. The necessity for an unpostponed solution to the 
vital questions under reference relating to Germany is dictated by 
the fact that recently there have been undertaken more and more 
new measures of anti-democratic external influencing intended to 

achieve the ratification by the parliaments of the governments con- 
cerned of both Bonn and Paris agreements as a result of which it is 
intended to accomplish the militarization of Western Germany and 
to make it into an obedient weapon of the aggressive North Atlan- 
tic bloc. All this has been going on despite the fact that ratification 
and execution of these agreements would turn Western Germany 
into a nidus of new aggression with all the dangerous consequences 
ensuing therefrom for the German people and for the cause of 
maintaining peace in Europe and would make impossible the unit- 
ing of Western and Eastern Germany into a single state. 

In view of this situation, Soviet Government while agreeing to 
proposal of Government USA to consider question of all German 
elections considers that in addition it is necessary that at confer- 
ence of Foreign Ministers consideration German problem not be 
limited only to this question. It is necessary to agree that consider- 

ation of German problem at coming conference should include all 
basic questions mentioned above and, in addition, that representa- 

tives of both Western and Eastern Germany should take part in 
this discussion. 

In accordance with above Soviet Government proposes to call 
conference of Foreign Ministers proceeding from following: 

(1) To consider at conference composed of Ministers of Foreign 
Affairs of United States, United Kingdom, France, CPR, and Soviet 
Union measures to lessen tension in international relations. 

(2) To discuss at conference composed of Foreign Ministers 
United States, France, United Kingdom, and Soviet Union German 
problem including all proposals introduced in course of preparing 
conference. 

Soviet Government has not yet received from United States Gov- 
ernment answer to its note of August 28 concerning Austrian 
treaty ® and expresses readiness to continue discussion of this ques- 
tion in normal diplomatic channels. (Poryadok) 

6 Regarding the Soviet note of Aug. 28, see Document 882.
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Soviet Government is sending similar notes to Governments 
France and United Kingdom. 

No. 272 

396.1/9-2953 

Memorandum of Conversation, by Walter Trulock of the Executive 
Secretariat } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, September 380, 1953. 

Subject: Meeting in Secretary’s Office re: The Soviet Reply to our 
September 2 Note. 

Participants: 

The Secretary EE—Mr. Thurston 
The Under Secretary S/P—Mr. Bowie 
Ambassador Bohlen GPA—Mr. Morris 
C—Mr. MacArthur [S/S-O—Mr. Trulock] 
S/P—Mr. Bowie 

After reading the draft telegram 2 re the Soviet note, * the Secre- 
tary asked if we needed to say so much. Ambassador Bohlen said 
that some of the present draft got into the realm of speculation, 
and agreed with the Secretary that this part of the telegram was 
not needed. The Secretary said that the last part of the cable 
[asking for official and public reaction from London, Paris, and 

Bonn] * was what we really wanted to know in order that we can 
decide whether to use the Soviet reply as a basis for general disen- 
gagement. 

The Secretary said that he had asked Ambassador Bonnet if the 

Soviet reply would in any way impede French ratification of EDC. 

Bonnet replied that he did not think so. General Smith and Ambas- 
sador Bohlen agreed with this. 

General Smith said that it was too early to try to break off the 
exchange of notes. We should press the Soviets on the German con- 

ference, saying let’s put first things first and if we make reasonable 
progress on the German and Austrian issues, then we can proceed 
to further, broader discussions. 

The Secretary agreed and reiterated that it is too early to in- 
dulge in “thinking out loud’. We need to know the European reac- 

1 This conversation took place at 4:15 p.m. on Sept. 29. 
2 Not further identified. 
3 Supra. 
4 These and following brackets are in the source text.
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tions especially in France and Germany in order to help us decide 
how we should reply. 

The Secretary said that the President’s flash reaction, in a previ- 
ous discussion of the subject earlier in the day, had been that per- 
haps we ought to go ahead and talk to them about these other 
things. General Smith said that we should reverse the field on the 
Soviets and go back to the German conference [the Soviets pro- 
posed a five-power conference on easing world tensions, and a four- 
power conference on Germany, in that order]. Ambassador Bohlen 

agreed with this, and suggested that we indicate in our reply that a 

meeting on Germany and Austria would not preclude any Foreign 
Minister raising any topic within the cognizance of the CFM. The 
Secretary said that we could reply by saying that we were pleased 
to note that the Soviets agreed to discuss Germany, and that since 

it is now a little late to meet the October 15 date in our original 
invitation, that we simply set the date back a few weeks. 

Mr. Thurston pointed out that the Soviets had suggested that the 
East and West German representatives participate in the German 
conference, and asked if we were accepting this if we agreed to 
meet on Germany. It was generally agreed that we should finesse 
this question and face it “at Lugano”. 

The Secretary said that we needed to give some real thought to: 
“what are we really trying to do now. Our earlier notes had been 
aimed primarily at the German elections, but what do we want 

now? Do we really want a meeting?’ Mr. Morris said that we 
needed to continue to take the lead on the question of German 
unity. General Smith said that it was clear that we could not 
accept meetings on the Soviet terms, and it was equally certain 

that they didn’t want to meet to discuss Germany and Austria be- 
cause of their weakened position there. We should, therefore, pin 

the Soviets down on this one. 
The Secretary said that, after determining the French and 

German reactions to the reply, our course should be one that 
would: (1) not impede EDC in any way, and (2) not hurt Adenauer 
In any way. 

The Secretary referred to the unfortunate story from Paris 
which attributed to an American Embassy source the statement 
that the Soviet note was an “unconditional acceptance” of our invi- 
tation. Ambassador Bohlen said that this was most unfortunate, 

and that it made it even more imperative for us to put the blame 
on the Soviets for attempting to avoid a conference. Mr. Bowie said 
that the Soviet ‘acceptance’ was an acceptance on unacceptable 
terms. General Smith said that the Soviet note in effect threw the 
ball back to us. He said that the “man in the Street” would pick up 
the press highlights on the Soviet reply and would get the impres-
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sion that the Soviets are prepared to have two conferences. This 
would make it difficult for us to maintain that they are unwilling 
to meet. 

Referring to the Far Eastern part of the note, Ambassador 
Bohlen said that this indicated Soviet concern about their relations 
with China, but said that no one would be more upset than the So- 
viets if the Chinese actually participated in a five-power confer- 

ence. The Secretary asked if the Soviets intended to substitute the 
five-power conference for the Korean political conference. Ambas- 
sador Bohlen said that he had been struck by the reference to the 
Korean political conference. This may be a warning that it will 
never come off. He said that the Soviets are in the same box in 
North Korea as they are in East Germany. It is possible that they 
don’t want to discuss either one in a conference. Mr. Thurston re- 
ferred to a certain passage in the note which he said was a hint 

that there would be no political conference until the status of Com- 

munist China was defined. The Secretary asked about the refer- 
ence to Southeast Asia and the Pacific in the Soviet note. It was 
generally agreed that this referred to Indochina and to US bases in 
that area. 

General Smith referred again to the telegram, and asked if our 

Embassies were not at least entitled to our first thoughts on the 
note. The Secretary wondered if it would be better not to prejudge 
the reactions of our allies. He said that their reaction to Vi- 
shinsky’s recent speech in the UN indicated an increasing sophisti- 
cation on the part of our allies. Ambassador Bohlen agreed, and 
went even further to state that public opinion in Western Europe 

has been more sophisticated for several years than the views of the 
political leaders. The Secretary said that we should play the Soviet 
note as another evasive and dilatory tactic. The problem is to de- 
termine whether this view is reflected in French and German 
public opinion, or if we will have to go through another exchange 
of notes to pin down Soviet unwillingness to meet. Ambassador 

Bohlen said that in view of recent developments in Germany the 
importance of a four-power conference has decreased. Mr. MacAr- 
thur said that Bidault had expressed this same view to Dillon the 
other day. 

The Secretary said that Makins had reported that the initial 
views of London were that we would have to have another round of 
notes. The Secretary said that we would probably reach the same 
conclusions. General Smith and Mr. Bowie agreed. Ambassador 
Bohlen agreed, but pointed out that if we did meet with the Soviets 
on Germany, they would argue that we had accepted their entire 
note.
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It was agreed that if the text of the note was not released in 

Moscow within the next few hours, we should arrange to informal- 

ly release it here in time for the morning papers. If an unofficial 
English translation were to be released by the Department, we 

should clarify the language to indicate that the Soviets do not “pro- 
pose to call” the conference. 

The Secretary asked that the draft telegram be revised to reflect 
the discussion. [This was done by Messrs. Thurston and Morris. See 
telegram 1201 to Paris. 5] 

* Telegram 1201 summarized the reaction to the Soviet note as indicated in this 
memorandum of conversation. (396.1/9-2953) 

No. 273 

396.1/10-353: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Embassy in the United Kingdom } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, October 3, 1953—3:58 p.m. 

1742. Immediately following telegram ? contains US draft of pro- 
posed reply to Soviet note of September 28 3? which you should give 
to British and French. In drafting this reply we have had very 
much in mind comments from British and French, which we fully 
share, that reply should be as forthcoming as possible. The draft 

has been approved by the President. The following comments are 
for your guidance in discussing it with French and British. 

With reference to second sentence, paragraph 3, of draft note, in 
using the phrase “the relation of the German problem to European 
security’ we have in mind, in the first instance, emphasizing the 
contribution which EDC will actually make to overall European se- 
curity, including that of the USSR. We are also aware that in 
recent weeks suggestions have been made as to possible further 
moves in the general field of European security. Our attitude re- 
garding these is one of open mindedness and willingness to consid- 
er them on their merits in consultation with our allies. We have no 
specific plan of our own to present at this time. 

The intent of the last two sentences of the fourth paragraph is to 
press Soviets to attend Lugano conference by conveying thought 
that in any event the other Foreign Ministers wish to get on with 

1 Drafted by Kidd and Thurston; cleared with MacArthur; and initialed for the 
Secretary of State by Bonbright. Also sent to Bonn and Paris, and repeated to 
Berlin, Moscow, and Vienna. 

2 Telegram 1748, infra. 
3 Document 271.
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the important business at hand. Moreover, we believe it would be 
useful for the three Foreign Ministers to exchange views on a 
number of current issues at the conclusion of the proposed tripar- 
tite talks in Paris. This procedure also has the advantage of taking 
the wind out of the Soviet sails in the matter of accusing the West- 

ern Foreign Ministers of ‘‘ganging up’. 
For HICOG: You will note from first two sentences of paragraph 

three that our objective is general exchange of views, as in UN pro- 

cedures, before we get down to agenda and possibilities for argu- 
ment on procedural question of order of agenda. We have no objec- 
tion to Soviets talking about any point they wish to raise, which 
can be anticipated to be largely propaganda. We would hope effec- 
tively to puncture Soviet arguments while developing line laid 
down in our previous notes as our own substantive position. We 
shall endeavor persuade Adenauer at proper time that he and 
West Allies can well afford to develop additional points of their po- 
sition against Soviets without excluding free elections and status 
all-German government, and that it would greatly underestimate 
strength of our position to attempt confine discussion to single 
point as we have done in past notes. This FYI and not to be taken 
up with Germans until agreement on text reached by Tripartite 
Drafting Party. 

DULLES 

No. 274 

396.1/10-353: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Embassy in the United Kingdom 1 

SECRET WASHINGTON, October 3, 1953—3:58 p.m. 

1748. Following is draft referred to in immediately preceding 
telegram: 2 

(1) The United States Government, in its customary close consul- 
tation with the Governments of the United Kingdom and France, 

has carefully studied the Soviet Government’s reply of September 
28 3 to the proposals of the three Western Powers for a four-power 
meeting at Lugano on October 15. The Government of the German 
Federal Republic and the German authorities in Berlin have also 
been consulted. 

1 Drafted by Kidd and Thurston and cleared with MacArthur. Also sent to Bonn 
and Paris, and repeated to Berlin, Moscow, and Vienna. 

2 Telegram 1742, supra. 
3 Document 271.
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(2) Although it is not clear whether the Soviet Government in- 
tends that a discussion of German problems should follow or 

depend upon a settlement of other matters, the United States Gov- 
ernment hopes that the Soviet note reflects a willingness promptly 

to discuss the German and Austrian questions. These are of obvi- 
ous importance to any relaxation of international tension as well 
as vital to the future of the German and Austrian peoples. More- 
over, this conforms to the judgment of the seventeen European 
countries as expressed in the recent resolution of the Council of 
Europe which called for a convocation of the proposed four-power 
conference as the first step toward relaxation of international ten- 
sion. The United States Government is convinced that a meeting of 
the Foreign Ministers of the US, USSR, UK, and France can better 

enable the four powers to make progress on the German and Aus- 

trian questions than through a time-consuming and inconclusive 

process of exchanging further diplomatic notes. 
(83) The United States Government envisages that this conference 

will enable the Soviet Government to state its views on any aspect 
of the German and Austrian questions which it may wish to 
present. For its part, this Government would welcome the opportu- 
nity to put forward its views concerning questions dealt with in its 
previous notes, as well as the relation of the German problem to 
European security. It trusts that despite the fact that the Soviet 
note seems to relegate the important question of concluding the 
Austrian State Treaty to the less satisfactory procedures of negotia- 
tion through diplomatic notes, the Soviet Government would con- 
sider it appropriate that the Foreign Ministers discuss this problem 

as well, with a view to reaching agreement on the Austrian State 

Treaty at this time. 
(4) The United States Government therefore once more inquires 

whether the Foreign Minister of the USSR will attend a conference 
of Foreign Ministers at Lugano in the very near future. Since the 
date of October 15 originally suggested by the United States Gov- 
ernment is now impracticable, this Government proposes that the 
conference take place on November 9. In view of the urgency of the 
German and Austrian questions, the Foreign Ministers of the 
United States, United Kingdom, and France have had in mind en- 

gaging in an exchange of views at that time. The United States 
Government would be most regretful if the Foreign Minister of the 
Soviet Union were not able to participate. 

(5) The Soviet note also proposes an additional five-power confer- 
ence to consider measures to lessen tensions in international rela- 
tions. The United States is always prepared to discuss the underly- 
ing causes of such tensions with a view to their removal, but 
wishes to do so.under conditions which offer reasonable prospects
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for positive results and assure that the views of the directly inter- 
ested governments are properly represented. Accordingly, the 
United States Government has already agreed to the Political Con- 
ference on Korea in the form proposed by the Communist side in 
the Korean armistice negotiations and recommended in the armi- 

stice agreement and by the UN General Assembly. All of the five 
governments mentioned in the Soviet note could be represented at 
this conference which it is hoped will convene at an early date to 

enable the removal of one of the major sources of tension in the 
Far East. As to disarmament, the United States is ready at all 

times to go forward with the work of the United Nations Disarma- 
ment Commission on which the major powers are represented and 
which is now charged with the task of considering the complex 
problems in this field. Other matters mentioned in the Soviet note 
are under either current or projected discussion in the UN General 
Assembly where the many nations concerned are directly repre- 
sented; indeed, several of the subjects mentioned in the Soviet note 
were recently inscribed on the agenda of the current General As- 
sembly at the request of the Soviet Union. 

Thus on these various questions, the way is open for progress, 

which if accompanied by a fruitful four-power discussion of the 
German and Austrian problems as proposed in the United States 

note of September 2+ could go far toward restoring the necessary 
conditions for peaceful and friendly relations among nations. ® 

DULLES 

* Document 268. 
5 On Oct. 5, the Embassies in Paris and London reported that they had presented 

the U.S. draft to the respective Foreign Ministries and had been told that the draft 
was in general parallel with that Ministry’s thinking. (Telegrams 1353 and 1426, 
from Paris and London, 396.1/10-553) 

No. 275 

Editorial Note 

On October 7 the tripartite working group, this time meeting in 
London, began consideration of the Western reply to the Soviet 

note of September 28, using the United States draft (telegram 1748, 

supra) as a basis for discussion. The Embassy in London comment- 

ed that at the first two meetings there were very few differences 
between the positions of the United States and France, but that the 

British were still caught up in the spirit of Prime Minister Church- 
ill’s proposal for a four-power meeting, made in his speech to the 
House of Commons on May 11, 1958. (Telegram 1505, October 8,
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396.1/10-853) On October 9 the working group approved ad referen- 
dum the text of a reply (telegram 1519 from London, October 9, 
396.1/10-953) which seemed to gain general approval, but on Octo- 
ber 12 the French presented a completely new draft prepared 
largely by Bidault. (Telegram 1564 from London, October 12, 396.1/ 
10-1253) In the interim between these two drafts, the Western 

reply had been discussed with Chancellor Adenauer. (See telegrams 
1361 and 1360, infra, and Document 277.) The working group pro- 
duced yet another draft on October 12, working from the new 
French draft, and this was accepted, mutatis mutandis, by the 

three Western governments, presented to Adenauer, who objected 
to two parts of it, and finally discussed by the Foreign Ministers of 
the three Western countries at their meetings in London, where an 
agreed text was drafted which was acceptable to the Chancellor. 
For the final text as delivered to the Soviet Foreign Ministry on 
October 18, see Document 279. Regarding the Foreign Ministers 
discussion of the draft, see Secto 5, October 16, Document 296. 

No. 276 

762A.00/10-1253: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (Conant) to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY Bonn, October 12, 1953—2 p.m. 

1361. For Merchant from Conant. Courtesy call on Chancellor 
this morning with Aldrich provided opportunity for Chancellor to 
start discussion with me on Berlin and Allied reply Russian note. 
Berlin, Chancellor anxious to retain coalition government, present- 

ed good reasons Suhr as SPD man for mayor’s position. He urged 
me to talk to people in Berlin tomorrow, which I shall do. Will 
report details from Berlin. 2 

He then turned to subject of Allied reply and spoke very strongly 
to Aldrich and myself as to necessity of restricting the invitation to 
Soviets, repeating much of argument we had with him over reply 
last time. ® It is clear that he had received from some source inti- 
mation of nature of draft reply and was very much upset. His argu- 
ments this time were much less concerned with reaction in Germa- 
ny than with his firm belief that any invitation to discuss broad 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, Moscow, and Berlin. 
2 No further report on Berlin has been found in Department of State files. 
3 Regarding Adenauer’s attitude on the first reply, see Document 266 and tele- 

gram 978, Document 269.
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German problem and particularly relation of EDC to security of 
Europe would provide opportunity for Russians to drive a wedge 
between three Allies and delay ratification in France. He repeated 
number of times his concern over delay in ratification in France 

and said every month situation will become worse. He reminded 
me that he had officially communicated to three Allied Govern- 
ments through AHC his opinion that answer to Russian note 
should be short and not argumentative. * He was afraid that pro- 
posal to Russians to state their position and a declaration we would 
state ours would lead to confusion among three powers and be 
seized by anti-ratification forces in France most effectively. 

I assured him that it was intention of three governments to con- 
sult him officially through AHC with British in chair this month 
and I could not believe but his views would be given very careful 
consideration by Secretary of State and Foreign Ministers. It would 
be my personal opinion that it would be extremely inadvisable to 
present him now with text proposed in London cable 1519 to De- 

partment, repeated Bonn 101.5 I am worried if present text is 
shown him there will be a long and bitter debate. If text could be 
revised or he could be shown alternative versions, chances of even- 

tual agreement much better. His arguments seem to me to be well 
taken and not to turn on sensitivity of German opinion. 

He further told me his Cabinet will not be formed for another 
week and he will not give his formal speech until middle of next 
week. This has no reference to consultation on note, but does indi- 

cate further delays on meeting with Bidault on Saar question, 
though this problem was not discussed. 

CONANT 

*On Oct. 5 the High Commissioners had asked Adenauer for his views on the 
reply to the Soviet note. The Chancellor stated that he strongly favored a short, 
clear repetition of the invitation to a Foreign Ministers Conference to discuss Ger- 
many with other matters being handled through normal diplomatic procedures. 
(Telegram 1299 from Bonn, Oct. 5, 396.1/10-553) 

5 See the editorial note, supra. 

No. 277 

762A.00/10-1253: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (Conant) to the 
Department of State 

TOP SECRET PRIORITY Bonn, October 12, 1958—2 p.m. 

1360. Eyes only for the Secretary. I am convinced from adequate 
evidence that Chancellor obtained full text of proposed reply to So-
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viets from British sources, including proposed timetable, which dis- 

turbed him almost as much as content of note. ! May I suggest that 
our relations with Chancellor would be much better if we could 
bring him into consultations earlier for he emphasized in conversa- 
tion his belief that he would be presented with a text which he dis- 
approved of, already agreed to by Eden, Churchill and yourself. My 
knowledge of source of Chancellor’s information came from an in- 
advertence on his part. To protect him and his British source, I am 
sure you will agree this information should be held closely but I 
thought you should know what is going on in British Foreign 
Office. I am further convinced that source of leak hoped to stimu- 
late Chancellor’s objections. 

CONANT 

1 Conant is referring to the discussion reported in telegram 1361, supra. 

No. 278 

396.1/10-1253: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Embassy in the United Kingdom } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, October 13, 1953—6:55 p.m. 

1973. We naturally concerned over prospect (Bonn’s 1361 and 

1364 rptd London 182, 184 Paris 237, 239 Berlin 270, 272 Moscow 

83, 85 2) that we may again have argument with Adenauer over 
text our new note to Soviets and presume that in presenting it, 

British HICOMer (acting on behalf all three Governments) will 
therefore endeavor explain our aims and considerations which 
have produced present text. We also hope Conant will use any in- 
formal opportunities do likewise. 

Re German agenda proposals (first two sentences of para 3 Lon- 
don’s 1563 rptd Bonn 105 Paris 230 Moscow 71 Berlin 25 °) our aim 
has of course been to do precisely what Adenauer urged, i.e. 
produce short and nonargumentative formulation. Were we to re- 
strict agenda, as Chancellor evidently still has in mind, we would 

facilitate another evasive argumentative Soviet reply. By indicat- 

1 Drafted by Morris and cleared by Knight, Barbour, Merchant, and MacArthur. 
Also sent to Bonn and repeated to Paris, Moscow, and Berlin. 

2 Telegram 1361, Document 276. Telegram 1364 reported that from a conversation 
with Blankenhorn it appeared that Adenauer’s principal objections to the reply 
were (1) apparent willingness of Western powers to discuss a German peace treaty, 
and (2) their willingness to discuss security arrangements before the EDC was rati- 
fied. (396.1/10-1253) 

3 Telegram 1563 transmitted the Oct. 12 draft reply. (896.1/10-1253)
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ing that Soviets may state their views on any aspect German prob- 
lem they wish to present, we merely state the obvious and do not 
in any way agree to engage in “substantive discussion of peace 
treaty’. This should be made clear to Chancellor. Our latest Tactics 
paper (D-1/4c, copy of which pouched Conant October 5 +) makes 
this plain and we believe British and French thinking is similar re 
manner in which we would handle any peace treaty mention at 
Lugano. Chancellor should agree that second sentence para 3 of 
draft note suggests no departure on our part from established posi- 
tions. 

If Adenauer opposes proposed mention of possible exchange of 
views on relation of German and Austrian problems to European 
security (i.e. third sentence para 3) on grounds that subject cannot 
be broached until EDC ratified, we wonder why he has himself 
raised subject publicly? We would not have favored inclusion of 
sentence in note had we feared it might permit Soviets to drive 
wedge between us or further to delay French ratification. We think 
mere mention of this point adds considerably to note, by indicating 
attitude of reasonableness on Allied side and constituting further 
bait to Soviets to come to Lugano and moderate their present oppo- 
sition to German unification. We presume these have been very 
same considerations which led Adenauer to public mention of sub- 

ject. Moreover, strong attack which Pravda has just made on secu- 
rity proposal possibilities suggests that West can afford to mention 
them without fear that Soviets likely to take them up. 

We fear in fact Adenauer’s latest remarks to Conant indicate he 
still basically afraid of Four Power conference in which (if there 
should be one) we would hope to defeat Soviets and which we be- 

lieve, especially after last Soviet note, they most anxious to avoid. 
Adenauer also seems to be forgetting that one of main reasons 

we have embarked on this note series is belief we must make it un- 
mistakably clear to French political and public opinion that we 

have made real effort > to bring Soviets to Conference table. We 
convinced that proposed note will be even more effective in “‘clinch- 
ing’ this matter than September 2 note, ® and that its revision in 
line of Adenauer’s apparent thinking would only detract from this 
effect. 

* A copy of this paper, dated Oct. 2, is in CFM files, lot M 88, box 165, “Proposed 
Talks with the Soviets”’. 

5 The end of this sentence read as follows before transmission: “for German settle- 
ment on reasonable terms, and that until this accomplished ratification opponents 
in Paris will continue to urge delays.” 

6 Document 268.
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Hope therefore that real effort will be made to persuade Adenau- 
er to accept text, especially as election campaign now over and he 
should be in much more reasonable mood than end of August. 

DULLES 

No. 279 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 165 

The Embassy of the United Stai°s to the Soviet Ministry for Foreign 
Affairs } 

[Moscow, October 18, 1953.] 

1. The US Government in its customary close consultation with 
the Government of the United Kingdom and France, has carefully 
studied the Soviet Government’s reply of September 28 2 to the pro- 
posals of the three Western powers for a four-power meeting at 
Lugano on October 15. The Government of the German Federal Re- 
public and the German authorities in Berlin have also been con- 
sulted. 

2. A satisfactory settlement of the problems relating to Germany 
and Austria is clearly essential for any real and lasting relaxation 
of international tension and is vital to the future of the people of 
those countries. The US Government recalling its earlier notes of 

July 15 and September 2,2 is firmly of the opinion that real 
progress towards a solution of major international questions, in- 
cluding the problem of European security, can be made by frank 
discussions on Germany and Austria at a meeting of the Foreign 

Ministers of the US, USSR, UK and France and not by embarking 
upon a further exchange of notes. The US Government trusts that 
the Soviet note reflects a willingness promptly to discuss these sub- 

jects. 
3. Such a meeting will enable the Soviet Government to state its 

views on any aspect of the German and Austrian questions which 
it may wish to present. For its part, the US Government welcomes 
the opportunity to put forward its views concerning questions dealt 
with in its previous notes. 

4. As regards the Soviet proposal that the Austrian question be 
discussed in the ordinary diplomatic way, it is the view of the US 

1 Transmitted in Secto 15 from London, Oct. 17, which states that it had been ap- 
proved by the Foreign Ministers of the United States, the United Kingdom, and 
France after consultation with Chancellor Adenauer, Mayor Schreiber, and Foreign 
Minister Gruber. 

2 Document 271. 
3 Documents 257 and 268.
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Government that diplomatic channels are always available and 
this government will continue to give its most careful consideration 

to any Soviet proposal re the treaty which may be thus submitted. 
However, as no progress has been made through such channels 
during the past few years, the United States Government is of the 

opinion that discussion by the four Foreign Ministers themselves 
represent the most practicable way to end the present stalemate 
and reach agreement on a treaty. 

5. A solution of the German and Austrian questions is long over- 

due. The Foreign Ministers of the United States, United Kingdom 
and France, conscious of the special responsibilities which their 
governments together with the Soviet Government share in regard 
to Germany and Austria, therefore, desire to consider these ques- 

tions together with the Soviet Foreign Minister as soon as feasible. 
Since the date of October 15 originally suggested has now passed, 
the United States Government proposes that the Foreign Ministers 
should meet at Lugano on November 9. They sincerely hope that 
the Soviet Government will agree to participate. 

6. The Soviet note also proposes an additional five power confer- 
ence to consider measures to lessen tensions in international rela- 
tions. The United States Government is always ready and willing 
to discuss the underlying causes of such tensions with a view to 
their removal. But it wishes to do so under conditions which offer 
reasonable prospects for positive results and assure that the views 
of the directly interested governments are properly represented. 
Accordingly, the United States Government has already agreed to 
the political conference on Korea in the form proposed by the Com- 

munist side in the Korean armistice negotiations and recommend- 
ed in the armistice agreement and by the United Nations General 
Assembly. It has been proposed that discussions shall take place at 
Panmunjom on arrangements for the conference. All the five gov- 
ernments mentioned in the Soviet note could be represented at this 
conference which it is hoped will meet at an early date. Its object is 
precisely to remove one of the major sources of tension in the Far 
East, thus opening the way for an early peaceful settlement of 
other international problems now existing in this part of the world. 
Other matters mentioned in the Soviet note, such as the disarma- 

ment question, are under either current or projected discussion in 
the United Nations General Assembly. Indeed, several of the sub- 
jects mentioned in the Soviet note were recently inscribed on the 
agenda of the current General Assembly at the request of the 
Soviet Union. In addition, the United States Government remains 
ready to discuss through ordinary diplomatic channels any points 
which any government may wish to raise.
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7. Thus, on these various questions, the way is open for progress. 
If in addition a fruitful discussion can now take place at Lugano, 

the way it would be paved for discussion of other major questions 
and for restoring the necessary conditions for peaceful and friendly 
relations among nations. 

No. 280 

396.1 LO/11-353 

The Soviet Ministry for Foreign Affairs to the Embassy of the 
United States } 

[Moscow, November 38, 1953.] 

Soviet Government acknowledges receipt note Government 
United States America of October 18,2 which is answer to note 

Soviet Government of September 28. 3 
In its note of October 18, just as in former note of September 2, 4 

Government United States America avoids principal questions 
posed by government whose examination has aim of contributing to 
settlement unresolved international problems and strengthening 
peace. Meanwhile, necessity for such settlement has become still 
more pressing. 

It is also impossible to ignore fact that latest note Government 

United States America is once again result separate collusion three 
powers, i.e., United States America, England and France. Accord- 

ingly, new meeting Ministers Foreign Affairs three powers at 
London, ® like preceding meeting at Washington, ® in no way facili- 
tates task settlement unresolved international problems. On con- 

trary, such meetings cannot but limit initiative and possibilities at- 
tainment agreement between interested powers, fact which natu- 
rally is contrary to interests international cooperation. 

In its note of September 28, Soviet Government drew attention 
Government United States America, as well as Governments Great 

Britain and France, to necessity examination measures for lessen- 
ing tension in international relations by Ministers Foreign Affairs 

1 Transmitted in telegrams 545 and 546 from Moscow, Nov. 3. This translation 
should be compared for minor textual differences with that in Department of State 
Bulletin, Nov. 30, 1953, pp. 745-748. 

2 Supra. 
3 Document 271. 
* Document 268. 
5 For documentation on the London Foreign Ministers meeting, Oct. 16-18, see 

Documents 291 ff. 
6 For documentation on the Washington Foreign Ministers meeting, July 10-14, 

see vol. v, Part 2, pp. 1582 ff.
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United States America, England, France, Chinese People’s Repub- 

lic and Soviet Union. In this regard, Soviet Government has been 
guided by fact that governments indicated powers are also express- 

ing desire to reach such an understanding as would lead even in 
near future to lessening international tension, and this, in its turn, 

would make possible attainment positive results in settlement 
urgent (Nazrevshi) international problems. In advancing this pro- 
posal Soviet Government proceeded from fact that favorable condi- 
tions have been created for this at present time, especially in con- 
nection with conclusion armistice in Korea. 

It is well known what a favorable effect statement government 
Chinese People’s Republic had on achievement armistice in Korea. 
This government, together with Government Korean Popular 
Democratic Republic, took initiative which led to agreement on ter- 
mination bloodshed in Korea. It would be completely natural to 
expect further steps toward easing international tension from both 
interested parties. Refusal to consider question of easing tension in 
international relations could not be considered other than as un- 
willingness to contribute to settlement unresolved questions, and 
thereby to contribute to strengthening peace and international se- 

curity. 
One of chief elements bearing witness to great tension in inter- 

national relations is fact that during course recent years arma- 
ments race is increasing ever further, including atomic and hydro- 
gen weapons, military groupings of some states against other states 

are being formed, network of military bases established by certain 
states on territories of other states is growing rapidly, and so forth. 
If Government United States, like Government USSR, recognizes 

that such a situation increases threat new world war and that ex- 
amination of above mentioned most important international ques- 

tions must not be postponed for an indefinite period, then in that 
case there should disappear objections to undertaking examination 

question of measures for lessening international tension without 

further delays. In contrary case it would be impossible to assure 
appropriate conditions for resolution of urgent international prob- 
lems, to settlement of which Government United States America 

also attaches great importance. 
In its note of October 18, Government United States America 

refers to fact that several questions raised in Soviet Government’s 
note of September 28, including disarmament question, are already 
being considered or will be considered by General Assembly of 
United Nations. However, it is impossible to acknowledge this ref- 

erence as in any degree well founded. In United Nations, several 
important questions related to maintenance international peace 
have been considered from very beginning of organization. This
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refers especially to such questions as limitation and regulation of 
armaments, prohibition atomic and other types weapons mass de- 

struction, impermissibility establishment military bases on foreign 
territory, impermissibility propaganda aimed at preparation new 
world war. However, as is well known, solution these important 

questions in United Nations has encountered serious difficulties. 
As a result, armaments race being carried on by certain countries 
not only is not decreasing, but is continuing in still greater meas- 
ure, in connection with which tax burden which broad sections of 

population these countries bears on its shoulders is increasing 
without interruption, and weapons of mass destruction are becom- 
ing ever more destructive and dangerous, especially with appear- 

ance hydrogen bomb. Full settlement Korean question has great 
significance for easing tension in international relations. At 
present time this requires that question of national unification and 
establishment stable peace in Korea be settled on basis armistice 
reached. Convocation political conference on Korea should answer 
these ends. 

Soviet Government has already noted in its note of September 28 
that convocation this conference is facing serious difficulties in con- 

nection with examination question of conferences. There still exists 
clear under evaluation significance agreed actions on this question 
with such directly interested states as Chinese People’s Republic 
and Korean Popular Democratic Republic. As should be completely 
obvious, success Korean political conference depends to great 

extent on coordination actions most interested parties and on par- 

ticipation in this conference of other neutral states which contrib- 

uted to attainment armistice in Korea and which can offer substan- 
tial help in settlement whole Korean question. In accordance with 
existing understanding, there is already taking place a meeting be- 
tween the parties at Panmunjom, called for examination of unset- 
tled questions connected with preparations for Korean political 
conference. 7 If Government United States America and govern- 
ment certain other countries bearing responsibility for difficulties 
which have arisen in settlement Korean question, in particular for 
difficulties connected with decision of question, are really striving 
for success this conference, then they cannot fail to take into ac- 
count above mentioned legitimate demands of Korean-Chinese side 
which, as has been shown by consideration of question conference 
composition at Seventh Session UN General Assembly, are shared 
by majority states Europe, Asia and Africa. 

7 For documentation on the meetings at Panmunjom, beginning Oct. 26, to discuss 

the agenda for the Korean Political Conference, see vol. xv, Part 2, pp. 1578-1657, 
passim.
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Easing of tension in international relations also depends to great 
extent on settlement question mutual relations with Chinese Peo- 

ple’s Republic, re-establishment China’s legitimate right in UN and 
its participation in decision fundamental questions relating to 
maintenance peace and security of peoples. To ignore necessity 

urgent decision questions relating to re-establishment national 
rights Chinese People’s Republic and to delay implementation of 
China’s participation with full rights in settlement urgent interna- 
tional problems is to contribute to further maintenance interna- 

tional tension. It is impossible to limit matter to participation Chi- 

nese People’s Republic in Korean conference, inasmuch as positive 
results of this conference are also in no small measure connected 
with recognition of rights and legitimate interests Chinese people 
in settlement other important international problems. It is also 
necessary to recognize as impermissible a situation whereby in 
recent years there have taken place a number of acts of aggression 
in relation to Chinese People’s Republic provoked by certain 
powers. 

From all this it follows that for regulation urgent international 
problems having great significance for lessening international ten- 

sion, to say nothing about special problems relating to situation in 
South East Asia and Pacific Ocean, it is urgently necessary to call 
conference of Foreign Ministers of five powers: US, England, 
France, Chinese People’s Republic and Soviet Union. 

In reply to Soviet Government’s proposal concerning calling con- 
ference composed of Foreign Ministers of five powers to examine 
means to lessen tension in international relations US Government 
expressed its readiness consider causes of such tension with view to 

eliminating them. At same time, however, US Government stated 

that it “wishes do this under circumstances which would create 
reasonable hope of achieving positive results and would ensure that 

viewpoints of directly interested governments would be properly 
represented’. 

Thus, stating its readiness to examine causes of present interna- 

tional tension in order eliminate them, US Government there and 

then refuses call conference of five powers at present time. This 
evident from fact that it advances various preconditions directed 
toward postponement calling above-mentioned conference for in- 
definite period. If US Government in future continues insist on 
these preconditions, it will be evidence that it does not in fact 
desire easing international tension and corresponding settlement 
unresolved international problems. 

In refusing convocation five power conference US Government 
points out that it has agreed to convocation Korean political con- 
ference where all these powers might be represented. However,
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that this statement of US Government is without foundation if 
only for fact that position it has taken rejecting participation of 

neutral countries in Korean conference makes participation of 
USSR in this conference impossible. One must not forget that it is 
impossible at Korean conference to consider general question of 

lessening international tension, urgent consideration of which can 
not be denied at present time. 

In its note of September 28 Soviet Government drew attention to 
fact that recent political developments in West Germany have in- 
creased alarm in peace-loving countries of Europe. Ruling circles in 
Western Germany openly set as their goal the accelerated imple- 
mentation of plan for remilitarization. Measures for creation of 

regular army, air force and navy are being carried out. Hundreds 
of industrial enterprises are being converted to serve military 
needs. West German monopolists who in their time inspired Hitler- 
ite aggression are engaged in re-establishment war industry. Those 
generals who created Hitlerite army and carried out Hitler’s mili- 
tary plans are again assuming leadership over creation armed 

forces West Germany. Present Bonn Government which expresses 
aspirations aggressive circles West German monopolists and Hitler- 

ite military leadership already feels no necessity hide its aggressive 
aims in regard neighboring states. Ruling circles in West Germany 
openly advertise their revanchist plans, fact which creates increas- 
ing threat European security. West German revanchists, who have 
raised their heads recently, are trying secure support of aggressive 

circles other states. 

In this situation one cannot fail see danger in endeavors of 

ruling circles West Germany to hasten in every way ratification 

and entry into force of both Paris and Bonn agreements,® with 

which are bound up their calculations for acceleration remilitariza- 
tion West Germany and for realization their revanchist plans in 

Europe. In these circumstances one should recognize as particular- 

ly impermissible those attempts at crude pressure which have re- 
cently been undertaken in relation, for example France, to over- 
come public resistance to Bonn and Paris agreements. 
Inasmuch as Paris agreement concerning so-called European 

army including West German armed forces means creating regular 
army in West Germany, West German revanchists stop at nothing 
to achieve this agreement’s entry into force. In addition West 
German revanchist circles are exerting continuous pressure to 
hasten entry into force of Bonn agreement also. They intend utilize 

8 For text of the European Defense Community Treaty, signed at Paris May 27, 
1952, see Documents (R.1.].A.) for 1952, pp. 116-162; for text of the agreements, 
signed at Bonn May 26, 1952, see Documents 50 ff.
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this agreement as well, which leaves West Germany for decades in 

position of occupied country, in order subsequently free their hands 
having joined North Atlantic military group of powers and having 
secured support of most aggressive forces this group. 

Entry into force of Paris and Bonn agreements would mean that 

remilitarization West Germany will get fully under way. And then, 
as is witnessed by grievous experience peoples of Europe, West 
German revanchists will cease paying any attention to many para- 
graphs these agreements. Then they will do everything possible in- 
volve parties to these agreements in adventures, which will facili- 
tate their starting a war for accomplishment their criminal re- 

vanchist aims. 
Peace-loving peoples of Europe, and above all West Germany’s 

neighbors, cannot fail take this into account. Lessons of history 
will-known to all whereby neighboring countries, which German 
militarists never hesitated to dig up pretexts for attacking, became 

first victims of aggressive German militarism. 
In connection with this it is understandable that US Govern- 

ment’s note of October 18 touches on so serious a question as that 
of European security, to which Soviet Government has always at- 
tached greatest significance. One cannot but admit that only such a 
solution of German problem as will guarantee restoration national 
unity of Germany as democratic and peace-loving state and also 
guarantee interests security all other European states will accord 
with interests peace-loving peoples Europe as well as interests 
German people itself. This means that formation special military 
group of European states directed against some states of Europe 
such as creation of so-called European army now being undertaken 

has nothing in common with real European security. 
One should not forget that there exist Franco-Soviet treaty 1944 

and also Anglo-Soviet treaty 1942 according to which USSR and 
France as well as USSR and England assumed obligations under- 
take joint measures against possible new aggression on part 

German militarism which in addition is in accord with aims of en- 
suring security all European states. To forget these important obli- 
gations would not be in interests of France and England. As re- 
gards Soviet Union for its part now as previously, it is fully ready 
not only not to weaken these obligations but also take into account 
existing new possibilities for ensuring security in Europe. 

However, position of US Government regarding German problem 
expressed in referenced note as well as in its previous notes does 
not at all accord with interests ensuring European security since 
they ignore not only above-mentioned obligations but also provi- 
sions Potsdam conference 1945 according which US, England, 

USSR and France which adhered to them agreed to assist by joint
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efforts in re-establishment unity German state, creation all- 

German democratic government and conclusion peace treaty with 
Germany. Government Soviet Union considers it necessary again 
call attention of US Government to great importance for assuring 
European security of observance principles and aims of Potsdam 
agreement regarding Germany. 

Soviet Government still considers that only by joint efforts of 
four powers can European security be assured and can one prevent 
re-establishment aggressive German militarism toward which West 
German revanchists are striving. It is thus necessary for US, Eng- 
land, France and USSR together with representatives West and 
East Germany to agree that in accordance with interests strength- 
ening peace and European security solution of principal that there 
be no further delay in decision concerning Germany connected 
therewith, i.e., problems of peace treaty with Germany and re-es- 
tablishment unity of German state on democratic and peace-loving 
principles. 
Namely by reason of above considerations Soviet Government 

proposed consider at conference Foreign Ministers such questions 
as: Calling peace conference to examine question of peace treaty 

with Germany, creation provisional all-German Government and 

conduct all-German elections. 
In addition Soviet Government considered and considers it im- 

portant to examine question of lightening financial-economic obli- 
gations of Germany connected with consequences war. 

As before, in its note of October 18 US Government did not ex- 

press its attitude toward these questions which have paramount 
significance for solution German problem. Instead, it confines itself 

to statement that in conference under reference it would “utilize 
this occasion to expound its ideas on questions already raised in its 

previous notes’. 
This statement of US Government means that it as before seeks 

to limit consideration of German problem to question of all- 
German elections organized by occupation authorities and not by 
German people itself inasmuch as US Government again evades 
considering question of immediate formation of all-German demo- 
cratic government. Moreover, until such all-German Government is 
formed, it is impossible hold truly free all-German elections and 
ensure solution basic tasks set by four-power Potsdam agreement, 
ie., assist re-establishment Germany as democratic and peace- 
loving state. 

Moreover, impossible consider German problem independent of 
other important problem directly relating to security of Europe, 
i.e., question of situation which has arisen in connection with ever- 
widening network American military bases on territory certain Eu-
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ropean states. As Soviet Government has already repeatedly stated, 
these military bases are being created principally in regions bor- 
dering Soviet Union and countries of Peoples Democracy which in 
itself is evidence that these bases have nothing in common with 
tasks of defense of countries participating in North Atlantic bloc 
and are intended for use for aggressive ends. Such American bases 
have been established, as is well-known, on territory England, 

France, Italy, Turkey, Norway and number other countries. Only 
recently agreement was concluded regarding establishment new 
American military bases on territory Greece, which has nothing in 

common with national interests Greek people. How far business of 
creating American military bases in Europe has gone is witnessed 
by fact that recently agreement was signed between US and former 
accomplice of Hitlerite Germany, Franco Spain, which is becoming 
military ally of North Atlantic group of powers and is making its 
territory available for establishment American naval and air bases. 
In view these new facts no one can assert that North Atlantic bloc 
serves defensive aims. 

In addition, open pressure is being systematically put on certain 
other states of Europe, and Near and Middle East and, in particu- 
lar, on Iran to oblige them to make their territory available for for- 
eign military bases despite legitimate protests from wide circles of 
public in these countries who realize that establishment of such 
bases serves aggressive aims and is incompatible with national sov- 
ereignty and independence these countries. 

Measures being carried out now in remilitarization West Germa- 
ny and directed toward turning West German territory into Place 

d’Armes for preparation and carrying out revanchist aims of West 
German militarists and also aggressive plans of North Atlantic 
bloc have direct connection with creation above-mentioned military 

bases. 

It is not difficult to understand that in such a situation when on 
the territory of a number of states of Europe, North Africa, Near 

and Middle East are being organized more and more new foreign 
military bases, and when plans are being carried out for remilitari- 
zation of Western Germany—that a threat is being created to secu- 
rity of Soviet Union as well as a number of other states which is 
leading to further aggravation of tension of the international situa- 
tion and is increasing threat of new world war. All this indicates 
that settlement of German problem in conformity with interests of 
guaranteeing European security is inextricably bound up with deci- 
sion of question of liquidation of these military bases. Any other at- 
titude to this question would mean interests of genuine guarantee 
of European security are being ignored.
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In connection therewith Soviet Government would like to receive 
clarification from Government of US as well as from Governments 

of England, and France as to whether their statement on willing- 
ness to consider German question at meeting Ministers Four 
Powers and their recognition of importance of guaranteeing Euro- 
pean security means that they will not place themselves in a posi- 
tion whereby on the one hand it is proposed to examine German 
question at conference and on the other simultaneously to adopt 
measures for ratification of Paris and Bonn agreements by those 
states which have so far not ratified them. Receipt of such clarifica- 

tion is necessary in view of fact that ratification of these agree- 
ments and their entry into will make impossible restoration Ger- 
many as unified state and thereby render pointless also consider- 
ation of German question at meeting of Ministers Foreign Affairs 
of Four Powers, such meeting would be bound in advance by 
agreed separate obligations of three powers and Bonn Government 
of Adenauer for inclusion Western Germany in North Atlantic bloc 
and creation of West German revanchist army. All that is said 
above shows that given genuine desire to settle urgent internation- 
al problems it is necessary to reach understanding concerning 
urgent consideration of measures for reduction of tension in inter- 
national relations and this requires convocation of conference of 
Five Powers. It is possible to hope that examination of above-men- 
tioned measures will facilitate also decision of German question 
which, as is evident, is inextricably bound up with problem of guar- 

anteeing of European security. 

On basis of foregoing Soviet Government reaffirms proposal con- 

tained in its note of September 28 for calling of conference of Min- 
isters of Foreign Affairs and at that meeting: 

1. To examine measures for the reduction of tension in interna- 
tional relations with participation of Ministers of Foreign Affairs of 
psa. England, France, Chinese People’s Republic and Soviet 

nion; 
2. To consider German question including all proposals advanced 

during course of preparations for conference with participation of 
Ministers of Foreign Affairs of USA, England, France and Soviet 
Union. 

In connection with question of Austrian Treaty mentioned by 
Government of USA, Soviet Government considers it necessary to 
recall that it is awaiting answer of Government of USA and also of 
Governments of England and France to its note of August 28 ® on 
this question and notes that discussion proposed by Soviet Govern- 

® Regarding this note, see Document 882.
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ment of this question through normal diplomatic channels has not 
yet taken place. 

No. 281 

396.1 LO/11-453: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Embassy in the United Kingdom } 

CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, November 4, 1953—7:48 p.m. 
NIACT 

2431. Our preliminary comments Soviet note November 3: 2 
Note largely repetition points made Soviet note September 28 3 

and repeats proposal for five-power conference with participation 
Communist China to discuss wide range international issues. Soviet 

note indicates that such discussion is necessary prelude to four- 
power conference on Germany to examine question of German 

peace treaty, creation all-German government and conduct all- 
German elections. 

Soviet note however goes beyond previous notes in establishing 

preconditions for discussion German problem. It specifically de- 
mands that all progress towards EDC ratification and German con- 
tractuals be stopped. Note picks up theme of European security 
mentioned in Allied note October 18% and not only states Soviet 
position that ‘EDC has nothing in common with European securi- 
ty” but goes on to require “liquidation” of NATO collective security 
structure. Latter demand phrased in terms of “US military bases” 
but directly links these with NATO by assertion that ‘‘no one can 
assert that North Atlantic bloc serves defensive aims” in view ex- 
istence various US bases Europe, North Africa, Near East. 

In virtually requiring abandonment EDC project and dismantling 

NATO collective security structure, Soviet note makes clear that 

its price for coming to conference table is a defenseless Europe. 
Only carrot thrown out to European governments to counterbal- 
ance this harsh condition is suggestion that existing Franco-Soviet 

and Anglo-Soviet mutual security treaties might be strengthened. 
Reference section note dealing with Far East, of interest that 

while adhering to previous views on composition Korean political 
conference, Soviet note does not close door to eventual holding of 

1 Drafted by Thurston and Morris; cleared with GER, C, U, and FE; and initialed 
for Secretary Dulles by Merchant. Also sent to Paris, Bonn, and Vienna and repeat- 
ed to Berlin, Moscow, and Munsan-ni, Korea. 

2 Supra. 
3 Document 271. 
* Document 279.
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Korean political conference on separate basis from other confer- 
ences proposed. 

Though language of note not belligerent in tone, spelling out of 
preconditions for a conference known to be absolutely unacceptable 
to Western allies makes this a strong uncompromising document. 
Reference to an increase in the “threat of a new world war’ is 
made both in connection with armaments question and question of 
EDC and NATO. Note is therefore not without certain threatening 
aspect. 

Department is however inclined agree with analysis Moscow’s 
549 5 that reasons for Soviet unwillingness engage in any serious 
negotiations this time relate primarily to Soviet determination 
strengthen domestic position in Soviet orbit, particularly East Ger- 
many, and out of preoccupation with relations with China. While 

too early predict how long Soviets will adhere to this rigid position, 
it appears clear that for indefinite period West will be confronted 
with revived tough Soviet line in foreign policy. 

While uncompromising nature position taken by Soviets in note 
no doubt determined by internal necessities Soviet regime, its prop- 
aganda message clearly directed not at US or German opinion (to 
which latter it would be most disappointing) but primarily at our 
Western European allies, in particular France. Repetitious refer- 
ences to danger of revived German militarism in connection with 
threat new world war, allusion to Franco Spain, and hints that 

five-power conference might afford opportunity for discussion Indo- 

china question may strike responsive chords among some European 

elements. 
Essence of note is however a demand for liquidation our common 

defense effort, including NATO, US troops in Europe and EDC as 

prerequisite to conference on Germany and Austria. Because this 

aspect of Soviet note places issue squarely before our allies as to 

path they now wish take, we would prefer have British and French 
suggest how we should best respond to note, that is, whether or not 
we should attempt disengage ourselves from present note series 
(while leaving door open for future negotiations), and, if so, how. 
FYI while we feel that European public already resigned to inabil- 
ity get Soviets to Lugano as result of negative position taken by 
previous Soviet notes and that present note should sharpen and 
firm up European opinion this regard, we do not wish to attempt 
set pace re Allied response but rather let British and French make 
suggestions. 

5 Telegram 549 reported Moscow’s preliminary interpretation of the Soviet note. 
(396.1/11-453)
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London and Paris requested approach Foreign Offices, outline 
our analysis of new Soviet note as given above and get their reac- 

tions as to note and best course of Allied response. ® In view of 
degree to which NATO is involved in note, we also hope British 
and French will recognize desirability of presenting tripartite anal- 

ysis to NAC at earliest date and inviting views of other Govern- 
ments. USRO please note. ? 
HICOG requested similarly to sound out Adenauer. In view our 

difficulties with him re last two Allied notes, which we believe 

stemmed at least partly from his feeling he was not consulted until 
very late in process of Allied reply, suggest inviting his concrete 
and urgent suggestions re form and substance our response. 
HICOG contact with Adenauer might well be on part of three 
powers, since Conant in chair this month, though if British and 

French not prepared sound him out to this extent now, we would 
still appreciate informal and urgent contact by Conant for our in- 
formation. ® 

While it would normally be our turn to coordinate Allied re- 
sponse here in Washington, Paris might be more convenient for 

British and French. In fact, in view foregoing analysis we believe it 
would be highly desirable for coordination be done in Paris. Kidd 
could proceed there from Germany in few days to help Achilles (as- 
suming Dillon once more willing spare Achilles for this purpose). 

DULLES 

6 On Nov. 4 Aldrich reported that the reaction of the British Foreign Office to the 
Soviet note was the same as the United States. (Telegram 1928 from London, 396.1/ 
11-453) The following day Henri Ruffin, the First Secretary in the French Embassy, 
informed Thurston that the French preliminary reaction was even more negative 
than that of the United States. (Memorandum of conversation, by Thurston, Nov. 5, 

396.1/11-553) 
7 The tripartite analysis was presented to NATO at a closed session on Nov. 12. 

Hughes reported on the session in Polto 807 from Paris, Nov. 12. (740.5/11-1253) 

8 On Nov. 6 Conant reported that the Chancellor seemed to believe that the reply 
should record the West’s regret at the Soviet unwillingness to meet and reiterate its 
willingness to meet. (Telegram 1612 from Bonn, Nov. 6, 396.1/11-653)
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No. 282 

396.1/11-753: Telegram 

The Ambassador in France (Dillon) to the Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY Paris, November 7, 1953—10 p.m. 

1813. Reference immediately preceding telegram. 2 Following is 
tripartite draft text: 

“(1) In close consultation with governments of France and UK, 
US Government has carefully studied Soviet Government’s note of 
November 3% in reply to its note of October 184 in which it was 
proposed that four Foreign Ministers should meet at Lugano No- 
vember 9. (Comment: French suggested omitting reference this time 
to consultation with Federal Government and German authorities 
Berlin since this note somewhat different from previous and per- 
haps preferable omit unless Adenauer has contrary views.) 

(2) US Government noted that Soviet Government has for third 
time ignored invitation addressed to it which it was intended 
should lead to study of most urgent international problems. US 
Government is still of opinion that best way of reducing interna- 
tional tension is to persevere in constructive efforts to resolve exist- 
ing problems step by step, starting with those which best lend 
themselves to an early solution. With this in mind, US Govern- 
ment proposed meeting of four Foreign Ministers about Germany 
and Austria and continues to pursue its efforts to enable political 
conference on Korea to take place. It remains of opinion that nego- 
tiations on these issues could clear ground, open way to broader 
agreement, and thus improve chances of reestablishing real peace 
in the world. 

(3) To judge from its note of November 3, Soviet Government sees 
matter in different light. It prefers that Foreign Ministers should 
deal in first instance with international problems of so general a 
character that Ministers could not consider them with any chance 
of success in absence of real progress on the most urgent concrete 
questions. 

(4) Although US Government laid down no conditions in its invi- 
tation and sought increasingly to take into account, insofar as pos- 
sible, view of Soviet Government, latter has made a meeting of For- 
eign Ministers conditional upon acceptance of a number of de- 
mands. This would entail abandonment by US, UK and France of 
all their plans to safeguard their own security. A defenseless West- 
ern Europe appears to be price demanded by Soviet Government 
for participation in a conference. Soviet Government must be well 
aware that such demands are totally unacceptable. 

1 Repeated to Bonn, Berlin, Vienna, Moscow, and London. 

2 Telegram 1812 reported that the tripartite working group began meeting at 
Paris on Nov. 7 and agreed on a tentative reply working from a French draft. 

(396.1/11-753) 
3 Document 280. 
4 Document 279.
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(5) It therefore seems that Soviet Government does not wish, at 
least at present time, to open any negotiations which might lead to 
positive results. US Government is nevertheless determined to let 
no opportunity pass of contributing to lessening of international 
tension which remains essential objective of its policy. It intends to 
continue its efforts to achieve peaceful reunification of Germany. It 
would like the four Foreign Ministers or their deputies to conclude 
Austrian state treaty as rapidly as possible, and it hopes that note 
addressed separately to Soviet Government in reply to its commu- 
nication of August 28 will help to achieve this. > (Comment: French 
propose separate note to Soviets re Austria as indicated Embtel 
1774 November 5. ®) Invitation which it has already extended to 
Soviet Government, and which latter has so far felt unable to 
accept, therefore remains open.” 7 

DILLON 

5 Regarding the Soviet note of Aug. 28, see Document 882. 
6 Telegram 1774 reported that Sauvagnargues had suggested replying to the 

Soviet note of Aug. 28 in a separate note from that on Germany. (396.1 PA/11-553) 
70On Nov. 9 the Department of State commented on this draft, expressing its 

pleasure at the text, but suggesting the retention of consultation with the Germans 
in paragraph 1, adding minor changes in the remaining paragraphs, and specifically 
requesting the deletion of any mention of a separate note on Austria. (Telegram 
1775 to Paris, Nov. 9, 396.1/11-953) 

No. 283 

396.1/11-1453 

The Embassy of the United States to the Soviet Ministry for Foreign 
Affairs } 

[Moscow, November 16, 1953.] 

1. In close consultation with the Governments of France and the 

UK, the US Government has carefully studied the Soviet Govern- 
ment’s note of November 3 in reply to the note of October 18 in 

which the US Government proposed that the four Ministers of For- 
eign Affairs should meet at Lugano on November 9. The Govern- 
ment of the German Federal Republic and the German authorities 
in Berlin have also been consulted. 

2. The US Government notes with regret that the Soviet Govern- 
ment has for the third time within the past four months ignored its 

1 Transmitted in telegram 1915 from Paris, Nov. 14. Following transmission of the 
draft in telegram 1813, supra, the working group met daily Nov. 9-14 to prepare a 
final draft. This note, which was approved on Nov. 14 with the first and last sen- 
tences in brackets, was shown on Nov. 15 to Chancellor Adenauer who requested 

the removal of the brackets. The resulting text, printed here, was approved by the 

three governments and Mayor Schreiber and delivered to the Foreign Ministry on 
Nov. 16. Documentation on the work of the tripartite working group is in file 396.1.



672 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME VII 

invitation to discuss the most urgent international problems. The 
US Government is still of the opinion that the best way of reducing 

international tension is to persevere in constructive efforts for the 
progressive solution of outstanding problems, starting with those 
which most urgently require an early settlement. With this in 

mind, the United States Government proposed a meeting of the 
four foreign ministers in order to reach agreement on Germany, es- 

pecially on its reunification in freedom, and on the Austrian State 
Treaty. In the same spirit, it is continuing its efforts to enable the 
political conference on Korea to take place. 

3. To judge from its note of November 3, the Soviet Government 
contemplates a meeting of the foreign ministers, ‘with the partici- 

pation of the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Chinese Peoples Re- 
public” of such a different character that it would not only become 
involved in futile and endless debate, but would also prevent all 

progress in the settlement of questions which are both urgent and 

concrete. 

4. The United States Government laid down no conditions in its 
invitation and made every possible effort to take into account the 
views of the Soviet Government. But the latter has made a meeting 
of the foreign ministers conditional upon the acceptance of a 

number of demands. Some of these have no relation to Europe, but 
must in the Soviet view be met before even the study of European 
problems could be initiated. Others would entail the abandonment 

by the US, UK and France of all their plans to safeguard their own 
security. A defenseless Western Europe appears to be the price de- 
manded by the Soviet Government for participation in a confer- 
ence. The Soviet Government must be well aware that such de- 
mands are totally unacceptable. 

5. The US Government can only conclude from the latest Soviet 

note that the Soviet Government does not wish at the present time 

to enter into any negotiations which might have positive results. 
The US Government nevertheless remains determined to seek by 

all appropriate means agreement on the most urgent questions the 
solution of which is essential to the lessening of international ten- 

sion. Therefore it leaves open the invitation addressed to the Soviet 
Government on October 18. The US Government is convinced that 
negotiations on these vital problems would open the way to broader 
agreement and would thus improve the chances of re-establishing 

real peace in the world.
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No. 284 

396.1/11-2753 

The Soviet Ministry for Foreign Affairs to the Embassy of the 
United States 3 

No. 48/O0SA [Moscow, November 26, 1953.] 

Soviet Government acknowledges receipt note Government USA 
of November 16, 1953 2 which is an answer to Soviet Government’s 

note of November 3. 3 
Government USA alleges that Government USSR has refused 

proposal for conference Ministers Foreign Affairs on most urgent 
international problems. Such allegation does not correspond with 

reality and is in clear contradiction with what was said by Soviet 
Government in its note of November 38. 

As is known, in this note Soviet Government not only did not 
refuse proposal for convocation conference Ministers Foreign Af- 
fairs on most urgent international problems, but on contrary, again 
affirmed its favorable attitude toward convocation such conference 
although proposal Government USSR did not coincide with propos- 
al Government USA. 

Soviet Government proposed: 

“To call conference Ministers Foreign Affairs and at this confer- 
ence 

1. To examine with Ministers Foreign Affairs USA, England, 
France, Chinese People’s Republic and Soviet Union measures 
for lessening tension in international relations. 

2. To consider with Ministers Foreign Affairs USA, England, 
France and Soviet Union the German question including all 
proposals advanced during course preparation for conference’’. 

Soviet Government considers it necessary recall that it has re- 
peatedly advanced its proposal for convocation conference Minis- 
ters Foreign Affairs during course recent months, i.e.: August 4, 
September 28, November 3.4 

Thus Soviet Government has consistently insisted on convocation 
conference Ministers Foreign Affairs for examination general ques- 
tion concerning measures for lessening tension in international re- 
lations and especially the German question, decision of which is 

1 Transmitted in telegrams 618, 620, and 621 from Moscow, Nov. 26 and 27. This 
translation should be compared for minor textual differences with that in Depart- 
ment of State Bulletin, Dec. 21, 1953, pp. 853-854. 

2 Supra. 
3 Document 280. 
* Documents 259, 271, and 280.



674 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME VII 

connected in closest fashion with assuring security in Europe and, 
consequently, with lessening tension in international situation. 
Soviet Government at present time still considers convocation of 
such conference necessary. Such conference, according to Soviet 
Government’s opinion, should not be confined in advance to exami- 
nation of any one question but should actually be able to examine 
most urgent international problems. 

Soviet Government’s proposal for convocation conference with 
participation Ministers Foreign Affairs USA, England, France, 

USSR and Chinese People’s Republic for examination measures for 
lessening tension in international relations, and also with partici- 
pation Ministers Foreign Affairs USA, England, France and USSR 
for consideration German question was advanced with one general 
aim—to contribute to easing international tension and, in particu- 
lar, to assuring stable security in Europe, which requires definitive 
settlement German problem. 
Government USA also speaks of its desire for lessening interna- 

tional tension and also mentions as most urgent questions: German 

problem, conclusion Austrian state treaty, and cooperation convo- 
cation political conference in Korea. Even the listing of above-men- 
tioned problems shows that Government USA regards both specific 
questions concerning Europe as well as questions concerning Asia 
as among the most urgent international problems suitable for con- 
sideration at Conference Ministers Foreign Affairs. 

Inasmuch as US Government has recognized that at conference 

Ministers Foreign Affairs it is also appropriate to examine those 
problems which concern situation in Asia, then it follows that par- 
ticipation Chinese Peoples Republic, together with other four great 
powers, in examination and settlement such type of problems is 

completely natural and necessary. In addition, there is no basis to 
deny obvious fact that time has become ripe for examination meas- 
ures for lessening tension in international situation as a whole, to- 
wards which persistent efforts of Soviet Government are directed 

as well, and this means that conference with participation Minis- 
ters Foreign Affairs USA, England, France, USSR and Chinese 
Peoples Republic is matter which must not be put off. 

It is exactly because examination question of measures for easing 
international situation as a whole is not only urgent necessity but 
also not to be postponed that Soviet Government has considered 
and considers it necessary to convoke conference with participation 
all great powers without any exception whatsoever. As US Govern- 
ment states that it also is pursuing aim of contributing to easing 
international tension, obstacles to convocation conference five 

powers, USA, England, France, USSR and Chinese Peoples Repub- 
lic, should disappear. From this is also evident the whole baseless-
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ness of objections contained in note of November 16 on question at 

hand. 
Government of USSR reaffirms position stated in its note of No- 

vember 3 concerning meeting of Foreign Ministers. 

In addition Government of USSR again states that plans for cre- 
ation so-called “European army’ opening door to rebirth German 
militarism and remilitarization Western Germany together with 
creation foreign military bases on territory number European 
states which creates threat to security of other European states, 
are incompatible with interests security in Europe. 

Soviet Government rejects as without any foundation statement 
contained in note US Government of November 16 alleging that 
negative attitude of Soviet Union toward creation European army 
represents demand for “abandonment by US, Great Britain and 

France of plans for ensuring their own security” although position 
which USSR has stated in no way touches on question of military 
forces these states. Equally unfounded is statement clearly made 
for propaganda purposes alleging that “a defenseless Western 
Europe appears to be price which Soviet Union demands for par- 
ticipation in conference.” 

As is well known, an attempt is being made under the label of 
“European army” to create an army of six states: France, Western 
Germany, Italy, Belgium, Holland and Luxembourg. Consequently, 
this plan envisages the creation of army of narrow groupment of 
European states which does not include majority European coun- 

tries. Moreover, principal purpose of creating European army is to 
make possible reestablishment regular army in Western Germany 
with West German Army included as basic military force in above- 

mentioned European army. Creation of European army is being 
supported in every way by former Hitlerites and other German re- 
vanchists who in order to serve their aggressive purpose are striv- 
ing to prepare unleashing of new war and involve in it not only 

German people but also other peoples of Europe since creation of 

European army will be forced on them. 
Danger of carrying out this plan of creating European army 

must be understandable to all peoples of Europe, including peoples 
of those countries which are now being involved in creation this 
army, since it is clear that under cover of so-called “European 
army” army of German militarism is being revived. Creation of Eu- 
ropean army can mean nothing but creation of aggressive group- 
ment of several European states which relying on armed forces and 
including in its composition West German revanchist army will set 
itself in opposition to a whole series of other European states: 
Soviet Union, Poland, Czechoslovakia and other countries. By same 

token plan for creation European army can in no way assist
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strengthening peace in Europe. Such plan includes setting one part 
of Europe against other part of Europe. It cannot lead to lessening 

tension in international relations, but, on contrary, will contribute 

to inflaming contradictions between countries of Europe and there- 
by increasing danger of new military adventure. Thus, creation of 
European army unleashing forces of German militarism, most dan- 
gerous for peace in Europe, will contain threat of new world war 
which peace-loving peoples of whole world cannot fail to take into 
account. 

In opposing so-called “European army” Soviet Union proceeds 
from fact that creation such army can in no way contribute to 
strengthening security in Europe, but rather, inevitably, will lead 

to contrary results. Nor does creation such army have anything in 
common with desire not to permit “defenseless Western Europe” 
which, moreover, no one is threatening. 

The guaranteeing of security Western European countries will be 
firm if it is based not on setting countries of Western Europe off 
against countries of Eastern Europe but on obtaining concord of ef- 
forts all European countries in regard to assuring security in 
Europe. These efforts can and must be based on obligations previ- 
ously assumed by states concerned, aim of which is to prevent new 
acts of aggression in Europe. 

In opposing creation European army Soviet Union is acting in in- 
terests of forestalling threat of new war and, consequently, in in- 

terests securing real peace in Europe. 

Soviet Union is ready to exert all efforts together with other 
countries Europe to cooperate assuring European security by 

means of appropriate agreement between all countries of Europe 

independent of their social structure. Security can be fully guaran- 
teed for all European countries if efforts of all European states and 
other states interested in this will make their efforts conform to 
these specific purposes. This also requires that solution of German 
problem, which has very important significance for strengthening 
security in Europe, will be carried out in interests of re-establish- 
ing unity and independence of Germany as democratic and peace- 
loving state. 

The foregoing permits the conclusion that inasmuch as Govern- 
ments of United States America and USSR are striving for rein- 
forcement of peace and international security they must be inter- 
ested in urgent examination of the questions of measures for the 
reduction of tension in international affairs in general, as well as, 

in the specific examination of questions concerning security in 
Europe and the consequent resolution of the German problem. This 
was also the substance of the proposal of Soviet Government in its 
note of November 3.
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Since, however, the exchange of notes between the USSR and 

United States America, and also with England and France, has not 

led, up to present time, to the establishment of a common view- 

point in regard to the above-mentioned proposal, it is necessary to 
examine this question at an appropriate meeting of the Ministers 

of Foreign Affairs. In this connection, Soviet Government has 

taken into consideration statement contained in note of Govern- 
ment of United States of November 16 to effect that its participa- 
tion in a conference of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of United 

States America, USSR, England and France is not connected with 

any conditions of a preliminary character. Similar statements were 

made by Governments of England and France. Being guided by the 
desire to cooperate in the speedy settlement of urgent (ripe) inter- 
national problems, Soviet Government expresses its readiness to 
take part in a meeting of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the 

United States America, USSR, England and France. 

Soviet Government considers it necessary to declare that in light 
of considerations set forth above, at this meeting there will be 
brought up by it the question of the convocation in near future of a 
meeting of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of United States Amer- 
ica, England, France, USSR and the Chinese Peoples Republic for 
purpose of reducing tension in international relations. In opinion of 
Soviet Government, a suitable place for the meeting of the Minis- 
ters of the Four Powers could be the city of Berlin. Soviet Govern- 
ment has sent similar notes also to Governments of England and 

France. 

No. 285 

396.1/11-2753: Telegram 

The Ambassador in the Soviet Union (Bohlen) to the Department of 

State } 

SECRET PRIORITY Moscow, November 27, 1953—6 p.m. 

624. Soviet note ? represents important shift in tactical handling 
of German question and general subject negotiations with West. 
There is nothing in note itself however which would justify conclu- 
sion that it represents any basic shift in Soviet attitude towards 
German or Austrian problems. Chief point of interest is what cir- 
cumstances or considerations induced or forced Soviet Government 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, and Bonn. 

2 Supra.
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to accept in principle on November 26 what it uncompromisingly 

rejected on November 3. 

While full motivation of necessity obscure it is probable that 
principal cause of shift Soviet tactics was due to recognition of 
damaging impression created by Soviet note November 38, particu- 
larly among their adherents and supporters in Western countries. 
Reaction to Molotov press conference (Embtel 578 3) probably con- 
vinced Soviet Government that if it was to provide its adherents 

abroad with ammunition to fight EDC something more than mere 
negative attitude was necessary. 

In this connection it has been noted that present peace confer- 
ence in Vienna* has been marked by extremely feeble and nega- 
tive attempts by Soviet followers to bridge glaring contradiction be- 
tween Soviet refusal to meet and constant reiteration of desire to 
reduce international tension. It is likewise possible that chief pre- 
occupation of effect four-power discussion on Germany on position 
East German regime so clearly visible in November 3 note (Embtel 
549 5) has been eased by at least partial rehabilitation position that 
regime as reported Berlin’s 474 and 476 to Department. ® On bal- 
ance therefore Soviet Government has apparently decided that gen- 
eral over-all effect refusal to meet was more disadvantageous to its 
general position than risks of discussion on Germany. It is likewise 
possible that even domestically and in satellite area basic contra- 
diction referred to above was becoming embarrassing to Soviet Gov- 

ernment. 

Chief substantive difference in Soviet reply is of course abandon- 
ment of condition inclusion of Communist China as price any meet- 

ing which can hardly be pleasing Chinese Government no matter 
how much reciprocal dishonesty there has been in previous insist- 

ence participation Communist China. Next to last paragraph clear- 

ly sop to Chinese in endeavor offset effects this shift. 

Note is furthermore marked by absence of vituperation and 
abuse (with exception attacks on West Germany in this case milder 
and limited to generalities such as militarists and revanchists with- 
out mentioning Bonn Government or Adenauer) in contrast not 
only to contents November 3 note, but to recent line in Soviet 
press. In fact, except for one passing reference to foreign bases this 

3 Telegram 578 reported that Molotov’s press conference on Nov. 13 had probably 
been held to counteract the unfavorable Western press commentary on the Soviet 
note of Nov. 3. (961.61/11-1453) 

4 A Soviet-sponsored peace conference was held at Vienna at the end of Novem- 
ber. 

5 See footnote 5, Document 281. 

6 Telegram 474 is printed as telegram 542 to Bonn, Document 758. Telegram 476 
attempted to determine future Soviet policy in Germany based on the situation re- 
ported in telegram 474. (762B.00/10-2253)
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favorite subject is passed over in silence and no mention is made 
NATO. Substance of note furthermore, is confined entirely to 

Europe and emphasizes extreme danger to peace of setting one 

group of European states off against another, with unusual refer- 
ence willingness Soviet Union to cooperate with all European coun- 

tries, regardless their social structure, for achievement European 
security. 

Suggestion of Berlin as place of meeting is very diffidently 
phrased, and it is not quite clear how insistent Soviet Government 
will be on that place alone, which conceivably might raise certain 

awkward problems in view of division of city and location behind 
Iron Curtain. 

Fact that chief point of note was given on Soviet radio almost si- 
multaneously with delivery contrary to past practice, makes it 
clear that this shift is primarily designed for public consumption, 
both domestic and foreign. Since there is no reason to believe that 

basic Soviet policy of support East German regime has changed 
and that present shift merely represents for reasons given above, 
shift in tactical handling of problem, I consider we have everything 

to gain and nothing to lose by agreeing to Soviet proposal, which 
constitutes distinct victory for Western diplomacy, and bring them 
to a conference as soon as possible after Bermuda and NATO meet- 
ings. If there are serious difficulties as to Berlin as site of confer- 
ence (and West German reaction on this point will be very impor- 
tant) I would suggest that rather than reject Berlin out of hand in 

reply, it might be worthwhile considering informal sounding out of 
Molotov by one of three Western Ambassadors as to exactly what 

lies behind Soviet suggestion on Berlin. Greatest advantage to Sovi- 

ets in circumstances would be to enter into arguments as to date 

and place, while allowing Soviet shift in position to obtain maxi- 

mum propaganda value in order to delay or obstruct EDC. 

BOHLEN
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No. 286 

396 1/11-2853: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Embassy in the United Kingdom ! 

SECRET NIACT WASHINGTON, November 28, 19538—7:28 p.m. 

2899. Embassy London requested inform Eden that Secretary has 

read with interest his preliminary views 2 on Soviet note of Novem- 
ber 26 ? which were made available to Department today by British 
Embassy, and that we are disposed agree with him that our correct 
course is to accept Soviet offer to meet in Berlin as rapidly as possi- 
ble and without prior conditions on agenda. 

You should add that Secretary will be discussing question fur- 
ther with President upon latter’s return to Washington November 
30. However, because of Eden’s desire to clear our ideas prior his 
imminent departure for Bermuda, we wish give him our views 
without further delay. 

We are not inclined interpret Soviet note as accepting our view 
that a 4-power meeting should be mainly concerned with Germany, 
European security, and Austria and anticipate on the contrary that 
Soviets will attempt emphasize their proposal for 5-power meeting 
with Chinese Communists to consider what they call measures to 

reduce international tensions. 
We have not yet reached any definite conclusions as to tone and 

scope of our reply to Soviets and believe that this problem will re- 

quire careful consideration at Bermuda. We are favorably im- 

pressed with French suggestion (Paris’ 2091 to Department *) that 
our reply should contain paragraph refuting Soviet attack on EDC. 

Re timing of proposed conference with Soviets we believe that it 

should be held as soon as possible and would like to aim at first 

week of January. There are obvious difficulties in the way of such 

an early date (the French Presidential elections, etc.) but believe 
we should make concerted effort at Bermuda to remove them. 

1 Drafted by Thurston and approved for transmission by Dulles. Also sent to Paris 
and Bonn and repeated to Berlin, Moscow, and Vienna. 

2 On Nov. 28 Leishman had given Secretary Dulles a two-page summary of Eden’s 
views which stated, inter alia, that the Western powers should accept the offer to 
meet, that Berlin was an acceptable site, that mid-January would be an acceptable 
date, and that the reply to the Soviet note should be drafted during the Bermuda 
Conference. A copy of the summary is in file 396.1/11-2853. 

3 Document 284. 

4 Telegram 2091 reported the French belief that it would be difficult to refuse the 
Soviet offer to meet, that the note indicated no basic shift in Soviet policy, that the 
reply should contain a refutation of the attack on the EDC, that Berlin was not the 
place for the meeting, and that their schedule of events made a meeting before mid- 
January very difficult. (896.1/11-2853)
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Since it will be our intent to emphasize German question at 4- 
power conference, our final decision on the response to the Soviet 
note will necessarily be influenced in large part of Adenauer’s 

views, which we are seeking. Latter’s views on Berlin as site of con- 
ference will also be important. We ourselves not particularly con- 

cerned about the Berlin aspect and in fact see certain advantages 

to it from our viewpoint. 
Except as indicated above, we find ourselves in full agreement 

with Eden’s analysis of Soviet note and suggested course of action. 
Department is informed that Eden’s views have also been con- 

veyed to French Government. Embassy Paris should therefore 
bring foregoing US views to attention Bidault or other French offi- 
cials soon as possible. In so doing, inform French that we are con- 

sidering their views as transmitted Paris’ 2091 and that we agree 
with them re need to refute Soviet attack on EDC in our reply. 

DULLES 

No. 287 

762A.13/11-3053: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (Conant) to the 
Department of State 3 

TOP SECRET NIACT Bonn, November 30, 1958—5 p.m. 

1797. For the Secretary from Conant. I called on Chancellor this 
morning as chairman for month AHC, and inquired for three gov- 
ernments as to his opinion about the Russian note. 2 Chancellor 

said important part of note was last paragraph which insisted that 

Red China be brought in. He also pointed out that note again spoke 

harshly of EDC and wants European security to be discussed before 
German problem. He therefore thought answer should take into ac- 
count order in which topics would be discussed at any possible four- 
power conference, although he wanted to avoid word agenda. He 
thought if some such phrase as “the order of procedure” could be 
used, our answer to note would not be contradictory to our previ- 
ous notes. Chancellor felt very strongly that it would be dangerous 
in extreme for Bermuda meeting to agree to meeting of four for- 
eign ministers in too near future and he pointed out that French 
Government was not in position to make firm commitments on Eu- 
ropean policy. He felt that for three Allies to meet with Russians 
before there was another three-power meeting with a French Gov- 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, and Berlin. 
2 Document 284.
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ernment, which had been put in power after French presidential 
elections, would be foolish and might well be disastrous. His whole 

idea therefore was to write note now which would gain time. To 
this end he suggested that US might well point out that last para- 
graph was equivalent of their admitting that meeting with Red 
China was discussable, point which he understood we had been un- 

willing to concede in past. It might well be a condition of accept- 
ance of four-power meeting that this matter of five-power confer- 
ence not be open for discussion at that time. He also felt there was 
an implied agenda in an earlier paragraph which placed European 
security before solution of German problem and it should be clear- 
ly pointed out that order of procedure, when meeting occurred, 
would be for German problem to precede discussion of European se- 
curity. 

If French Government would want to take attitude that they 
were unwilling to have meeting until after new French Govern- 
ment were formed, that would be, of course, another matter on 

which he did not pass judgment. I asked him particularly whether 
note, which did not simply and immediately accept invitation, 
would not arouse hostile opinions here in Germany. He said he did 
not believe so and he undertook to support publicly in Germany po- 
sition of note gaining time along the above lines. 

On place of meeting, he said that officially as Chancellor he 
must, of course, agree to Berlin but that personally he had consid- 
erable doubts, particularly as it would provide an opportunity for 

propaganda between East and West sectors. If Berlin were accepted 
it should be in building of Allied Control Authority (in West 
Berlin) and in no other spot. 

CONANT 

3Qn Dec. 1 Hallstein, who was visiting the United States, met with Secretary 
Dulles and read him a message from Adenauer expressing the Chancellor’s views 
regarding the Soviet note. These views, as recorded in a memorandum of conversa- 
tion by Merchant, were along the lines of those transmitted by Conant in this tele- 
gram. (PPS files, lot 65 D 101, “Germany”) For a record of other matters discussed 
with the Chancellor, see telegram 1798, infra.
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No. 288 

762A.13/11-3053: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (Conant) to the 
Department of State 

TOP SECRET NIACT Bonn, November 30, 19538—4 p.m. 

1798. Limited distribution. For Secretary from Conant. In addi- 
tion to points Chancellor made to me as chairman of AHC for 
month, and which are being reported (Bonn to Department 1797 4), 
he made following points to me as US representative: 

He believes he has accurate report from several sources that 
Churchill is in very precarious state of health. He therefore feels 
that British Government is in similar position to French and is not 
capable of developing continuing firm European policy. He believes 
therefore that it suicide (those are his own words) for three Allied 
powers to meet with Russians in too near future. What is required 
before four-power meeting is another three-power meeting not ear- 
lier than second half of January after new French Government 
formed. His arguments on this point seem to me personally compel- 
ling, though I may merely have fallen under spell of the old gentle- 
man. 

Speaking to me again as US representative he said he had heard 
that Laniel had asked for assurances from America that American 
troops would remain in Europe for long period of time. He realized 
difficulties constitutionally but said anything that could be done 
along this line would be of greatest significance. He agreed that 
number of soldiers was not issue, but military strength; perhaps so- 

lution could be found by which NATO treaty could be implemented 
by Congressional action guaranteeing present military strength for 

long period of time. He said Europe was imprisoned in its past and 

for its successful development there need for preceptor and that 
preceptor was US. Without presence of US military strength our 

guiding hand would be of little avail. He would much rather look 
forward to Germany working in partnership with Britain, France 
and US than be left alone on continent with hysterical France. He 
could understand French worry and he thought they, too, would 
feel much safer in our company. 

He still optimistic about EDC ratification and has not retreated 
from this line, though he recognizes difficulty with French politics. 
He said meeting at Hague remarkably satisfactory as far as Euro- 

1 Supra.
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pean spirit concerned and he is believer that EPC will go through 
provided EDC goes through. 

His two-hour conference with Bidault in presence of Parodi and 
Francois-Poncet was satisfactory. He thinks there possibility, 
though he cannot guarantee it, that after meeting on December 11 
some statement could be issued showing progress. He feels now 
that Saar problem will not be block to EDC ratification. 2 

In spite of his great anxiety as to what might occur if Allies were 
foolish enough to meet with Russians in too near future, Chancel- 
lor seemed to be in more optimistic mood than on some previous 
recent occasions. He said he less anxious today about note than 
when he first read it. ? 

He emphasized to me point about Red China, made in my other 
telegram. He could not see how US could let last paragraph of 
present note go unanswered. He felt that for US even to admit on 
agenda discussion of five-power meeting would be to give up our 
present position. 

CONANT 

2 For documentation on Adenauer’s occasional conversations with Bidault con- 
cerning the status of the Saar, see Documents 659 ff. 

3 For the Soviet note of Nov. 26, see Document 284. 

No. 289 

396.1/12-553 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (Conant) to the 
Secretary of State 

TOP SECRET Bap GODESBERG, December 5, 1953. 
OFFICIAL EYES ONLY 

Dear Foster: This brief note I trust will reach you before you 
leave for Paris. I am writing to supplement my cable of last night 
in which I stated that the Chancellor had changed his mind about 
the date of the four-power conference. 2 I further added the sugges- 
tion that you and he might meet in Paris on the 12th or 13th of 
this month. He is going to have an opportunity to see Eden just 

1A notation on the source text indicates that this letter was seen by Secretary 
Dulles, but that there would be no answer. 

2 On Dec. 4 Conant had cabled that Adenauer had changed his mind and was now 
in favor of a four-power meeting as soon as possible provided it was short. (Telegram 
1856 from Bonn, 740.5/12-453)
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before or just after that time and I am sure it would be of great 
help to the Chancellor if you could see him in Paris. 3 

I found him yesterday looking very worried and in one of his de- 
pressed moods. Your conversation with Hallstein and Gerstenmeier 

had been already transmitted to him by Hallstein and had obvious- 
ly made a profound effect. * Hallstein told me later that the Chan- 
cellor had not slept the night before because he had been so wor- 
ried. I think the danger of a few weeks ago that he and some of his 
advisers and colleagues believed that a German-American solution 
to their problems could be found has now disappeared. Your strong 
letter > and General Gruenther’s plain talk, I think, have cancelled 

out the bad effects of some ill-considered statements by traveling 
Americans during the first days of this Fall. I now find a mood of 
great anxiety among the leading German politicians that I meet. 

I think the Chancellor may originally have desired a postpone- 
ment of the four-power conference for reasons of domestic German 
politics. He has to have a two-thirds majority in the Bundestag in 
order to change the constitution to get around the issue now before 
the Constitutional Court. At the same time some of the elements in 
his coalition government have undoubtedly been causing trouble on 
the Saar question. Therefore, his time table may well have been a 

constitutional change by the first of February (it apparently will 
take that long, as the details are subject to considerable debate) 
and then talks on the Saar in February. The postponement of a 
four-power conference might have provided a good excuse for this 
delay. Whether or not I am right about this surmise, he is now 
completely changed as a result of your arguments transmitted 
through Professor Hallstein. He is in favor of a four power confer- 

ence as soon as possible, only hopes it will be brief and conclusive 

in the sense that it will persuade the French that they must pro- 
ceed with ratification of EDC. He is worried about the French atti- 
tude in this conference and others I have spoken to are worried 

lest either the conference be long drawn out or that the German 

problem be “solved” by some deal between the French and the Rus- 
sians. If the Chancellor shares these worries I am sure a conversa- 
tion between you and the Chancellor in Paris will remove all his 
anxiety on this score. 

May I venture an opinion on a matter of fundamental policy 
which will perhaps have been given a new turn in Bermuda before 
you read these words. Despite the discouragements of the last few 

936 Regarding Dulles’ meeting with Adenauer on Dec. 13 at Paris, see Document 

987 Regarding Dulles’ meeting with Hallstein on Dec. 1, see footnote 3, Document 

5 Not further identified.
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weeks, I am more than ever convinced that EDC, as part of Europe- 

an integration, is basic to successful American foreign policy in 

this part of the world. I believe that there are so many forces work- 

ing in Europe for European integration that the long range pros- 

pects are by no means discouraging. This being the case, one can 
only hope that public opinion in the United States and in Germany 
may be kept sufficiently in check to allow us to ride through this 
difficult period in which, by one method or another, the French are 
brought to ratification of EDC. Unless instructed otherwise, I shall 
continue to be an unregenerate optimist about EDC ratification. 

I am, of course, at your service to come to Paris, if you desire my 
presence at any time during your stay. 

With all good wishes, 

Sincerely, 

JIM 

No. 290 

Editorial Note 

The discussion of the reply to the Soviet note next moved to Ber- 
muda where the Heads of Governments and the Foreign Ministers 
of the United States, the United Kingdom, and France were meet- 

ing December 4-8 to consider questions of mutual concern. By De- 
cember 7 the Foreign Ministers had approved the text of the reply, 
had directed that it be shown to Chancellor Adenauer and Mayor 
Schreiber, who approved it, and had instructed their Ambassadors 

in the Soviet Union to deliver the note to the Foreign Ministry on 

December 8. The note agreed to a meeting of the four powers at 

Berlin to discuss Germany and Austria, stated that any participat- 
ing government could give its views on a five-power meeting, and 
suggested January 4 as the date for the opening of the meeting. 

For documentation on the drafting of the reply and the text of the 
note as approved by the Foreign Ministers, see volume V, Part 2, 

pages 1737 ff. 

On December 26 the Soviet Union replied positively, but suggest- 
ed January 25 as the date for the opening of the conference. This 

date was accepted by the three Western powers in a note dated 

January 1. For texts of the Soviet reply and the Western note, see 

Department of State Bulletin, January 11, 1954, pages 43-44. 

Copies of these notes and documentation relating to their drafting 

of the tripartite note is also in file 396.1 BE.
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2. Meetings of the Foreign Ministers of the United States, the United Kingdom, 
and France at London, October 16-18, 1953 

No. 291 

Editorial Note 

On October 7 Prime Minister Churchill wrote to President Eisen- 
hower asking if they could meet at the Azores between October 15 
and 18 to discuss matters of mutual concern. The President replied 
the same day stating that his schedule was filled, but that Secre- 
tary Dulles could be available in Washington for a meeting with 
the Prime Minister and Foreign Secretary Eden. Copies of these 
letters are in the Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whit- 
man file. Three days later Churchill wrote further saying that he 
was sorry that they could not meet, but saying that Eden had sug- 
gested that Dulles and Bidault come to London for tripartite talks. 
Eden himself had made this proposal to Dulles in a letter dated Oc- 
tober 9. Copies of these two letters are in the Eisenhower Library, 
Eisenhower papers, Whitman file, and in 396.1/10-953. Another 

part of the background to the invitation for a Foreign Ministers 
meeting in London is presented in telegram 1376, infra. 

No. 292 

396.1 LO/10-1253: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Embassy in France 3 

SECRET NIACT WASHINGTON, October 12, 1953—8:18 p.m. 

1376. Eyes only Ambassador. Eden has invited Bidault and me to 
come to London for talks. I have accepted and suggested October 16 
and 17. Understand Bidault agreed. Coordinated announcement 
will be made tomorrow in three capitals. 

Background on meeting is that some weeks ago and about time 

we invited Laniel and Bidault to Washington, I also suggested to 
Eden that it would be useful for me to talk with him as soon as 
practicable after he resumed duties. ? I suggested he might come to 
UN which would afford opportunity for exchange of views. This 
was not feasible. Upon Eden’s return Foreign Office, accumulation 
of work, Conservative Party conference, and opening Parliament 
made trip to US impossible and Eden suggested a tripartite meet- 

1 Drafted by W.J. Galloway of the Counselor’s Office, cleared with Secretary 
Dulles and initialed for him by MacArthur. Also sent to Bonn and repeated to Paris. 

2 Regarding the background to the meeting, see the editorial note, supra.
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ing take place in London. This meeting continues consultation be- 

tween three govts, last such instance being July meeting in Wash- 
ington, on matters common interests. ? It is desirable that we have 
opportunity discuss entire exchange of notes with USSR and in 
particular recent reply by USSR to invitation three Western 
powers for four-power meeting Foreign Ministers to consider 

urgent problems Germany and Austria.* In addition, we will 
review other developments where interests three governments di- 
rectly affected and discuss ways and means contributing to general 
relaxation of tensions. Foregoing background will be used in brief- 
ing press when announcement made. 

Since this meeting was arranged at Eden’s request on very short 
notice, there will obviously not be time for extensive type of prepa- 
ration which preceded tripartite meeting last July and therefore do 
not expect this meeting to result in spectacular decisions on vari- 
ous problems discussed. Rather it will afford opportunity for gener- 

al exchange of views which will be helpful in further consideration 
of issues confronting us. Since the larger the meeting the more the 

press will be tempted to build it up out of all proportion, I intend 
to take with me from Dept only one or at most two advisors so as 
to keep meeting as small and informal as possible. In circum- 
stances, I think it best for you not to plan to attend but to keep 
yourself available to come to London on short notice if needed. I 
will of course keep you fully informed of discussions by cable. 

DULLES 

3 Reference to the Foreign Ministers meetings, held at Washington, July 10-14, 

ot Document 271. 

No. 293 

PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “CFM London, Oct 1953” 

Memorandum of Conversation, Prepared in the Department of 
State 3 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, October 14, 1953. 

Participants: President Eisenhower 
Secretary Dulles 
Douglas MacArthur I] 
Robert R. Bowie 

1 Drafted by Bowie and MacArthur.



THE BERLIN CONFERENCE 689 

The Secretary said that before leaving for the London meeting 
he wanted to discuss the following points which were certain to 
arise: 

1. Four-power talks among chiefs of government 

The Secretary pointed out that Mr. Churchill was almost certain 
to raise again the question of the four-power talks among the chiefs 
of government. 2 He said he had just come from a meeting with a 
small group of Republican and Democratic members of the Foreign 
Relations and Foreign Affairs Committees which had discussed this 
question. ? They were unanimous in thinking that the President 
should not attend any meeting of the sort visualized by Churchill. 

The Secretary said he continued to feel that such a discussion at 
this time would not be productive and might tend to delay further 
progress toward EDC, especially in France. If the President ap- 
proved, he therefore intended strongly to oppose a move toward 
such discussion at this time. 

The President said he would fully support this position. He point- 
ed out that the Secretary would be walking a tightrope in main- 
taining this position without creating the impression that the US 
was blocking a useful step. He said he was definitely not prepared 
to attend any meeting away from Washington for any substantial 
length of time. He pointed out that his position as both Chief of 
State and Chief of Government was quite different from that of the 
other three, and because of our constitutional requirements the 

wheels of government were slowed down when the President was 
absent. He said the issues and chances for any solutions should 
first be explored at a meeting with the Foreign Ministers or 
through diplomatic channels. If these reveal a real possibility for 

specific agreements, then the President would be willing to consid- 

er a brief meeting to put a seal on the solution of concrete issues. 

The President said that if the Press asked him about Churchill’s 
proposal, he would indicate a negative attitude but would avoid a 

definite answer by saying that this question might well be dis- 
cussed at the London meeting which Secretary Dulles is attending. 

2. Trieste 

The Secretary reported on his meeting with the Yugoslav For- 
eign Minister, and the statement made by the Foreign Minister 

2 Regarding Churchill’s proposal, see footnote 3, Document 186. 
3 A memorandum of Dulles’ conversation with Senators Wiley, Ferguson, Green, 

and Sparkman and Representatives Vorys, Judd, Burleson, and Zablocki is in file 
110.11 DU/10-1453.
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that the Yugoslavs would enter Zone A, despite the presence of US 
and British forces, if any Italian soldiers entered the Zone. 4 

The President expressed his surprise at the Yugoslav attitude, 
and suggested that it might be desirable at some point to move 
some of the 6th Fleet into the Adriatic area to indicate our readi- 
ness to deal with such a situation. (This was subsequently raised in 
a State-JCS meeting and the JCS informed us it would take from 
36 to 48 hours to move important elements of the 6th Fleet into the 

upper Adriatic.) 
The Secretary said that the Italian reaction had been almost too 

favorable and had doubtless complicated the situation. He said we 
would continue our efforts to obtain the acquiescence of Tito in a 

de facto solution. 

3. Security Guarantees 

The Secretary said he was doubtful about the wisdom of tender- 
ing any non-aggression pacts or similar guarantees to the Soviets 

at least until EDC had been ratified. It now appears that there is a 
good chance that the EDC would be approved by the French Parlia- 
ment if it could be forced to a vote. It now looks as if this would 
take place in early January. 

The Secretary called attention to telegram 1452 from Paris 5 
which set out a clear and persuasive analysis along the line ap- 
proved by Bidault. As long as EDC was not a reality, the Soviet 
policy was certain to be directed mainly at preventing its approval. 

The Soviets were not likely to consider seriously settling any Euro- 
pean issues until EDC had become an accomplished fact and was 
no longer an issue for debate. The President agreed with this anal- 
ysis. 

4. Indochina 

The Secretary referred to the French reports as to possible Chi- 

nese air support with jet planes to the Vietminh. Our intelligence 
is doubtful about this, but the possibility could not be ruled out. 

The President felt that it might be desirable to make available to 
the French some of our F-86 planes in case the Chinese should pro- 
vide such support. This might be a good way to boost the French 
morale in Indochina and might not be a serious burden on us since 
we might have on hand some of these planes in view of the Korean 
armistice and they would soon be obsolete. He did not know wheth- 
er the French in Indochina had the capability of receiving and op- 

On Oct. 8 the United States and the United Kingdom had announced that they 
proposed to remove their troops from Zone A. 

5 Telegram 1452 transmitted the substance of the French position on security 
guarantees in Europe. (640.611/10-1353)
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erating jets or what our own situation is with respect to supplying 
them, but thought this might be looked into informally. 

The President was told that JCS was advised of this report and 
was considering what action the US should take if the contingency 
occurred. 

No. 294 

396.1/10-1653: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the President 

TOP SECRET PRIORITY LONDON, October 16, 19583—10 a.m. 

Dulte 1. Eyes only for the President from the Secretary (informa- 
tion Acting Secretary). Aldrich and I dined last night with Church- 
ill, Eden and Salisbury.1 Dinner and after-dinner conversation 
almost wholly on possible Soviet meeting. I explained your position, 
based on responsibilities as head of state, and also fear lest such 
meeting should prejudice EDC. Winston made usual uncomplimen- 
tary references EDC with grudging acquiescence in importance 
early decision one way or another. I said once EDC ratified and 
western position thus solidified there would be a foundation for 
talks now lacking, and possibility of Soviet maneuvering against 
west would be greatly diminished. Under these circumstances you 
might possibly consider brief appearance at some four/power meet- 
ing, particularly if groundwork laid by four Foreign Ministers. I 
said if Churchill would defer seeking four-power meeting until 
after EDC ratified I would ask you give new consideration to 

matter along above lines. 

At this point Winston switched to project of going alone to see 

Malenkov, perhaps with Eden, saying he recognized your position 

as chief of state was different from his. I said that obviously this 
was a decision he was wholly free to make, but I expressed concern 
lest it create impression that Britain now assuming role of middle- 
man between US and Soviet Union, which I felt would seriously 
prejudice our desire to work in close partnership with British in 
areas of mutual concern. I felt that this unity should be preserved. 
Only at this point did Churchill show any sign of irritation saying 
that he thought we could trust him not to be entrapped at Moscow, 

and he recalled at December meeting in New York that you had 
said that he was of course free to go alone. 2? I said that I had no 

1Secretary Dulles, accompanied, inter alia, by O’Connor, MacArthur, Bowie, 
Kidd, and Knight, had arrived in London at 5:15 p.m. Oct. 15. 

2 Prime Minister Churchill met with President Eisenhower and Secretary Dulles 
at New York at the beginning of January 1953.
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doubt that that was still your view and of course we would not at- 
tempt to interfere with his decision but I merely felt obligated to 
point out that since he could hardly go as our representative, US 
public opinion would almost inevitably cast him in the role of mid- 
dleman and could have undesirable effect on relations elsewhere. 
Decision was, of course, his. 

Except for this passage meeting throughout most cordial. 

Churchill’s mental and physical condition seemed almost normal. 
Eden and Salisbury were significantly silent throughout and there 
is every indication that they do not share Churchill’s ideas regard- 
ing Russian meeting. Indeed Eden told Aldrich and me on drive 
from airport that he doubted wisdom although he would, of course, 

loyally support his chief. Salisbury privately told Aldrich he felt 
there was much merit in my position. 

[DULLEs] 

No. 295 

396.1 LO/10-1653: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Tripartite Foreign Ministers 
Conference to the Department of State } 

TOP SECRET LONDON, October 16, 1953—7 p.m. 

Secto 4. Tripartite, morning October 16, section one of two 2— 
Trieste. Tripartite Foreign Ministers meeting this morning started 
with consideration of Trieste. Secretary explained that we are in 
the dark re Yugoslav intentions; that we anticipated more trouble 
with Italy than with Yugoslavia and that violent Yugoslav reaction 
may perhaps be due to lack of consultation which made Tito 
appear to his public to have been treated cavalierly by US and UK. 
In recent conversation, Yugoslav Foreign Minister gave Secretary 
impression that Yugoslavia may in fact move troops into Zone A if 
Italian troops enter that Zone but if made clear zonal division is 
final and if Tito able to save face, he may accept settlement. Secre- 
tary then tentatively suggested that we might consider desirability 
of a four or five-power conference provided we do not abandon our 
original decision ? and provided it does not cause fall of Pella gov- 
ernment. If such conference were considered practicable, it might 

be advisable for us to take preliminary soundings in Belgrade and 

1 Repeated to Belgrade and Rome. 
2 For section two, see Secto 5, infra. 
3 Under reference is the decision, announced on Oct. 8 by the United States and 

the United Kingdom, to remove their troops from Zone A.
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either concurrently or very soon thereafter in Rome. Such confer- 
ence could discuss minority guarantees, port arrangements, etc., 
and even minor territorial adjustments, although latter could prob- 
ably better be omitted and left for bilateral settlement. Secretary 
added that Yugoslav Foreign Minister had told him that Yugoslavs 
wanted conference arranged before any substantive Security Coun- 
cil discussion in order prevent Russians from muddying waters. 

Secretary emphasized to Yugoslav Foreign Minister that basic 
motive of US-UK action was to strengthen Yugoslav association 
with West by removing problem of Trieste which was rock upon 
which past efforts in this direction have always broken. This point 
should be strongly reiterated in any further approaches in Bel- 
grade. 

Eden agreed that conference might be desirable and agreed it 
should be based on fact that zonal division represents final settle- 
ment. Eden thought ambiguity re finality is main reason for cur- 
rent Yugoslav violent reaction. He agreed that conference should 
probably not consider minor territorial readjustments. He added 
his opinion that present Russian manoeuvres are primarily intend- 
ed to embarrass Tito on home front by emphasizing that his false 
Western allies have let him down. Re conversations with Tito, 

Eden stated he discussed problem with Tito* at great length and 
ended by suggesting that if Zone A-Zone B solution were imposed, 

it could probably be accepted by Yugoslavia. This Tito did not deny 
and Eden has impression that Tito himself not so rigid as some of 
his advisers. Eden added that this conversation was some months 
ago and that situation had changed in meantime. Eden concluded 
by proposing that problem be referred to experts who would make 

recommendations within framework that decision to withdraw 
from Zone A must be adhered to but that implementation could be 

stretched out and that conference could discuss minority guaran- 
tees and similar questions to make the action more palatable to 
Yugoslavia. 

Bidault thought conference might be advantageous but doubted 
that framework proposed by Eden would prove practicable al- 
though suggested experts might come up with feasible recommen- 
dations. He doubted that Italians would consent to conference with- 
out firm assurances as to its results and believed that we would 
probably have to entice Italian participation with partial imple- 
mentation of turnover Zone A to Italy. 

In brief discussion of mechanics withdrawal it was pointed out 
that US-UK military considered it unacceptable to retain troops 
after administration handed over to Italians and that phased with- 

* Presumably Eden is referring to his visit to Belgrade in September 1952.
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drawal was already in effect with evacuation of dependents, but 
that we had approximately one month’s grace before any troops 
would move. 

With reference to emphasis on finality of Zone A-Zone B parti- 
tion, as stated in Eden’s suggested terms of reference for experts, 
the Secretary commented that this point very tricky, and that we 
would probably have to keep open possibility of bilaterally agreed 
modifications. 

Eden stressed necessity of absolute secrecy in view of highly sen- 
sitive nature of matter discussed. 5 

5 At the end of the tripartite meeting during the morning of Oct. 17 (see Sectos 19 
and 23, Documents 304 and 305) Eden proposed, and Secretary Dulles agreed, that 
the actual withdrawal of troops from Zone A should not be initiated without specific 
orders from the two governments because of the situation which had developed 
since the Oct. 8 announcement. (Secto 11 from London, Oct. 17, 396.1 LO/10-1753) 

No. 296 

396.1 LO/10-1653: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Tripartite Foreign Ministers 
Conference to the Department of State 3 

SECRET Lonpon, October 16, 1953—8 p.m. 

Secto 5. Tripartite, morning October 16, section two of two 2?— 
draft note to Soviets. ? Bidault opened discussion by stating that al- 
though Adenauer’s comments re last sentence paragraph 3 very 

pertinent, it would be mistake to delete sentence now, after Chan- 

cellor’s request had been leaked to press.* It was German idea 
originally. 

Eden wondered whether idea might be worked in elsewhere in 
note, since it would be awkward to delete it altogether. Felt that 
explanation of deletion would be embarrassing to Adenauer as 
well. 

Secretary stated he would have liked to hear better reasons for 
keeping sentence in than mere fact that Adenauer wanted it out. 
Emphasized that regardless of legal situation in Germany, practi- 

1 Repeated to Paris, Vienna, Moscow, Berlin, and Bonn. 

2 For section one, see Secto 4, supra. 

3 Regarding the draft reply under reference, see telegram 1743 and the editorial 
note, Documents 274 and 275. 

On Oct. 14 the Allied High Commissioners for Germany had given a copy of the 
latest draft reply to Adenauer who had objected to paragraph 3, especially to the 
reference in it to European security guarantees. (Telegram 1392 from Bonn, Oct. 14, 
396.1/10-1453 and despatch 1255 from Bonn, Oct. 15, 396.1/10-1553)
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cal situation such that we must take reasonable account of wishes 
of Federal Republic. Pointed out difficulties we had encountered in 

Korea by taking Korean views for granted. Hoped phraseology 
could be found which would avoid elimination of idea, but meet le- 

gitimate concern of Adenauer that we might embark upon discus- 
sion such things as neutralism of Germany without his knowing 

what was in our minds. We would wish to avoid any suggestion 
that decision re bases, NATO, EDC could be suspended pending 
finish of conference with Soviets. 

Eden and Bidault agreeable to examining possibility of revising 

sentence. Eden very pleased with note in its present form and men- 

tioned favorable reception reference to European security had re- 
ceived in NATO meeting.® Bidault proposed return to French for- 

mula disconnecting reference to security from German and Austri- 
an problems. 

Secretary stated this would indicate invitation to conference on 

two subjects, one, Germany, and the other, security arrangements 

for all Europe. We would be guided to some extent by Bidault’s 
views re implications such a conference for ratification of EDC. 

Bidault said he had changed ground. Since chances for Lugano so 
slender, he felt offer to Soviets should be as broad and generous as 

possible and include those guarantees to Soviets which they were 
not interested in anyway. Re ratification, it was important to show 
French public that Soviets had not refused a narrow conference 
but one with broad agenda. Whole question aroused passionate in- 

terest in France. 

Foreign Ministers confirmed insertion of sentence in paragraph 6 

reading: “It has been proposed that discussions shall take place at 
Panmunjom on arrangements for the conference’ (Embtel 1611 §). 
Revised phrase in third sentence paragraph 5 to read: “has now 
passed”’ instead of “‘is now impracticable’”’. 

After further discussion of possible revision of last sentence para- 

graph 3, matter was referred to drafting group. 7 

5 The text of the draft reply had been disclosed to the North Atlantic Council on 
Oct. 15. (Polto 586 from Paris, Oct. 15, 396.1/10-1553) 

6 Telegram 1611 reported British agreement with various minor changes in the 
draft reply to the Soviet Union. (396.1/10-1453) 

7 During the afternoon of Oct. 16 the drafting party agreed to drop the offending 
sentence in paragraph 3 and revised paragraph 2 to incorporate a reference to Euro- 
pean security. This new draft reply was approved by the Foreign Ministers at 4:15 
p.m.; shown to Adenauer, Mayor Schreiber, and Foreign Minister Gruber the follow- 
ing day; and delivered to the Soviet Foreign Ministry on Oct. 18. The U.S. Delega- 
tion reported on the work of the drafting group and the Foreign Ministers meeting 
in Secto 6 from London, Oct. 16. (396.1 LO/10-1653) For text of the note as delivered 
on Oct. 18, see Document 279.
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No. 297 

396.1 LO/10-1653: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Tripartite Foreign Ministers 

Conference to the Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY Lonpon, October 16, 1953—8 p.m. 

Secto 3. At tripartite meeting this afternoon, Eden raised ques- 
tion of Israel-Jordan incident. 2 Selwyn Lloyd reported he had 
called in Israeli Ambassador who has no information on incident. 
Selwyn Lloyd asked him inform his government that UK felt Israel 

should take initiative in withdrawing troops, punishing those re- 
sponsible and offering compensation for deaths and damage. Israe- 

lis should also cooperate with MAC by abandoning Banat Yacov 

work and facilitating inspection Mt. Scopus area. Selwyn Lloyd 
added that Jordan Government was being advised to exercise re- 

straint and withdraw Arab Legion which has been moved west of 

Jordan River. 

Eden suggested there was nothing further to be done at the 
moment but that Foreign Ministers might inform press they had 
discussed matter. This was done. Secretary described his two recent 

conversations with Israeli Ambassador Washington in which he 
had earnestly requested Israel moderate attitude and stated 

present incident assumes added gravity in light these conversa- 
tions. Bidault suggested possibility of issuing statement based on 

third paragraph tripartite statement of May 1950. 3 

Later in meeting Eden read urgent telegram from British Em- 
bassy Washington stating Department proposed referring matter to 

Security Council today. Secretary approved and Bidault approved 
suggesting again basing action on May 1950 declaration which he 

thought should be strengthened and reaffirmed in every way possi- 
ble. Eden had doubts but promised have answer later tonight or in 

morning. 

1 Repeated to Amman, Tel Aviv, Jerusalem, and Paris. 
2On the night of Oct. 14-15 Israeli forces had raided the Jordanian village of 

Qibya destroying buildings and killing many of the civilian population. 
3 Regarding the 1950 Declaration, see Foreign Relations, 1950, vol. m, Part 2, p. 

1029, footnote 4.
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No. 298 

396.1 LO/10-1653: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Tripartite Foreign Ministers 
Conference to the Department of State 3 

SECRET PRIORITY LonpDon, October 16, 1953—10 p.m. 

Secto 8. At meeting this afternoon Foreign Ministers considered 
security guarantees in relation to tripartite experts meeting in 
Paris next week. 2 Eden explained object of meeting to prepare tri- 
partite positions on all possible phases Lugano meeting on assump- 
tion Soviets will accept invitation to meeting. He summarized Brit- 
ish thoughts on security guarantees which based on fact that ele- 
ments of security arrangements such as UN already in existence. 
British have three proposals none of which ideal: 

(1) A NATO declaration or agreement that if Germany or EDC 
committed aggression NATO Treaty would come into effect and 

victim would be defended even though it might be USSR or satel- 
ite. 

(2) Agreement between UK, US, France, USSR, and Germany for 
mutual assistance in case of attack across German borders. 

(3) Nonaggression pact between the EDC and USSR as supported 
by US and UK guarantees. 

Bidault then summarized views outlined in Paris telegram to De- 
partment 1452, October 13. ? He stressed that these ideas should be 
kept secret and that if we can agree on what to do there will still 
be question of when and how to do it. 

Secretary expressed doubt that USSR, in view its own record, 

rates nonaggression pacts very high. He suggested emphasizing 
purely defensive character of EDC at every opportunity, mention- 

ing particularly coming Hague meeting. Also explained that tying 

guarantees closely to UN Charter will greatly facilitate US ratifica- 
tion. He mentioned particularly Article II, Sections 4 and 6 of UN 
Charter and suggested experts keep these two sections in mind 
during Paris discussions. 

It was agreed that discussions in Paris should begin October 21, 
last approximately 10 days, and be conducted in light of above. 

1 Repeated to Paris. 
2 For documentation on the meetings of the tripartite working group at Paris, see 

Documents 312 ff. 
3 Not printed. The proposed French guarantee envisaged (1) a declaration by 

NATO reaffirming its devotion to the U.N. Charter and restating the defensive 
character of the alliance; (2) a declaration by the Federal Republic not to seek force- 
ful modification of the territorial settlement of 1945; and (8) a declaration by the 
Occupying Powers noting the Federal Republic’s declaration and guaranteeing it 
with respect to the Soviet Union. (640.611/10-1353)
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No. 299 

396.1 LO/10-1653: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Tripartite Foreign Ministers 
Conference to the Department of State ! 

TOP SECRET NIACT LonpboNn, October 16, 19583—11 p.m. 

Secto 10. There follows essentially British proposal for next step 
in Trieste matter. Secretary reserved until tomorrow expressing 
desire for careful consideration in Washington. Re manner in 

which soundings should be made alternate suggestion has been 
made to that appearing in following text: Three Foreign Ministers 

would receive Italian and Yugoslav Ambassadors London and Eden 

would act as spokesman. Fact that del Balzo now in London men- 
tioned by British in support of this method. This first step would 
merely be intended to sound out Italians and Yugoslavs re five- 
power conference. The following first text was conceived as a pro- 
posal which could subsequently be handed to Italians and Yugo- 
slavs. At this stage, however, the ideas would be set forth, no 

formal communication would be made and the text would not even 
be read as such. 

Text of possible eventual proposal 

“1. On Oct 8 the governments of the US and of the UK decided 
on a step which was designed to lead to a solution of the vexed 
problem of the Free Territory of Trieste, which repeated attempts 
had failed to solve. They announced their decision to terminate the 
Allied Military Government in Zone A of the Free Territory, to 
withdraw their troops and to relinquish the administration of the 
Zone to the Italian Government. The first steps to give effect to 
this are proceeding. 

2. The two governments recognize that there are problems aris- 
ing out of their decision which require further consideration. They 
are accordingly prepared to hold discussions with the Governments 
of Italy and Yugoslavia with a view to ensuring that the decision of 
October 8 is so applied as to bring about lasting peace in the area. 
In particular the conference should reach decisions re the protec- 
tion of minorities in both Zones and re arrangements for facilities 
in the Port of Trieste and free access thereto so as best to serve the 
interests of neighboring countries. 

3. The Governments of the US and of the UK have consulted on 
these matters with the Government of France who have signified 
their willingness to participate in a conference of the kind envis- 
aged. The three governments accordingly invite the Governments 
of Italy and Yugoslavia to a conference to be held on the ——— at 

1 Repeated to Paris, Rome, Moscow, and Belgrade.
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The following text was circulated covering procedure and argu- 
ments in support of a five-power conference to be used with Italian 

and Yugoslav Governments: 

“Supporting arguments to be used by the Allied representatives 
in Rome would include the following: (I) The three governments 
consider that they have a duty attempt, with the Italian and Yugo- 
slav Governments, to settle the question of Trieste, rather than 
allow it to be discussed in the Security Council at this stage (ID) we 
are maintaining our decision of October 8 (III) we cannot assume 
that Tito is bluffing. We must, therefore, try to prevent a possible 
Italo-Yugoslav military clash (IV) our intention is that the settle- 
ment should be final. It is, of course, without prejudice to a bilater- 
al settlement which might be arrived at by negotiation. 

The Allied representatives in Belgrade should support the case 
for a conference with the following arguments: (I) The need to 
withdraw the question from the Security Council (ID we are agree- 
ing to a conference (III) this conference will discuss priorities and 
port facilities (IV) repeat our intention that the settlement should 
be final and that we should give no support for further claims by 
either party. It is, of course, without prejudice to a bilateral settle- 
ment which might be arrived at by negotiation. 

Procedure 

Instructions should be sent tonight to the UK, US and French 
representatives in Rome and Belgrade to take immediate soundings 
of the Italian and Yugoslav Governments to see whether those gov- 
ernments can be brought to acceptable proposal on the lines sug- 
gested. They should explain and advocate orally these views and 
ideas of the three governments but should not put them forward as 
a proposal at this stage. After concerting between themselves they 
should act separately and report back urgently the Yugoslav and 
Italian reactions. If the Yugoslav and Italian Governments react fa- 
vorably, then our objective would be make the formal communica- 
tion not later than Sunday so that it can appear in the communi- 
qué which will be issued that evening in London.” 

It was also agreed re paragraph two of proposal stating “.. .? 

is so applied as to bring about lasting peace in the area” that this 
refers to our refusal to countenance use of force by either party in 
achieving its aims and that this point should be made clear both in 
Rome and Belgrade. Secretary expressed strong feeling that a 
forceful presentation would be needed to gain Italian acceptance of 
proposal but this should be done and we should impress upon Ital- 
ians that we intend to carry out this operation with their coopera- 
tion which is essential to its success; if they hold aloof (while on 
other hand Yugoslavs should respond favorably) it would be diffi- 
cult to foresee consequences. Bidault expressed great skepticism of 
our obtaining favorable answer from either Italians or Yugoslavs 

2 Ellipsis in the source text.



700 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME VII 

but felt we must make the effort, and in any event there must be 
no doubt about our carrying through decision of October 8. 

Eden and Bidault are requesting comments from British and 

French Ambassadors Rome and Belgrade. Rome and Belgrade 
pleased do likewise. Secretary desires Department’s views at morn- 
ing London time. 

No. 300 

396.1 LO/10-1653: Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the United States Delegation at the 
Tripartite Foreign Ministers Conference, at London } 

TOP SECRET NIACT WASHINGTON, October 17, 1953—1:44 a.m. 

Tosec 14. 1. We believe UK proposal on Trieste (Secto 10 2) has 
merit and subject following comments we recommend acceptance. 

2. On procedure, we believe alternative of taking soundings in 
London by Foreign Ministers this weekend definitely preferable 

but suggest this be reinforced by UK and US representatives con- 
firming to Tito and Pella substance statement as made by Eden as 

spokesman in London. 

3. On assumption that main point acceptance conference propos- 

al is to give Tito face and contribute to restoration his confidence 

in West, it seems to us preferable to buy his four-power suggestion 
without addition France which Jugos might well regard as loading 
in Italian favor. Realize this requires delicate handling with Bi- 
dault but believe he should respond to frank explanation this view. 

4. Plan fails to emphasize or even provide opportunity to lead 
Tito toward annexation Zone B which in our view remains highly 
desirable objective if not in fact key to Tito’s exit from his present 
exposed position. If soundings of Italians and Jugos result in agree- 
ment of both to attend conference on narrow basis suggested we be- 

lieve we should in meantime seek to devise means to encourage 

Tito to annexation. 

5. We must bear in mind that before agreeing to conference Pella 
will undoubtedly ask confirmation of our original assurance that 

he will not be required publicly to acknowledge de facto partition 
as final and we should be clear that such confirmation must be 

given him if he is to carry this off in Italy. 

1 Drafted by Merchant and cleared with Barbour, Elbrick, Byington, and Murphy. 
Repeated to Rome, Belgrade, Paris, and Moscow. 

2 Supra.
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6. On timing of conference, our reaction is that prospects of head- 
ing off Security Council debate would be improved if date is in near 
future, say within ten days or two weeks. 

7. Finally, we believe important that passage in tripartite com- 

muniqué on Trieste follow and not go beyond three point quotation 

second paragraph Secto 10. 3 
SMITH 

3On Oct. 17 Eden on behalf of the three Foreign Ministers met individually with 
the Italian and Yugoslav Ambassadors and read to them the text of a statement 
substantially along the lines of the British proposal (Secto 10, supra), but incorporat- 
ing in his oral comments to each of them the thrust of the desiderata in Tosec 14. 
The text of the statement was transmitted from London in Secto 26, Oct. 17. (396.1 

LO/10-1753). Minutes of the meetings with the Ambassadors were transmitted in 
Sectos 28 and 29 from London, Oct. 18. (Both 296.1 LO/10-1858). 

No. 301 

Editorial Note 

The final item discussed by the Foreign Ministers during the 

afternoon session on October 16 was the date for the next meeting 
of the North Atlantic Council, which was to be held in Paris. Bi- 

dault stated that the French Presidential elections might interfere 
with a December session, but promised to advise his colleagues fur- 
ther. (Secto 9 from London, October 16, 396.1 LO/10-1653) The fol- 

lowing day Bidault reported that December 17-20 appeared to be 
the best dates for the meeting and promised to do his best to keep 

the French elections from conflicting with it. (Secto 18 from 
London, October. 17, 396.1 LO/10-1753) 

No. 302 

396.1 LO/10-1853: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Tripartite Foreign Ministers 
Conference to the Department of State } 

SECRET LONDON, October 18, 1958—1 a.m. 

Secto 27. Secretary met privately with Bidault at French Embas- 
sy for about an hour afternoon October 16 with MacArthur, Bowie, 

Margerie present. Following is summary: 

Bidault said his two principal concerns are Indochina and EDC. 

1 Repeated to Paris.
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Re Indochina, Reynaud, Pleven, Faure, and Martineau-Deplat 

were very difficult in French cabinet about five-power meeting pro- 
posed by Soviets. Differences within cabinet were reflected in 
French press which has not helped prestige of government. Bidault 
said he will continue to hold line in cabinet re Indochina but he 
has problem because two elements within cabinet who wish to ne- 

gotiate. (This conversation took place before Bidault received word 
of action by Vietnam Congress reported in Secto 12).2 

Re EDC position of French Government is set forth in Laniel’s 
reply to President Eisenhower’s letter. ? Bidault said it essential 
for French Assembly to take positive stand on both EPC and EDC 
before The Hague meeting now tentatively scheduled for late No- 
vember. He said that if French Assembly does not give some form 
of preliminary approval to EPC and EDC he would not go to The 
Hague and would not remain as Foreign Minister. He outlined par- 
liamentary steps as follows: October 27, debate in Council of Repub- 
lic on EDC, (related to US aid legislation which envisages giving 
assistance to EDC); November 12-138, hearings before Foreign Af- 
fairs Commission of Assembly and Council of Republic; followed by 
a debate in Assembly about November 20 when “Assembly must 
give preliminary approval to EDC and EPC”’. 

On basis his present estimates, he believed it would be possible to 
obtain slim Assembly approval of EDC and EPC but mentioned 
great difficulties with Socialist and Gaullists. 

Secretary said difficult to exaggerate our anxiety over coming 

weeks. US believes future of Europe and indeed Western civiliza- 

tion depends upon whether we grasp opportunity to integrate Ger- 
many with West. US has long hoped for European unity, and 

through Marshall Plan and military aid has provided about $30 bil- 
lion. Furthermore, our strategic planning has been based on devel- 
opment real strength in Europe through unification. In past there 

have been disappointments but now point has been reached where 
unless Europe moves forward with EDC we will be forced against 
our will to explore new alternatives which will be presented to us 
by changed situation in Europe resulting from failure of EDC. It 
would be tragic if great opportunities now present escaped us and 

Secretary sure Bidault felt same way. 

Secretary then mentioned apprehension over reports as to 
French attitude re EPC which seemed one of keys to acceptance of 
EDC, and made reference to elements in French Foreign Office and 
others who are opposed to it. Bidault appeared somewhat evasive. 

2 Infra. 
3 For text of Eisenhower's letter and Laniel’s response, see vol. v, Part 1, pp. 812 

and 820.
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He admitted there was opposition in Foreign Office and elsewhere 

and said French Government’s instructions to Rome had been too 
“narrowly” interpreted at beginning Rome conference. * However, 
French Government policy did support political community with 

supra-national attributes. Bidault reiterated French Assembly 

must discuss EPC and EDC before The Hague and said present rap- 
porteurs in Assembly committees would have to be replaced, as 
they were hostile to EDC. He did not indicate how replacement 

would come about but implied it would be related to parliamentary 

hearings. 

Bidault said agreement on Saar essential prerequisite to EDC 

ratification. Adenauer sincere and full of good intentions but latter 

has his own problem with rightist and other elements in coalition 

working against Saar settlement acceptable to France. 

Secretary then said we had disquieting reports re extent French 

reforms in North Africa, and he hoped French would push forward 
vigorously with reforms, which essential to stability and progress. 

Bidault said situation in North Africa complicated but staunchly 
defended French reform program, mentioning labor law reforms 

and increased participation in North African Assemblies. Universal 

suffrage not yet possible but France determined to push ahead with 
greater native participation in government. Bidault had report that 
US would vote for Bolivian resolution re North Africa and ex- 
pressed unhappiness, saying ‘“‘voting for a comparatively mild reso- 
lution creates more difficulties than for an exaggerated resolution”. 
He explained that latter probably would not pass or get much real 
support outside Arab-Asian bloc. Furthermore, France does not rec- 

ognize United Nations competence to intervene in internal affairs 

in North Africa. 

In conclusion, Bidault again expressed deep gratitude for United 
States assistance in Indochina and said that next six weeks are 

going to be “‘terrible for me’, but he was determined to push ahead 
with EDC and Indochina. He would not hazard when final French 
ratification might occur but reiterated that French Assembly must 

give some form of preliminary approval to EPC and EDC before 
The Hague meeting late November. 

* The Deputy Foreign Ministers of the signatories to the EDC Treaty met in Rome 
Sept. 22-Oct. 9, 1953.
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No. 303 

396.1 LO/10-1753- Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Tripartite Foreign Ministers 
Conference to the Department of State } 

SECRET Lonpon, October 17, 1953—1 a.m. 

Secto 12. At Eden’s dinner this evening Bidault in highly emo- 
tional state told Secretary that he had just learned that Vietnam- 
ese Congress had passed resolution against membership in French 
Union. While we did not get full and clear picture from Bidault, we 
gathered Congress had specified that relationship with France 
would be established by negotiated treaties outside French Union 
framework. Bidault was emphatic in opinion this Vietnam action 

would add so much grist to mill of Reynaud, Mendes-France et al. 
that pressure to withdraw from Indochina would become irresisti- 
ble unless solution rectified in next few days. 

In response to query, Bidault said he understood Bao Dai? was 
behaving well about this but he was in France many thousand kilo- 
meters away whereas here were maneuvers in Indochina involving 
Tam. 3 

Bidault mentioned telephone conversation with Paris this after- 
noon and said Auriol was reported in high state of emotion about 
this. 

1 Repeated to Paris and Saigon. 
2 Bao Dai, Emperor of Vietnam. 
3 Nguyen Van Tam, Prime Minister of Vietnam. 

No. 304 

396.1 LO/10-1753: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Tripartite Foreign Ministers 

Conference to the Department of State ! 

SECRET Lonpbon, October 17, 19583—3 p.m. 

Secto 19. Subject: Korean Discussion at Tripartite Meeting Octo- 
ber 17, am. At request Eden, Secretary stated according latest in- 
formation Chinese Communists have agreed to preliminary discus- 

sions at Panmunjom for arrangements for political conference (PC) 

and United States has agreed send representative to Panmunjom 

1 Repeated to Paris.
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this purpose October 26. Krishna Menon, 2 who often seems have 
firm ideas Chinese Communist reactions, told Secretary he not con- 

fident how Communists would react to United States unwillingness 
discuss at Panmunjom composition of PC. Secretary emphasized 
importance United States attached to united front on composition. 
If Communists feel they can reopen this question, they will attach 
more importance to it than to purpose PC itself, to detriment of 
success of conference. Supreme United States concern is fighting 
not be renewed. Whether PC can succeed is at best problematical. 
Were Communists renew hostilities it might be on basis belief they 
would this time be successful. They seemed to be building up air- 
fields and bringing in new planes. Thus, they might deliberately 
provoke an incident. 

UNC aware this possibility and is erecting new defense lines 
which in month or so will be as strong as those abandoned at time 
of armistice. On other hand, ROK might provoke hostilities. Rhee, 
as in US opinion he legally entitled to do, has reserved freedom of 
action. When Secretary was in Korea? Rhee publicly committed 
himself not take independent action until three months after con- 
vocation PC. Thus, we have assurance Rhee will do nothing until 

security agreement comes into effect which expected about Febru- 
ary. Rhee controls world’s sixth largest military force which well- 
trained and loyal and will probably obey orders even if execution 
such orders would amount to suicide. He might gamble on US sup- 
port if he does renew hostilities. US can not publicly state it will 
not support Rhee as Communists might take advantage this know]- 
edge by attacking ROK. We, therefore, faced with extremely dan- 
gerous situation. US best acquainted with Korean problem and is 

doing its best handle that problem in light its knowledge situation. 
US asks the confidence and support its Allies. 

Eden replied UK aware of US difficulties with Rhee, and of his 
military power and character. UK will do what it can to help. Re 
PC, if Chinese Communists show desire discuss composition at Pan- 
munjom, he would hope US would at least listen. It would be pity 
if plans for PC broke down at preliminary meeting. It essential we 
retain a certain elasticity in dealing with Communists on Korea 
and elsewhere. It would be well for US representative not reject 
out of hand Communist views on composition PC but merely agree 
report Communist views to UN. Attitude US representative would 
have important bearing on whether or not PC even held. 

Bidault commented from French point view it most important 
PC be held. In itself it would be important as putting an end to 

2'V. K. Krishna Menon, Indian Permanent Representative at the United Nations. 
3 Secretary Dulles traveled to Korea in August 1953.
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Korean conflict. It would present opportunity for later discussion 
Indochina. He expressed concern over certain persons, even inside 

government, who have heretofore been supporting agreed Western 

line but who now seem to be plugging for five-power conference dis- 

cussion Indochina. 

Secretary said it had been made clear to Chinese Communists we 
should be prepared listen to what they wished to say re composi- 
tion PC. He mentioned that there was feeling in some quarters US 

obstinate in refusing admit India to PC. US position based on im- 
pressions gained by Secretary during his visit to Korea where he 

became convinced Indian participation would have vastly increased 

chances renewal hostilities. We have nothing against India—dquite 
the contrary. Opposition based solely on anticipated violent reac- 
tion Rhee. If desire is have someone at PC who could act as inter- 
mediary, we have made it plain to Indians we should be glad to 
have them act in this capacity but this does not require formal in- 

vitation. Indian representatives already in Korea in connection 
with NNRC. If as occasion arises India wishes informally play part 
of honest broker we would be delighted if it could play useful role. 
This fact certainly clear to Chinese. Secretary said as much to 

Krishna Menon just before leaving Washington and he confident 

Menon had already passed on this information. 

In reply to Eden’s remark Krishna Menon only an indirect chan- 
nel to Peiping, Secretary agreed authorize US representative who 

would be sent Panmunjom make US views known to Communists. 

No. 305 

396.1 LO/10-1753: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Tripartite Foreign Ministers 
Conference to the Department of State ' 

SECRET LonpbDown, October 17, 1953—4 p.m. 

Secto 23. Subject: Indochina discussion at tripartite meeting Oc- 

tober 17 morning. Re military picture Bidault reported Viet Minh 
preparing major effort in Tonkin delta with two divisions, two regi- 
ments and one “special division” grouped north of Hanoi and two 
divisions and one regiment assembled in south of delta. Does not 

expect new Viet Minh push into Laos, but this cannot be ruled out 

in view presence one division near Vinh. 

1 Repeated to Paris and Saigon.
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Re “Navarre Plan’ nine battalions from France will be in Indo- 
china by end of October. ? Aircraft carrier Arromanches has ar- 
rived, the additional Air Force personnel will be on hand by end of 
month and the additional US equipment is also arriving in quanti- 
ty. Of the 54 commando battalions program 36 now activated with 
18 to follow within next month thus completing ahead of schedule. 
Bidault report Navarre also succeeded in creating a mobile battle 
corps by withdrawing elements from static defense but did not give 

figures. 
Re political aspects Bidault said talks have started in Indochina 

following French July 3 announcement.® These, however, relate to 

transfer of certain limited powers and essential negotiations will be 
conducted soon in Paris. 

Re Laos matters progressing smoothly with Laotians first to rec- 
ognize need for continued presence western technicians. Talks 
Paris started October 15. 

Re Cambodia difficulties common knowledge. Quick agreement 
was reached concerning transfer of police and judicial powers, but 
military has been stumbling block. French have now agreed trans- 
fer territorial command west of Mekong to Cambodia, also com- 
mand five battalions on condition that three be returned to French 
command for operations. However, difficulties continue unresolved 
concerning date of return and use of these three battalions as well 
as re protection of French and other foreigners. 

Re Vietnam talks have not yet started; no fault of French who 
appointed their delegation in August. Delay caused Bao Dai who 
wanted non-governmental representatives in his delegation also be- 

cause difficulties with Tam, internal Vietnam politics and calling 
off National Congress. Latter not only disappointment but has 

caused unexpected great difficulties. Congress adjourned without 
designating panel of 20 from which 6 representatives to Paris talks 

were to be selected. Resolution denouncing French Union (Secto 12, 

repeated Paris 252, Saigon 3 *) could have disastrous effect both on 
Paris talks and French public opinion. Bao Dai has sent telegram 

calling for remedial action, but Bidault not optimistic in view dem- 
agogic climate Saigon. Bidault warned that because public opinion 
and parliamentary pressure French Government could not contin- 
ue present effort if nothing subsists of French Union, for example, 

in military field so important to all interested in Southeast Asia. 

2 The plan of Gen. Henri Navarre, Commander in Chief of the French Forces in 
Indochina, was to strengthen the French Expeditionary Force in Indochina and 
expand the training of Vietnamese forces. 

3On July 3 France had offered to conduct negotiations with the Associated States 
of Indochina for a review of their status in the French Union. 

4 Document 308.
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Bidault remarked parenthetically that Bao Dai also much better 
than his reputation (Eden later mentioned that he had recently re- 
ceived rather glowing report on Bao Dai from MacDonald 5). 

Bidault then raised question action in support of French should 
Viet Minh Air Force appear. According ‘entirely reliable sources” 
pilot training school established Nanning [Nanking?] last April. 
Other sources report concentration jet equipment South China and 
completion air strip Langson. French have no jet planes Indochina 
as not best adapted for present operations, but French Air Force 
would become worthless day Viet Minh jets appear. While five- 
power staff agency at meeting June 1953 considered question 
military help in case Communist Chinese aggression Bidault 
wanted inquire at what point increasing Chinese aid would bring 
above support agreement into play. 

Eden stated French report re Viet Minh planes communicated to 
British JCS and any information thereon will be given to French. 
While pointing out difficulties drawing up theoretical schedule of 
“percentages of intervention,’ he recognized usefulness studying 
this important problem. UK fully understands link between Indo- 
china and Malaya and improvement over past year would be wiped 
out if Navarre fails. 

Secretary expressed great US appreciation French efforts Indo- 
china which US sought to demonstrate in form very substantial fi- 
nancial and material aid. 

Re possibility appearance Viet Minh planes US is studying this 
problem. Information given to US military who are checking their 
sources. The US is ready to consider what should be done if Com- 
munist China exceeds what could be considered a normal level of 
supplying military equipment. 

5 Malcolm J. MacDonald, British High Commissioner for Southeast Asia. 
6 Five-power talks on East and Southeast Asia were held periodically. 

No. 306 

396.1 LO/10-1753: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Tripartite Foreign Ministers 
Conference to the Department of State } 

TOP SECRET LONDON, October 17, 19538—3 p.m. 

Secto 20. Bilateral Foreign Ministers’ meeting morning October 
17 discussed following: 

1 Repeated to Cairo.
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1. Egypt: 

Eden showed Secretary in greatest confidence latest draft on 

availability as approved by Cabinet, providing base would be made 
available in event (a) attack on Egypt (b) attack on any member 
ALCSP or (c) recommendation by UN that base should be made 
available in view aggression or threat aggression. Eden said this 

wording would be given Egyptians at Monday’s meeting. 

Secretary said our information was Egyptians would agree to 

refer their responsibilities under both charter and 1950 uniting for 

peace resolution and suggested wording of latter (“in event of 
threat to peace, breach of peace or aggression’) be substituted 
under (c) above. British agreed consider this. 

Eden continued UK were prepared to agree to (a) 15-month 
period for withdrawal of troops, which was ‘‘major concession’’, (b) 
7-year duration and (c) time schedule providing for 4,000 techni- 
cians for a year and a half, then 2,500 for 3 years and finally 1,000 
in last year. Did not anticipate any great difficulty on either air 
facilities or base organization. On uniforms, however, there had 

been a long Cabinet discussion as result which finally agreed uni- 
forms would never be worn outside base while inside they would 
not normally be worn but this would not be incorporated in formal 

agreement as UK unwilling give up right wear uniforms and carry 
weapons inside base. In actual practice uniforms would only be 

worn inside base on ceremonial occasions such as church parade, 
etc. Selwyn Lloyd added British hoped get Egyptians agree that 
inside base shirts, shorts, badges of rank and caps could be worn. 

During considerable discussion which followed, Secretary ex- 

pressed hope talks would not break down on uniform question. This 
he said, would be serious and have a bad effect on American public 
opinion. He wondered whether argument was not over words 
rather than substance. Eden replied question was important since 

if Naguib Government should be replaced by less friendly one, Brit- 
ish might wish put its soldiers in uniform. Secretary concurred but 

added that if it was intended technicians would ordinarily not wear 
uniforms, he thought this should be made very clear, not simply 
stated orally. 

Ambassador suggested there misunderstanding as to whether 

men in question were soldiers or technicians. Eden replied that 
they would be mainly engineers and actually soldiers. He hoped 
Egyptians might agree to British position, in view especially Brit- 
ish concessions on initial evacuation and staging of technicians. 

Cabinet, however, was absolutely firm on uniforms and public opin- 
ion would not allow further concessions.
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Eden said he thought latest UK proposals were “pretty good” 
and expressed hope that even if Egyptians did not accept them 
wholly Monday they would not break off talks. He hoped we would 

do our best prevent any break. Secretary assured Eden we would 
do all we could to help. 

2. Iran: 

Eden told Secretary that when Parliament meets next week he 
intended to “say something nice’ about new government, stressing 

that as Iran aware UK ready resume relations. In reply Eden’s 
query re present government, Secretary said Zahedi’s 2 position 

seemed satisfactory for time being but something must be done to 
assist economically. Congress would not extend aid indefinitely. 
Eden and Secretary agreed Iran oil must start moving into world 
market as this was of major importance politically. British then 
said they were planning supply locomotives worth about 1 million 

pounds to Iran on extremely liberal credit terms. Outright gift 
would require approval Parliament. 

3. Saudi Arabia: 

Eden mentioned latest approach made by Hafiz Wahba re Bur- 
aimi (Embtel 1580, October 13 3) and said there had been no devel- 

opments since Hafiz return Jidda this week but that things looked 

better. 

4. Israel: 

British stated Syria bringing Banat Yacov situation before SC. 

5d. Kuwait: 

Eden said situation was causing some anxieties [since?] ruler not 
anxious continue ruling. UK trying encourage him continue as suc- 

cession not clear and as he appeared to be best choice. 

2 Gen. Fazollah Zahedi, Prime Minister of Iran. 

8 Telegram 1580 reported that the Saudi Ambassador in the United Kingdom, 

Hafiz Wahba, was proceeding to Jidda to open discussions with the British concern- 

ing Buraimi. (780.022/10-1353)
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No. 307 

396.1 LO/10-1753: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Tripartite Foreign Ministers 
Conference to the Department of State } 

SECRET LONDON, October 17, 1953—8 p.m. 

Secto 25. Eden raised question of four-power top level talks at 
Tripartite Foreign Ministers meeting this afternoon, explaining 
Churchill’s view that such talks might have beneficial effect with- 
out prejudicing regular work of Foreign Ministers. 

Secretary stated he had already given his views to Churchill 2 
and reiterated them for benefit Bidault. He stressed that (1) be- 
cause of President’s position as head of government and head of 
state there are great difficulties in his leaving the United States 
and American opinion has not generally approved departures from 
this rule in the past. (2) It is feeling of President and United States 
Government that top level talks should be confined to ratifying 
agreements carefully prepared at lower level otherwise they would 
result only in comforting, but illusory generalities which might 
well cause dangerous relaxation in western defense efforts. Secre- 
tary emphasized that it was particularly dangerous to consider 
such a meeting before western security was made firm through ac- 
tivation of EDC in which Germany participates on our terms. 

Bidault indicated sympathy with our viewpoint, said he had no 
objection in principle to meeting. He explained that as idea has 
been widely talked about it gave opponents of EDC opportunity to 

maintain that EDC should not be ratified until such a meeting had 

been tried. Situation is thus embarrassing for Bidault in his efforts 
to obtain prompt ratification EDC. 

Secretary explained that type of conference suggested by Church- 

ill did not solve Bidault’s problem because it was impossible for 

President to spend the time necessary to participate in a confer- 
ence which would itself work out concrete settlements. Secretary 
also reminded meeting that both President and he were anxious to 
show desire to discuss problems with Soviets under conditions 
which give some prospect of specific and concrete success and men- 
tioned as evidence of this desire President’s April 16 speech * and 
Secretary's United Nations speech* as well as possibility that 

1 Repeated to Paris. 
2 See Dulte 1, Document 294. 
3 See footnote 2, Document 182. 
* For text of Secretary Dulles’ speech to the U.N. General Assembly on Sept. 17, 

see Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 28, 1953, pp. 403-408.
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President may reiterate this desire in speech before United Na- 
tions prior to adjournment GA. 

Eden said he would convey views to Churchill and that it would 
probably be discussed at Churchill lunch tomorrow. 

No. 308 

396.1 LO/10-1853: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Tripartite Foreign Ministers 

Conference to the Department of State } 

TOP SECRET LONDON, October 18, 1953—5 p.m. 

Secto 31. Eyes only Ambassador Lodge. Limit distribution. Sub- 
ject: Trieste. Information available at tripartite Foreign Ministers 
meeting this morning indicated doubt that Yugoslavia and Italy 

would accept five power conference proposal. 2 Discussion therefore 

concerned primarily with possible alternative courses of action. In 
view of danger of hostilities if Italian military forces are now intro- 

duced into Zone A, and pending further clarification of Yugoslav 
and Italian plans and intentions, possible course of action would be 
to turn over civil administration in Zone A to Italians in near 

future while deferring action on introduction of Italian military 

forces. 

Eden suggested and Secretary agreed to recommend to Depart- 
ment: 

1. That State and Defense send representatives London to consid- 
er urgently with British JCS (to whom Winterton is directly re- 
sponsible) possible arrangements for turning over civil administra- 
tion of Zone A to Italy while maintaining US-UK troops there. 

2. This group would work in liaison with tripartite group also in 
London to consider political aspects of problem. Bidault agreed to 
French participation on this group. 

3. When subject comes up in UN on October 20 three powers will 
press for postponement of at least a week on grounds that conver- 
sations taking place. 

Full report on discussion by separate telegram. ° 

1 Repeated to the U.S. Mission at the United Nations. 
2 See Secto 10 and Tosec 14, Documents 299 and 300. 

3 Secto 34, infra.
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No. 309 

396.1 LO/10-1953: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Tripartite Foreign Ministers 
Conference to the Department of State 3 

TOP SECRET PRIORITY LONDON, October 19, 1958—11 a.m. 

Secto 34. Limit distribution. Tripartite Foreign Ministers meet- 
ing, 11 a.m. October 18. 

1. Recognition of Communist China: 

Eden stated Selwyn Lloyd had requested guidance on recognition 
of Communist China and was instructed to take position that ques- 
tion is regulated by UN decision which postponed further consider- 
ation until end of this year. Eden added that he hoped there would 
be opportunity for three governments to discuss matter before that 
time. 

2. Trieste: 

Secretary stated we understood that three power representatives 
in Belgrade were pressing for decision on five power conference 
proposal. Agreed that Eden would send immediate telegram to Bel- 
grade and Rome in name of three Foreign Ministers instructing 
representatives to request prompt reaction but not press for defi- 
nite reply. This done. 

Dixon reported on call by Italian Ambassador this morning who 
stated Pella examining proposal and that Italian Foreign Office 
had asked for certain clarifications. Emphasizing he was speaking 

purely personally, Dixon gave following replies: 

(1) Is agenda intended to be limited to those subjects mentioned 
paragraph two or could Italian representative introduce other sub- 
jects? (It was not clear whether Italians wished to expand or re- 
strict agenda.) 

Reply: Wording second paragraph not intended definitely exclude 
other subjects, but this should not be regarded as encouraging Ital- 
lans to raise other questions. 

(2) Was it anticipated that Yugoslavs would participate at confer- 
ence in discussion of arrangements for transfer of control? 

Reply: Details of arrangements would be for discussion between 
three powers and Italians only. 

(3) Did last sentence paragraph one imply that timing of turnov- 
er was to be left open? 

Reply: Sentence intended to carry a double meaning that timing 
fluid and at same time decision upheld. 

Dixon said conversation rather complicated and Brosio connected 
questions 2 and 3 by asking if Yugoslavs could influence timing of 

1 Repeated to Paris and to the U.S. Mission at the United Nations.
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turn-over by insisting on prior agreement on proposals re minori- 

ties, port facilities, et cetera. Finally, Brosio reminded Dixon that 

Pella had publicly said Italy would only attend conference after 
Italians had taken over Zone A and also noted that our proposal 

included no statement condemning Tito’s resort to threats of force. 

Eden reported receipt of message from Belgrade stating first re- 

action unfavorable but definite reply expected later. Yugoslavs re- 
quested that communiqué should in no way allude to possibility of 

a conference and Mallet had reassured them on this. 

Eden raised question of what should be done if Yugoslav and 
Italian reactions unfavorable. On military side, first steps toward 

evacuation already publicly taken and although Winterton’s de- 
tailed plan not available here, it is understood that decision to 

withdraw could be reversed without operational embarassment at 
any time prior to D-Day minus three weeks, i.e. November 9. If de- 
cision reversed after November 9, it would mean shipping supplies 
back into Zone A. 

Eden said we had three courses: (1) Go ahead with decision, 

which is what Italians want but carries grave risk of bloodshed; (2) 

Reverse decision, which is what Tito wants but would have disas- 

trous effect in Italy; (3) Try some other plan, which raises possibili- 

ty Security Council action. 

Secretary suggested exploring possibility of turning over adminis- 
tration to Italians but retaining out troops and not introducing 

Italian troops. He realized reluctance of military to face situation 
of divided responsibility but felt this course might prove to be least 

undesirable from over-all point of view. Bidault stated that if there 
was no detente there was great chance withdrawal would result in 

bloodshed and major incident and that he therefore approved Sec- 

retary’s idea. Eden said idea worth study but would put our garri- 

sons in almost impossible position as Italians might act irresponsi- 
bly, provoking incidents with Slovenes, et cetera. 

Some discussion local Zone A police force followed, it being point- 
ed out that this force would probably not be reliable from Italian 
point of view as it is understood to be in favor of independence of 
Trieste or at least in reluctant to come under Italian authority. 

Speaking from long-term point of view, Secretary said that all 
three governments are allied with Italians through NATO and, 
prospectively, EDC. We had hoped to reconcile this relationship 
with our beneficial relationship with Yugoslavia and its ties with 

Greece and Turkey. However, if Tito elects to attempt obtain im- 
mediate success by preventing implementation our Trieste decision, 
this matter will change US ideas of Tito’s reliability as an ally, 
thus resulting in change in our relationship with Yugoslavia,
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which would in turn have an effect on our military aid program, 

strategic discussions, et cetera. 

Secretary said we had thought of delaying shipment of some 
military equipment to Yugoslavia but decided this could not be 
done without giving appearance of coercion; however, US would 

find it very difficult to go giving arms to Tito which he threatens to 

use to invade Zone A. Bidault and Eden agreed these factors dem- 
onstrate urgency of problem. 

Eden proposed following procedure: British-American working 

party would be set up composed on American side of State and De- 
fense representatives to work with British JC’s (to whom Winter- 

ton directly responsible). This group would attempt to work out fea- 
sible arrangements for turn-over administration Zone A to Italy, 

which at same time maintaining US-UK troops in Zone A. This 

group would work in liaison with another group of representatives 

of three Foreign Ministers which would consider political side of 
problem. Meanwhile we would await definite reactions from Rome 
and Belgrade on five power conference. 

Bidault agreed. Secretary said he would be glad to recommend 
this proposal to Washington and attempt to get State and Defense 

representatives to London promptly. Some discussion of handling 

problem in UN followed and it was agreed that three governments 
would, when subject comes up October 20, propose at least one 
week adjournment on grounds that conversations proceeding. Bi- 

dault mentioned that Hoppenot was disturbed that Lodge was ap- 

parently planning engage in rather extensive discussion this sub- 
ject. Bidault thought the less debate the better. There was some 

discussion of whether, if turn-over, of administration to Italians 

with continued maintenance US-UK troops proved feasible, we 

should make prompt announcement of our intention. Eden inclined 
in favor and Bidault against. It was agreed this is type of question 

which should be examined by working groups. 

3. Communiqué: 

Remainder of discussion devoted to communiqué. Agreement 
reached on text subject to further discussion at Churchill lunch- 
eon. ? 

2 For final text of the communiqué, issued by the Foreign Ministers on Oct. 18, 
see Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 26, 1958, p. 546.
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No. 310 

396.1 LO/10-1953: Telegram 

The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Aldrich) to the 
Department of State 

TOP SECRET PRIORITY Lonpon, October 19, 1953—2 p.m. 

1674. Eyes only for President and Secretary. Secretary and I 
lunched yesterday with Churchill, Eden, Salisbury, Bidault and 
Massigli. As was case at dinner on October 15 (see Dulte 1, October 
161), conversation confined entirely to question four-power top- 

level talks with Russia, but this time discussion revolved around 

second paragraph of text of proposed communiqué to be issued to 
press by Foreign Minister yesterday afternoon. This paragraph as 
drafted referred to the fact that the three governments in their 
new notes had renewed their invitation to the Soviet Union to 
attend an early meeting of the Foreign Ministers and continued: 
“They believe that such a meeting is the most practical step toward 
a reduction of international tension and a solution of major Euro- 
pean problems. They exchanged views on the question of high level 
talks.” Everyone present had, of course, heard the Secretary’s 

views regarding question of four-power high-level talks as stated by 
him to Churchill at dinner October 15 and reiterated fully for bene- 
fit Bidault at tripartite Foreign Minister meeting afternoon Octo- 
ber 17 (see Secto 25, October 17 2). Bidault stated that if last sen- 

tence above quoted remained in communiqué it would give opportu- 

nity to opponents in French Parliament of ratification of EDC to 
state that they wished to postpone action until four-power top-level 
talks had been held and that inasmuch as he only expects a majori- 
ty of 21 in Parliament for ratification, this might prove fatal. 

Churchill replied that he was not impressed by this argument and 
commented facetiously that he had majority of only 18 in his own 
Parliament and he stated he wished to have sentence remain in. 
Bidault then shifted his ground and said he believed that communi- 
qué as drafted placed the three Ministers in an extremely weak po- 
sition because while they were issuing an invitation to Russians to 
attend a meeting at Foreign Ministers level in the same paragraph 
of the communiqué they were stating that they had exchanged 
views on an entirely different type of meeting. He said that this 
left the door wide open for the Russians to suggest a meeting at the 
top level which could not be a satisfactory result. 

1 Document 294. 
2 Document 307.
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Comment: It had already been pointed out by the Secretary at 
tripartite meeting of October 17 that conference at top level would 
not solve Bidault’s problem because it would be impossible for 
President to spend time necessary to participate in conference 
which would itself work out concrete settlement. End comment. 

It was apparent when Bidault had finished argument in favor of 
elimination of last sentence quoted above, everyone present except 
Churchill was convinced of correctness of his position. Eden then 
sent for text of statement and when it arrived, Eden said it is obvi- 

ous that sentence should either be eliminated or moved to some 
other part of the text. Churchill then accepted elimination of refer- 
ence to high level talks but took the position that preceeding sen- 
tence should be altered to read as follows: “They believe that such 
a meeting might be an invaluable step towards a reduction of inter- 
national tension, et cetera.”’ He said that he was not in agreement 
that a Ministers’ meeting was the most practical step for reduction 
of international tension because he thought that a meeting at the 

top level would be more desirable. There was considerable discus- 
sion as to whether the word “might” in Churchill’s suggestion 
should be changed to “could” or “would” and finally the word 
“would” was adopted after Eden had indicated considerable annoy- 
ance at the reflection by Churchill upon usefulness of Foreign Min- 
isters meeting. 

Churchill’s physical condition was much less good than at dinner 
on 15. Toward end of luncheon he had some difficulty in concen- 
trating and his remarks to Bidault on attitude of French toward 
EDC and his own preference for national armies in NATO and the 

fact that he would put British troops in line with American and 
French again if Germany should become aggressor tended to take 

on character of set speech and were not closely integrated with 
subject under discussion. He did not give in on wording of charac- 

terization of the proposed four Foreign Ministers’ meeting as it ap- 

peared in the final communiqué until after Salisbury had inter- 
vened in the discussion to say that the word “would” seemed to 
him to be satisfactory. 

I have given so much detail regarding what took place because I 
believe that Eden and Salisbury were able to convince Churchill to 
alter his position only because of firm attitude taken by Secretary 

at dinner October 15 and at Foreign Minister meeting on October 
17 plus able argument advanced by Bidault at luncheon October 
18. Whether Churchill will stay put is, of course, another matter. I 
am afraid he may be still turning over in back of his mind the pos- 
sibility that he might embark on “a lonely pilgrimage” to Moscow. 

ALDRICH
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No. 311 

Eisenhower library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file 

Memorandum of Discussion at the 167th Meeting of the National 
Security Council, Thursday, October 22, 1953 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY 

Present at the 167th meeting of the Council were the President 
of the United States, presiding; the Secretary of State; the Secre- 
tary of Defense; the Director, Foreign Operations Administration; 
the Director, Office of Defense Mobilization. The Vice President did 

not attend because of his absence from the country. Also present 
were the Acting Secretary of the Treasury; Judge Barnes for the 
Attorney General (Item 4); the Acting Secretary of Commerce (Item 
4); the Acting Director, Bureau of the Budget; the Chairman, Fed- 

eral Communications Commission (Item 1); the Director, U.S. Infor- 

mation Agency (Items 1, 2 and 3); William A. Porter, Office of De- 

fense Mobilization (Item 1); Ralph L. Clark, Central Intelligence 

Agency (Items 1 and 6); Gen. Porter, Foreign Operations Adminis- 
tration (Items 6, 7, 8 and 9); the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; 

the Director of Central Intelligence; The Assistant to the President; 

Robert Cutler, Special Assistant to the President; C.D. Jackson, 
Special Assistant to the President; the Acting White House Staff 
Secretary; the Executive Secretary, NSC; and the Deputy Executive 

Secretary, NSC. 

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and 
the main points taken. 

[Here follows discussion of items 1-4, electromagnetic communi- 

cations, implementation of the recommendations of the Jackson 

Committee, the United States Information Agency, and the source 
of United States aluminum supply in wartime. | 

5. Report by the Secretary of State 

Secretary Dulles briefed the Council on his meetings in London 
over last week-end. The atmosphere had been very cordial and the 
results satisfactory in most respects. Indeed, the only real disagree- 
ment had actually emerged outside of the official meetings with 
Foreign Secretary Eden and Bidault. This involved the question of 
the top-level conference with the Russians. Prime Minister Church- 
ill, in his conversation with Secretary Dulles, had indicated his 

anxiety to press forward with the proposal for a meeting of the 
heads of state of the United States, Britain, France and Russia. 

Secretary Dulles explained our reasons for opposing such a meeting 

1 Drafted on Oct. 23.
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at this time, and Sir Winston had subsequently agreed not to press 
the matter. Basically, continued Secretary Dulles, Sir Winston’s 
proposal for a conference at the highest level was simply a sleeping 

pill. Peoples of many of the Western democracies were desperately 
anxious for such a sleeping pill, and believed that Churchill could 

give it to them. But if such a meeting were held, with no agenda 
and no clear positions, its only result would be a dangerous seda- 

tive. Such a meeting would have a potentially disastrous effect on 
both NATO and the EDC, and would enable the Russians to push 
ahead while the Western democracies dozed. When we all woke up, 
we would find ourselves in a grave situation, with which President 
Eisenhower would be left to deal. 

Secretary Dulles indicated that Bidault also had opposed a high- 
level meeting, at least at this time. His position had been that all 
the talk about holding such a meeting had the effect of compound- 
ing the difficulties which he faced in effecting the ratification of 
EDC. It would be best if no such meeting were to be held, but in 
any case, we should stop all the talk about it and reach a decision 
promptly one way or the other. Secretary Dulles stated that he had 
been somewhat apprehensive as to what Prime Minister Churchill 
would say on this subject when he spoke about it in Parliament 
after his conversation with Secretary Dulles. Happily, however, Sir 
Winston had abided loyally by his agreement with the Secretary of 
State. 

The best result of the meeting had been progress with regard to 
the proposed meeting of the Foreign Ministers of the Four Powers 
at Lugano. Secretary Dulles said that he and Chancellor Adenauer 
were both opposed to including any statement in the note to 

Russia 2 mentioning a non-aggression treaty. Accordingly, this 

statement was removed, and it was decided that the note would 

concentrate on calling for the unification of Germany. Incidentally, 
continued Secretary Dulles, Mr. Eden apparently did not agree 

wholly with Sir Winston with regard to the top-level meeting, and 

preferred to concentrate at the outset on securing the ratification 

of EDC. Once this had been achieved, Mr. Eden thought that a 
high-level meeting would be much less dangerous. 

Secretary Dulles said that the meeting had also given consider- 
ation to the Trieste problem. The repercussions of the Anglo-Amer- 

ican action on Trieste had been much more violent than had been 
anticipated. Secretary Dulles said that we had relied fundamental- 
ly on Mr. Eden’s judgment as to Tito’s reaction to this decision, 
which had been the subject of discussion when Tito had visited 
London and when Eden had returned this visit by going to Bel- 

2 Document 279.
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grade. ? Mr. Eden’s judgment, said Secretary Dulles, had proved 
something less than perfect. In any case, continued Secretary 
Dulles, we had decided on convening a meeting of the five interest- 
ed parties in an effort to put through the turnover of Zone A to 
Italian administration without provoking hostilities. Eden had al- 
ready met with the Yugoslavs and Italians to broach this proposal, 
and their reactions had been “not altogether” unfavorable. 

Also during the course of the London meetings, continued Secre- 
tary Dulles, had come the bad news of the savage Israeli attack on 
the Arab village in Jordan. As a result, it had been determined to 

ask the UN Security Council to take cognizance of the matter, 
since it seemed sufficiently grave to risk the collapse of the exist- 
ing armistice between the Israelis and the Arabs. Secretary Dulles 
emphasized, however, that the decision of the United States not to 

allocate mutual security funds earmarked for Israel had not been 
related to this specific incident, but had been the result of Israeli 
defiance of the UN with regard to the irrigation project. 

Secretary Dulles said that he and his British and French col- 
leagues had also given careful consideration to the problem of the 
political conference on Korea. Secretary Dulles had stressed most 
emphatically the necessity for unanimity by the three powers on 
this problem, and specifically to avoid raising again the question of 

Indian or other neutral participation in such a conference. The 
Communists would be sure to exploit this issue in order to widen 

the rifts among the Western allies, and to give in to them on it 
would certainly not enhance the prospects of holding the confer- 
ence. The need was to close ranks, Secretary Dulles had said, and if 

the three powers did so he predicted that there was a pretty good 
chance that the political conference would actually be held. 

Bidault had reported on the military and political situation in 
Indochina. In the course of the Saturday meeting had come the 
news of the resolution adopted by the National Congress of the Vi- 

etnamese, denouncing the French Union. Initially, Bidault had 
been completely dismayed by the report. The situation, however, by 
Sunday morning seemed to him less serious, since by then the tone 
of the resolution had been much modified. Nevertheless, the upshot 
of all this had not been very hopeful. Premier Laniel had failed to 
forestall debate in the French Parliament on the Indochina war. It 
was quite possible, said Secretary Dulles, that this debate could end 
in the overthrow of the Laniel government and the consequent 
ruin of our ambitious plan to bring the war in Indochina to a suc- 
cessful conclusion. 

3 Eden visited Belgrade in September 1952 and Tito visited London in March 1953.
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With specific regard to the military situation in Indochina, Bi- 
dault had expressed to Secretary Dulles and Mr. Eden his great 
anxiety about reports that jet planes would soon be made available 
to the Vietminh from Communist China. Secretary Dulles said that 
United States intelligence does not support French apprehensions 

in this regard. Our intelligence reported no airfields in Indochina 
capable of handling jet planes. If these planes were flown into Indo- 
china from Chinese airfields, it would constitute direct and overt 
Chinese Communist intervention in the hostilities. 

Finally, said Secretary Dulles, he had lunched at the American 

Embassy with fifteen principal British editors and had talked with 
them about U.S. policy in various parts of the world. * It was clear, 

said Secretary Dulles, that our real position has been seriously mis- 
represented in England, and he believed that his talk with the edi- 
tors had helped to put things aright. 

The President’s only comment on Secretary Dulles’ briefing was 
to ask how the Secretary accounted for the violent outburst of anti- 
American feeling in Jordan despite the fact that we had announced 
the suspension of further aid to Israel. Various members of the 
Council undertook to explain this outburst, and it was pointed out 

that news of the suspension of aid had not reached Jordan in time 
to affect reaction to the Israeli outrage. In any case, the President 
commented, the cutting off of aid to Israel struck him as a very log- 
ical step in the circumstances. 

The National Security Council: 

Noted and discussed an oral report by the Secretary of State on 
the recent meetings which he attended in London, with particular 
reference to a possible high-level meeting of the Four Powers; the 
proposed meeting of the Foreign Ministers at Lugano; the Trieste 
situation; the tension between Israel and Jordan; prospects for the 
political conference in Korea; the military and political situation in 
Indochina and its impact on the domestic political situation in 
France;.... 

[Here follows discussion of items 6-9, significant developments af- 

fecting United States security, the security of strategically impor- 
tant industrial operations in foreign countries, the Government 

Employee Security Program, and the implications of Soviet nuclear 
weapons tests in 1953.] 

* No record of this luncheon has been found in Department of State files.
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3. Meetings of the Tripartite Working Group at Paris, October 21-November 2 

and December 16-21, 1953 

No. 312 

Editorial Note 

The Tripartite Working Group on preparations for possible talks 
with the Soviet Union at Lugano met at the French Foreign Minis- 
try October 21-November 2, 1953. The British and French Delega- 

tions were led respectively by Sir Frank Roberts and Francois Sey- 
doux de Clausonne, who also chaired the sessions. The United 

States Delegation was led by Douglas MacArthur II, and included 
Theodore Achilles, Coburn Kidd, Ridgway Knight, Jacques Rein- 
stein, Rebecca Wellington, and Charles Yost. 

For the purpose of communication with the United States Dele- 
gation the Department of State designated two special series tele- 
gram indicators, Macto and Tomac. The former designated traffic 
from the delegation, while the latter designated traffic to the dele- 
gation. Both series of these cables are in CFM files, lot M 88, box 

166; Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 166; and file 396.1 PA. 

At its first plenary meeting the Tripartite Working Group estab- 
lished five subcommittees: (1) Political, including all-German elec- 

tions and the status of an all-German Government, (2) Economic, 

(8) Security Guarantees, (4) Austria, and (5) Industrial Controls. 

The subcommittees began work immediately and continued to meet 

as frequently as their work demanded, while the plenary met less 

frequently and then usually to discuss questions arising out of the 
consideration of security guarantees. In the course of their meet- 

ings the subcommittees generally arrived at agreed tripartite posi- 

tions on the questions to which each devoted its attention. Only the 

Security Guarantees Subcommittee was unable to adopt an agreed 
position paper, and its difficulties, which were referred to the ple- 
nary for resolution, remained unresolved when the working group 
completed its meetings on November 2. Copies of the agreed papers 

and the bracketed report on security guarantees, none of which are 
printed here, are in CFM files, lot M 88, boxes 165 and 166. 

Following receipt of the Soviet note of November 26 (Document 
284), the Tripartite Working Group again met in Paris, December 
16-21, to continue and complete its work on the preparation of 
agreed tripartite positions for presentation to the Soviet Union at 
the four-power conference to be held in Berlin. 

The documentation that follows presents materials only on the 
discussion of a draft security declaration, which occupied most of 
the time of the Tripartite Working Group, and the position of the
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United States with regard to a five-power conference. The working 

group also discussed Austria, all-German elections and the status 
of an all-German Government, economic problems, and the tactics 
to be followed by the three powers in preparing for a four-power 
conference. 

Copies of the telegrams to and from the United States Delegation 

and the final report of the second session of the Tripartite Working 
Group (PREP D-5), dated December 28, are in CFM files, lot M 88, 

box 166 and in file 396.1 BE. 

No. 313 

396.1/12-953 

The Secretary of State to Foreign Secretary Eden 1 

SECRET WASHINGTON, December 9, 1953. 

In connection with our desire to complete preparations for pro- 
posed 4-Power conference in Berlin, it occurs to me that we might, 

even before our experts meet in Paris on December 16, 2 seek fur- 
ther to explore security declaration question. 

In discussing this problem at our final meeting in Bermuda on 
December 7, * I indicated that, despite my doubts about UK-French 

draft declaration * and particularly its acceptability to Adenauer, I 
was perfectly willing to present this draft to him provided we made 
it clear that he was under no pressure to accept this specific formu- 
lation. If Adenauer should prove willing to accept it, I would be 

prepared to do likewise, so that we could firm up our position on 

this matter to which you attach such importance. If on other hand 
Adenauer should not accept this language or this type of formula- 

tion, we would then develop US draft together with any comments 
or suggestions Adenauer might give us as tripartite position. 

If you are agreeable to this procedure, I would suggest we in- 

struct our HICOMers to put this matter to Chancellor on urgent 
basis, explaining our general conclusions re preferability of unilat- 
eral security declaration (as against bilateral or multilateral pact) 
and giving him present UK-French draft, not as such, but as possi- 
ble draft we three have worked out together and on which we 

1 Transmitted to London in telegram 3046; the same message was transmitted to 
Paris for delivery to Bidault and repeated to HICOG Bonn. 
p 2 The Tripartite Working Group was scheduled to resume its work on Dec. 16 at 

ris. 

3 For a record of the final meeting at the Bermuda Conference, see vol. v, Part 2, 

° * Infra.
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would appreciate his frank views. We would like to have Adenau- 
er’s views by December 14. 

Such procedure, including Adenauer’s reaction and comments, 

should help us expedite solution of this problem when our experts 
meet in Paris December 16. © 

DULLES 

5 On Dec. 10 the British agreed to this procedure. The following day, the Embassy 
in Paris cabled that Bidault also concurred and since Adenauer was in Paris the 
draft security declaration would be shown to him on that day. (Telegram 1743 to 
London, Dec. 10, 396.1/12-1053, and telegram 2245 from Paris, Dec. 11, 396.1 BE/12- 
1153) The Chancellor’s preliminary reaction to the draft was described as “not unfa- 
vorable” by the Embassy in Paris and while the commitments on Germany would 
produce stress, Adenauer commented that that “did not worry him’. (Telegram 2270 
from Paris, Dec. 12, 396.1 BE/12-1253) 

No. 314 

740.5/12-1953 

United Kingdom-French Draft Security Declaration } 

SECRET [Paris, November 2, 1953?] 

A. The Governments of the United States, the United Kingdom 
and France, resolved to devote their efforts to the strengthening of 
peace, in accordance with the general principles of the Charter of 

the United Nations, and in particular with the purposes defined in 
Article 2 of the Charter: 

determined to safeguard the purely defensive character of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization which is clearly expressed in 
the Treaty establishing this Organization; 

considering that the European Defense Community by its very 
structure constitutes a strictly defensive organization; 

formally take note that the German Federal Republic has under- 
taken to accept the obligations of the Charter of the United Na- 
tions and in particular of Article 2 thereof; 

record the declaration by the terms of which the Government of 
the Federal German Republic; — 

recalling that the provisions of the treaty establishing the Euro- 
pean Defense Community, relating to the integration of forces and 
pooling of resources and armaments of the member states on the 
European continent make any individual armed action on the part 
of these States impossible; 

1The source text was attached, together with three other drafts of the security 

declaration, to a memorandum from Elbrick to Secretary Dulles, dated Dec. 19, 

which was prepared for a meeting with Ambassador Bonnet that day. The draft is 
the version which emerged from the first session of the Tripartite Working Group 
(see Document 312) and is the draft shown to Adenauer on Dec. 11 at Paris. For a 
record of Dulles’ discussion with Bonnet on Dec. 19, see Document 319.
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undertakes to refrain from any action likely to revise or impair 
either these provisions or the strictly defensive character of the Eu- 
ropean Defense Community of which the forces cannot be employed 
except for the protection of the territory of member States against 
an armed attack in Europe; 

undertakes in consequence in no case to have recourse to force, 
but to resolve by peaceful means any disputes which may arise be- 
tween the Federal Republic and other States. 

B. The Governments of the United States, the United Kingdom 
and France declare that they will withhold all forms of support 
from any Government committing any action in violation of the 
above-mentioned undertakings and to regard themselves, wherever 
they consider it necessary to this end, as automatically released 

from their commitments to that Government. They accept a simi- 
lar obligation in case the Government of unified Germany should 
have recourse to force to modify the frontiers settled by the Treaty 
of Peace. 

C. The Governments of the United States, the United Kingdom 
and France will use their best efforts to obtain the association of 
the other member States of the NATO with the declaration and 
the obligation set out in the preceding paragraph. 

No. 315 

396.1 PA/12-1553: Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the United States Delegation at the 
Tripartite Working Group, at Paris 3 

SECRET PRIORITY WASHINGTON, December 15, 1958—7:387 p.m. 

Tomac 3. Department suggests you make following presentation 
our position in regard anticipated Soviet demand for inclusion of 
Chinese Communists in so-called ‘Five Power” conference. This 
represents expansion and amendment preliminary memorandum 

from McConaughy to Thurston of December 11: 2 

Our rejection anticipated Soviet proposal for “Five Power’ Con- 
ference including Communist China should be based in first in- 
stance on its lack of logic in European context. Any initial meeting 
of Chiefs of State or Foreign Ministers of US, UK, France and 
Soviet Union should be primarily concerned with settlement 
German and Austrian problems. There is no reason have any Far 
Eastern country represented such a meeting. Although US main- 
tains cordial relations with National Government of Republic of 

1 Drafted by McConaughy of FE and cleared with NA, PSA, EUR, UNP, and G. 
2 Not found in Department of State files.
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China, it would not occur to this Government to suggest that that 
Government, the Government of Japan, or any other Far Eastern 
Government be included in a European conference of the nature 
contemplated. 

If it should prove necessary discuss question representation of 
Chinese Communist regime at separate conference on Asian mat- 
ters proposed for later date, or as latter stage of Berlin Conference 
after German and Austrian questions have been dealt with, our ob- 
jection to such representation should be stated in following terms: 
US Government considers Chinese Communist regime to be con- 
victed aggressor. It has never been either representative of bona 
fide national interest and will Chinese people, or responsive its 
international obligations. By its deliberate and flagrant maltreat- 
ment foreign nationals and interests within its borders it has 
placed itself outside bounds of responsible international community 
and confirmed its outlaw status. 

Chinese Communist aggression in Korea has not been terminat- 
ed, nor has regime ceased its extensive support of Viet Minh insur- 
rection against established and duly recognized Government Viet- 
nam. At preliminary negotiations Panmunjom Chinese Commu- 
nists have not even been willing make possible projected Political 
Conference on Korea to bring about end Communist aggression 
against Korea and peaceful unification that war-torn land. It is 
useless talk about another Asian conference with Communist par- 
ticipation when Chinese Communists with Soviet support make use 
every conceivable device prevent holding of Political Conference on 
Korea on rational basis. 

Note: Foregoing is statement our position in terms considered 

suitable for presentation to Soviet Government or for publication. 
It is predicated on assumption that French and British will adopt 

an equally firm position, although reasoning of the British will be 
somewhat different since they recognize Chinese Communist 
regime. It is essential that three Western powers present united 

front this issue. If British or French should indicate disposition 

temporize on question, you should seek further instructions. 

SMITH 

No. 316 

396.1 PA/12-1653: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Tripartite Working Group to 
the Department of State } 

SECRET Paris, December 16, 1958—noon. 

Macto 3. In preparation for discussion with British and French 
concerning security guarantee declaration, we discussed UK- 

1 Repeated to London and Bonn.
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French version 2 of draft with Secretary this morning, ? taking into 

account Adenauer’s preliminary views and Phleger’s opinions as 

reported Deptel 2180.4 Pending receipt Adenauer’s full reaction, 

we believe that following revisions are in order: 

1. Sixth paragraph under A should be amended to exclude all 
language following phrase “European Defense Community’. This 
would meet Adenauer’s point regarding link between NATO and 
EDC. 

2. Seventh paragraph under A in present form would apparently 
preclude German recourse to force under any conceivable circum- 
stances, which is obviously too far-reaching a restriction to place on 
Germany and we would therefore wish to revise this section as fol- 
lows: ‘“‘Undertakes in consequence in no case to have recourse to 
force in violation of the foregoing obligations’, etc. 

38. Secretary is also disturbed concerning far-reaching implica- 
tions of Section B in present form which apparently envisages 
withholding of support from fellow members UN, NATO and EDC 
under circumstances stipulated. Furthermore, phrase “all forms of 
support” might be interpreted to include any kind of economic or 
trade connection. Concept of automatic release from commitments 
raises obvious constitutional questions. We propose revision Section 
B to make it a more simple obligation of three governments to con- 
sult with respect to withholding support as follows: “Governments 
of the US, UK, and France declare that whenever they consider it 
necessary to this end they will consult together with respect to 
withholding support from any government committing any action 
in violation of the above mentioned undertakings’. 

Would appreciate Department’s views soonest. 5 

2 Document 314. 

3 Secretary Dulles was in Paris for the Twelfth Session of the North Atlantic 
Council, Dec. 14-16. 

*Telegram 2180 reported that Phleger, the Legal Adviser in the Department of 
State, had questioned the wisdom of the participation of the United States in a dec- 
laration such as that presented in the United Kingdom-French draft. (CFM files, lot 
M 88, box 166, ‘“‘Tomacs and Mactos’’) 

>In Tomac 6, Dec. 16, the Department of State concurred with these changes. 

(3896.1 PA/12-1653)
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No. 317 

CFM files, lot M 88, box 166, “Tomacs and Mactos”: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Tripartite Working Group to 
the Department of State } 

CONFIDENTIAL PRIORITY Paris, December 16, 1953—8 p.m. 

Macto 8. 1. First plenary session of tripartite WG re Berlin con- 
ference held this afternoon, Seydoux presiding. Agreed most expe- 
ditious way of handling work was to assign each delegation prepa- 
ration of paper to be used as basis tripartite discussion of various 
subjects in plenaries. Thus US will do paper on elections and status 
of German Government after German views obtained. French will 
prepare overall security paper and British tactics paper which will 
cover additional points including organization Berlin conference 
and handling Soviet demands for five-power conference. French 
will also prepare brief paper on contact with Adenauer during 
Berlin conference. In order that other delegations might have bene- 
fit of US views in preparation of papers, MacArthur tabled US WG 
suggestion re (1) position to be taken on five-power conference; (2) 
organization of conference; (8) broadening Allied position on Euro- 
pean security question to include initiative re Soviet power struc- 
ture in EE; (4) revision old tripartite tactics paper. (These four 
papers based on Department papers and discussion here with Sec- 

retary.) 2 

2. Re Austria, special WG designated (Yost US representative) 
and held first meeting this afternoon in hopes completing work in 
next couple days. 3 

3. Heads of Delegations accompanied by one or two advisers 
each, will meet with Grewe tomorrow morning (French have now 
yielded to British-US request have him here for consultation). 

4, Plenary tomorrow afternoon will consider tactics paper to be 
prepared by British and have preliminary discussion on security 
question in light British redraft of security declaration (see sepa- 
rate telegram *). 

5. It was agreed that if time permits, WG will take another look 
at: (1) UK papers on draft heads of German peace treaty and proce- 

1 Repeated to Berlin, Bonn, Vienna, Moscow, and London. 

2 Copies of the papers under reference have not been found in Department of 
State files. 

3’ The U.S. Delegation reported the discussion of the Austrian working party in 
Macto 7, Dec. 17, indicating that general agreement had been reached on several 
questions with respect to Austria. (CFM files, lot M 88, box 166, “Tomacs and 

Mactos’’) 
* Macto 16, infra.
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dure for negotiating treaty; and (2) declaration of intent. In so 

agreeing, MacArthur pointed out US doubts present inter-allied 
difference could be reconciled by Paris group. French suggested ad- 
visability of reviewing economic papers to see if any changes or ad- 
ditions needed. MacArthur said US had no economic expert present 
but that if French or British wished raise any particular points he 
would cable them to Department. (British have not thus far pushed 
proposal to discuss German assets as side issue). 

No. 318 

396.1 PA/12-1753: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Tripartite Working Group to 
the Department of State } 

SECRET NIACT Paris, December 17, 1953—7 p.m. 

Macto 16. UK delegation has presented following draft security 
declaration for tripartite consideration: 

“The Governments of the United States of America, the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the French 
Republic, 

Being resolved to devote their efforts to the strengthening of 
peace in accordance with the charter of the United Nations and in 
particular with the obligations set forth in Article 2 of the charter, 

(i) to settle their international disputes by peaceful means in 
such a manner that international peace and security and jus- 
tice are not endangered; 

(ii) To refrain in their international relations from the threat 
or use of force against the territorial integrity or political inde- 
pendence of any state, or in any other manner inconsistent 
with the purposes of the United Nations; 

(iii) To give the United Nations every assistance in any 
action it takes in accordance with the charter, and to refrain 
from giving assistance to any state against which the United 
Nations may take preventive or enforcement action; 

(iv) To ensure that states which are not members of the 
United Nations act in accordance with the principles of the 
charter so far as may be necessary for the maintenance of 
international peace and security; 

Being determined to preserve the purely defensive character of 
the Atlantic alliance which is manifest in the North Atlantic 
Treaty, wherein they reaffirm their faith in the purposes and prin- 
ciples of the charter of the United Nations and their desire to live 
in peace with all peoples and all governments, and undertake to 

1 Repeated to London and Bonn.
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settle their international disputes by peaceful means in accordance 
with the principles, of the charter and to refrain, in accordance 
with those principles; from the threat or use of force in their inter- 
national relations; 

Considering also that the very structure of the European Defense 
Community provides assurances that its forces cannot be used for 
purposes of aggression, and that the provisions of the treaty estab- 
lishing the community, which relate to the integration of forces 
and the pooling of resources and armaments of the member states 
on the European continent, preclude any individual armed action 
on the part of these states; 

Take note that the Federal Republic of Germany, under Article 8 
(i) of the convention on relations between the three powers and the 
Federal Republic signed at Bonn on May 26, 1952, ? agreed to con- 
duct her policy in accordance with the principles set forth in the 
charter of the United Nations and by a declaration dated ——— 
has undertaken in no case to have recourse to force contrary to 
those principles, but to resolve by peaceful means any disputes 
which may arise between her and other states; 

Declare that: 

(1) In their relations with the Federal Republic they will 
follow the principles set out in Article 2 of the United Nations 
charter; 

(2) They will regard any recourse to force in violation of the 
undertaking noted above as a threat to the integrity and unity 
of the European Defense Community, and consequently to 
their own security and to the defensive character of the North 
Atlantic alliance. They will therefore act in accordance with 
Article 4 of the North Atlantic Treaty, and will in any event 
withhold all support from the government concerned and, to 
the extent that they consider necessary to this end, will regard 
themselves as automatically released from their commitments 
to it. 

(3) They will act similarly in case a unified Germany should 
have recourse to force to modify the frontiers settled by the 
treaty of peace. 

(4) They will use their best efforts to obtain the association 
of the other member states of the North Atlantic Treaty orga- 
nization with this declaration.” 

In our view UK draft with exceptions noted below represents im- 

provement over previous drafts. While maintaining principal fea- 
tures of UK-French version ? UK draft spells out UN charter, 

NATO and EDC obligations more fully and is thus nearer concept 
of original US draft. At same time, in numbered paragraph 2, it 

borrows useful language without attribution from already existing 

2 Document 51. 
3 Document 314.
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tripartite obligation embodied within the tripartite declaration of 

May 1952 made in connection with signing of EDC. + 
Numbered paragraph 2, however, as now drafted contains unac- 

ceptable language regarding the question of withholding support 
and unnecessary and ambiguous phrase re the defensive character 

of NATO. Also by apparently referring only to German undertak- 
ing it fails to carry reciprocal flavor which we believe desirable. 

To meet foregoing objections we have put up for tripartite consid- 
eration following amended numbered paragraph 2 which we stated 

had not yet been approved by Department. § 

(2) They will regard any recourse to force in violation of the un- 
dertakings noted above as a threat to the integrity and unity of the 
European Defense Community, and consequently to their own secu- 
rity. They will therefore act in accordance with Article 4 of the 
North Atlantic Treaty with respect to withholding support from 
the government concerned; and, to the extent that they consider 
necessary to this end, will regard themselves as automatically re- 
leased from their commitments to it.” 

Department’s views urgently requested for use in tomorrow’s 
meetings. 

Pass advance copy Elbrick. 

4 For text of the Tripartite Declaration, made at Paris May 27, 1952, see Depart- 
ment of State Bulletin, June 9, 1952, p. 897, or Documents (R.1.1.A.) for 1952, pp. 

169-170. 

5 The U.S. Delegation reported that it had offered the draft of paragraph 2 during 
an afternoon meeting on Dec. 17. The British appeared inclined to accept the 
amendment, but the French said they would have to study it further. (Macto 17 
from Paris, Dec. 17, 896.1 PA/12-1753) 

No. 319 

740.5/12-1953 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
State for European Affairs (Elbrick) 

SECRET WASHINGTON, December 19, 1953. 

Subject: Tripartite Security Declaration 

Participants: The Secretary 

Ambassador Bonnet of France 

Mr. Livingston T. Merchant, Assistant Secretary, 
EUR 

Mr. C. Burke Elbrick, Deputy Assistant Secretary, 

EUR
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Ambassador Bonnet said he had been instructed to see the Secre- 
tary to present the French Government’s view on the tripartite se- 

curity declaration now being negotiated in Paris. He said his gov- 
ernment was concerned over the lack of agreement on the opera- 
tive part of this declaration as reflected in the differences between 
the latest French and US drafts. (The UK representative in Paris 
has stated that while he likes the US formulation of the problem, 
the UK could “live with” the new language suggested by the 
French.) The French draft, in translation, reads as follows: ‘They 

will regard any recourse to force in violation of the undertakings 
noted above as a threat to their own security. Any government 
having recourse to force in violation of its undertakings under the 
EDC treaty will be immediately deprived by the three governments 
of any form of military support and aid; and they will regard them- 
selves, to the extent that they consider necessary to this end, as re- 
leased from their commitments to that government. Finally, they 
will act in accordance with Article 4 of the North Atlantic Treaty 
with a view to taking any other measures which they may deem 
appropriate.” ! 

The US draft reads: “They will regard any recourse to force in 
violation of the undertakings noted above as a threat to the integri- 
ty and unity of the EDC, and consequently to their own security. 
They will therefore act in accordance with Article 4 of the North 
Atlantic Treaty with respect to withholding support from the gov- 

ernment concerned; and, to the extent that they consider necessary 
to this end, will regard themselves as (automatically) released from 

their commitments to it.” 2 

Ambassador Bonnet said that the French Government feels that 
our draft is too weak and does not offer assurances it feels are re- 
quired in order to demonstrate the peaceful intentions of the west- 
ern powers. He said that Chancellor Adenauer had already agreed 
with the substance of the French proposal and he felt that Adenau- 
er would not look with favor upon any change such as that suggest- 
ed by the US. Moreover, the US version would offer ammunition to 
the opponents of the EDC in France. 

The Secretary pointed out the constitutional difficulties which 
confront the US in this matter and indicated that a declaration 
along the lines of the French version might be regarded as a modi- 

1 This draft had been introduced by the French Delegation at the tripartite ses- 
sion on Dec. 18. During this meeting the British had stated that they could live with 
this draft although they liked the U.S. draft for paragraph 2 better. (Macto 24 from 
Paris, Dec. 18, 396.1 PA/12-1353) 

2 According to Macto 24 Elbrick and Thurston held a telephone conversation on 
Dec. 18 and agreed to minor changes in the U.S. draft. No record of this telephone 
conversation has been found in Department of State files.
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fication or extension of our treaty obligations. The Secretary was 
then obliged to leave for the White House. After some further dis- 
cussion, Mr. Merchant informed the Ambassador that yesterday we 
had instructed our delegation in Paris that we could not agree to 
accept the French text of the declaration and had suggested that 

this matter be referred to the Foreign Ministers. ? Mr. Merchant 
believed that the Secretary would wish to study this matter and we 
would probably want to get in touch with the Ambassador again in 
the next few days. 

In the discussion with the Ambassador, the following points were 
made in support of the US position: 

1—Acceptance of the French version might extend our treaty 
commitments and thus require Senate approval. 

2—It could be maintained, if the French version were accepted, 
that the three governments were prejudging the consultations en- 
visaged in Article 4 of the North Atlantic Treaty referred to in the 
Tripartite Declaration of May 27, 1952. 
3—The French version would appear to give to the USSR greater 

assurances than the NATO members have given each other in the 
North Atlantic Treaty. 4 

3 This was done in Tomac 15 to Paris, Dec. 18. (896.1 PA/12-1853) 
* At the tripartite meeting on Dec. 19 the U.S. Delegation maintained its position 

as did the French. The parties remained in disagreement when the working group 
completed its meetings on Dec. 21. (Macto 29 from Paris, Dec. 19, 396.1 P4/12-1953) 

A copy of the paper on security in Europe with the unagreed draft paragraph 2 is in 
CFM files, lot M 88, box 166, ‘‘Tripartite Meeting—Paris” and Conference files, lot 
60 D 627, CF 178. 

No. 320 

PPS files, lot 64 D 563, “Paris Tripartite Conversations” 

Memorandum by Leon W. Fuller of the Policy Planning Staff to the 
Director of the Staff (Bowie) } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, January 5, 1954. 

Subject: Summary of Paris Tripartite Working Group Final Report, 
December 23, 1953. 

Following is a more comprehensive summary of the tripartite po- 

sitions reached in preparation for the Berlin four-power talks, to 
replace my memorandum of December 23. 2 

1 Attached to the source text was a copy of the Final Report of the Tripartite 
Working Group (PREP D-5), dated Dec. 23. 

2 Not found in Department of State files; presumably it transmitted a preliminary 
summary of the report.
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1. Objectives and Tactics for Berlin 

Main Western Objectives: reunification of Germany through free 
elections establishing all-German Assembly and Government; 
freely negotiated Peace Treaty; integration of united Germany (or 
at least, of GFR) in Western European community, itself part of 
Atlantic Community; in lieu of agreement, establish Western pro- 

posals as only means to German unity in freedom; show that our 
proposals assure security requirements of Europe and USSR and 
serve peaceful relations of USSR to West; ascertain Soviet inten- 
tions, and, if negative, show Soviets responsible for continued divi- 

sion of Germany and Europe; avoid impasse as result Soviet delay- 
ing tactics; keep open prospect of further negotiation with USSR; 
conclude an Austrian treaty, or show USSR alone responsible for 

failure. 

Presumed Soviet Objectives: frustrate NATO policies and EDC; 
achieve US withdrawal from Europe; prevent integration of Ger- 
many, West or united, in Western European community, and serv- 

ing Western defense purposes; isolate and ultimately dominate 
Germany; pending above, restore and strengthen Soviet power and 
prestige in East Zone; obstruct conclusion of Austrian treaty until 

German objectives are won. 

Presumed Soviet Tactics: give priority to discussion of five-power 

conference; raise security issue; stress conclusion of German peace 
treaty as main conference task; possibly suggest disarmament 

talks; relegate Austria to diplomatic channels; seek conference 

breakdown on questions tending to throw responsibility on West 

for thwarting constructive achievements. 

Suggested Four-Power Tactics: propose at least three of four 
meetings in US sector; resist revival of CFM, but not to breaking 

point; rotating chairmanship with US first; simple agenda (Ger 

unity, Austrian treaty, Security in Europe, other matters); prevent 
indefinite prolongation of meeting; avoid referring issues to Depu- 

ties except for Austrian treaty; broad presentation of issues, point- 
ing up Soviet responsibility for past failures to agree, giving priori- 
ty to free German elections and all-German Government; avoid 
breakdown on agenda; refuse discuss substance of peace treaty in 
absence Ger reps, but let Russians speak on this if they wish; 
refuse admit reps of East Zone; aim at agreement on free elections 
and all-German Government safeguarding Ger and Western inter- 
ests, including right of all-German Government to assume obliga- 
tions of GFR; on security, stick to idea of unilateral declaration 
and avoid discussion of broader security arrangements, making 
clear defensive nature of Western intentions and rejecting Soviet 
concept of exclusive European security arrangements; seek to defer



THE BERLIN CONFERENCE 735 

discussion on specific guarantees re Germany until after territorial 
settlements; reject proposed restoration of quadripartite control 
over Germany; use of unilateral declaration will depend on wheth- 
er all-German agreement is reached; consider participation Austri- 
an Government reps in Austrian treaty talks, but be ready refer to 

Deputies; refuse admit link between Austria and German ques- 

tions. 

2. Soviet Proposal for Five-Power Talks 

US-UK: illogical in Eur context; should hold Korean conference, 

and discuss other matters in UN framework; or use diplomatic 
channels. 

French: illogical at Berlin, should be separate; CPR should first 
give evidence of good intent, as in engaging in Korean conference; 

other matters in framework of UN. 

3. All-German Elections 

Should receive major emphasis; Fon Mins should agree on princi- 

ples, leaving details to subordinates (working group); details to be 
settled by four powers, not by GDR and GFR; should stress ade- 

quate supervision and guarantees of freedom, including free move- 
ment; electoral law not to be negotiated between GFR and GDR 
but promulgated by four powers, possibly based on existing GFR 
and GDR laws (WG to be set up for this purpose), but avoid break- 
down on this issue; prefer GFR electoral law of Feb 6, 19522 as 

basis, but might consider law along lines Weimar law of 1924; de- 
tailed system of guarantees not needed, but must insist on freedom 
of political activity and movement, immunity of candidates, free- 

dom from victimization, absolute secrecy of ballot, radio freedom; 
supervision by commissions covering whole area at regional and 

local levels, radiating from central body (there would be 40,000 

voting places); presence of supervisory bodies should be apparent to 

population, especially in GDR; supervisory bodies should observe, 

supervise and report, but might have certain powers of decision 

and sanction as well; supervisory commissions should be organized 
on collegial basis, decide by majority, be composed of “neutrals,” 

but might include mixed personnel (allied and German) if neces- 
sary for agreement. 

3. [sic] All-German Government 

Objectives: must avoid “Austrian” situation or arrangements pre- 
cluding German integration in Europe; put onus for German parti- 
tion on Soviets; prolong GFR until assured of attainment of our ob- 

3 See footnote 6, Document 80.
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jectives with united Germany; Fed Govt has no rigid views on steps 
leading to unification but agrees with basic allied objectives. 

Proposals: Assembly may form provisional all-German ‘Author- 
ity” with limited powers, to assist in drafting constitution, prepare 
way for future all-German Ministries, and aid preliminary work 

toward Peace Treaty negotiations; such ‘Authority’ might, if au- 
thorized, actually begin Peace Treaty negotiations; meanwhile, 

GFR and GDR continue with present powers; after constitution 
adopted and approved, all-German Government would then take 
over or begin Peace Treaty negotiations; decisions concerning 
transfer of powers from GFR and GDR to new all-German Govern- 

ment and phasing out of former to be made by National Assembly 

in absence disapproval by majority of four powers; all-German Gov- 
ernment would be free in this connection to assume international 

rights and obligations of GFR and GDR (unless disapproved by ma- 
jority four powers), pending final peace settlement; four powers, 
while keeping existing authority, should exercise no special control 
over National Assembly or provisional all-German “Authority”; 
after all-German Government is established, four powers would ex- 

ercise no greater controls than those envisaged in the Bonn Con- 
ventions, up to time Peace Treaty goes into effect (their decisions 
would be by majority vote, but some question as to how this would 

operate). 

4. German Peace Treaty 

Refuse discuss in absence reps of all-Ger; may have to exchange 
views on peace treaty in general terms, but avoid being drawn into 
substantive discussion or letting conference deadlock on such issues 
as frontiers or neutralization; on frontiers, refuse enter into discus- 

sion at this stage; on neutralization, either refuse to discuss, or de- 

clare such a formula unacceptable. 

5. Allied Position Toward Soviet Proposals (in notes *) 

Soviet proposals in essence call for creation of all-Ger Govt 
through agreed arrangement by GFR and GDR, with so-called “free 
elections,” with unified Ger barred from any such arrangement as 
EDC or NATO, with forced withdrawal of occupation forces, with 

Oder-Neisse as frontier, permitted forces for defense, and certain 

concessions re reparations and occupation costs. 

Allies would oppose GDR participation in arrangements for free 
elections and formation of govt from existing Ger reps; oppose bar- 
riers to Ger inclusion in integrated Europe; avoid unlimited Ger 

4 For documentation on the exchanges of notes with the Soviet Union leading to 
the Berlin Conference, see Documents 257 ff.
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army as enabling Ger to play off East against West; refuse accept 
Oder-Neisse as final frontier. 

Re economic Proposals: 

On reparations, US and UK note Soviet proposal that no further 
reparations be required after Jan 1, 1954, and indicate they will 
ask no further reparations and oppose inclusion reparations pay- 
ments for other countries in peace settlement; France reserves 
rights to reparations for settlement in peace treaty, refusing to 
prejudice such rights at this time and would discuss reparations 
with Soviets, accounting for all “takes” and criticizing Soviet meth- 
ods of exacting reparations in past. 

On inter-govt. debts, Soviets attack bilateral agreements, as in 
London Debt Settlement; > West will defend as due compensation 
for previous claims and the more justified in view of West’s contri- 
bution to German economic restoration. 

On external occupation costs, Soviets may propose renunciation; 
West would then state willingness to waive claims for reimburse- 
ment in peace settlement. 

On level of current occupation costs, West would refuse to be 
drawn into detailed discussion but justify costs as mutually agreed 
contribution to West Ger defense; unnecessary for four powers to 
agree on occ costs prior to formation of all-Ger govt. 

6. Security in Europe 

General Considerations: Soviet security demands would require 
dismantling of Western defense arrangements; West has suggested 
juridical guarantees, but must refuse to renounce present means of 
defense in area; West ready to consider additional unilateral decla- 
rations to supplement UN Charter provisions, stressing exclusively 
defensive character of Western arrangements; West not ready now 
to consider guarantee pacts (mutual assistance or non-aggression), 

as these appropriate rather to post-treaty stage (note that UK and 
France now have mutual assistance pacts with USSR). 

Proposed Declaration: would be tripartite assertion of peaceful in- 
tentions, stating ‘‘purely defensive’ character of NATO and EDC 
(latter precludes “any individual armed action in Europe’ by a 
member state); notes that GFR under Bonn Convention has agreed 
to adhere to UN Charter principles in conduct of its policy; de- 
clares Western powers will observe Art. 2 of UN Charter in rela- 
tions with GFR; [US draft: in event of violation of above pledges, 
would consider this an act against their own security and act in ac- 
cordance with Article 4 of NAT with respect to withholding sup- 
port from govt concerned and, to extent considered necessary, 
regard selves as released from commitments to it] ® [French draft: 

5 The Intergovernmental Agreement on German External Debts came into force 
on Sept. 16, 1953; for a description of its terms and the negotiations leading to its 
conclusion, see Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 12, 1953, pp. 479-481. 

6These and following brackets are in the source text.
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would regard any recourse to force in violation of above pledges as 

threat to own security, would withhold military aid from such govt, 

would regard selves, to extent considered necessary, as released 

from commitments to it, and would take any further appropriate 
measures under Article 4 of NAT] (V.B. UK would accept either 

draft, but prefer French); Western powers agree to act similarly re 

a united Ger, and to seek similar action by other NATO members; 
GFR would also issue declaration accepting obligations of Article 2 

of NAT, stating EDC precluded any individual armed action by 
members, undertaking to refrain from action likely to impair de- 
fensive character of EDC, or from recourse to force in any case 

(Adenauer has approved such a declaration for GFR). 

Tactics: Western proposals best adapted to conference failure and 
continued cold war; must be prepared for Soviet proposal of more 
concrete nature; general approach would be to develop argument 
that Soviet actions in Europe since 1945 have posed real threat to 

Europe’s security by forcing division of Europe into hostile camps; 
therefore West has envisaged only adequate security system as one 

assimilating Ger in joint Eur arrangements precluding independ- 
ent military action by Ger and limiting its armaments; West ready 
to consider post-treaty assurances for USSR and France that US 
and UK would withdraw support from Ger govt resorting to force 
to modify its frontiers; at Berlin, defer issue at first if possible, but 

be ready meet issue squarely if raised by Soviets by pinning on 

them responsibility for present division and insecurity of Europe, 

citing their tactics re armed Soviet Bloc; issuance of any declara- 
tion on security must be contingent on progress made in Ger unity 

negotiations (as to nature and timing). 

Demilitarized zone and limitation of forces: West would not favor 
any arrangement for demilitarized zone (whether complete, partial, 

or limited to narrow zone) as creating dangerous military vacuum, 
difficulties of enforcement, scene of new “incidents”; partial with- 

drawal of Western forces, in event of demilitarized West Ger zone, 

would weaken NATO defenses; easier for Soviet troops to withdraw 
into subject “hinterland” (Poland) and quickly return, than for 
Allied forces to withdraw while retaining potential strength in 
Europe; narrow demilitarized belt would be least objectionable; tac- 
tically, avoid raising issue, but would find difficulty in opposing if 

Russians proposed it, which they might conceivably do; would not 

propose setting ceiling on Western and Soviet forces in Ger as 
means of relieving tension, because this would create difficulties of 

inspection and would weaken West more than it would USSR.
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7. Consultation with Germans 

No GFR “observer” to be at conference; Western delegations to 

maintain contacts outside conference with Prof Grewe as special 
envoy of Fed Govt; tripartite group would inform and consult 

Grewe; Fed Govt also to be consulted directly on questions of par- 

ticular importance. 

8. Austrian Question 

Make clear West wants conclusion of treaty; refuse link treaty 
with Ger settlement; ask for early discussion of Austrian item, and 

if Soviets agree, propose Deputies seek agreement on basis “long 
draft” before end of conference; support Austrian request for par- 
ticipation in treaty negotiations, and at least insist Austria be al- 
lowed to state views before conference; point out we have with- 
drawn “short draft” treaty,’ in event Soviets raise point; seek to 
reopen discussion of Article 85 with view to alleviation of its eco- 
nomic provisions (on basis request by Austrian govt), then proceed 

to other unagreed articles; refuse to discuss Trieste as irrelevant; 
refuse to discuss denazification and demilitarization as covered by 
previous Austrian and Allied actions; resist any Soviet proposal to 
neutralize Austria to detriment Austrian and Western security, 
noting that Austrian Govt has stated it would not join post-treaty 
military alliances, and preserving Austrian right of free association 
under principles of UN Charter; not let negotiation break down 
solely on refusal to accept Soviet version of unagreed articles, 
though seeking to get Western versions. 

9. Consultation with Other Governments 

With GFR, agreed that tripartite position papers to be shown, 

with certain omissions and deletions, to Fed Govt, especially those 

on elections and all-Ger Govt. 

With Austria, agreed to inform Govt re own views on tactics, 

Austrian participation, Article 35 and other issues. 

With Benelux, give govts full summary of tripartite report, and 

arrange consultations during conference through AHC and Bene- 

lux reps at Bonn. 

With NATO Govts, make short statement to NAC not going into 
detail. 

10. Other Papers 

No further work was done on “Declaration of Intent,” which is 
still in part unagreed, it being felt differences are still too great to 
be adjusted except at highest level; if Soviets set forth at Berlin a 

ff 7 For documentation on the U.S. short draft Austrian Treaty, see Documents 882
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strongly appealing program for a German peace settlement, this 
may cause us embarrassment and require further efforts to get 
Western agreement on effective declaration. 

The British also presented papers on “Heads of a German Peace 
Treaty” and “Procedure for Negotiating a German Peace Treaty.” 

4. Final Arrangements for the Conference, January 1954: Further Tripartite Consul- 
tations; Meetings of the Berlin Commandants Concerning the Site of the Confer- 

ence; Tripartite Consultations With Austria and the Federal Republic of Germany 

No. 321 

396.1 BE/1-554 

The Secretary of State to Foreign Secretary Eden } 

CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, January 5, 1954. 

Now that Soviets have formally agreed to conference Berlin be- 

ginning January 25, I suggest we plan to meet in Paris on January 
22 and 23, in order complete our plans and settle any remaining 
points relative Berlin Conference. I would leave here night of Janu- 

ary 20 arriving Paris evening January 21. Thus we would have all 
Friday and Saturday Paris for our discussions. 

Since we aim at having Conference concentrate on German and 
Austrian problems, especially former, I feel it very important we 
consult Adenauer briefly before Berlin. Rather than our visiting 
Bonn, it might be better ask him come Paris for meeting with us 

afternoon January 23. This could follow tripartite meeting that 
morning and previous day and still leave us all day Sunday to get 
to Berlin and settled there in preparation for Conference opening 

next day. With flying weather as uncertain as it is at this season, I 

believe we should leave ourselves this degree of latitude. 

I would appreciate your reaction above suggestion and am great- 

ly looking forward to seeing you and working with you at Confer- 

ence. 

1 Transmitted to London in telegram 3488, Dec. 5. An identical message was sent 
to Bidault in telegram 2400 to Paris the same day, and repeated to HICOG Bonn, 

HICOG Berlin, and Moscow.
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No. 322 

396.1 BE/1-554: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Embassy in France } 

TOP SECRET PRIORITY | WASHINGTON, January 9, 1954—7:29 p.m. 

2397. Please pass William Tyler. Since impact of Berlin confer- 

ence on public opinion likely have critical importance for moving 

ahead on general European policy, Dept interested in taking steps 

ensure good play of positive features of Western position during 

conference and as much advance immunization as possible against 
Soviet points which may prove infectious. Re latter, it seems clear 
that French public opinion would be especially vulnerable to Soviet 
suggestion of settlement Indochina conflict by means Five-Power 

conference. Might also be vulnerable to Soviet play for alternative 
European security arrangements, probably based on some form of 

mutual assistance pacts. 

In your judgment, is there anything that can be done at this 
time ... to provide ‘anti-bodies”’ against this type of Soviet 

appeal? We do not wish anything of this nature labelled with an 
American source, and it would be equally unproductive to attempt 
discount entire conference. We have in mind possibility of com- 
pletely realistic statements or newspaper articles on such things as 
Soviet use colonia] nationalism issue (i.e., exploitation of ‘“Revolu- 
tionary Movement in the Colonies,’ VI World Congress Comintern 

1938, etc.) or mutual assistance and non-aggression pacts. Examples 
of Soviet violation of “security” treaties include Peace Treaties of 
1920, Treaty of Paris Protocol of 1929 on Renunciation of War as 

an Instrument of National Policy, Treaties of Non-Aggression and 
Peaceful Settlement of Disputes signed in 1926 and 1932, Concilia- 
tion Convention of 1932, Convention of 1983 for the Definition of 

Aggression, and the Pacts of Mutual Assistance signed in 1939. List 

of non-aggression pacts reads like obituary column: Poland (re- 
newed 1988), Finland (1934), Lithuania (1934), Latvia (1934), Esto- 

nia (1934), Rumania (1983). Another point to make would be dan- 

gers of German neutralization for Western neighbors. 

Please inform Department whether anything of this nature feasi- 

ble through your contacts .... . 

| DULLES 

1 Drafted by Kidd; cleared with Merchant, Elbrick, and MacArthur; and initialed 

for Secretary Dulles by MacArthur.
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No. 323 

396.1 BE/1-654: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (Conant) to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET Bonn, January 6, 1954—7 p.m. 

2151. We met with Ollenhauer, Mellies and Wehner January 5 in 
cordial atmosphere to discuss latest tripartite positions on free all- 
German elections and formation of all-German Government. Meet- 
ing opened with prefatory statement our part in which we in- 
formed SPD leaders substantially as follows: US Government (and 
we thought generally also our allies) was approaching Berlin con- 
ference with deep awareness of gravity and importance of doing 
utmost to reach agreement with Soviets on solution German prob- 

lem. SPD might be assured allies would make every effort secure 
agreement on reunification and failing that to prove they not to 
blame for continued division. 

At same time allies deeply aware their responsibility toward 40 

million people West Germany, and they could not gamble on wel- 
fare and freedom these people in negotiations with opponent which 

during 8 years had repeatedly proved that its good faith and even 
solemn obligations could not be trusted, and whose intentions at 
this conference completely unknown. We considered it necessary 

therefore to proceed with utmost caution yet at same time to afford 
every opportunity for progress to be made if progress possible. We 
believed that tripartite proposals which had been worked out for 
free elections and formation of all-German Government contained 
minimum safeguards necessary yet sufficient flexibility to permit 

sure and rapid transition to fully sovereign all-German Govern- 

ment if future negotiations with Soviets could be successfully car- 
ried out. 
We then went carefully through the election and status papers. ? 

At the end, SPD leaders gave us impression they accepted allied 
approach to all-German elections as well considered. On other 
hand, all three were in agreement that Chancellor’s suggestion of 
separate landtag and volkskammer elections for Soviet Zone was 
unacceptable as it would amount to voluntary and legal recognition 
of Pankow and thus of division of Germans themselves. Wehner 
stated that Germans had been duped once before, in connection 
with Saar, where French used ‘free’ Landtag elections as indirect 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, and Moscow. 
2 For summaries of these papers, see items 2 and 3 of the memorandum by Fuller, 

Jan. 5, Document 320.



THE BERLIN CONFERENCE 743 

means of obtaining what they represent as popular endorsement of 
separation of Saar from Germany. SPD leaders agreed that occupa- 

tion powers must agree on and promulgate all-German election 

law; SPD would categorically refuse deal with DDR on elections 
except to discuss purely technical issues of implementation but 

then only as agents of occupation powers following agreement in 
principle by occupation powers. 

On issue powers constituent assembly, SPD leaders initially reit- 
erated party’s opposition to co-existence Bonn and Pankow follow- 
ing all-German elections. However, when it was made clear to 
them that proposal in assembly would have authority to take over 
powers of Federal Republic and DDR at own initiative, they with- 
drew their objections and reserved their position until party could 
study subject more fully. 

In connection with our statement on Paris report on status of all- 

German Government, Ollenhauer inquired whether such govern- 
ment would be free accept or reject treaties and obligations entered 
into by Federal Republic or DDR. He was informed that it would 
be free to do so. Ollenhauer welcomed our assurance that Western 
powers would fully explore all possibilities German unity in free- 
dom and would not adopt inflexible course. He then said West 
should realize as most Germans realized that coming conference 
could not be regarded as one of series of conferences on German 
unity to be repeated at will, but rather as only chance for long 
time to come of bringing about German unity. If conference failed, 
he said, new attempt for unity could not be made for years with 
any chance of success. He concluded by saying that SPD highly ap- 
preciative of opportunity discuss this question with US officials 

since “Federal Government far less cooperative in this respect.” Ol- 
lenhauer, who dominated this discussion in distinction previous 

ones on four power conference where Wehner has taken lead, said 

that SPD wishes consult at least once again prior to conference. 

In earlier conversation with same SPD leaders, they made follow- 
ing general remarks on subject four power conference. 

Ollenhauer stated party leaders believed genuine if gradual 
change might be taking place in USSR and Kremlin might possibly 
be prepared make some concessions in order achieve new modus vut- 

vendi with West which would give Soviets period needed to stabi- 
lize internal conditions and consolidate new regime. In this connec- 

tion, he mentioned that a Kiel shipbuilding firm had recently re- 
ceived multimillion dollar order for fishing vessels from Soviets, 
and this action appeared to be part of general pattern of relaxation 
of conditions with USSR. As consequence of this situation, Ollen- 
hauer declared, West should go to conference with flexible program 
and attitude. On German question, he said, while military status of
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united Germany would be a central issue of conference and should 
in no account be avoided, it would be serious mistake for West to 

present EDC to Soviets in conference as sole security device for 
united Germany. There were many other possibilities such as UN 
membership for a united Germany which would guarantee security 
of both Germany and its neighbors. “German people would simply 
not understand it if conference should break up over Western in- 
sistence on EDC as sole possibility for defense of united Germany,” 
he said. Wehner then commented that it would be victory for 
USSR if West, especially United States, could be made to appear as 

guilty as Soviets in maintaining division of Germany. Result would 
be general European disaffection with both sides, in itself a distinct 
advantage for Soviets. 
Wehner was less optimistic than Ollenhauer on Berlin confer- 

ence. He felt little progress would be made there because no major 
Soviet concessions on Germany could be expected until after top- 
level agreement on more important issues like atomic control and 
disarmament had been reached. In order, however, to prevent post- 
conference situation from being worse one than present and in 
order get something out of conference for Germans even if no 
agreement on unity possible, Wehner suggested that Foreign Minis- 
ters should, as soon as it becomes apparent that conference would 
fail on major issues, refrain from pushing developments to their 

logical end in attempt to place blame clearly on one side or other. 

Instead, West should propose that HICOMers, including Soviets, be 
Directed to work out program for lessening difficulties arising from 

division of Germany by series of practical steps which would not 
directly affect position of occupation powers. Program should in- 

clude (1) unification of Berlin including freedom for city govern- 

ment to decide which laws (Federal Republic or DDR) should be ap- 
plied in Berlin, and which offices of both governments be located 

there, and including revamped Kommandatura without veto rights 
and severely limited in its powers to interfere; (2) free access to 
Berlin from Federal Republic and DDR including “land corridor’; 
(3) steps toward creation of common currency for Federal Republic 
and DDR; (4) “normalization” of interzonal traffic and trade. 
Wehner said that SPD had refrained from attempting make 

major public issue out of controversy over powers of all-German 
Government because subject was so highly theoretical and compli- 
cated it did not lend itself to public debate. With regard to all- 
German elections, he said, SPD continues to believe that free elec- 

tions should be means of carrying out previously reached agree- 
ment of occupation powers on powers and status of all-German 
Government rather than main issue of conference. If four powers 
could agree on future international status of united Germany, [por-
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tion omitted in the source text]. While recent Chancellor-SPD-FDP 
controversy over powers of constituent assembly seems resolved, 
views expressed by Ollenhauer and Wehner to effect that real vital 
issue of conference for Soviets, West and Germans alike, would be 

status and powers of all-German Government rather than free elec- 
tions, are, in our opinion, not confined to SPD, but have very wide 
support. 

CONANT 

No. 324 

396.1 BE/1-754 

Foreign Minister Bidault to the Secretary of State } 

CONFIDENTIAL Paris, January 7, 1954. 

I am in complete agreement with your proposal for a meeting in 
Paris of the three Foreign Ministers, Friday, the twenty-second, 

and Saturday, the twenty-third of January. 2 It is, in fact, essential 

that we proceed, before the opening of the conference in Berlin, to 
a last adjustment of our common attitude and to the examination 
of the questions on which our experts could not reach unanimous 
agreement. 

I do not consider it less important than you to establish a com- 
plete agreement with the Government of Bonn before our meeting 
with the representatives of the Soviet Union; but I feel strongly 
that we would compromise this agreement itself by asking the 
Chancellor to come to Paris, and in thus allowing all the adversar- 

ies of European unification to accuse us, even before the beginning 
of our work of having [garble] ourselves to the views of the German 

Federal Government. I can tell you advisedly that such would be 
the reaction of those Western circles which it is essential to con- 
vince by means of the Berlin meeting. As to Soviet propaganda, it 

would not miss taking advantage of a public talk from which it 
would inevitably draw the conclusion that the three powers were 
not acting in full liberty. 

In these conditions, I definitely consider that the necessary con- 
tact with the Government of the Federal Republic must be effected 
with the required discretion in conformity with the usual proce- 

1 The translated text was transmitted in telegram 2528 from Paris, Jan. 7 and re- 
peated to London, Moscow, Bonn, and Berlin. In a subsequent telegram the Embassy 
in Paris reported that de Margerie, when he had delivered Bidault’s message, stated 
that he could not emphasize too strongly the adverse effect of Adenauer being invit- 
ed. (Telegram 2529 from Paris, Jan. 7, 396.1 BE/1-754) 

2 Document 321.
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dure followed, that is to say, through the High Commissioners. If, 
however, it seems to you absolutely necessary that we have a talk 
with a representative of Dr. Adenauer before going to Berlin, I 
could, if need be, agree that the contact be made with his personal 
representative, State Secretary Hallstein, for example, whom we 

each could see on our own part during our conference. But for all 
the reasons I have indicated to you above, and in view of the diffi- 
culty of keeping such a journey secret, I urge very strongly that 
preference should be given to the first solution, since the problem 

of public opinion which I have pointed out to you is of overriding 
importance. 

I am looking forward to the opportunity I soon shall have of con- 
ferring with yourself and Mr. Eden, and I do not need to tell you 
that I consider it more necessary than ever, in the present circum- 
stances, that complete and frank accord of views be reached among 
us three. 

No. 325 

Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation, lot 64 D 199 

Foreign Secretary Eden to the Secretary of State } 

SECRET [LoNDON, January 7, 1954?] 

Many thanks for your message suggesting that we should have a 

preliminary meeting with Monsieur Bidault to complete our plans 

before the Berlin Conference. 2 

I entirely agree that we should have a meeting of this kind. The 

preparatory work already done has shown that we are all three in 

broad agreement on essentials but we must also discuss our tactics 
before we meet Mr. Molotov. 

While I have nothing against Paris as a meeting place, I wonder 
whether it would not be more convenient for us all, given the un- 

certainties about flying weather, if we arranged to meet in Berlin. 

We could arrive on Friday, January 22, and we should then have 
the 23rd and, if necessary, the 24th for our talks. This would 
enable the High Commissioners and our own staffs to be with us in 
Berlin, to complete all the technical preparations for the four- 

power meeting and to be available for our preparatory talks. 

1 The source text was attached to a memorandum of conversation by Merchant, 
dated Jan. 7, which indicated that Ambassador Makins had left Eden’s message 
with Secretary Dulles on that day. 

2 Document 321.
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I have serious doubts about inviting Dr. Adenauer to meet us. 
Our preparatory consultation with him is going very well and, so 
far as I know, there are no major problems which need to be dis- 
cussed personally by us. If such problems should arise, we can 
think again. As I understand it, our preparatory meeting will be 
mainly about the tactical handling of the meetings with Mr. Molo- 
tov, with which Dr. Adenauer is not directly concerned. If we invite 
him to meet us, we may give a false and undesirable impression 
that there are major difficulties on which we have had to carry 
him along with us, or, alternatively, on which he had tried to tie 
our hands before the Conference. 

I cannot help feeling also that, if we met Dr. Adenauer before 

the Conference, we would also have to invite the Austrian Foreign 
Minister, or Austrian public opinion would be offended. I cannot 

think this is either necessary or desirable. 
May I say in conclusion that I also am very much looking for- 

ward to meeting you again and to working together in Berlin. 
I am sending a similar message to Monsieur Bidault. 3 

3 Bidault had received his copy before de Margerie delivered his reply to Dulles’ 
message, and in his comments de Margerie stated that Bidault was not impressed 
with Eden’s reasons for holding the meeting in Berlin, but would go along with the 
idea if Dulles approved it. (Telegram 2529 from Paris, Jan. 7, 396.1 BE/1-754) 

No. 326 

396.1 BE/1-754: Telegram 

The Charge in France (Joyce) to the Department of State 

TOP SECRET PRIORITY Paris, January 7, 1954—5 p.m. 

2027. From Tyler. Reference: Deptel 2397.1 Admittedly present 

climate Western European opinion not favorable with regard to in- 

terpretation and prospect role which US will play Berlin confer- 

ence. 

It seems to us that major factor with which we have to contend 
is generally prevalent impression that US going to Berlin first and 
foremost in order prove contention that no basis for agreement 

with Soviet Union can be reached, rather than in order to explore 
meticulously and objectively all possibilities for reaching agree- 
ment. 

We here feel that psychological consequences of this impression 
cannot be individually eliminated or reversed by specific psycholog- 

1 Document 322.
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ical warfare or propaganda action. ...In our opinion problem 
needs rather to be considered in terms of the creation of an atmos- 
phere or climate in which posture of United States seems consist- 
ent with position and expectations our partners. 

If above diagnosis correct we will benefit most by recapturing 
and publicizing note struck by President in his UN atomic speech 
of December eighth 2 in passages relating to sincerity and determi- 
nation of US to explore every possibility for reaching agreement 
with USSR at conference table. 

While of course we cannot prevent newspaper speculation, offi- 
cial pronouncements by officials of US Government could profit- 
ably find occasion stress our determination explore every avenue 
and thus create impression that we are in earnest and not merely 
going through motions. Western European opinion in general will 
be acutely sensitive to US posture with regard possibility reaching 
solution Indochina problem. French opinion in addition will have 
equal sensitiveness with regard prospects reaching solution Indo- 
china problem. 

Rightly or wrongly considerable section French opinion believes 
that possibility may exist reaching negotiated peace Indochina if 
United States willing not slam door to possibility eventual five 
power conference even if this ultimately involves de facto recogni- 
tion Communist China. 

While we must of course expose and knock down any attempt by 

Soviet Union bargain off abandonment EDC in return for calling 
off Ho Chi Minh, we must avoid appearing now to take position 
which in eyes of French would render America responsible for con- 
tinuation French financial and human sacrifice Indochina war, 

“kept going’ thanks to American financial and military assistance. 
Here again we find ourselves in psychological context which ap- 
pears at first sight negative but implications of which are decidedly 
positive for good or for bad. 

With regard to ... action which might be taken along line in 
reference message, we do not feel that statements such as those 
proposed, whether on Soviet colonial and nationalist issue or record 
Soviet treaty violations, are relevant to problem under consider- 
ation. In fact we advise, for reasons already given above, against 
anything resembling pre-conference campaign discredit Soviet 
Union and implicit advances impugning motives Soviet Union 
agreeing to meet Berlin. Our position and tripartite unity in gener- 

2 For text of President Eisenhower’s address, “Atomic Power for Peace’, made 
before the U.N. General Assembly on Dec. 8, see Public Papers of the Presidents of 
the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1953, pp. 813-822, or Department of State 
Bulletin, Dec. 21, 1958, pp. 847-851.
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al will be best served by US Government meeting in Berlin without 
any suggestion that we are apprehensive at possibility reaching 

agreement with Soviet Union on any issue of concern to our allies. 
One of most intelligent and best-informed observers current 

world affairs with whom Embassy officer discussed generally topic 

under consideration, said that US position psychologically at disad- 
vantage in eyes French opinion for following reason: US policy 
fully and rigidly committed to (a) creation of EDC and (b) continu- 
ation present French role Indochina, both of which issues emotion- 

ally and politically explosive. If US had given indication willing- 
ness follow more flexible tactical course on either of these two 
issues, chances of the other one succeeding in accordance with our 

policy would have been increased. However present situation 
seems, to this observer, to cast role US as holding big stick over 
France in either hand, so that psychological reaction inclined to be 
rather fear that US will use Berlin Conference to prove that no al- 
ternative exists to present east-west relationship, rather than to 

act as moral and political leader free world in exploring possibili- 
ties even restricted areas agreement. 

While above obviously over-simplification for purpose illustra- 
tion, we believe it contains essential elements psychological truth 
in terms our general posture. This borne out by stress French As- 
sembly debate January sixth on “independence” with which 
French Government expected approach Berlin Conference. 

To sum up: 

a. We do not believe anything useful can now be attempted in 
terms suggested by reference message to immunize western opinion 
before Berlin Conference against Soviet appeals. 

b. We feel that significant psychological area is less what Soviet 
Union may say to western opinion than what western opinion be- 
lieves are basic motives and intentions US Government with 
regard forthcoming conference. In proportion as climate confidence 
in west between ourselves and our partners is created, so Soviet ap- 
peals will be discounted and fail. 

c. Reiteration sincerity and earnestness with which we approach- 
ing conference by responsible officials, combined with words sug- 
gesting confidence in our partners and recognition validity their 
preoccupations would doubtless contribute effectively to general 
improvement atmosphere. 

d. We recommend against campaign . . . exposing or recording 
Soviet duplicity and past record for two reasons: First because ir- 
relevant to psychological problem before us and second because 
such campaign likely be traced to US and thus would tend confirm 
existing suspicions our intentions. 

e. We feel that US attitudes and policy as revealed in terms dis- 
cussions and issues Berlin Conference will be considered by west- 
ern opinion as touchstone world role US. Therefore recommend 
that nothing be neglected in arrangements conference which will
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contribute to insuring that our role will be presented in most accu- 
rate and most favorable light. 

We suggest that Department may care to repeat its 2397 to Paris 
to Moscow as well as this message in the belief that Moscow’s com- 
ments would be most useful both in Washington and in Paris. 3 

JOYCE 

9 3 Copies of this telegram were given to Secretary Dulles and C.D. Jackson on Jan. 

No. 327 

396.1 BE/1-754: Telegram 

The Assistant United States High Commissioner for Germany 
(Parkman) to the Department of State } 

CONFIDENTIAL NIACT BERLIN, January 7, 1954—8 p.m. 

720. Western commandants met with Soviet representative 
Dengin today at British headquarters from 1030 to 1700 hours to 
discuss technical arrangements for Foreign Ministers conference 
but were unable reach agreement on building where conference to 
be held; 2 it was decided hold further meeting at Soviet headquar- 
ters Karlshort morning January 9. 

British commandant as chairman proposed ACA building as most 
suitable for Foreign Minister conference, and French and US com- 
mandants supported this proposal. Dengin countered by proposing 

Soviet Embassy (to GDR) building on Unter Den Linden in Soviet 
sector. Long and fruitless discussion ensued as to respective merits 

and disadvantages two buildings, with Dengin persistently evading 

direct answer to query whether he proposed Soviet Embassy build- 
ing for all meetings. He repeatedly stated however, he would be 
glad hear any alternative suggestions, and French commandant fi- 
nally referred to possibility considering use of both buildings. At 

this point Dengin promptly indicated this principle acceptable and 
proposed that in interests of compromise it be agreed meetings be 
held alternately in Soviet Embassy building and ACA building. 

1 Also sent to Bonn, London, Paris, and Moscow. 

2In an exchange of notes on Jan. 5 and 6, the four commandants of Berlin had 
agreed to meet at British headquarters on Jan. 7 to discuss technical arrangements 
for the forthcoming four-power conference. The texts of the two notes were trans- 
mitted in telegrams 707 and 717 from Berlin. Jan. 5 and 7. (396.1 BE/1-554 and 1- 
754) Verbatim minutes of this meeting are in CFM files, lot M 88, box 167, “Quadri- 

partite Meeting of the Berlin Commandants”.
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French commandant then made counterproposal that chairman 
of each meeting be allowed to choose building site; he agreed when 
pressed by Dengin that in practical effect this would mean in all 
likelihood three meetings would be held in ACA building to every 
one in Soviet Embassy. British and US commandants reserved posi- 
tions on French suggestion, while Dengin continued to press his 
proposal for alternating sites. Latter also repeatedly invited three 
commandants to inspect facilities at Soviet Embassy to determine 
their adequacy; commandants remained noncommittal this point in 
view their feeling that inspection visit at this time would undoubt- 
edly be given wide publicity by Communist press and might be mis- 
interpreted by Germans. 

After further extensive and inconclusive discussion, in which all 

three commandants maintained objections to Dengin proposal, 
French commandant moved for adjournment until January 9 in 
order permit Dengin give further study to French suggestion; 
Dengin indicated his agreement to this. 

British chairman also indicated to Dengin desirability discussing 
at January 9 meeting not only conference building issue but cer- 

tain administrative problems such as joint secretariat and assur- 
ances re adequacy of arrangements for press in case any meetings 
held in Soviet sector. Dengin noncommittal these issues but indi- 
cated he at least prepared to discuss them. 

Atmosphere of meeting was business-like and devoid of any re- 
criminations or propaganda speeches. While Soviets were adamant 
in declining to accede to views of representatives other three 
powers re conference building, there is as yet no indication they 

are deliberately using stalling tactics this issue with view delaying 

opening of conference on schedule. 

For our guidance in January 9 meeting we should appreciate in- 
structions on following points: 

1. Is French proposal. i.e., that under system of rotating chair- 
manship one of every four meetings be held in Soviet Embassy 
puliding and other three in ACA building, acceptable to United 

ates’ 
2. Are we correct in our assumption that Dengin proposal re al- 

ternating meetings in Soviet Embassy and ACA building is unac- 
ceptable, or are we prepared to accept it as last resort? 

3. If we agree to French proposal would we not insist at least 
that first meeting of Foreign Ministers be held in ACA building? 3 

PARKMAN 

3On Jan. 8 Berlin was informed that the French proposal was acceptable, but 
that Dengin’s proposal for alternate meetings was unacceptable, and that the West- 
ern Commandants should insist on the first meeting being held in the ACA build- 
ing. (Telegram 430 to Berlin, 396.1 BE/1-754)
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No. 328 

762.00/1-853 

Memorandum by Sir Frank Roberts to the British Permanent 

Under-Secretary of State (Kirkpatrick) } 

CONFIDENTIAL 

The French Minister told me last night that a member of the 

French Embassy staff had a very interesting conversation about 

the Berlin meeting at lunch yesterday with Mr. Rodionov, 2 whom 
the French regard as the most intelligent and influential member 

of the Soviet Embassy staff. I should be inclined to support this im- 
pression from such conversations as I have had with Mr. Rodionov. 

Mr. Rodionov’s general line was that there was clearly little, if 

any, hope of reaching agreement at Berlin on Germany or Austria. 
The Soviet Union could not make concessions over free elections, 

since these would inevitably mean Soviet withdrawal from Eastern 
Germany. Nor were they likely to give way over the Austrian 
Treaty, since they could not expect any quid pro quo in Germany. 

At the same time the Russians realised there was no reason for the 

Western Powers to abandon their thesis about free elections, etc. 

Mr. Rodionov said that the account of the Western Powers’ position 
given by the Times Diplomatic Correspondent yesterday made this 

quite clear. He spoke of this Western position quite objectively, 
without any attempt to criticise it as improper. 

In these circumstances it might be asked what use the meeting 

would be at all. Mr. Rodionov’s reply was that the Russians at- 
tached real importance to more friendly direct contact between the 
four Foreign Ministers. The Soviet view was that they should cut 
the formal proceedings at Berlin as short as possible and go into 

small restricted session as soon as possible so that they could have 
a really frank and, he hoped, friendly exchange of views, not so 
much with the object of reaching agreements as of making each 

other’s position clear. Mr. Rodionov indicated pretty plainly that 
the Russians would wish to discuss at such meetings questions 

going far beyond Germany and Austria, e.g., a Five-power confer- 

ence, disarmament, and what they describe in their notes as “cause 

of international tension” generally. 

1 This memorandum, a copy of which was presumably transmitted to the Depart- 
ment of State by the British Embassy was seen by Secretary Dulles, MacArthur, 
Bowie, Merchant, C. D. Jackson, and Bohlen. The source text is a typewritten copy 
and is mistakenly dated Jan. 8, 1953. 

2 First Secretary of the Soviet Embassy in the United Kingdom.
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In the course of this conversation Mr. Rodionov had of course de- 
veloped on conventional lines the Soviet thesis about the dangers of 

German rearmament. He had argued at one point that the only 
really safe solution was a return to Potsdam and to real Four- 
power control of Germany, or, failing this, control by the French 

and the Russians together on the basis of a revived Franco-Russian 

alliance. Mr. Rodionov’s French guest, who was quicker off the 
mark than Sir Robert Boothby, at once countered by expressing 

skepticism of Russian fear of Germany alone, and he asked Mr. Ro- 
dionov point-blank whether the Soviet Union’s real fear was not 
the strength of the United States, with Germany figuring only as 
an important potential addition to the U.S. bloc. After some argu- 

ment, Mr. Rodionov admitted that this was perfectly true and came 
very near to giving away the whole case of the new Soviet propa- 
ganda line ‘‘Europe for the Europeans’. 

After this the conversation became much more realistic. Mr. Ro- 

dionov admitted that Four- or Two-Power control of Germany was 

very unlikely and that it would probably be impossible to prevent 
German rearmament. He said that, accepting this unpleasant fact, 

the most unacceptable form of German rearmament for the Soviet 
Union would be full and independent German membership of 
N.A.T.O. The least unacceptable form, he admitted, was German 
membership of the E.D.C. But he made it clear that he was think- 
ing only of the Federal Republic, and he ended on the note that the 
most likely and perhaps, after all, the safest solution of the Europe- 

an problem for the time being would be the continued division of 
Germany, with the Federal Republic as a member of the E.D.C. 

and Eastern Germany remaining under Soviet control. 

While one must make every allowance for the propaganda line 

which the Soviet Embassy are so busily developing with all and 
sundry, the above conversation seems to me to give a pretty fair 
indication of Soviet thinking and, incidentally, to confirm our own 
very modest assessment of what we can reasonably expect from the 

Berlin meeting. 

F. K. RoBerts 

[Lonpon,] January 8, 1954.
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No. 329 

396.1 BE/1-854 

The Secretary of State to Foreign Minister Bidault } 

CONFIDENTIAL [WASHINGTON, January 8, 1954.] 

I appreciate very much your prompt reply 2? to my suggestion 
that you, Mr. Eden, and myself meet together prior to the Berlin 

Conference. ? In view of the reservations which both you and Mr. 
Eden have with respect to a meeting with Chancellor Adenauer, I 
will defer to your wishes. 

With respect to the place of our meeting, I am impressed with 

the reasons advanced for meeting in Berlin, particularly because of 

the uncertainties of flying weather. Therefore, I am agreeable to 

the suggestion that we arrive in Berlin on January 22nd and have 
the 23rd, and if necessary the 24th, for our talks, if this is conven- 

lent to you. 

Since we are not to meet with Chancellor Adenauer before the 
Berlin Conference, I think it is important that he know we wish to 

maintain close contact with him on those aspects of the Berlin Con- 

ference relating to Germany, and with this in mind, would you see 
objection to our having a brief meeting in Berlin with Dr. Grewe 
prior to January 25 in order to make his acquaintance? I plan to 

have Ambassador Conant with me in Berlin for those meetings con- 

cerning Germany and assume you and Mr. Eden will also have 
your High Commissioners there. In these circumstances, Dr. Grewe 
would presumably be a channel of communication with Chancellor 

Adenauer which our representatives will frequently use. 

I am sending a similar message to Mr. Eden. 

1 Transmitted to London in telegram 3529, Jan. 8. 

2 Document 324. 
3 Document 321.
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No. 330 

396.1 BE/1-954: Telegram 

The Assistant United States High Commissioner for Germany 
(Parkman) to the Department of State 3 

CONFIDENTIAL PRIORITY BERLIN, January 9, 1954—midnight. 

733. Re Berlin’s 829 to Bonn, repeated Department 732, Paris 58, 

London 46, Moscow 131.2 Up to Dengin’s last-minute introduction 

of new proposal re conference site, today’s meeting had largely con- 
sisted of tireless repetition by all representatives of various argu- 
ments for and against two building sites which had been proposed 
at January 9 meeting. 3 

After opening statements by three Western Cdt’s, including par- 
ticularly comprehensive one by US Cdt, enumerating physical and 
other advantages of ACA building and disadvantages of Soviet Em- 
bassy building, Dengin for first time attacked argument that ACA 
building was particularly suitable because of its established quadri- 

partite character. He asserted ACA activities had closed in 1948, 
that since then character of building had changed, and that it had 

lost its quadripartite nature. Cdt’s countered this assertion by 
pointing out that building still retains many four-power character- 
istics, including uninterrupted and continuing practice of flying 
flags all four powers, continued operation of several quadripartite 
agencies including Berlin Air Safety Center and Interzonal Facili- 

ties Bureau, and fact building still used as point of four-power con- 
tact in number other respects. 

After long discussion this aspect, British Cdt introduced new ele- 
ment by stating that building proposed by Dengin was an Embassy 

to a country British Government did not even recognize and was 
therefore unacceptable as meeting place for Foreign Ministers. 

Dengin contended this argument groundless since building in ques- 

tion was also residence of Soviet HICOMer to Germany, who had in 
past received repeated visits from three Western HICOMers in this 

building. Dengin then turned to his proposal made at January 7 
meeting * that alternate meetings of Foreign Ministers be held in 

1 Also sent to Bonn, Paris, London, and Moscow. 

2 Telegram 829 reported that after the U.S. Commandant had proposed adjourn- 
ment of the Commandants meeting on Jan. 9, Dengin had proposed that the meet- 
ings of the Foreign Ministers be held on an alternate basis at the Karlshorst office 
of the Soviet High Commissioner and at the ACA building. (396.1 BE/1-954) 

3 Verbatim minutes of this meeting are in CFM files, lot M 88, box 167, “Quadri- 

partite Meeting of the Berlin Commandants”’. 

* For a record of this meeting, see telegram 720, Document 327.
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Soviet Embassy and ACA buildings making it clear his proposal in- 

cluded holding first meeting in Soviet Embassy. Without joining 
issue on question location of first meeting, three Cdt’s in turn at- 

tacked this proposal, standing with US Cdt in maintaining Soviet 
Embassy building did not, as did ACA building, meet requirements 
of building having quadripartite or international and not purely 
national character. Cdt’s also consistently declined Dengin’s repeat- 
ed invitation to inspect premises of Soviet Embassy to determine 
its suitability. 

Dengin’s next tactic was to concentrate on French Cdt, inquiring 

whether he had withdrawn his proposal made at January 7 meet- 
ing that one meeting take place in Soviet Embassy to every three 
in ACA building. French Cdt stated that what he had had in mind 
was one meeting in some Soviet sector building to every three in 
ACA building and he had strong reservations re use Soviet Embas- 
sy for any meeting. When asked by Dengin for his views this point, 
General Timberman said he had given careful study to all propos- 
als which had been made and had determined that best solution 
was to hold all meetings in ACA building; he had no other proposal 
to make. 

Dengin then read from written statement rejecting as completely 
groundless objections raised against “building of Soviet Embassy 
and residence Soviet HICOMers” as conference site, stating that 
Soviet HICOMer was in same position as those of Western powers, 

that Foreign Ministers’ conference should be quadripartite, and 
that consequently Soviet side proposed meetings take place alter- 

nately, with first in Soviet Embassy building. 

After more than an hour’s repetitious discussion of this stale pro- 
posal, US Cdt stated that since time was of essence in reaching 
agreement on conference site and since this meeting was obviously 

getting nowhere, he proposed adjourning until afternoon January 
11. After reluctantly agreeing Dengin then suddenly advanced new 
proposal indicated reference telegram—alternate meetings in 

Karlshorst (office of Soviet HICOMer) and ACA building. Three 
Cdt’s expressed objections but agreed consider proposal and meet 
again with Dengin January 11. 

At one point during long meeting Dengin suggested consideration 
of other administrative questions which British Cdt had mentioned 
in January 7 meeting. Latter then proposed formation joint four- 

power secretariat for Foreign Ministers’ conference; French and US 
Cdt’s supported proposal. Dengin stated merely that this question 
was beyond his competence and then turned discussion back to 
problem of building site for conference. 

PARKMAN
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No. 331 

396.1 BE/1-1054: Telegram 

The Assistant United States High Commissioner for Germany (Park- 
man) to the Office of the United States High Commissioner for 
Germany, at Bonn ! 

SECRET NIACT BERLIN, January 10, 1954—3 p.m. 

831. In course of January 7 and 9 meetings with Dengin re build- 

ing site for meetings of Foreign Ministers, 2 US representatives 
have been ever mindful of and have striven to attain objectives set 
forth in Paris tactics paper? (and most recently reaffirmed in 
Deptel 430 to Berlin January 8 repeated Bonn 2002, London 3528, 

Paris 243, Moscow 446 +4) that agreement should be reached with 
Soviets on basis that (a) not more than one out of every four meet- 
ings be held in Soviet sector and (b) that in any case first meeting 
be held in ACA building in order that US might chairman meeting 
and make opening statement. After making realistic appraisal of 
situation existing after two hard-bargaining sessions with Dengin, 
however, we believe we are now confronted with either of two un- 

desirable alternatives: (1) Making some concession to Soviets on 
either point (a) or (b) set forth above; or (2) holding out further for 
both objectives at very real risk of forcing postponement January 
25 opening date (in view time required for other technical arrange- 
ments, including installation simultaneous interpretation equip- 
ment) without being in very advantageous position publicity-wise 
as to who is to blame for delay. 

From tactical standpoint US representatives have found them- 
selves handicapped in two Dengin’s meetings thus far by (a) prema- 

ture withdrawal of French Cdt from tripartitely agreed position to 

hold out as long as possible for all meetings ACA building, which 

action considerably strengthened Dengin’s bargaining hand, and (b) 

rigidity of British instructions from London (and to lesser extent 
those of French from Quai d’Orsay) that Soviet Embassy was objec- 
tionable per se as site for any meeting of Foreign Ministers; as 
result latter development basis for possible proposal, as set forth 
Paris tactics paper, that chairman of each meeting be allowed 
choose building site for that meeting has now been completely de- 
stroyed. In face this situation, coupled with extreme character Den- 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, Moscow, and Washington; the source text is the copy 

in Department of State files. 
2For records of these meetings, see telegrams 720, Document 327 and telegram 

733, supra. 

3 See item 1 of Fuller’s memorandum, Jan. 5, Document 320. 

4 See footnote 3, Document 327.
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gin’s original proposal, US representatives have been left with very 
little room to maneuver and we have not thus far felt we were in 
position ourselves to budge from our original proposal all meetings 
be held ACA building. Dengin on other hand has to date been able 
make two substantial concessions: (1) By withdrawing from original 
(though not very strongly held) position that all meetings be held 

in Soviet Embassy building, and (2) by suddenly withdrawing com- 
pletely from concept any meeting at all should be held in Soviet 
Embassy. While we gather from referenced Deptel that latter con- 
cession was not very material to us, it was of major importance to 

British and French and had loomed large as issue in January 9 
meeting. 

Having come this far, i.e., to point of now proposing that meet- 
ings be held alternately in Karlshorst and ACA buildings (with 
clear implication first meeting should be held in Karlshorst), 
Dengin, who was pushed quite hard at January 9 meeting, will be 
most grudging in making any further concessions. While we feel 
that at tomorrow’s meeting he may be prepared to concede further 

by either (a) agreeing three meetings ACA building to one in Karls- 
horst provided first meeting in Karlshorst, (b) agreeing first meet- 
ing in ACA building but only if alternating meetings West and 
East sectors, we seriously doubt he will go any further tomorrow. 
Thus basic question on which we require guidance is whether it is 
considered more important (a) to achieve all tactical objectives re 

meeting site and chairmanship out-lined Paris paper even if this 

should possibly involve postponement scheduled January 25 open- 

ing date, or (b) to reach final agreement with Dengin tomorrow on 
either of two bases indicated above in interests permitting other 

necessary technical arrangements go forward without further 
delay. Since we feel that in any event US Cdt must be prepared at 
some fairly early stage in tomorrow’s meeting to move forward at 

least to position of French Cdt (three meetings in ACA to one in 
Soviet sector), we should appreciate instructions urgently. 

Re issue of location first meeting, chairmanship, first speech, etc. 
(on basis three to one meetings in ACA), we have tentatively con- 
sidered with British and French here such devices as (a) determin- 
ing site of first meeting by lot, (b) agreeing to first meeting in 
Karlshorst provided US be permitted make opening speech, and 
(c) insist first meeting in ACA building but permit Soviets have 
chair and make opening speech. Do HICOG Bonn and Department 
have any views these points? ® 

PARKMAN 

5 On Jan. 10 Conant replied that he appreciated the difficulties reported in this 
cable, but wondered if it would not be better to restore Western solidarity before
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No. 332 

396.1 BE/1-1254: Telegram 

The Assistant United States High Commissioner for Germany (Park- 
man) to the Office of the United States High Commissioner for 
Germany, at Bonn 

SECRET NIACT BERLIN, January 12, 1954—4 a.m. 

839. Re Berlin’s 838 to Bonn repeated Department 740, Paris 63, 

London 51, Moscow 136. 2 Despite helpfulness most recent instruc- 
tions HICOG Bonn and Department (as well as from British and 
French Foreign Offices) in giving us greater degree of flexibility in 
negotiating with Dengin than heretofore, this factor [did not?] 
enable us reach agreement in January 11 meeting in view Dengin’s 
adamant adherence to earlier proposal meetings of Foreign Minis- 
ters be held alternately in east and west sectors. Since it was quite 
apparent he was bound by his instructions to hold fast to this con- 
cept, we reluctantly agreed at 0115 hours January 12 his proposal 
for adjournment until January 13. 

Meeting largely followed course of previous two, with endless 
repetition by Dengin of his earlier arguments. Only new notewor- 
thy features were following: 

(1) Three Western representatives, starting with US chairman in 
Opening statement, repeatedly gave recital of many concessions 
made thus far by three Western governments re place and time of 
four-power conference (acceptance Berlin instead of Lugano, Janu- 
ary 25 instead of January 4 etc.), all given promptly and without 
discussion, and asked for similar evidence good faith Soviet repre- 
sentative in making conference possible. 

(2) Deliberate and carefully planned movement forward was 
made by three Western commandants toward proposal outlined 

making any concessions to Dengin. (Telegram 2190 from Bonn; 396.1 BE/1-1054) On 
the same day Berlin was informed, apparently before the receipt of this cable, that 
the Western Commandants should: 

“(a) remain adamant on ratio three to one for meetings on basic right of each 
chairman to choose place; 

“(b) raise no special objections to Karlshorst; 
“(c) if agreement on three to one ratio reached, as last resort agree to draw lots re 

first meeting.” (Telegram 439 to Berlin, 396.1 BE/1-1054) 
1 Repeated to Moscow, Paris, London, Heidelberg, and Washington; the source 

text is the copy in Department of State files. 
2Telegram 838 reported that the Commandants meeting had lasted from 2:30 

p.m. Jan. 11 to 1:15 a.m. Jan. 12 without producing an agreement. The Western 
Commandants had proposed that the first Foreign Ministers meeting be held at the 
ACA building, the second at Karlshorst, the next three at the ACA, the next one at 

Karlshorst etc., but Dengin had declined to accept this proposal. (896.1 BE/ 1-1254) 
Verbatim minutes of this meeting are in CFM files, lot M 88, box 167, “Quadripar- 

tite Meeting of the Berlin Commandants”’.
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Berlin’s reference telegram, which comes close to final position out- 
lined our most recent instructions from Bonn and Department, re- 
serving as final concession point for next meeting agreeing to 
Soviet Embassy rather than Karlshorst as meeting place on three 
to one basis. (We did not use this point tonight in view Depart- 
ment’s instruction this a “last resort’? compromise and because 
French also most reluctant give away on this yet. For this reason 
we were not yet able, as advocated by HICOG Bonn, to insist on 
principle each government must insist on chairmanship for his 
Foreign Minister every fourth meeting which would imply free 
choice in selection of meeting site.) 

(8) When question of chairmanship various Foreign Ministers 
meetings came up indirectly several times, Dengin consistently 
stated this question was one which Foreign Ministers themselves 
must decide and was beyond competence of High Commissioners 
representatives. 

(4) Dengin stubbornly took view that three to one proposal of 
Western representatives was inequitable, despite tireless exposition 
by latter on grounds of elementary equity, arithmetic, justice, etc. 
Dengin contended it was not equitable for three. Western Foreign 
Ministers each to have three meetings in building their own choice 
to one for Soviet Foreign Minister in building his choice. He re- 
mained completely deaf to argument proposed conference was four- 
power not two-power conference and even refused to discuss four- 
power equality this regard on theoretical grounds. 

After tonight’s meeting we are convinced that most important 
factor to Soviets re conference site issue is principle of alternating 

meetings west and east sectors, which Dengin repeatedly contended 
was only real basis of ‘‘equality.’”’ We believe it clear that such 
issues as where first meeting will be held and Soviet Embassy as 
against Karlshorst are subsidiary in their view to above principle 
and that they would readily yield on these points if they could get 

agreement to meetings on one to one basis. Dengin was obviously 

under instructions tonight not to concede on this point and we 

have no way of knowing whether he will receive different instruc- 
tions for January 13 meeting. Therefore, within framework our ex- 
isting instructions, we may face prospect another fruitless meeting 

at that time. 
While we have thus far given press only noncommittal quadri- 

partitely agreed communiqués, we wonder whether time not fast 

approaching when course and status of meetings should not be pub- 
licized, at least in broad outline. British and French here have op- 
posed our suggestions this regard but HICOG Bonn and Depart- 

ment may wish take some action. 
PARKMAN
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396.1 BE/1-1354: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Embassy in the United Kingdom ' 

CONFIDENTIAL WASHINGTON, January 13, 1954—7:49 p.m. 
NAICT 

3616. Re Bonn’s 22138. 2 British Emb here received instructions 
ascertain US and French views as to three alternative courses of 
action proposed by Eden which might now be taken re stalemated 
Berlin talks. ? Assume addressees can get text British instructions 
from their British colleagues. Secretary has examined Eden analy- 
sis and following represents his reaction which should be passed 
Eden and Bidault: 

1. We fully agree with British criteria that we avoid postpone- 
ment Berlin conference beyond Jan 25 and that our final stand 
these preliminary issues should be such as to carry Western public 
opinion. 

2. We therefore disposed reject first course of maintaining pres- 
sure at Berlin level in favor three-one formula. Soviets may well 
refuse accept this formula on basis that break on this particular 
point would in terms of public opinion cause more problems for 
West than for Soviets. This could result in postponement of confer- 
ence. 

3. Second course proposed involves tripartite approach to Molo- 
tov by three Ambassadors in support of three-one ratio. If Molotov 
refused we would then suggest that place of meeting might be 
transferred to Switzerland or Vienna. We believe this has grave 
disadvantages. First, by approaching Molotov we tend by our action 
to convert these procedural questions into major substantive issues 
on which it would be unfortunate to break or retreat. Second, by 
suggesting new locale for conference we afford Soviets splendid op- 
portunity drag out preliminary proceedings well beyond Jan 25, 
thus leaving proposed meeting without either definite place or 
ate. 
4. Because of difficulties presented by above alternatives and par- 

ticularly possibilities for indefinite postponement Berlin Confer- 
ence, we believe third course suggested by British, i.e., to cut short 
argument and accept alternate meetings ACA building and East 
Berlin seems preferable. Procedure of alternate meetings should 
impress Western public opinion as more than fair and cut ground 

1 Drafted by MacArthur, Morris, and Thurston; cleared by Merchant; and ini- 
tialed for Secretary Dulles by MacArthur. Also sent to Paris and repeated to 
Moscow, Berlin, and Bonn. 

2 Telegram 2213 reported HICOG’s view after discussions with British and French 
officials in Germany that the time had come to insist on the right of each Foreign 
Minister to determine the place of his meeting. (896.1 BE/1-1254) 

3 According to telegram 2606 from Paris, Jan. 13, these alternatives were: (1) con- 
tinue to insist on the present Western position; (2) appeal to Moscow; or (3) accept 
the one-to-one ratio. (396.1 BE/1-1354)
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out from under Soviet dilatory tactics. We believe however that in 
order there be no further pretext for delay our acceptance alter- 
nate East-West sector meetings should be coupled with agreement 
that location first meeting be determined by lot. We have in mind 
that in presenting this proposal to Dengin we would stress conces- 
sions we have made re place and date of conference. Now in order 
further to facilitate convening this conference we are prepared as 
indicated above to accept Soviet position on alternate meetings in 
two sectors. Under these circumstances if they are not able to 
agree to our present proposal, we shall feel impelled to make 
public reason why no agreement has been reached at these prelimi- 
nary talks. Refusal of Soviets to accept this package difficult to 
conceive from public opinion viewpoint. At same time, while in- 
creasing somewhat physical difficulties of conference, such proce- 
dure should not obstruct attainment our basic tripartite objectives. 

If agreement reached along above lines we do not anticipate any 
particular difficulty re following past practice rotating chairman- 
ships. If first meeting should be held Soviet sector it would be natu- 
ral for one of us suggest Molotov as chairman that day, whereas if 
first meeting held West sector one of three Western Foreign Minis- 
ters would be logical candidate for chair. Thus there seems no 
reason why chairmanship question should be raised now in present 
preliminary talks with Soviets. 

Please send UK and French reaction soonest. Would also appreci- 
ate receiving urgently views HICOGs and Moscow. 4 

DULLES 

4On Jan. 14 the Embassy in London reported that Eden and Churchill agreed on 
the third course of action (telegram 2990, 396.1 BE/1-1454), while on the same day 

the Embassy in Paris reported that Bidault was adamantly opposed to the one-to- 
one ratio proposal. (Telegram 2625, 396.1 BE/1-1454) HICOG on the other hand fa- 
vored the approach to Molotov, while the Embassy in Moscow believed a proposal 
offering a choice of either the three-to-one ratio or alternate meetings with the first 
ACA building might be successful. (Telegrams 2248 from Bonn and 853 from 
Moscow, Jan. 14, 396.1 BE/1-1454) 

No. 334 

762.00/1-1354: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (Conant) to the 
Department of State } 

CONFIDENTIAL Bonn, January 13, 1954—7 p.m. 

2237. This telegram discusses present state of German expecta- 

tions with regard coming four power conference. 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, Berlin, and Moscow.
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Death of Stalin and subsequent developments in USSR, especial- 
ly fall of Beria, 2 have, as elsewhere in Europe, resulted in change 
of atmosphere in Federal Republic, though owing German fear of 
Soviets, this had taken place more gradually here. Soviet propagan- 
da about new course in USSR and indications of conciliatory Soviet 
attitude, specifically release of large numbers German POWs have 
had some direct effect on German opinion, but main reason for 
change of atmosphere here is growing conviction that while 
present Soviet gestures may be merely tactical, genuine if undesire 

[sic] social and structural change away from doctrinaire Commu- 

nism taking place within USSR which will have inevitable by-prod- 
uct of lessening chances of Soviet aggressive action. 

Coming on top of this changing appraisal of USSR, Germans also 
see pronounced change of course in US policy as indicated by an- 
nounced plans to cut defense budget, realignment of armed forces, 
signs of possible redefinition US policy toward China, and, perhaps 
most important of all, developments following President’s proposals 
for atomic controls. ? Germans have now therefore received what 
they regard to be valid indications from both sides that there has 
in fact been some relaxation in cold war and there is more to come. 

Nevertheless, few Germans believe that these changes have gone 
far enough to create any real possibility that problem of German 
unity can be solved in any complete or final sense at coming con- 
ference; it is not believed that Soviets are now ready make neces- 
sary sacrifices. Taken together, these apparently confliciting ap- 
praisals have resulted in a growing feeling that Berlin Conference 
should not be allowed to break down completely and that four- 
power talks on German unity should be continued in some form 

rather than attempting assign complete guilt to Soviet for failure 

to agree on major issues. Tendency to follow this course regardless 

of actual developments at conference is, as might be expected, 

strongest with SPD. (We believe party will continue after confer- 
ence with its present deliberate ambiguity of approach, suggesting 
on one hand that SPD recognizes necessity of joining forces with 

West in common defense effort and on other hand that neutrality 
might be acceptable price for German unity.) SPD emphasizes one 
or other of these approaches depending on foreign developments, 
especially its estimate of Soviet willingness make concessions on 
unity and with approach of Berlin Conference, neutralist tendency 
is in ascendant. This demonstrated during luncheon discussion 
with US High Commissioner, January 11, when Ollenhauer openly 

2 Lavrenty Pavlovich Beria, Soviet Minister of Internal Affairs and State Securi- 
ty, had disappeared from public view at the end of June 1953. 

3 See footnote 2, Document 326.
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declared that “Swedish-type solution’—here he actually means 
compulsory military neutrality—‘“‘for German unity completely sat- 
isfactory to party and Austrian type of arrangement would offer 

many advantages.” (Wehner and other SPD leaders have already 
advanced proposals for continuing or recommencing negotiations if 
it becomes apparent that no agreement on major issues can be 

reached Berlin.) Desire to keep talks going also widespread in coali- 

tion circles (as well as among press and radio commentators), 

though coalition leaders see considerable difficulty in bringing 

about EDC ratification in France while talks are still going on, 
even though negotiations were no longer on Foreign Minister level. 

Of course, coalition leaders are not as suggestible as SPD where So- 
viets are concerned and their final attitude on continuation of talks 
is more dependent on actual course of conference. 

General change in atmosphere has therefore resulted in situation 
where Germans are discounting in advance Berlin Conference’s 

chances for major success at this time but at same time feel that 

complete breakdown would be regression and attempts at gradual 
progress on smaller issues should be made. Soviets presumably will 
do everything prevent abrupt termination of conference and should 
find this German attitude useful if it continues. If Soviets can actu- 

ally be forced to make definite and unequivocal refusal permit 

German unity within relatively short time, present German atti- 
tude will pose no problem. If Western opinion should support nego- 

tiations on less important issues in event no agreement can be 
reached on major ones, and no acceptable way is found quickly to 

incorporate German forces in Western defense structure, Chancel- 

lor could lose some of his hold over coalition and public opinion 

where unity issue concerned, to advantage of SPD, unless he shifts 

ground. That is tactic at which he has shown himself adept. 

CONANT
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No. 335 

396.1 BE/1-1454: Telegram 

The Assistant United States High Commissioner for Germany (Park- 
man) to the Office of the United States High Commissioner for 
Germany, at Bonn } 

CONFIDENTIAL NIACT BERLIN, January 14, 1954—4 a.m. 

853. Fourth meeting with Dengin re site for Foreign Ministers 
conference ended without agreement, after lasting from 1030 Janu- 

ary 13 to 0100 January 14. ? In view of unsatisfactory and uncom- 
promising character of position maintained by Soviet Representa- 

tive throughout long meeting, three Western Commandants at end 
of session declined fix definite date for next meeting; Comman- 
dants also refused accept noncommittal quadripartite communiqué 

proposed by Dengin and have issued tripartitely brief statement to 
press reporting that no progress has been made over four meetings 
in selecting site for conference or in agreeing on other necessary 

technical preparations and that date for next meeting of High 
Commissioners representatives has not been fixed. 

Only new “proposal” advanced by Dengin on site issue today was 
following: First meeting in ACA building and second in either 
Karlshorst or “Unter den Linden building’ (Dengin said Soviets 
would much prefer latter building but would not insist on it); after 
first two meetings question of where following meetings were to be 

held should be left for Foreign Ministers to decide themselves. 
Commandants spent some time attacking this proposal in turn, 

pointing out that it was really no proposal at all, that it fulfilled 
only small portion of mission with which four governments and 

High Commissioners had charged their Berlin representatives, that 

it seemed to be merely a variation of Dengin’s original proposal for 

alternating meetings in east and west sectors, and that it appeared 

frivolous and even preposterous in any event for him to suggest 

that four Foreign Ministers should spend many wearying hours (as 

we all had) in haggling over housekeeping details when purpose of 
their conference was obviously to settle pressing world problems. 

General Timberman then made following specific proposal, on 
basis of his assumption that each of four Foreign Ministers would 
chair meetings of conference in rotation: first meeting ACA build- 
ing, second meeting Karlshorst, and thereafter site for each meet- 

1 Repeated to Paris, London, Moscow, and Washington; the source text is the copy 
in Department of State files. 

2 Verbatim minutes of this meeting are in CFM files, lot M 88, box 167, “Quadri- 

partite Meeting of the Berlin Commandants’”’.
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ing to be selected by chairman of that particular meeting. Dengin 
claimed that proposal was not new since it had in effect been made 

by French Commandant in very first meeting on January 7;? he 

also said he had repeatedly stated question of chairmanship was 
beyond his competence and one for Foreign Ministers themselves to 
decide. Prolonged discussion elicited from Dengin nothing but vari- 
ations on this theme, even when French Commandant submitted 

alternative formula substituting “in Soviet sector’ for Karlshorst 
as site second meeting. Again Dengin turned deaf ear to arguments 
re equality of four Foreign Ministers and stolidly reiterated that 
all questions pertaining to chairmanship were for Foreign Minis- 
ters and not him to decide. He also declined Commandants’ repeat- 
ed invitations to make new proposal. 

Since it had become abundantly clear that character of Dengin’s 
instructions did not permit him advance any further, General Tim- 
berman finally proposed adjourn meeting on ground it was evident 

after more than forty hours of discussion that Dengin did not have 
necessary authority to negotiate and to reach reasonable solution 
of our problem; he said he would have to refer to his government 
for instructions, British and French Commandants stated they also 
saw no purpose in continuing meeting and in view of attitude of 

Soviet Representative had no alternative but to refer entire matter 

to their governments. Dengin appeared slightly upset over Com- 
mandants’ refusal fix date for next meeting or to agree on quadri- 
partite press release. He expressed willingness to discuss other 

technical arrangements and proposed appointment quadripartite 

experts for security and communications; Commandants replied 
that for reasons already stated they would await instructions from 
their governments before proceeding further. 

PARKMAN 

3 See telegram 720, Document 327.
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396.1 BE/1-1454 

The Secretary of State to Foreign Minister Bidault 3 

CONFIDENTIAL NIACT [WASHINGTON, January 14, 1954.] 

Since sending you my comments last evening ? on Mr. Eden’s al- 

ternative courses of action, ? J have received a report from the US 
Commandant in Berlin on yesterday’s meeting with Dengin. * My 

own inclination is to accept the latest Soviet proposal which is that 
the first meeting be in the ACA building and the second in the 

Karlshorst, following which the question of location of subsequent 
meetings will be left for the Foreign Ministers to decide them- 

selves. I am not unduly concerned about Dengin’s position that the 
chairmanship is one for the Foreign Ministers themselves to 
decide. In past meetings of the four Foreign Ministers the chair has 
always rotated, and I believe we should go into the meeting on this 
assumption and not give the Soviets the impression now that there 
is any question about rotation of the chair among the four. 

While the foregoing represents my reaction to the Soviet propos- 

al of yesterday, I recognize that there may be other factors which 

you or Mr. Eden may have in mind, and if you think we should 
take a stronger stand I will of course support it wholeheartedly. 

I am sending a similar message to Mr. Eden. 5 

1 Transmitted to Paris in telegram 2500, Jan. 14 with the instruction that it be 
conveyed urgently to Bidault. Also sent to London, HICOG, Bonn, and HICOG 
Berlin. 

2 The U.S. position as indicated in telegram 3616, Document 338. 
3 For the British alternatives, see footnote 3, ibid. 

* For a record of this meeting, see telegram 853, supra. 
5 In a subsequent exchange of views the three Western powers agreed to authorize 

their Commandants to proceed along the following lines in their next meeting with 
Dengin: allow Dengin to state his own views in the hope that he might have been 
authorized to accept the three to one ratio; failing this, propose the internationaliza- 
tion of the ACA enclave for holding all the meetings (Bidault’s proposal); if Dengin 
rejected that, propose a one to one ratio with the first meeting at the ACA building; 
if this in turn was rejected, then the Commandants would accept Dengin’s offer for 
the first meeting at the ACA building, the next meeting in the Soviet sector, and 
subsequent meetings settled by the Foreign Ministers. This proposal was transmit- 
ted to Berlin in telegram 474, Jan. 15. (396.1 BE/ 1-1554) Further documentation on 
the exchanges preliminary to arriving at this position is in file 396.1 BE/1-1454 and 
1-1554.
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No. 337 

396.1 BE/1-1654: Telegram 

The Charge in France (Achilles) to the Department of State } 

SECRET Paris, January 16, 1954—9 p.m. 

2647. As far as France is concerned, we believe West goes to 

Berlin meeting with more favorable basis than we can recall at 
four-power meetings in past, of tripartite agreement which is both 
broad in scope and result of real meeting of minds. Furthermore, 
Bidault has had long experience in conferences with Russians, is. 
shrewd operator, shares our views as to importance of determining 
and if necessary exposing real Soviet position and intentions as 
prelude to action on EDC, and is apparently in personal agreement 
with practically all of preparatory tripartite work. 

We must remember, however, that problem of public opinion 

with respect to meeting is, in France as elsewhere in western 
Europe, markedly different from that in United States. Following 
is Our appraisal of prevailing attitude here toward Berlin confer- 
ence. 

1. For French parliamentary and public opinion, conference will 
be taking place in atmosphere of “détente’’. Fear of Soviet aggres- 
sion has steadily declined since early 1951, although confidence in 
Soviet peaceful intentions has not correspondingly increased; but 
desire for a meeting with Soviets has been strong for some time 
and interest in news about the conference will be considerable, at 
least initially. Few Frenchmen expect important results from the 
Berlin conference, but the testing of Soviet intentions appears to 
public and parliamentary opinion as an important and not neces- 
sarily futile business. There is real hope that with judicious han- 
dling, the present “détente’’ can somehow become accentuated. 

2. Rightly or wrongly, the United States is believed to have very 
different attitude. Many Frenchmen believe that the United States 
considers neither that “détente’’ exists now nor that one is possible 
in immediately foreseeable future. There is some suspicion, judi- 
ciously fostered by Communists and other enemies of European in- 
tegration, that United States is going to Berlin with purpose of 
having conference fail because such failure would be favorable to 
EDC ratification. Important elements of public opinion fear that 
United States may desire to break off talks at relatively early 
stage, before testing of Soviet intentions has been really conclusive; 
and because of considerations in foregoing paragraph, French views 
of what is conclusive will probably differ from that of other partici- 
pants and observers. 

3. It need hardly be pointed out that government representing 
France at Berlin will be neither strong nor united, nor supported 

1 Repeated to London, Bonn, Berlin, Moscow, Frankfurt, and Rome.
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by cohesive parliamentary majority. Due to the impending decision 
regarding EDC, due to rightist policies pursued by the present coa- 
lition (which are displeasing, not only to opposition, but also to im- 
portant elements of the coalition), and due to increasingly clever 
and unorthodox Communist tactics, the parliamentary situation 
here is more fluid and confused than it has been for some time; but 
on the basic need for Western solidarity vis-a-vis Soviets, the coalli- 
tion is fairly united and still well supported in both houses of Par- 
liament. 

4. As the decision regarding EDC approaches, there is frantic 
casting-about on the part of certain opponents of treaty, for some 
alternative means of controlling Germany. Those who believe in bi- 
lateral deal with Soviets are distinct minority, however, and most 
of them are Communists or discredited fellow-travelers. Neverthe- 
less, some are Gaullists represented in government, and one of 
principal preoccupations of government is to keep the present coa- 
lition intact. This concern may give rise to some ambiguities in 
government’s position, as it has during recent reinvestiture debate, 
but we do not believe present government would, or could, go any 
appreciable distance in possible bilateral dealings with Soviets re- 
garding Germany. 

5. Same is not true regarding Indochina, however. No French 
Government can at present time refuse to listen and give serious 
attention to any Soviet proposals regarding Indochina, any more 
than United States Government could refuse to listen and give seri- 
ous attention to Soviet proposals regarding Korean war when it 
was still in progress. Even if French Government were not willing 
to give such attention, public and parliamentary opinion would 
exert such pressure that refusal to explore a Soviet initiative re- 
garding Indochina could lead to government crisis. Since Laniel 
government is from our point of view the best possible government 
(among likely alternatives) to conduct any negotiations regarding 
Indochina, it may be unwise for us to discourage, or hinder, its rep- 
resentatives in Berlin if bilateral soundings take place between 
them and Soviets on this subject. We are satisfied, however, that 
French will not take initiative. 

6. One important point on which Soviet propaganda has made 
some headway in France recently has been ventilation of Oder- 
Neisse question by fellow-travelers, on basis of a correct appraisal 
that Frenchmen in general have little interest in German unity 
and still less in seeing Germany attempt to regain its lost territo- 
ries in the East. For this reason, question of security guarantees to 
Soviets, which has as yet been little discussed in public here, is 
likely to attract particular attention when it is raised. Soviet blan- 
dishments to France, when they are as direct and crude as they 
were in Pravda editorial in December, are probably counter-produc- 
tive; but in security guarantee question Soviets have important op- 
portunity for exploiting any possible divergences between Western 
allies. 

7. There is some relationship between this question and the more 
basic one whether the United States, unlike France, is perhaps de- 
voted to dynamic policy of anti-Communism looking to eventual de- 
struction of the Soviet system rather than peaceful coexistence
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and, at best, disintegration from within of totalitarian Commu- 
nism. Berlin conference can thus furnish important arguments to 
proponents or opponents of EDC in connection with question 
whether we view German contribution as entirely defensive in 
character. The present and likely succeeding French governments 
will probably continue to accept our moral thesis that we cannot 
bargain away enslaved peoples in an attempt to bolster our own se- 
curity; but French opinion will critically analyze our reaction to 
any proposal of additional assurances to Soviets against future 
German warlike action. 

ACHILLES 

No. 338 

396.1 BE/1-1754: Telegram 

The Assistant United States High Commissioner for Germany (Park- 
man) to the Office of the United States High Commissioner for 
Germany, at Bonn } 

CONFIDENTIAL NIACT BERLIN, January 17, 1954—7 a.m. 

870. Re Deptel 2532 to Paris, 3676 to London, repeated Berlin 
474, Bonn 2086, Moscow 475; re Bonn’s 433 to Berlin, repeated De- 
partment 2271, Paris 455, London 363, Moscow 142. 2 

At Western Cdts fifth meeting with Dengin, which began at 1715 

hours January 16 and ended 0455 January 17, * three Cdts in name 
their respective governments accepted following formula proposed 

by Dengin (at 0115 hours) for solution Foreign Ministers’ meeting 
site issue: during first week of Berlin conference all meetings of 

Foreign Ministers will take place in ACA building in West Berlin, 

during second week all meetings will take place in Unter Den 

Linden residence of Soviet High Commissioner in East Berlin, and 
during third week all meetings will take place ACA building; as for 
fourth week, ‘‘this question will depend on course of conference 
itself’. 

Last-minute snag developed, however, when Dengin refused to 
associate himself with proposed quadripartite communiqué report- 
ing in precise terms that agreement had been reached among four 
High Commissioners’ representatives on basis spelled out as per 

1 Repeated to Paris, London, Moscow, and Washington; the source text is the copy 
in Department of State files. 

2 Regarding telegram 2532, see footnote 5, Document 336. Telegram 433 transmit- 
ted the High Commissioners instructions to the Western Commandants on how to 
present the proposal in telegram 2532 to Dengin. (396.1 BE/1-1654) 

3The verbatim minutes of this meeting are in CFM files, lot M 88, box 167, 

“Quadripartite Meeting of the Berlin Commandants”.
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above in Dengin proposal and accepted by Cdts. Dengin at this 
point stated he would have to consult with his High Commissioner 

before issuing any such communiqué and proposed instead brief 
communiqué stating merely that agreement had been reached on 
two buildings for conference and that details would be issued later. 

Since this immediately raised question of whether any agreement 
had in fact been reached and if so on what terms, Cdts declined 
accede to this procedure. When pressed Dengin repeatedly con- 
firmed that Cdts proposed communiqué was accurate statement of 
his proposal (and he even repeated it in detail as given first para- 
graph) but persistently refused sign any document or agree to de- 
tailed communiqué until he had reported to his High Commission- 
er. He declined General Timberman’s invitation to do so by phone 
immediately on ground of lateness of hour. Best which Cdts could 
get from Dengin was commitment consult his High Commissioner 
at earliest opportunity and arrange with his colleagues for meeting 

of four deputies late afternoon or early evening January 17 to work 
out detailed quadripartite communiqué. British Cdt then declared 
meeting in recess until receipt of further word from Dengin. Three 
Western Cdts declined issue any communiqué at all at this stage 
and agreed that for moment only information to be given press was 
that meeting had recessed until later in the day. 

It is view of General Timberman and British and French Cdts 
that Dengin made his proposal in good faith and personally is will- 
ing abide by it but that he simply did not have authority reach 
final agreement without specific approval from Semenov. 

During course of long and tedious discussion which preceded in- 

troduction new Dengin proposal, latter had maintained completely 
negative and hedging position and had declined to entertain favor- 
ably or even display any interest in various stages outlined in ref- 
erence Western representatives. In face of this attitude three Cdts 

had maneuvered carefully through various stages outlined in refer- 
ence telegrams virtually to point of accepting formula set forth in 
point C of reference Department telegram, i.e., meetings on alter- 
nating days in ACA building and Soviet sector building. (To all 
Cdts arguments on behalf of three to one formula on basis of chair- 
man’s choice in rotation, Dengin had stolidly reiterated that all 

questions re chairmanship were for Foreign Ministers themselves 
to decide.) Since new Dengin proposal represented in view all three 
Cdts infinitely more advantageous arrangement than that which at 
that stage they were faced with having to accept without much fur- 
ther delay, three Western Cdts after telephonic consultation with 
Bonn and some effort obtain elaboration of Dengin formula for 
meetings fourth week (which had obviously been carefully worded
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and appeared in no event prejudicial to US), accepted Dengin pro- 
posal without further discussion. 4 

PARKMAN 

* In a subsequent telegram Parkman reported that the Soviet representatives had 
telephoned British headquarters to state that they were in agreement with the text 
of the communiqué which recorded the agreed four-power position on the location 
for the conference. (Telegram 777 from Berlin, Jan. 17 (8 p.m.), 396.1 BE/1-1754) 
The text of the communiqué, also transmitted in telegram 777, was released to the 
press at 7:30 p.m., Berlin time. 

No. 339 

PPS files, lot 65 D 101, “S/P Papers—Jan.-Feb. 1954” 

Paper Prepared by Jacob Beam of the Policy Planning Staff ! 

SECRET [WASHINGTON,] January 20, 1954. 

BRIEFING PAPER ON PROSPECTS FOR BERLIN CONFERENCE 

The Conference developed from Churchill’s hints that the West 
probe the intentions of the new Soviet leaders. 2? These hints were 
seized upon by the French who insisted that before they could 
ratify the EDC, a serious effort must be made to reach an accom- 
modation with the Russians on Germany. For both sides the 

French position will be the critical point at the forthcoming confer- 
ence. 

It was obvious that after the June 17 events * the Soviets would 
be most reluctant to seriously discuss German affairs. Our princi- 
pal achievement to date is that we have forced them into a position 

where such a discussion at some stage is unavoidable. We can face 
them with the issue of free elections; their acceptance would mean 
abandonment of a communist regime for the first time, that in 
Eastern Germany; should they seek an alternative advantage in a 
plausible plan for unification, their credit is so low as to invite 
skepticism and exposure. The Russians, however, will try to be- 
cloud the issue by placing emphasis on their concept of European 
security and by a proposal for five-power talks to settle Far East- 

1 The source text bears the notation ‘Prepared by JB for Secretary's presentation 
to NSC mtg 1/21/54”. For a record of Secretary Dulles’ presentation to the NSC, see 
the memorandum of discussion, Document 343. Copies of this paper were also sent 
to Bowie, Murphy, MacArthur, and Merchant. 

2 Reference is to Churchill’s proposal for a four-power meeting with the Soviet 
Union; see footnote 3, Document 186. 

3 For documentation on the uprisings in the Soviet Zone of Germany beginning 
June 16, see Documents 718 ff.
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ern problems. They will try at all costs to forestall a clear-cut deci- 

sion by delay. 

Judging from the Soviet notes* and Malenkov’s August 8 
speech, ® the Russians will probably play two gambits—the French 
and the German, with stress probably on the first. The French 

gambit will be: Russia is willing to develop a European security 
system based on a “normalization” of bilateral relations and trade 
expansion, and on an exchange of bilateral security assurances 
where desired. The Franco-Soviet alliance should be built on. Thus 
there will be no need for the NATO military coalition. The solution 
must be purely European in character. U.S. bases which are obvi- 
ously aimed at Russia must be withdrawn. France would forfeit 
great power status in EDC which would be dominated by Germany 
and which Germany would use to involve Europe in new adven- 
tures. 

The Russian gambit on Germany may take some such form as 

this: The Western Germans must know that their entry into EDC 
will permanently prevent German reunification. The Soviet Gov- 

ernment is now prepared to take the following steps: East and 
West German representatives should attend the conference to ex- 
press their views. Since unification may take some time to com- 
plete, the East and West German Governments should meet togeth- 
er to form a provisional authority capable of consulting with the 
four powers on peace terms. This authority should establish condi- 
tions of free elections without foreign interference, since this is 

purely a German affair. In the meantime occupation costs must be 
immediately reduced and foreign debts cancelled. Under the peace 

treaty occupation forces would be withdrawn; united Germany 

must join no bloc but should have an army adequate for defense; 
its economy should be uncontrolled except for the production of 
war material. 

In short the Russians will work toward a neutralized Germany. 
Although they have recently concealed their intent, They doubtless 
envisage some kind of four-power control over Germany in the 
peace treaty. If a dead-lock is reached the Russians may offer, as 
an alternative to continued division, an ‘Austrian solution” for 

Germany. Under this the present barriers would be removed and 
the East and West German Governments would be encouraged to 
work out some kind of united authority. Occupation forces would 
remain and four-power control would be reinstituted. 

* For text of the Soviet notes, exchanged with the three Western powers during 
the summer and fall of 1953, see Documents 257 ff. 

5 For extracts from Malenkov’s speech on Aug. 8, 1953, to the Supreme Soviet, see 
Documents (R.1.1.A.) for 1953, pp. 22 ff.
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As to Austria itself, the Russians will probably be willing to dis- 
cuss the state treaty, despite their recent reluctance. They are un- 
likely, however, to agree to a settlement until a solution is found 

for Germany. 
The Russians would count upon their five-power conference pro- 

posal, which they say they will introduce, to serve several pur- 
poses: first, to encourage the French to believe that a solution can 
be found for Indochina; secondly, to divide the Western allies in 
their respective attitudes toward communist China; and thirdly, to 

gain favor with the Chinese, possibly in return for a commitment 
from them to insist on Soviet participation in the Korean political 
conference. 

Our endeavor will be to help the French to face up to their own 
decisions, avoiding insofar as possible any appearance of U.S. domi- 
nation or interference. The French must find out for themselves 
that EDC offers them greater security than a Germany united on 
even the most liberal Soviet terms. At best these would make Ger- 
many a source of continued rivalry between East and West; Germa- 
ny would be left sufficient initiative to provoke such rivalry, the 
more so as it would rebel against any imposed restraints. By prob- 
ing, the French and Germans must be convinced that the Russians 
probably have no intention of agreeing to free elections or of total- 
ly abandoning their stake in Eastern Germany. 

On the positive side, we will emphasize that the division of Ger- 

many must be repaired in the interest of peace and justice toward 
Germany. A role must be found for a united Germany which best 
serves European security. Past experience has shown that it is dan- 

gerous to hold Germany down by dictated terms and crippling ser- 

vitudes. It must voluntarily accept the same restrictions on its ac- 
tions as other nations are willing to assume for the maintenance of 
peace. 

While we will not initially confront the Russians with acceptance 
of EDC, we will stress that security can best be obtained by Germa- 
ny’s association with a community devoted by self-interest to the 
maintenance of peace. A constructive relationship between France 
and Germany must be found in order that one source of war can be 
eliminated. The type of association should be one in which Germa- 
ny must depend upon its partners for prosperity and protection. 
There should be collective responsibility for the prevention of ag- 
gression. The opportunity should be offered Germany to participate 
in a community which by the nature of its mutually accepted en- 
gagements and organization itself would make it unprofitable and 
impossible for any one country to break the peace. Russia’s securi- 
ty would be assured through any system, based on the principles of 
the UN Charter, which included Germany as a member and which
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through collective action and conscience made it certain that no 
act of aggression could be committed by any partner within or 
without the confines of the community. 

We will say that the first step is to enable the German people 

freely to decide the form of the institutions under which they 
choose to live and to determine the role which Germany by its own 
free will is best suited to play in the community. It is essential that 

our first consultation with all the German people be through the 
holding of free elections and the observance of human rights. A 
democratic government for all of Germany should be established 
which would be able to join the four powers at an appropriate stage 

in the drafting of a peace treaty. 

We will not deal with the question of five power discussions until 
this is raised by the Soviets. We will oppose the suggestion on the 
grounds that the projected Korean political conference is the 
proper place to start any discussion of Far Eastern problems. We 
will endeavor to hold the French in line with respect to any over- 
tures on Indochina. 

We will insist that the Austrian treaty be concluded apart from 
the question of Germany and we will reject the introduction by the 
Soviets of extraneous issues or a proposal that Austrian neutrality 
be stipulated in the treaty. 

Our probing action is likely to be as tedious as the Soviet meth- 
ods are devious. The Russians will try to protect themselves 
against any final break. They may propose that since this confer- 
ence has not achieved results, a further meeting be held within a 
few months time. We will guard ourselves against any such excuse 

for further delay. 

No. 340 

396.1 BE/1-2154: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (Conant) to the 
Office of the United States High Commissioner for Germany, at 
Berlin 

SECRET Bonn, January 21, 1954—8 p.m. 

457. Berlin for US Delegation. In course of conversation January 
21, Brentano, CDU faction leader, volunteered following comments 

on Chancellor’s position on tactics for Berlin conference: 

1 Repeated to Paris and Washington; the source text is the copy in Department of 
State files.
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“Although no one in coalition disagrees with Chancellor that 
Federal Republic should not be sacrificed until replaced by all- 
German Government which is free to act and capable of doing so, 
including capacity continue policy of close cooperation with West, 
there is serious disagreement over Chancellor’s approach to confer- 
ence. Main characteristic Chancellor’s position is excessive caution, 
which has led to proposals so complicated they could be understood 
neither by public nor Bundestag leaders and which were open to 
interpretation as indications Chancellor’s preference for EDC over 
idea of German unity at this time. Almost whole CDU faction is 
opposed Chancellor’s position on Volkskammer elections, veto right 
on transfer of powers to all-German Assembly, and continued exist- 
ence separate east zone government, but as long as issue remains 
merely theoretical one, their loyalty to him will prevent public crit- 
icism. Faction favors clear and simple policy which can be under- 
stood by public, i.e., genuinely free elections to lead to all-German 
government which from outset has complete freedom of action in- 
ternally (within limits of contractuals as minimum) and in foreign 
affairs. 

“There is, of course, little chance that Soviets would accept such 
a program but if it began to appear more possible, Chancellor 
would undoubtedly quickly shift his ground and lead movement in 
direction outlined above. If Soviets ever actually prepared accept 
free elections this alone would amount to such complete revolution 
in their policy that it would mean they were also in fact prepared 
relinquish all control over east zone Volkspolizei and SED appara- 
tus would have disintegrated even before elections during election 
campaign. 

“Extra elections for Volkskammer at same time as all-German 
elections or later completely unnecessary, as are recent govern- 
ment demands for pre-election reduction of Volkspolizet though 
latter not bad propaganda issue. There would be many ways cope 
with problem of governing Soviet zone in event Soviet agreement 
on free elections. For example, one could imagine that all-German 
Assembly would establish committee to temporarily administer 
area by means of ordinances on basis basic law until new all- 
German constitution adopted, while Federal Republic remained 
intact as administrative unit. 

“If Soviets should bring up question of withdrawal of occupation 
troops as topic which must be negotiated before all-German elec- 
tions take place, it would be best if West would refuse discuss prob- 
lem in these terms but rather seek to turn edge of Soviet attack by 
insisting that only all-German Assembly could decide on such ques- 
tions, since it is policy of West to demand freedom of all-German 
Government to decide which foreign troops it wanted on its terri- 
tory and where they should be stationed as part of general freedom 
this government should have. If pressed, Western powers could con- 
cede withdrawal to Wesser in order create troop-free area in cen- 
tral Germany if Soviets would go to Oder-Neisse. In no case should 
US agree to withdraw its troops. 

“West should have no fears about outcome of elections, provided 
they were really free—and Germans are united in their under- 
standing of what free elections really are. Coalition leaders expect
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a high majority for Chancellor, much higher than in federal elec- 
tions if all-German elections were to be held, and Chancellor’s fears 
about composition all-German Assembly groundless, all the more if 
selection of candidates took place as now planned with each Feder- 
al Republic (and DDR) party drawing up single list of candidates 
for all of Germany. Certain risks are connected with every change, 
but risks for West and for Adenauer, if Soviets actually permitted 
free elections, would be infinitesimal.” 

In subsequent conversations, Foreign Affairs Committee Chair- 

man Gerstenmaier took identical line. He too ascribed Chancellor’s 
“overly cautious’ approach, latter’s nervousness over potential 
dangers of conference for Germany and his desire to counter them 

all in advance even though this could lead to breakup of four 
power meeting. 

In our opinion, general tone taken by Brentano in conversation 
represents feelings of majority of coalition on this subject. Main 
reason there is not more visible coalition dissatisfaction with Chan- 

cellor’s present course, is, we believe, as Brentano states it: At 
present issue is regarded as so theoretical that it is not considered 
worth-while provoke Chancellor’s displeasure or give public proof 

of important rift in CDU and coalition at time when unity of ap- 
proach necessity for Germans. Nevertheless, Ministers Tillmanns 
and Kaiser, State Secretary Thedieck and faction whip Krone (all 
CDU) have privately expressed views almost identical with those of 
Brentano and Gerstenmaier. Of course, SPD also following this 
line, together with majority FDP and large number government of- 
ficials who feel Chancellor unnecessarily jeopardizing his prestige 
by present course, (e.g., Grewe’s position on east zone elections as 
reported Bonn’s telegram 2323 to Department, 376 London, 468 

Paris, 447 Berlin, 20 January 2). These points might be taken into 

account in deciding accept or reject Chancellor’s position in its en- 
tirety for incorporation Western powers tactical plan at Berlin. 

CONANT 

2 Telegram 2323 reported that a meeting with Grewe on Jan. 20 had been general- 
ly inconclusive since Grewe had not had an opportunity to discuss the tripartite po- 
sition on all-German elections, the status of an all-German Government, and tactics 
for the Berlin Conference with Hallstein and Chancellor Adenauer. In particular 
Grewe had refused to commit himself on whether the reduction of the number of 
Soviet Zone police was a precondition for all-German or Eastern Zone elections. 
(8396.1 BE/1-2054)
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No. 341 

396.1 BE/1-2154: Telegram 

The Ambassador in Austria (Thompson) to the Department of 
State } 

SECRET VIENNA, January 21, 1954—7 p.m. 

1824. Foreign Office having been somewhat disturbed at two 
points made by Figl to Western High Commissioners re Austrian 
attitude at Berlin (Embtel 1763 repeated London 142, Paris 242 2), 
Caccia discussed these points with Fig] today. They were (1) Austri- 
an indication they might seek revision of a number of obsolete or 
objectionable articles including Article 4 and (2) Austrian tactics re 
neutrality which also disturbed Department (Deptel 2049 repeated 
London 3683, Paris 2533 3). On former point, Foreign Office feared 
that to reopen whole series of articles would open doors for Rus- 
sians to introduce new proposals of their own, and reopening of Ar- 
ticle 4 would be particularly dangerous in view recent Soviet accu- 
sations re Anschluss. On second point, Foreign Office somewhat ex- 

aggerated significance of Austrian tactics by describing them as 
“complete abdication of sovereignty in a vital matter”. 

(We had, in fact, taken these points up at last working group 4 

meeting and obtained from Austrian experts assurances that revi- 
sion of articles other than 35 would be sought only in final drafting 

stage if treaty seemed imminent, that they would advise against re- 
opening Article 4 under any circumstances, and that Austrian 
gambit on neutrality would only be utilized, if appropriate at all, 
during late stage of discussion this subject.) 

Figl replied to Caccia along much same lines. He stated categori- 

cally that no reference to revision of any article other than 35 
would be made in his opening statement to conference and other 
articles would be reopened only if prospects for concluding treaty 
seemed excellent. He said he would discuss full text his opening 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, and Berlin. 
2 Telegram 1763 reported on a meeting with Fig] on Jan. 14 at which the Austri- 

an Chancellor reviewed his plans for the Berlin Conference, stating, inter alia, that 

Austria would not raise the neutrality issue itself. If however, the Soviet Union 
raised the question, Austria would reiterate its intention not to join any military 
alliance, express its belief that there should be no neutrality clause in the treaty, 
and state that this was a matter for four-power resolution. (396.1 BE/1-1454) 

3 Telegram 2049 stated that the four-power agreement on the terms of Austrian 
neutrality was unlikely and that it would be better if Austria said nothing about it 
rather than leave it to the four powers. (896.1 BE/1-1454) 

* Following completion of the second session of the Tripartite Working Group in 
December, tripartite consultation with Austria had begun in January concerning 
those papers affecting Austria. Documentation on the several meetings in Vienna to 
discuss tripartite positions is in file 396.1 BE.
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statement with High Commissioners in Vienna before his depar- 
ture and again with Western delegations in Berlin. As to neutrali- 
ty, he reiterated Austrian position as previously stated, emphasiz- 
ing he would oppose derogation from full sovereignty and would be 
guided by attitude of Western Powers. 

THOMPSON 

No. 342 

762.00/1-2154: Telegram 

The United States High Commissioner for Germany (Conant) to the 
Department of State ! 

SECRET Bonn, January 21, 1954—8 p.m. 

2342. Text of UK telegram reporting today’s conversation of US 
High Commissioner with Chancellor follows: 

Begin verbatim text: 
1. When US High Commissioner saw Chancellor yesterday 

evening and discussed Chancellor’s proposal for elections to an east 
zone parliament at the same time as all-German elections, a new 
idea emerged from their discussion. This was that, as an alterna- 
tive to the above proposal, the Laender in the east zone, which are 
still in existence de jure, should be restored in practice, and Land- 
tag elections should be held in them under supervision simulta- 
neously with the all-German elections. 

2. Dr. Adenauer told me this morning that, having reflected on 
this idea, he thought it had certain advantages. In the first place it 
would ensure that the federal structure was extended to the east 
zone. This would be in accordance with the wishes of the Western 
allies and with the basic law as well as with the Chancellor’s own 
ideas. It would not, however, appeal to the centralist school of 
thought represented by the Social Democrats (SPD) and part of the 
Free Democrats (FD). Secondly, for purposes of presentation to the 
Russians the proposal would have a less one-sided appearance than 
the previous idea of new elections for an east zone parliament. As 
the Laender of the east zone no longer existed in practice, it would 
be natural that, on their reconstitution, Landtag elections should 
be required there. 

Chancellor did not say in so many words that he would see no 
objection, if necessary, to simultaneous Landtag elections in the 
Laender of Federal Republic, but he did say that in five of those 
Laender new elections are due in any case during 1954. 

3. There would naturally be a transitional period between all- 
German plus Landtag elections and formation of a definitive all- 
German Government based on a constitution. During this period it 
would be essential to keep the federal government in being in 

1 Repeated to Berlin, London, and Paris.
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order preserve its links with West. This would mean keeping 
Volkskammer and east zone government in being too, but present 
proposal would have effect of cutting off their legs. Great part of 
powers of east zone government, including control of police, would 
go to new land governments. When pressed to say how powers of 
land governments would be defined, Chancellor said existing east 
zone constitution was, as he understood it, not unreasonable about 
powers of Laender. Anyway, in practice new Land governments 
would know they were supported by National Assembly and provi- 
sional all-German government. 

4. In reply to questions, Chancellor said he saw no difficulty 
about providing suitable candidates for Land elections. He also 
thought an idea on these lines would be supported by great majori- 
ty of opinion in Federal Republic. 

5. Chancellor said that while he still preferred his idea for new 
east zone parliament, for purposes of presentation to Russians he 
considered present proposal had undeniable advantages, and he 
would be prepared to accept it on this basis. He would let us have 
new memorandum as soon as possible. 

6. Chancellor emphasized no scheme of this nature would work 
unless his proposals for reduction and disarmament of Volkspolizei 
were accepted. I stressed difficulties attendant on this proposal, 
and made further point that, once we started bringing in Volkspoli- 
zei in this way, Russians might be tempted to go one better and say 
that free elections would also be difficult in presence of foreign 
troops. In spite of these arguments, I was not able persuade Chan- 
cellor to modify his ideas. 

7. Grewe was present at meeting, and promised afterwards he 
would still let us have clarification for which we asked him yester- 
day in addition to Chancellor’s observations to me today. 
End verbatim text. 

I am preparing memorandum of my own conversation with 

Chancellor yesterday which I shall hand to Secretary in Berlin. 

Copy will be telegraphed to Department. ” 
CoNANT 

2 Not found in Department of State files.
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No. 343 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file 

Memorandum of Discussion at the 181st Meeting of the National 
Security Council, Thursday, January 21, 1954 } 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY 

Present at the 18lst Meeting of the National Security Council 
were the President of the United States, presiding; the Secretary of 
State; the Acting Secretary of Defense; the Director, Foreign Oper- 
ations Administration; the Director, Office of Defense Mobilization. 

The Vice President did not attend the meeting because of his ab- 
sence from the city. Also present were the Secretary of the Treas- 

ury; the Attorney General (for Item 6); Mr. Morrison for the Direc- 
tor, Bureau of the Budget; the U.S. Representative to the United 

Nations; the Under Secretary of State; the Acting Secretary of the 
Army and Adm. Duncan for the Secretary of the Navy (for Item 4); 
the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; Gen. Bolte for the Chief of 

Staff, U.S. Army, the Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force, and the Com- 

mandant, U.S. Marine Corps (for Item 4); Judge Barnes, Assistant 
Attorney General, and Mr. Herbert Hoover, Jr., Department of 
State (for Item 6); the Director of Central Intelligence; the Assist- 

ant to the President; Robert Cutler and C.D. Jackson, Special As- 

sistants to the President; the Deputy Assistant to the President; 

the Executive Secretary, NSC; and the Deputy Executive Secretary, 
NSC. 

There follows a summary of the discussion at the meeting and 

the main points taken. 

1. Meeting of the Four Foreign Ministers 

Secretary Dulles expressed the opinion that the forthcoming 

Berlin meeting would be more important in its negative than in its 

positive aspects. He thought that this meeting might represent the 

last major Soviet effort to disrupt the Western alliance and to de- 

stroy the security of Western Europe. If this effort failed, our own 
program would succeed. If the Soviets are successful, it would be 
necessary to reexamine fundamentally United States policies with 
regard to the EDC and NATO. 

Turning to specifics, Secretary Dulles thought that if the Soviets 
were in the “right mood” it might prove possible to obtain a treaty 
for Austria and the withdrawal of the occupation forces. We would 
be prepared, if absolutely necessary to secure the treaty, to envis- 
age some degree of neutralization for Austria. 

1 Drafted on Jan. 22.
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As for Germany, Secretary Dulles thought the prospects for uni- 

fication very poor. Soviet agreement to German unification would, 
in effect, represent an invasion of freedom deep into the Iron Cur- 

tain. Until the Soviets are prepared to extend greater freedom to 
Poland and Czechoslovakia, they cannot afford to permit this inva- 
sion to occur. Nevertheless, the Soviets will probably put forward 
some kind of package proposal for German unification, primarily 
designed to induce the French to abandon both EDC and their 

struggle in Indochina. Whether or not the French will succumb to 
these Soviet wiles remains to be seen. In any event, for tactical rea- 

sons Secretary Dulles said that he proposed to submerge his own 

personal role in the hope that France would then take a more posi- 
tive part in the forthcoming conference. Thus we shall avoid the 

charge that France is merely the tail to the U.S. kite, and will fa- 
vorably influence the French Parliament and French public opin- 
ion. 

The National Security Council: 

Noted an oral report by the Secretary of State on probable devel- 
opments at the forthcoming meeting of the four Foreign Ministers 
in Berlin. 

[Here follows discussion of items 2-7, United States policy on 

Berlin, significant world developments affecting United States se- 
curity, United States objectives and courses of action with respect 

to Southeast Asia, United States objectives and courses of action 
with respect to Indonesia, United States policy toward Iran, and 
United States policy toward Finland. ] 

No. 344 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 211: Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the United States Delegation at the 

Berlin Conference 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, January 22, 1954—1:17 p.m. 
PRIORITY 

Tosec 10. Summary No. 1. 

[Here follows a summary of developments in the Far East, 

Europe, North Africa, and the Middle East.] 

Following intelligence summary: 

Available indications fail suggest any forthcoming change in 

known Soviet positions at Berlin. (1) Soviet propaganda continues
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high sustained attention. Like buildup before 1951 talks, ! Moscow 

press daily takes up one aspect international problems and repre- 
sents standard attacks against US position and reiterated Soviet 
position as outlined November 38 note. 2 USSR shows preoccupation 
with question German militarization and what it calls “policy di- 
viding Europe’ as allegedly symbolized by EDC. Basic Soviet argu- 
ment: task of conference to reduce international tensions; to accom- 

plish this necessary to work out European security, and for this 
necessary solve German problem along lines advocated by USSR. 
Moscow characteristically shuns prediction outcome Berlin talks, 
although prepares public for difficulties by citing Western press re- 
ports alleged US intentions torpedo meeting. In essence Moscow 

pictures meeting as “opportunity” for relaxation, with responsibil- 
ity on West to seize it. (2) In private conversations Soviet diplomats 

have generally given no cause except modification in Soviet posi- 
tion, but have stressed particularly to French community interest 
of European countries regarding German problem and argued all- 
European security arrangement would make EDC unnecessary. 

Indicative of Soviet intentions toward Germany is series reports 
that last October tour duty Soviet officers in Germany extended 
from three to five years. Since late October dependents of officers 
have been arriving in Germany and Austria. Requisitioning hous- 
ing facilities reported in Germany, Austria, Hungary, Bucharest. 

[Here follows a brief summary of reaction to Secretary Dulles’ 
speech on January 12.] 

SMITH 

195 Reference is to the Deputy Foreign Ministers meetings at Paris, Mar. 5-June 21, 

2 Document 280. 

No. 345 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 205 

Minutes of a Meeting of the United States Delegation at the Berlin 
Conference, January 22, 1954, 3:30 p.m. 

TOP SECRET 
USDEL MIN-1 

Present: 

The Secretary Schwartz 

Conant Gerhardt 
Parkman Freund 
MacArthur Davis
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Merchant Ausland 
McCardle Nagle 
Bowie O’Connor 

Bruce Eddy 
C. D. Jackson LaSelle 
Page Herfurt 
Tyler Manfull 
Morris McAuliffe 
McConaughy Seamans 
Thurston Matthews 
Reinstein Gilman 
Steere 

Physical Arrangements 

Mr. Eddy reported that the table arrangements in the ACA 
Building were for a square conference table with five seats at the 
table for each delegation and 10 seats in the second row. At the 
Unter den Linden building there were three seats at a smaller 
round table and we have asked for 12 seats in the second row. 

Entertainment 

With regard to entertainment Ambassador Conant said that if 
the three powers start entertaining with the West Germans the 
Russians would undoubtedly hold quadripartite entertainment with 
representatives of the East German Government being invited. 

Even a social meeting with the East Germans would have a bad 

psychological effect in West Germany. Ambassador Conant noted 
that there would be many social activities in Berlin and he suggest- 

ed tripartite coordination to make sure that all three foreign minis- 

ters did not attend the same entertainment on one night. 

With regard to Soviet entertaining Mr. MacArthur suggested 
that attendance at such functions should be worked out with Am- 
bassador Bohlen when he arrives. 

Mr. Eddy reported that there would be a simple buffet at the 

break in each session of the conference or at the end of the session, 

depending on the wish of the Chairman. No liquor will be served at 
these buffets and at the ACA Building the expenses will be shared 
tripartitely. 

Press 

With regard to press communications Mr. Eddy reported that 
space for the press in the East Sector was adequate but inspection 
revealed that the Soviets were not providing adequate telephone 

communication to western points. Mr. McCardle has asked Mr. 
Suydam to inform correspondents that they could come back to the 

press center in the western sector after the meetings in the Unter
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den Linden building to use the more adequate communications fa- 
cilities. 

With regard to press briefings Mr. MacArthur said there were of- 
ficers specialized in French and German press briefings. Substan- 
tive officers would meet together after each session for 10 or 15 

minutes to coordinate with their opposite numbers in the other two 
western delegations regarding the general line to be taken. So far 
as the briefing sessions themselves were concerned the British and 
French will be checked as to their proposed procedure so that all 
three delegations would be following a similar line with the press, 
although the respective national treatment would be tailored to the 
national interests. 
Ambassador Conant said that there had been and undoubtedly 

would continue to be free circulation of people between the western 

and eastern sectors. Should any violation of this principle occur to 
any of our people it would constitute an international incident. 

Consultation with Germans 

With regard to consultation with the Germans, Ambassador 
Conant suggested that if it were approved at the tripartite meeting 
tomorrow at 11:00 ! it would be easy to arrange for a meeting with 
Blankenhorn tomorrow afternoon, which he considered of primary 
importance. Ambassador Conant said that there was restrained op- 
timism on the part of the Germans with regard to the conference. 
The SPD were more enthusiastic publicly than in private. There 
was more optimism in the eastern zone where there were more 
hopes to fulfill, Ambassador Conant emphasized the manner in 
which the conference broke up would have a profound effect on 

German opinion. 

Reports to NAC 

With regard to reporting to the North Atlantic Council, Mr. Mac- 

Arthur suggested that Mr. Page should get together with his oppo- 
site number in the other western delegations to work out a report 
every week or two weeks. The point was made by Mr. Creel that 
other members of the diplomatic community in Berlin were ex- 
tremely anxious to receive word on the progress of the meeting. It 
was the general view that while it would not be possible to have a 
tripartite briefing of the entire diplomatic community, Mr. Mer- 
chant, Mr. Page, and Mr. Creel would get together to work out a 
procedure for briefing representatives of those governments who 
have asked for such briefing or where we think it will do most 
good. In this regard the Benelux countries and Italy should be 
given special consideration. 

1 For a report on this meeting, see Secto 10, infra.
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German Questions 

With regard to German questions, Ambassador Conant asked 
that he have some time with the Secretary to discuss the compli- 
cated issues involved and time was provisionally set aside immedi- 
ately after the Delegation meeting. 

Security Guarantee 

With regard to the security guarantee, Mr. MacArthur noted 
that the United States and the United Kingdom were in agreement 
but the French had not been able to agree at the Tripartite Work- 
ing Group meeting in Paris with the proposed US-UK draft. 2? The 

French will not raise this subject during the tripartite sessions and 

it is not the intention of the United States or United Kingdom to 

discuss it at this time. 

Five-Power Conference 

With regard to the probable Soviet proposal for a five-power con- 
ference, Mr. McConaughy reported on the latest position of the 
French on this subject. Although their initial position was strong, 
their retreat position was to agree to a five-power conference under 

conditions which would not necessarily preclude Soviet acceptance. 

The Secretary said there were two aspects of a meeting with the 
Communist China regime. If the conference were to include Com- 
munist China as one of the five great powers, as provided in Arti- 

cle 106 of the UN Charter, and the conference was to proceed 

under such general terms of reference as those indicated in that ar- 

ticle it would be impossible for the U.S. to attend. While we have 
never agreed that Potsdam covered Far Eastern matters, the 

United States would not have the same objections to a conference 
to settle certain Far Eastern problems in the proper context. Such 

a conference would include the nations interested in the problems 

and, with respect to Indochina, the Associated States might well be 
invited to the conference. The Secretary noted that since we were 

carrying on negotiations with the Chinese Communists with regard 
to Korea we could hardly object to the French discussing the Indo- 

china problems with them. 

Austria 

With regard to Austria, Mr. MacArthur suggested that there 
should be a specific briefing on this subject with the Secretary to- 

morrow morning before the tripartite meeting. 

2 Regarding the different positions on a European security guarantee as reported 
by the Tripartite Working Group, see the memorandum by Fuller, Document 320.
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General Discussion of Conference 

The Secretary said that one reason the United States has been 
reluctant to hold a four-power conference was the possibility of the 
Soviets using the conference to promote their objectives in the Sat- 
ellite countries. For example, pictures of western and Soviet lead- 
ers in congenial poses might be used in Soviet propaganda to imply 

that the West accepted the moral position of the Soviets and dealt 
with them on an equal plane. Therefore the Secretary had main- 
tained the position that the four foreign ministers would meet only 
on specific issues and not in the context of a periodic reunion. He 
asked that members of the Delegation attempt to avoid making a 
particularly friendly appearance in any dealings with the Soviets. 
The United States Delegation should be correct, formal and polite. 

With regard to security matters, it has been agreed quadripar- 
titely that the Soviets would be responsible for the Unter den 
Linden building and that the three western powers would be re- 
sponsible for the security of the ACA Building. From an inspection 
of the building in the Soviet Sector this morning Mr. Herfurt con- 
cluded that all offices to be used by the Delegation in the Unter 
den Linden building were wired for detecting conversations. All 
primary substantive discussions should be held in the U.S. Com- 
pound. Although equipment would be used to attempt to counter- 
act detection devices in the ACA Delegation offices, even the ACA 

building could not be considered completely secure. The conference 
room in the U.S. Compound was secure and similar conference 
rooms in which tripartite discussions would be held in the British 
and French elements were also secure. 

The Secretary said that the technical preparations for this meet- 
ing had been more complete than they had ever been before for a 
conference of this type. For this he expressed his appreciation. The 
objectives of the conference with regard to Germany and Austria 
were well known but perhaps the most important results of the 

conference would be its byproducts. While there was hope for a 

treaty with Austria and the unification of Germany, we should not 
be under the illusion that those objectives were the only positive 
results to be gained. From his experience as an adviser to U.S. Del- 
egations the Secretary reviewed some of the indirect results 
achieved at CFM’s. The Secretary emphasized that the conse- 
quences of the present conference would affect a long span of histo- 
ry. He asked for dedicated service on the part of all members of the 
Delegation, regardless of the nature of the tasks to be done, so that 
everything could be done to enhance the possibility of future coop- 
eration between France and Germany, and with her two western 
allies.
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No. 346 

396.1 BE/1-2354: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY BERLIN, January 23, 1954—10 p.m. 

Secto 10. Department pass OSD. Three Western Foreign Minis- 
ters held first meeting at 11 a.m. January 23 at Berlin residence 
French HICOMer. They discussed following questions: Chairman- 
ship and opening statement, nature of conference, Chinese partici- 
pation, control of passes, Austria, translation, press, time of meet- 

ings, and consultation with Federal Republic. 

1. Chairmanship and opening statement. Secretary Dulles pro- 
posed and it was agreed that Bidault should make first substantive 
statement. It was agreed to use French alphabet for seating with 
US in chair first meeting which supported by fact ACA building in 
US sector. Secretary would then call upon Bidault to speak first. 
Agreed that Secretary Dulles should approach Molotov shortly 
before first meeting of 4 Foreign Ministers and seek his agreement 
re above arrangements and daily rotation chairmanship of meet- 
ings. 

2. Nature of conference. Agreed not desirable treat conference as 
meeting of CFM and that discussion this question would not be ini- 
tiated by Western powers. 

3. Chinese participation. Secretary Dulles noted press reports re 
delegation of Communist Chinese in Berlin. Agreed Western 
powers would not accept their admission to conference if Soviets 
propose, even as observers. 

4. Control of passes. Agreed more important provide additional 
control entry into Foreign Ministers meeting beyond pass system 
for ACA building, but no definite decision made yet upon how this 
could be accomplished. 

5. Austria. Agreed would seek early preliminary discussion Aus- 
trian problem and principles of solution. Agreed Austrian question 
would not be referred to Deputy Foreign Ministers but that after 
general discussion by Foreign Ministers it might be referred to 
group of conference experts who could report back in few days to 
conference. Would propose that Austrians be allowed state their 
case during general preliminary discussion by Foreign Ministers 
leaving question full Austrian participation full negotiation open 
for further Foreign Ministers consideration. (At afternoon session 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, Bonn, Moscow, Vienna, and Frankfurt.
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on Secretary’s motion agreed to support at conference participation 

of Austrians in substantive discussion treaty.? ) 
Bidault said that Yugoslavs in a note had asked French that 

Yugoslavia be informed of and consulted on four-power discussions 
re Austrian settlement. Ministers agreed that Yugoslavs would be 
kept informed but not consulted. 

6. Translation. Agreed simultaneous translation could be used for 
prepared statements but not for oral exchanges. Also agreed that if 
Soviets refused install simultaneous in Unter den Linden building 

West could not insist. 

7. Press. Texts of statements expected to be released in full to 

press immediately after each meeting of Foreign Ministers. Allied 
experts who will brief press will meet briefly to agree on line in 

advance. Then each delegate will hold press conferences open to all 
members of press. (This would not preclude delegates holding addi- 

tional background conferences for own press.) 

8. Time of meeting. Agreed propose 3 p.m. to Soviets although 

Secretary pointed out possibly desirable hold additional meetings 

as conference progresses and this should be stated to Soviets in dis- 
cussion this item. 

9. Consultation with Federal Republic. Foreign Ministers dis- 
cussed primarily recent Adenauer proposals for holding new Volks- 
kammer elections at same time as all-German elections for nation- 

al assembly and reduction Volkspolizei. ? Agreed that it would not 
be desirable to amend Allied proposal to provide for these. Three 
HICOMers will discuss these questions with Blankenhorn. 

Meeting ended with agreement to meet again at 4:30 p.m. at resi- 

dence British HICOMer. After meeting, Foreign Ministers agreed 
informally in briefing press on this meeting emphasis would be on 
discussion of substantive matters studied by Paris working group 
rather than procedural questions, in order avoid giving Soviets im- 
pression Foreign Ministers had settled all procedural matters in 

advance. 

2 For a report on the afternoon meeting, see Secto 12, infra. 

3 For a further elaboration on Chancellor Adenauer’s views, see telegram 2342, 

Document 342.
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No. 347 

396.1 BE/1-2454: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 

Department of State ! 

SECRET BERLIN, January 24, 1954—2 a.m. 

Secto 12. Following is résumé second meeting today of three For- 
eign Ministers: 2 

(1) Austrian participation: Secretary said Austrians would be sat- 
isfied by reply to their note requesting participation ? in which we 

would indicate that we were prepared to raise their request for 

participation in the Berlin conference and to take a sympathetic 
attitude towards it. Messrs. Eden and Bidault agreed to this proce- 
dure. 

(2) Prospective discussions with Blankenhorn re Adenauer latest 
proposals regarding free elections (see Secto 8 *). 

(3) Position re Soviet proposal for five power meeting: Eden re- 
ferred to latest French proposal for modification initial tripartite 
position (see BER D1/2 5) as transmitted Paris telegram 2707 to De- 
partment. ® French revisions as embodied that telegram were ac- 
cepted by the three Foreign Ministers. 

Bidault then stated that he recognizes objections to five-power 

conference but length of Indochinese war and state of French 
public opinion such it not possible exclude chance of “honorable”’ 
negotiations on Indochina; hence essential to hold out hope that 

should Chinese Communists proceed with Korean settlement and 
give signs good faith, some kind Indochina political settlement pos- 

sible. Therefore French seek agreement on second position outlined 
reference telegram. 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, Bonn, Moscow, and Vienna. 

2 For a record of the first meeting, see Secto 10, supra. 
3 On Jan. 22 the U.S. Delegation reported that it had that day received an Austri- 

an note requesting that the Austrian question be placed on the agenda of the con- 
ference and that Austria be allowed direct participation in the proceedings. (Secto 3 
from Berlin, Jan. 22, 396.1 BE/1-2254) 

4 Secto 8 reported that the Foreign Ministers had agreed to have their High Com- 
missioners meet with Blankenhorn on Jan. 24 to explain why they could not accept 
Chancellor Adenauer’s position on elections and the reduction of the Volkspolizei. 

(396.1 BE/1-2354) 
5 A copy of this paper is in CFM files, lot M 88, box 168, “‘Four-Power Meeting in 

Berlin”. 
6 Telegram 2707 stressed that many of the problems likely to be discussed at a 

five-power conference were already under study by appropriate institutions, but 
that if a five-power conference were held it would have to meet certain precondi- 
tions. (896.1/1-2154)
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Secretary stated we do not favor French proposal. US does not 
deny existence Chinese Communists and is negotiating with them 
on Korea. However, we do so not on basis of accepting Soviet pro- 

posal for five power conference which seems to depend on Soviet 
interpretation UN Charter (particularly Article 106). US cannot 

accept legal validity this Soviet position as applied Chinese Com- 
munists. Article 106 designed for immediate postwar situation now 

past. Secretary went on to say that if Potsdam Agreement basis for 
Soviet juridical position for five power conference, France would 

not be eligible. Furthermore, our interpretation Potsdam is that 
agreement pertained to European not Far Eastern affairs. Secre- 

tary did not exclude possibility that if at some future time confer- 

ence was held to deal with Indochinese problem and US invited, we 
would accept regardless Chinese Communists factor. However, this 
should not be taken for granted nor would US participation be pre- 

dicted upon five power thesis. Hence, US does not accept “princi- 
ple’”’ of five power conference as French proposal states. If Korean 
conference should go well and opportunities arose, Korean confer- 
ence might be extended to cover Indochinese problem with appro- 
priate modification of representation to include, for example, Asso- 
ciated States. This would obviously not be five power conference. 

Bidault acknowledged that Soviet proposition for inclusion Com- 
munist China could not be based on any juridical right or on gener- 
al power status. He thought it would be based more on prospect 
that participation Communist China could make practical contribu- 
tion to settlement in Indochina. He stated that France was now 
procrastinating as to negotiations. Negotiations must be tackled 

some time. He asked us to consider the length of time required for 
the armistice negotiations in Korea. He remarked that France had 

already suffered a physical and moral attrition in Indochina which 

had gone on through seven years. He granted that the group which 

might be convened to negotiate on Indochina would not be limited 
to five. Communist China would, of course, have to participate as 

the aggressor but neutral countries in the area such as Thailand 
and Australia also might be invited. The motive in seeking negotia- 
tions would be to alleviate the serious plight of the French in Indo- 
china. A line would have to be drawn somewhere as to the partici- 
pants. Undoubtedly, Ho Chi Minh would wish to take part in the 
conference. If some other medium for negotiations should be used, 
Ho Chi Minh could hardly be excluded. Yet it was desirable that he 
be prevented from participating. Status of Viet Minh was quite dif- 
ferent from that of North or South Korea and the participation of 
Viet Minh would not be acceptable to the French. If it were al- 
lowed the prestige of Ho Chi Minh would be increased to a serious



192 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME VII 

extent, but Communist China would have to participate if the war 
were to be ended. 

Eden said that he was glad the first position was acceptable to 

all three. If one went beyond the first position it was necessary to 

branch out into many hypotheses. It was not possible to anticipate 
them all and to reach agreed positions for each contingency. Un- 
doubtedly Molotov would wish to embarrass the three foreign 
powers in every way possible. Hence, he did not see how we could 
now look beyond first stage. The UK is “in a legal doghouse” 
having already recognized Communist China and could not raise a 
political issue. The first point he saw was that we must not be di- 

verted from the main issue (German). Second, it would be embar- 

rassing for us to set conditions for a later conference. It would 

seem as if we were creating the difficulties rather than the Soviet 
Union. He did not see how we could now do more than agree on 
the initial position. He said that he would wish to consult his col- 
leagues again if it seemed we could not hold the first position. 

The Secretary indicated that he was in substantial agreement 
with Eden. He thought it was entirely possible that we might 
escape from the dilemma as a result of the Soviets taking a posi- 
tion so extreme that the tripartite differences would not have to be 
exposed. He thought that the Soviets would feel bound to be very 
emphatic in their pressing of the Communist Chinese cause. Their 
general line as to Communist China in the UN and elsewhere did 
not admit of any compromise. It was unlikely that they would 
agree to any form of limited Chinese Communist participation in a 
later conference. Therefore the first position might suffice as the 

final position. He remarked that an emergency tripartite session 

on this subject would always be possible if the need arose. 
(4) Tripartite consultation with Austrian delegation: It was 

agreed that each delegation would name a representative to par- 
ticipate in a tripartite group through which our contacts with the 
Austrian delegates would be maintained. The Secretary designated 
Freund for US; Eden named Geoffrey Harrison while French desig- 
nated Seydoux. 

(5) Liaison with NATO countries re conference developments: It 
was agreed that NATO representatives of the three countries at 
Paris would be best channel. They could consult together and pre- 
pare agreed report which should be of brief and general nature. In 
order to minimize difficulties of three NATO representatives Paris 
it was agreed that it would be preferable to have tripartite liaison 
here on question, and the Secretary designated Page as US repre- 
sentative for this purpose; Roberts named for United Kingdom. 
Agreed Benelux should be informed through regular HICOMer 

channel.
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(6) Tripartite steering committee: Mr. Eden suggested it might be 

useful designate from each delegation representatives to maintain 

close general contact during conference since ministers might not 
have time handle some matters. It was agreed that those who rep- 
resented governments during Paris preparations (MacArthur, Sey- 
doux and Roberts) would perform this work with added under- 
standing that on some subjects HICOMers would be more appropri- 

ate group. 

(7) Hospitality and entertaining: Eden asked for any views on 
this subject. Secretary stated two basic reasons against undue or 
ostentatious entertaining: First, bad impression which would be 
created at home especially if conference unproductive; and second, 
Soviets might use entertainment gambit to make political impres- 
sion especially in Soviet sector affairs which might bring us into 
contact with German Communists. Therefore inclined keep enter- 
tainment to minimum while being “‘correct’’ and “‘polite’. Bidault 

agreed stating that excessive entertainment would be tiring, 
[garble] possibly embarrassing. Eden stressed need avoid any tri- 

partite formal entertainment of West Germans so Soviets would 
have no pretext for asking East Germans to official conference re- 

ceptions. 

(8) Further tripartite meeting referring to declaration of intent 
and question of opening statements: Eden asked whether it was de- 

sired to discuss these matters now whereupon Secretary asked 
whether it would be possible have draft of Bidault’s remarks in ad- 

vance since that would be viewed as having tripartite character. Bi- 
dault agreed. Secretary then invited others to come to his house to- 

morrow 4:30 when it was agreed following matters would be dis- 
cussed: (1) opening statements (2) declaration of intent (3) certain 

points on Austria including position on Article 35. 7 

7 For a record of the Foreign Ministers meeting on Jan. 24, see Secto 15, Docu- 

ment 349.
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No. 348 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 204 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Secretary of State } 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY BERLIN, January 24, 1954. 

1. Malaya. Mr. Eden said the situation there was deteriorating 

and causing them considerable concern. Open hostilities were di- 
minishing but were being replaced by more subtle methods of infil- 
tration which were more difficult to cope with. 

2. Atomic Talks. Mr. Eden indicated he was personally well dis- 
posed toward the program I outlined of preparing a plan and then 
having simultaneous exchange with the Soviet plan. However, 
before definite committal, he wanted to communicate with London. 

He indicated that he thought the United Kingdom and Canada 
should be the only countries to participate with the United States 
in the work which would precede the drafting of our plan, with the 

understanding that France and possibly Belgium, South Africa and 
Australia would be brought in and given an opportunity to see and 
comment on the plan prior to its actual transmittal to the Soviet 
Union. He said he thought his government would be prepared 
promptly to send the necessary experts to Washington. 2 

3. United Nations Assembly. He expressed the view that we were 
committed to holding a resumed session of the General Assembly. 

He thought some assurances in this respect had been given India 

when they agreed to recess the regular session at the end of De- 
cember. I asked what he thought the Assembly would do. He 
thought it would do little except pass a resolution expressing ap- 
preciation to India and others for their work in handling the 

POW’s. I said that I felt that it was probable that they would pass 
a resolution seeking to impose their ideas regarding a political con- 
ference. I said I saw little prospect of great success from a political 

conference and felt strongly we were not justified in paying a large 
price to get such a conference. As such a “large price’, I cited 
agreement to treat the Soviet Union as a neutral and without 
blame in the Korean affair, and the elevation of India to a leading 
role in Asia. I said that I felt that a majority of the Assembly 
which had little responsibility might be willing to try to impose 
such terms in an effort to get a political conference. This I said 

1 This conversation took place following dinner at the residence of the British 
High Commissioner on Jan. 23. A brief summary of the conversation was transmit- 
ted to President Eisenhower and Acting Secretary Smith on Jan. 24 in Dulte 3. 
(Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 212) 

2 The verbatim text of this paragraph was transmitted to Washington in Dulte 2, 
Jan. 24. (Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 212)
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might mean an open break with the U.S. on the subject. I said the 
U.S. had on the whole discharged its responsibilities satisfactorily. 
We had obtained the Armistice. The prisoners of war desiring to be 

repatriated had been returned. The prisoners not wanting to be re- 
patriated had been given their choice. President Rhee had not 

broken the Armistice, and it seemed unlikely that the Communists 
would do so. We were spending large sums to develop the economy 

of South Korea, and make it viable. Against this background, 

others having no comparable responsibility were seeking to impose 
their views because they thought that it would be “nice” to have a 

political conference. I hoped that the U.K. would not play that 

game. 

Mr. Eden seemed impressed by this presentation, and indicated 

that he had not realized that there was any such hazard in the 
meeting. I said that if he could get assurance that the adjourned 
General Assembly would limit itself to innocuous action and not at- 
tempt to impose its views as to the terms of a political conference, 
then I thought no harm would be done. He said he would explore 
the situation and let me know his further views. 

4, Middle East. Mr. Eden indicated very considerable interest in 

the idea of a regional grouping to include Turkey, Iraq, Iran and 
Pakistan. He indicated that the Indians were annoyed that U.K. 

was not trying to oppose this. He expressed a special hope tnat Iraq 
could be brought in. I got the impression that he wanted an Arab 

state in with a view to teaching a lesson to Egypt and making 
them realize that they were not necessarily the heart of the Middle 
East defense project. He said he thought matters were moving well 

in relation to Iran, and that he hoped there could shortly be an oil 

settlement. He indicated discouragement over the possibility of a 

Suez agreement with Egypt, although he still talked of such an 

agreement as a possibility. 

5. Soviet Union. Mr. Eden indicated great eagerness to have a bi- 
lateral talk with Molotov. He had already suggested this at the 
afternoon meeting, * and he renewed this suggestion with strong 

emphasis. He hoped we would not object. He thought that out of 
such bilateral talks some positive results might come. The thought 
was that each of us should entertain Molotov separately. I said I 
would like to give this further thought. I was fearful that this 

would give Molotov a good opportunity to sow seeds of dissension— 
particularly in talks with the French. 4 

3 For a record of the afternoon tripartite meeting, see Secto 12, supra. 
* The verbatim text of this paragraph was transmitted to Washington in Dulte 1, 

Jan. 24. (Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 212)
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396.1 BE/1-2554: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY BERLIN, January 25, 1954—11 a.m. 

Secto 15. Pass OSD. Following is résumé meeting January 24, 
three Foreign Ministers Conant’s residence: 2 

1. Secretary General's Report 

Secretary General Bromley of Western Secretariat was asked 
give report on status technical arrangements concerning passes, 
press, recording of minutes and agreed decisions, etc. Noted insist- 
ence Soviet opposite number that flags in conference room be ar- 
ranged in reverse of customary clockwise order of rotation of chair- 
man and seating. Three Foreign Ministers suggested interior flags 
be eliminated as solution possible Soviet effort to lay foundation for 
counter clockwise rotation at table which would entitle Molotov to 
opening speech if Secretary in chair at first meeting. 3 

2. Outline of Bidault’s proposed opening statement 

Bidault outlined in general terms opening statement, which it is 
agreed he should make tomorrow’s first meeting, along following 

lines: 

(a) We come to meeting with open mind, ready to understand 
each other and hope for concrete results. We desire not to be po- 
lemical because we have respect for everyone here. We assume 
mutual respect and faithfulness traditional friendships. 

(b) We will be discussing matters of grave importance; they are 
not new but until now we have failed to reach agreement on them. 
Very fact of this conference can contribute to results, although con- 
ference itself not enough. We believe it will be useful to deal with 
these problems within the correct framework. 

(c) Recent offer by US President * has universal implications. We 
have no illusions, however, as to difficulties involved. French atti- 
tude regarding Soviet proposals toward control of armaments well 
known. This is unchanged. Examination this problem while hostil- 
ities still going on anywhere premature. UN normal place handle 
this problem. 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, Bonn, Vienna, and Moscow; transmitted in two sec- 

tions. 
2 The meeting took place at 4:30 p.m. on Jan. 24. 
3 Representatives of the four delegations held three meetings, Jan. 18-20, to re- 

solve questions dealing with the administration, communication, security, and press 
for the Foreign Ministers Conference. Minutes for these meetings are in CFM files, 
lot M 88, box 167, “Meeting of Experts in Preparation for the Conference’. 

4 See footnote 2, Document 326.
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(d) Asiatic problems should be considered in normal framework. 
They should not be mixed with other problems. This conference for 
European affairs. We are here for Europe. It would be bad for us to 
try to strike bargains between the European and Asiatic situations. 
If necessary to discuss the latter, let’s have another conference on 
Asia. 

(e) As to Europe, we are trying to unite not divide it. Division of 
Europe has led to situation where defensive alignments had to be 
set up. Strictly defensive in character, they are aimed at no one. 
They have defensive goals. We do not wish to negotiate on the de- 
fense efforts of our peoples. We are motivated by our understand- 
ing of the legitimate security requirements of all, including Soviets. 
We are interested in mutual security and not separate national se- 
curity. 

(f) Reference will then be made to Austrian problem along famil- 
iar lines. 

(g) Regarding Germany, we are trying to establish a peace treaty. 
For this purpose we need an all-German government and thus free 
elections and the necessary conditions therefor. Our objective is the 
peace treaty. Such treaty should not be based on vengeance or im- 
position of controls. We must avoid consequences of the first world 
war. There are two paths to a solution, coercion or association. His- 
tory shows error of first path, hence need for system of defense to 
prevent aggression by means of association. As to suggestions re- 
garding German neutrality, this would tend to make Germany an 
umpire rather than one of the players. Our goal is not to use Ger- 
many as an instrument in a policy of strength but to include it in a 
league of free peoples of the West. 

(h) Bidault will conclude speech with what he calls certain 
“French shadings’ and by general remarks on the conditions of 
peace and avoidance of war. 

(i) He characterized the approach embodied in this speech as 
devoid of polemics, flexible, and low pitched. 

Secretary and Eden complimented Bidault on his presentation 

and Secretary said that any minor suggestions he might have 

would be passed on privately. He also emphasized need to avoid 
any leaks to public re nature of speech until delivery. 

3. Discussion of procedure re other speeches at opening meeting 

On assumption he would be second speaker, Eden indicated he 
had in mind talking in general terms about our plan for free elec- 
tions in Germany. Although it was not intended to table specific 
plan for free elections, Eden thought speech dealing with subject 
would introduce something concrete into discussion. 

There was a discussion of the time which would be required for 
the delivery of the French and British speeches and the possibility 
Molotov might also wish to make opening statement tomorrow. 
Eden and Bidault both indicated desire, if Molotov should speak, 
for US also give opening statement tomorrow. Possibility that 
Molotov would insist on equality of right to make opening remarks
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on first day and also might wish present specific agenda proposals 
was discussed. It was agreed that when Secretary sees Molotov 
before meeting tomorrow (see separate telegram 5), he would sound 
him out regarding these matters. 

4. Western agenda 

I agreed that our optimum agenda would be that contained in 
Paris tripartite group report. ® 

5. Austria 

It was agreed Secretary’s suggestion that various unagreed 
points regarding Austria (article 35, neutrality, security guaran- 
tees, Austrian military forces) would be discussed by tripartite com- 
mittee experts set up yesterday’s meeting (see paragraph 4, Secto 

12 7). 

6. Declaration of intent 

It was agreed that this project should be reviewed by tripartite 
expert committee. 

7. HICOMer report on discussion with Blankenhorn 

British HICOMer reported to Foreign Ministers that we had out- 
lined earlier in day to Blankenhorn reasons why we did not find it 

possible to accept latest German proposals re Volkspolizei and 
Soviet Zone elections. ® Blankenhorn seemed to take our negative 
attitude calmly and indicated these matters had not been given full 
consideration on German side and had not been cleared with For- 
eign Relations Committee of Bundestag. 

Blankenhorn emphasized desire Adenauer be informed daily re 
conference developments and was informed that every such effort 

would be made. Bidault thought daily briefings might be impracti- 

cable or unnecessary. 

British HICOMer also reported decision to give reply to Adenau- 
er’s letter of January 18 to Blankenhorn tomorrow evening. ® 
No tripartite meeting set for tomorrow. 

5 In Secto 13 from Berlin, Jan. 24, the U.S. Delegation reported that Molotov had 
agreed to meet Secretary Dulles one-half hour before the opening of the conference 
to discuss the procedural arrangements for the first meeting. (CFM files, lot M 88, 

box 168, ‘“‘Sectos and Tosecs’’) 
6 The agenda in the Tripartite Working Group Report read: 
“(A) Problems of German Unity 
“(B) Austrian State Treaty 
“(C) The Problem of Security in Europe 
“(D) Other Matters’. (Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 178) 
7 Document 347. 
8 The U.S. Delegation reported on the meeting with Blankenhorn, substantially 

along the lines indicated here, in Secto 14 from Berlin, Jan. 24. (Conference files, lot 

60 D 627, CF 210) 
® Not identified further.
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Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 203 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Secretary of State 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY BERLIN, January 24, 1954. 

I summarized for M. Bidault the procedural talks which we had 
heretofore with the Soviet, and indicated it was my intention here 
to propose to Molotov that we on our side would prepare a plan on 
the basis of President Eisenhower’s proposal and would exchange it 
with the Soviet plan simultaneously at a date to be agreed upon. ! 
M. Bidault said that he thought that was wise procedure postpon- 
ing a conference meeting as long as possible. 

I said nothing to M. Bidault as to when the French would be in- 

vited to consider the plan, but was implicit in what I said—that 
they would at least have a chance to see it and make comments on 
it before it was delivered to the Soviet. 

M. Bidault indicated that he thought Franco was embarking on 

an ambitious plan to build himself up at the expense of France, 
and perhaps of Britain. He said he felt that (Franco) was encour- 

aged in this regard by the Base Agreement which we had made; 
and also M. Bidault referred to a report which had considerable 
currency in Europe that the U.S. was considering shifting the 

headquarters of NATO to Spain as a more solid base than France. I 

told M. Bidault this was new to me, and he said that their informa- 

tion was that it had been suggested by some Congressional commit- 
tee or subcommittee. 

M. Bidault said that Franco was in a good position to stir up 

trouble in Africa, because Spain was not a member of the U.N., 

and therefore was not subject to being attacked in the U.N. as 

France had been. 2 

JOHN Foster DULLES 

1 For documentation on the procedural talks with the Soviet Union beginning 
Jan. 11 at Washington, which evolved from President Eisenhower’s address on Dec. 
8, 1953 to the U.N. General Assembly, see vol. 11, Part 2, pp. 1334 ff. 

2 At lunch on Jan. 24 Secretary Dulles asked Bidault about possible bilateral talks 
with Molotov. Bidault did not show the enthusiasm which Eden had (see Document 
348), but stated that if there were such bilateral talks, he would have to engage in 
some himself. Bidault commented further that it would be better if the initiative for 
such talks came from Molotov. (Dulte 4 from Berlin, Jan. 25, 110.11 DU/1-2554)
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Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 203 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Counselor of Embassy in 
Austria (Davis) } 

TOP SECRET BERLIN, January 25, 1954. 

Participants: Mr. G.W. Harrison, British Delegation 

Mr. J. Sauvagnargues, French Delegation 

Mr. Mille, French Delegation 

Mr. Richard B. Freund, American Delegation 

Mr. Richard H. Davis, American Delegation 

I Troop Withdrawal 

We stated that some thought had been given on U.S. side to need 
retreat positions beyond Paris tripartite agreement 2 should the So- 
viets insist upon their proposal or should the Austrians make a 
similar proposal at some time during Berlin or after, as the Austri- 
an Chancellor has already stated publicly he would do. 

The French argued that a distinction should be made between a 

proposal for complete withdrawal of troops and a proposal for re- 
duction to symbolic token forces. Complete withdrawal would leave 
Austria defenseless and a military vacuum. They would oppose 
complete withdrawal but would be inclined to favor a reduction. 

Both British and French were agreed that the NATO Treaty plus 
the Greek-Turkish Protocol * brings Austria within the NATO um- 
brella as long as we have any armed forces there. Both British and 
French asked whether we had the idea of taking the initiative in 
proposing a reduction to token level and appeared to favor the idea 

in certain circumstances. We said we had no official U.S. position 

on this. 

We discussed the conditions which we were thinking of attaching 
to any agreement with the Soviet Union in response to a Soviet 
proposal for withdrawal or reduction: 

1. Insist upon Agreement that Austria Be Permitted to Raise 
Armed Forces as Contemplated in Article 17 of Treaty: British 
agreed that this condition should be advanced, but French while 
recognizing need Austrian defenses were worried over the principle 

1 This meeting took place on Jan. 24; the U.S. Delegation reported the discussion 
in Sectos 21 and 23 from Berlin, Jan. 26. (Both 396.1 BE/1-2354) 

2 Under reference is the Final Report of the Tripartite Working Group, which met 
at Paris Dec. 16-21, 1958. For a summary of the conclusions of this report, see Docu- 

ment 320. 
3 For text of the protocol to North Atlantic Treaty on the accession of Greece and 

Turkey, Oct. 17, 1951, see AFP, vol. I, pp. 853-854.
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of permitting a pretreaty army (presumably concerned over a 
precedent for Germany). 

2. Insist upon Agreement for Disposition of Former German Assets 
More Favorable to Austria Than Presently Contemplated in Article 
85. The French opposed making this condition and the British were 
doubtful, although they saw a possible propaganda advantage in 
making a plea. The French felt it would be asking the Soviets to 
make another concession for having made what they already re- 
garded as a concession. We suggested that point on disposition of 
German assets could be put forward by the West as something ad- 
ditional that Austria deserves now and possibly include mention of 
the undesirability of the Soviet extra-territorial position after troop 
withdrawal. 

We also explained that in connection with a proposal for with- 
drawal or reduction, we should obtain an Austrian commitment to 

raise an authorized army or, failing Four Power agreement on an 

Austrian army, to increase the Austrian gendarmerie to provide 
adequate internal security. No withdrawal or reduction would take 
place until Austrian security forces were adequate. British went 
along on this but French appeared to have some doubts as ex- 

pressed above under 1. 

Both British and French agreed that if the Soviet proposal for 
withdrawal or reduction is conditioned upon a limitation on Austri- 
an security forces, we can reject the proposal as leaving Austria de- 
fenseless. 

We mentioned the propaganda advantage of an actual Soviet 
withdrawal or reduction in Austria, which would be the first Soviet 

withdrawal in Europe since the end of the war. 
Conclusion: Both British and French must ask for instructions as 

they had no position beyond the conclusion of the Paris Working 

Group that we should reply to a possible Soviet proposal by insist- 

ing upon conclusion of a treaty; should refuse complete evacuation 

and consult the Austrians before responding to a demand for reduc- 
tion to token levels. 

IT Security Declaration 

We referred to the Paris Working Group discussion of this point 
which did not result in any agreement. We said that at the 
moment we were only interested in getting French and British 
agreement in principle, that a security declaration on Austria by 
the three Western Powers would not be needed until after ratifica- 
tion of the treaty or perhaps should be considered in connection 
with the Soviet demands for neutralization or perhaps should be 
made in event of agreement on complete withdrawal of troops. We 
also thought it should be mentioned to the Austrians if negotia- 
tions on the treaty at Berlin go far enough and that NATO should 
be informed at an appropriate time.
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The French and British agreed in principle that Austria was part 
of the free world and that a way should be found to express the 
firm intention of the West that it should remain so. 

The British asked in what form NATO would be notified and 
agreed that while other NATO powers should be invited to associ- 

ate themselves with a Three Power Security Declaration, they 
should not be given veto power over its issuance. 

Mention was made of the Austrian idea advanced once by For- 
eign Minister Fig] that Austria would, in the face of a Soviet 
demand for neutralization, insist upon an “iron clad guarantee” 
from the Four Powers. The French opposed any idea of a quadri- 
partite guarantee. The British saw objections but also pointed out 

that a Three Power security declaration might not be suitable. 
British opinion was that an Austrian treaty would probably be con- 

cluded only when the international atmosphere had greatly im- 
proved and the Ministers might not then consider the time and cir- 

cumstances appropriate to a Three Power guarantee of Austria. We 

expressed the opinion that decisions could best be taken in light of 

the situation at the time, but cited our doubts about a quadripar- 
tite guarantee tying our hands. 

As regards the various drafts discussed by the Paris Working 

Group, the British representative prefers B but British legal ex- 
perts prefer A. The French definitely preferred A. The British 
thought perhaps a combination of A and B embodying the idea of a 

threat to the security of the Western Powers as well as providing 

for consultation on measures to be taken would be best. We said 
there was no necessity for agreement on the text of the declaration 
now. 

While British and French were agreed in principle that a securi- 
ty declaration on Austria should be considered, they thought the 
three Ministers would wish to consult on the proposal at an appro- 
priate time depending on developments. 

II Military Talks with the Austrians 

A. Use of Austrian Manpower: We referred to the plan recom- 
mended by the three High Commissioners in Vienna approximately 

a year ago to consult with the Austrians in regard to the use of 
Austrian manpower in the event of an emergency. The U.S. High 
Commissioner had received his instructions but the British and 
French High Commissioners were not authorized to go ahead with 
tripartite consultations with the Austrians. 

The British said that it had been decided to authorize the British 

High Commissioner in Vienna to go ahead on talks with the Aus- 
trians if the situation has not changed after Berlin. The British
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High Commissioner would be authorized to make only an oral ap- 
proach and only in general terms. 

The French have reached no decision being reluctant in princi- 
ple, afraid of leaks and Soviet retaliation going so far as to split 
Austria. The French must ask for instructions. 

B. Austrian Commitment to Raise Post-Treaty Army: We said we 
thought it necessary to obtain from the Austrians a definite com- 
mitment to raise a post-treaty army. We would also need Austrian 
agreement to accept military assistance for their forces. 

The British have already authorized their representative in 
Vienna to go ahead on this. The French are in agreement to raise 
question when near conclusion of treaty but still must obtain in- 
structions from Paris. Both British and French were opposed to 
having talks with the Austrians before further developments at 
Berlin. 

According to the British, these commitments should be sought 

orally. We said we were not certain whether they should be oral or 
in writing, though they could be sought orally and confirmed later 
in writing through a memorandum of conversation. 

IV Article 35 

The French and British continue to be opposed to proposing the 
revision of Article 35 if the Austrians fail to make a plea for its 
revision. However, they are in agreement with the tripartite Paris 
Working Group decision which requires the three Foreign Minis- 
ters to consult if the Austrians fail to plead for the revision of Arti- 
cle 35. 

We said that even if the Austrians did not raise Article 35, we 
would want to, but we were aware of the danger that our plea for 

revision might result in the Soviet Union being able to place the 

onus on us for failure to conclude a treaty unless we exercise care. 
The British thought that we could safely plead in general terms 

for reconsideration of the economic burdens placed on Austria by 
the present Article 35 and perhaps suggest certain possibilities for 

revision but they were opposed to any definite proposal being made 

for revision, such as tabling a redraft of Article 35 in a ministerial 
meeting. 

V The Working Group 

There was general agreement that the three Ministers should 
seek to obtain Soviet agreement on the instructions on the princi- 
pal treaty issues particularly Article 35 which should be issued to 
any working group which might be set up to discuss the Austrian 
treaty. However, it was evident that the British and French were 
restricted to making the attempt rather than insisting upon in- 
structions before the Austrian treaty could be referred to a Work-
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ing Group. They did agree that both reference to a Working Group 
and discussion of specific issues by the Ministers would not be 

worthwhile unless the Soviets showed serious intention of conclud- 
ing a treaty. 

VI Possible Soviet Charges Against Austrian Gendarmérie 

It was agreed in view of recent Soviet press articles attacking our 
support of the Austrian Gendarmerie, that we must be prepared to 
reply. We said we had a paper prepared on this subject and we 
would get together to consult at an early date. 

VII Yugoslav Observer at Berlin 

In reply to our question, the French stated that the Yugoslav 
Ambassador in Paris informed Parodi last Wednesday or Thursday 

that Yugoslavia would send an observer to Berlin and wanted to be 
consulted about the Austrian question. The Yugoslavian Ambassa- 
dor did not know why or in what form the Yugoslavian govern- 
ment desired to be consulted. 

The British had not been approached and thought Yugoslavia’s 
action might have some connection with the question of Trieste or 
might have been stimulated by the report that the Italians were 

sending an observer to Berlin. It was pointed out that the three 
Ministers had already agreed there could be no question of consult- 
ing with the Yugoslavs but we could inform them of matters affect- 
ing their interest in preparation of the Austrian treaty. We stated 
we were still awaiting information from our Embassy in Belgrade 
regarding the Yugoslavian move. All agreed that no further action 
was hecessary unless the Yugoslavs raised the question again. 

B. PROCEEDINGS OF THE BERLIN CONFERENCE, JANUARY 25- 

FEBRUARY 18, 1954 

January 25, 1954 

No. 352 

Editorial Note 

Documentation on the Berlin Conference comes from three prin- 

cipal sources in Department of State files. The most extensive set 
of records is in Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 193-216. Similar 

materials are in CFM files, lot M 88, boxes 167-168. The third re- 

pository is the central file 396.1 BE, which contains a small but sig- 
nificant amount of documentation. All three sources duplicate each 

other extensively.
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Lots 60 D 627 and M 88 include in their records sets of the docu- 
ments of the conference (designated FPM (54)-), United States Del- 

egation background papers (designated BER D-), records of the Tri- 
partite Working Group (designated BER MIN), records of the 
United States Delegation meetings (designated USDEL MIN), sets 

of the United States Delegation verbatim records of the plenary 
meetings (usually designated USDEL PLEN/), copies of the tele- 
grams to and from the delegation (designated Secto and Tosec re- 
spectively), and records of the six restricted sessions of the confer- 
ence. In general these records are more nearly complete in the 
Conference files than in the CFM files. In addition to these records 
the Conference files have complete sets of the telegrams to and 
from Secretary Dulles (designated Dulte and Tedul) and have a 
large collection of memoranda of conversations between members 
of the United States Delegation and Austrian, British, French, 

German, and Soviet officials who were attending the conference or 
were in Berlin while it met. The material in 396.1 BE is largely 
confined to telegrams to and from the delegation, records of the re- 

stricted sessions, and an occasional memorandum of conversation. 

Supplementing these sources are two collections of documents on 
the conference which were made public shortly after its comple- 
tion. A British publication, Documents relating to the Meeting of 
Foreign Ministers of France, the United Kingdom, the Soviet Union, 
and the United States of America, Berlin, January 25-February 18, 
1954, Miscellaneous No. 5 (1954) (hereafter cited as Cmd. 9080), pre- 

sents statements from the plenaries and various documents of the 
conference. A United States publication, Foreign Ministers Meeting, 
Berlin Discussions, January 25-February 18, 1954 (hereafter cited 

as Berlin Discussions), presents a similar record, although the texts 

of the several statements produced in it are not exactly the same 

as those in Cmd. 9080, nor are the same ones included in both pub- 

lications. References to these two sources have been used to provide 

citations for the full texts of statements which are otherwise sum- 

marized in the following documentation. In addition to these publi- 

cations, Foreign Secretary Eden has written his own account of the 
conference in Eden, Full Circle, pages 65-85 and 97-100. 

The documentation that follows presents the conference in a day- 
to-day manner from the opening session on January 25 to the 
twenty-first and final plenary on February 18. The material for 
each day has been presented in the order in which the events took 
place as nearly as can be determined. Because of the vagueness 
concerning the times of some of the meetings and conversations, 
the editors have been forced to place some records at the end of a 
given day. Telegrams coming to the United States Delegation have 
been inserted at the time of their arrival, where possible, and tele-
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grams from the delegation have been printed either at the time of 

their dispatch or at the time of the event that they are recording. 

Records of all the plenary and restricted sessions are included, as 
are records of the most significant conversations which were found 
in the three principal sources cited above. Unfortunately records of 
the tripartite Foreign Ministers meetings, which generally preced- 
ed a plenary, have not been found with the exception of a very few 
which have been printed. The editors have also included memoran- 
da of conversations that took place during the conference, but 
which were not devoted to topics on the agenda. Conversations of 

lesser importance have been summarized in footnotes or editorial 

notes where appropriate. 

Following the presentation of the daily evolution of the confer- 
ence, the editors have presented the various documents introduced 
during the sessions. This section is not inclusive since many of the 
conference documents appear as parts of the records of the meet- 

ings or in the memoranda of conversations, but all those docu- 
ments which are referred to throughout the conference are ac- 
counted for in one place or the other. In the final section the edi- 
tors have set forth reports and analyses of the conference by major 
United States participants. 

No. 353 

Editorial Note 

PRINCIPAL MEMBERS OF THE DELEGATIONS TO THE BERLIN 
CONFERENCE 

This list is taken from the records of the United States Delega- 

tion at the Berlin Conference. (CFM files, lot M 88, box 168) It com- 

prises only those individuals mentioned in the documentation that 
follows. Regarding Austrian and German officials, see the “List of 
Persons” at the front of this volume. 

BRITISH DELEGATION 

Anthony Eden, Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs 

Sir Frederick R. Hoyer Millar, High Commissioner for Germa- 

ny 
Sir William Hayter, Ambassador to the Soviet Union 

Anthony Nutting, Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for 

Foreign Affairs 
Sir Frank Roberts, Deputy Under-Secretary of State for For- 

eign Affairs
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Geoffrey W. Harrison, Assistant Under-Secretary of State for 
Foreign Affairs 

William Denis Allen, Assistant Under-Secretary of State for 

Foreign Affairs 
Frederick W. Warner, Central Department in the Foreign 

Office 
Michael S. Williams, Head of the United Nations Political De- 

partment, Foreign Office 
Angus C. E. Malcolm, Minister and Deputy High Commissioner 

for Austria 
Charles H. Johnston, Office of the High Commissioner for Ger- 

many 

FRENCH DELEGATION 

Georges Bidault, Minister of Foreign Affairs 
André Francois-Poncet, High Commissioner for Germany 
Louis Joxe, Ambassador to the Soviet Union 

Jean Sauvagnargues, Counselor for Foreign Affairs 
Jean Mille, Central European Department, Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs 
Roland Jacquin de Margerie, Director General for Political and 

Economic Affairs, Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
Francois Seydoux de Clausonne, Head of the European Affairs 

Section, Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
Alexandre Parodi, Secretary General of the Ministry of For- 

eign Affairs 
Jean Laloy, Counselor of the Foreign Ministry 
Jacques Roux, Director for Asian Affairs, Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs 

Vincent Broustra, Head of the Permanent French Delegation 

at the United Nations 
Henri Bayle, Director General of Political Affairs, Office of the 

French High Commissioner for Germany 

Konstantin Andronnikov, Official Interpreter, Ministry of For- 

eign Affairs 
Roger Lalouette, Deputy High Commissioner for Austria 

SOVIET DELEGATION 

Vyachselav Mikhailovich Molotov, Minister of Foreign Affairs 
Andrei Andreyevich Gromyko, Deputy Minister of Foreign Af- 

fairs 
Vladimir Semyonovich Semyenov, High Commissioner for Ger- 
many 

Yakov Aleksandrovich Malik, Ambassador to the United King- 
dom
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Georgiy Nikolayevich Zarubin, Ambassador to the United 
States 

Sergei Aleksandrovich Vinogradov, Ambassador to France 

O.A. Troyanovsky, Official Interpreter, Ministry of Foreign Af- 
fairs 

Georgiy Maksimovich Pushkin, Vice Minister for German and 

Austrian Affairs, Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

Arkadiy Aleksandrovich Sobelev, Adviser to the Foreign Minis- 

ter 

D.A. Zhukov, Chief of Protocol 

UNITED STATES DELEGATION 

John Foster Dulles, Secretary of State 

James B. Conant, High Commissioner for Germany 
Charles E. Bohlen, Ambassador to the Soviet Union 

C.D. Jackson, Special Assistant to the President 
Frank C. Nash, Assistant Secretary of Defense 

Douglas MacArthur II, Counselor of the Department of State 

Livingston T. Merchant, Assistant Secretary of State for Euro- 
pean Affairs 

Robert R. Bowie, Director of the Policy Planning Staff 

David K.E. Bruce, Representative to the European Coal and 
Steel Community 

Carl W. McCardle, Assistant Secretary of State for Public Af- 

fairs 

Robert C. Creel, Chief of the Political Affairs Division, Office of 

the High Commissioner for Germany 
Richard H. Davis, Counselor of Embassy, Vienna 

Richard B. Freund, Officer in Charge of Italian and Austrian 

Affairs Department of State 
Walter P. McConaughy, Director of the Office of Chinese Af- 

fairs, Department of State 
Brewster Morris, Officer in Charge of German Political Affairs, 

Department of State 
Edward Page, Counselor in the Office of the Special Represent- 

ative in Europe 

Henry Suydam, Chief of the News Division, Department of 

State 
Ray L. Thurston, Deputy Director of the Office of Eastern Eu- 

ropean Affairs, Department of State 

William R. Tyler, Special Assistant to the Ambassador to 

France 
Lt. Col. Edwin F. Black, Office of International Security Af- 

fairs, Department of Defense
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Arthur C. Nagle, Chief of the Policy Reports Staff, Executive 
Secretariat, Department of State 

Peter Rutter, Political Officer, Embassy in London 

Frederick A. O. Schwarz, General Counsel, Office of the High 

Commissioner for Germany 
Loyd V. Steere, Director of the Office of Political Affairs, 

Office of the High Commissioner for Germany 
Melvin F. Manfull, Acting Deputy Executive Secretary, Office 

of the Special Representative in Europe 
Jack S. Herfurt, Security Officer 

Alfred V. Boerner, Director of Public Affairs, Office of the 

High Commissioner for Germany  ' 

Robert H. Lochner, Chief of the Press Division, Office of the 

High Commissioner for Germany 

Michael B. Lustgarten, Vice Consul at Berlin 

Donald B. Eddy, Division of International Conferences, Depart- 
ment of State 

Richard T. Hamilton, Information Officer at Bonn 

John M. Anspacher, Chief of the Policy Staff, Office of the 
High Commissioner for Germany 

No. 354 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 203 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Ambassador in the Soviet 
Union (Bohlen) } 

SECRET BERLIN, January 25, 1954. 

Participants: The Secretary of State 
Mr. Charles E. Bohlen 

Mr. Michael B. Lustgarten (Interpreter) 

Mr. V.M. Molotov 

Mr. Andrei Gromyko 

Mr. O.A. Troyanovski (Interpreter) 

Subject: Procedural questions relating to first meeting of CFM 

The Secretary stated that he had wished to talk to Mr. Molotov 
concerning procedures for the first meeting today and other ques- 
tions related thereto. It had been suggested by the French and Brit- 
ish Ministers that inasmuch as the building they were meeting in 
was in the American sector that Mr. Dulles might be the Chairman 

95. This conversation took place at the ACA building in Berlin at 2:30 p.m. on Jan.
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at the first meeting, the Chairmanship then to follow by rotation 
in the order established by previous four-power meetings (which 

would mean Mr. Bidault would come next, then Mr. Eden and then 

Mr. Molotov) but that a change in the rotation might be made 
when they moved to the Soviet sector so that Mr. Molotov would 
chair the first meeting there. 

Mr. Molotov expressed his agreement with this suggested proce- 

dure. 

The Secretary then, turning to the conduct of today’s meeting, 
said that in general the first meetings have been devoted to a gen- 
eral statement by each of the Ministers as cared to do so and he 
thought it would be advisable to follow this procedure. He said that 
he had been informed that Mr. Bidault and Mr. Eden would speak 
about 20 minutes and he hoped this would be agreeable to Mr. 

Molotov. 

Mr. Molotov said he agreed with the procedure but in view of the 
fact that he would probably have to answer at least two speakers 
he hoped the Secretary would be indulgent if he ran somewhat 

over the 20 minutes. 

Turning to the question of translation, the Secretary said that 
equipment for simultaneous translation had been installed in the 
ACA building and he had thought that in order to save time some 
use might be made of it, or did Mr. Molotov prefer consecutive 

translations. 

Mr. Molotov said that this was a question he had not thought 
about and that he felt, with ear-phones, simultaneous translation 

sometimes caused inconvenience particularly in verifying the accu- 
racy of the translation. He thought this question should be studied 

by their representatives before changing the method previously 

used at such meetings. 

The Secretary then inquired if Mr. Molotov had any objection to 
having the English and French done simultaneously while the Rus- 

sian was consecutive. 

Mr. Molotov’s first reaction was that it was better to stick to the 
consecutive translation but when it was explained in detail to him 
how this would work—that only French and English would proceed 
simultaneously while translations to and from the Russian would 
be consecutive—he agreed to it. 

The Secretary said that they could try it out today and that if it 
was unsatisfactory they could return to the consecutive translation 
in all languages but that this system would save one-third of the 

time. 

It was then agreed tentatively that the meetings would start at 3 
p.m. and would last up to 7 p.m. or thereabouts but that this



THE BERLIN CONFERENCE 811 

would, of course, be subject to the decision of the Ministers at any 
given session. 

During the discussion Mr. Molotov made a number of heavy 
joking remarks about the fact that the three other Ministers had 
been consulting separately. 

CHARLES E. BOHLEN 

No. 355 

396.1 BE/1-2554: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State 3 

CONFIDENTIAL PRIORITY BERLIN, January 25, 1954—10 p.m. 

Secto 17. Department pass OSD. First session of four Foreign 
Ministers was declared open by Secretary Dulles, acting as Chair- 
man, at 1518 hours this afternoon. 2? (First 17 minutes had been 
taken up with photographers and technical explanation to dele- 
gates of how to operate simultaneous translation equipment.) This 
telegram will summarize course of session up to 1650 hours, at 
which point Molotov proposed short recess. 

After declaring meeting open, Secretary said he would preside at 
first session at suggestion of his colleagues, since conference build- 
ing was in US sector. After referring in general terms to hopes 
held by entire world for success of conference, he turned to number 
of technical and procedural matters, all of which had been agreed 

in principle by Molotov in immediately preceding 30-minute pri- 
vate conversation. ? He said principle of rotating chairmanship had 

been agreed upon and that in ACA Building chairmanship would 
rotate in same order as that of speaker (US, French, British, 

Soviet) but that new order of rotation would begin when meetings 

held in Soviet sector to permit Molotov to chair first meeting there 
if he so desired. Secretariat would keep general record of meetings 
(time of start and adjournment) and formal record of any decisions 
reached. Secretary suggested all meetings start at 1500 hours and 
endeavor adjourn around 1900; by mutual agreement certain addi- 

1 Transmitted in two sections, the first covering the statements by Eden and Bi- 
dault and the second covering Molotov’s statement. Repeated to London, Paris, 
Bonn, Frankfurt, Vienna, and Moscow. 

2 The U.S. Delegation verbatim record of the first meeting, USDEL PLEN/1, is in 
Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 193. For the texts of the three opening statements, 

see Cmd. 9080, pp. 1-14, or Berlin Discussions, pp. 5-24. For the text of Dulles’ open- 
ing remarks, see ibid., p. 4. 

3 For a record of this conversation, see the memorandum by Bohlen, supra.
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tional private sessions might be held, limited to four Ministers and 
principal advisers. Secretary then suggested that if his colleagues 
had no other technical or procedural points to bring up, each in 
turn might wish make substantive statement of general character; 
he called first on M. Bidault. 

Bidault, who spoke for 19 minutes, sounded at outset keynote of 

hope present conference would lead to lasting improvement in 
international relations and put end to present division of world; he 
stressed importance of doing nothing at conference to destroy this 

atmosphere of hope and of open-mindedness on part of delegates. 
He referred to two recent developments as already having contrib- 
uted to some relaxation of international tension—cessation of hos- 

tilities in Korea (which proved similar development not impossible 
elsewhere) and bold offer of President Eisenhower, which gave first 
glimpse of how to solve grave problems arising from atomic 
threat. * Bidault also made passing reference to (1) need for big- 
power accord on limitation and international control of arma- 
ments, but said this problem should continue to be handled in UN 
and (2) pressing current problems in Asia but said these should 
each be treated on own merits and not mixed up with problems of 
Europe. 

Bidault then stressed that present conference should be devoted 
entirely to European problems, with regard to which French long- 
term objective has always been a general settlement in which free 

peoples would bring about end to present division of Europe. Latter 
situation, while deplorable, had nevertheless made necessary cer- 

tain defensive associations which were threat to no one. He said at 
this point that it was indispensable to establish firmly that this de- 
fense effort could not be made a matter for negotiation. On other 
hand must take into account legitimate aspirations of others for 
their own security and this French Government was prepared to 
do, on basis of assuring security for all and creating conditions for 
an enduring peace. 

Bidault then stressed present discussions should bear on concrete 
problems capable of early settlement—peace treaties for Austria 
and Germany. Austrian treaty in particular should present no 
great difficulty, he said, in view advanced state of present draft 
treaty; if it proved impossible clean this up here, it would be bad 
omen for other more difficult problems. As for German treaty, Bi- 
dault said essential pre-condition was a government representing 
Germany as a whole, which could emerge only on basis of free elec- 
tions; “It is the elections which make the government and not the 
government which makes the elections’. Once agreement reached 

4 See footnote 2, Document 326.



THE BERLIN CONFERENCE 813 

at this conference on necessary conditions to assure free elections, 
it should be possible to pass on rapidly to matter of peace treaty 
with participation of true representatives of a united Germany. As 
for general character of German treaty, he said it should not be 
based on revenge or on a strict interpretation of Potsdam agree- 

ment; also it should not be such as to leave Germany isolated or 
make possible renewed German aggression. To accomplish such 
result, French Government felt that experience had shown that 
principle of free association was much better formula than that of 
coercive control and that therefore Germany should be permitted 
to enter an association of a strictly defensive character which by its 
very nature would make impossible any aggressive act on part of 
its members; it was undesirable in any case to restore situation 
where country in center of Europe could play off East against West 
and develop from a pawn into the umpire. 

In conclusion, Bidault stressed special interest of France in a 
peaceful, stable and united Germany and asserted that French 
Government had drawn conclusion from recent evolution of West 
Germany that destiny of democracy in Germany was linked to as- 
sociation of Germany with the West. 

Mr. Eden then spoke for 14 minutes, endorsing at outset “con- 
structive and conciliatory spirit’? shown by M. Bidault. He said it 
was sincere wish of British people that contacts re-established at 
this conference could be maintained and that our objectives here 
must be (1) to break down barriers within Europe and (2) to encour- 
age “more confident” relations between West and Soviet Union. 
Emphasizing that he believed in doctrine of “limited objectives’, he 
urged that conference concentrate its efforts on the two major Eu- 

ropean problems of Germany and Austria. He said Austrian ques- 

tion was simple one and there was “no conceivable reason” why 
agreement should not be reached on it here. He then made refer- 

ence to problem of security and said that if despite guarantees af- 
forded to Soviet Union by British Government’s commitments 
under UN Charter and its treaty with Soviet Union, latter should 
still feel further assurances are needed re British defensive pur- 
poses, “we shall be ready to examine that problem with them”’. 

As for Germany, Eden said its present division was “unnatural” 
and that as long as it remained there could be no unity or stability 
in Europe; on other hand peaceful reunification of Germany and 
conclusion of peace treaty would relax international tension 
throughout world. He then laid stress on free elections throughout 
Germany as essential first steps, since only through such elections 
could an all-German government be formed with necessary author- 
ity to act for German people and accept peace settlement. Eden 
went on to spell out sequence of free elections, preparation of con-
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stitution, formation of all-German government which should be 
free to assume any international rights and obligations of either 
previous German regime, and negotiation of peace treaty with this 
representative all-German government. He said a peace treaty 
drafted by four powers and imposed on Germany would be entirely 
unacceptable. On above principles, Eden said, he could not compro- 
mise, although he was ready join in seeking all acceptable ways of 
achieving what he hoped was our common aim—reunification of 
Germany as a free, peaceful and democratic state and conclusion of 
peace treaty with such a Germany. (Full texts Bidault and Eden 
statements released to press). 

Course of session following brief recess proposed by Molotov will 
be summarized in subsequent telegram. * 

Following is summary of second part of today’s meeting: 

Immediately after interpretation of Bidault’s statement at 1655 
p.m. Molotov asked and received unanimous agreement for brief 
recess. Meeting reconvened at 1725, at which time Secretary called 

on Molotov. 

Molotov began his 40 minute statement by pointing out that 
present meeting has attracted widespread world attention. Some 
circles expect important results, but others already have been pre- 
dicting failure. The Soviet Government is of the former opinion 
and hopes the other participants are also. Despite differences of 
opinion between France, the UK and USA, the USSR, as expressed 

in a lengthy exchange of notes before the conference, ® all parties 

are agreed that there should be a conference. The conference will 

fill the expectations of millions of people in the degree to which it 

strengthens peace, reduces world tensions and guarantees Europe- 

an security. 

Soviet delegation, Molotov continued, believes question of agenda 

of meeting must be regarded ‘“‘not formally but according to its sub- 
stance’’. It must be arranged that agenda should include questions, 
consideration of which would aid the strengthening of peace and a 
further arrangement of international relations, in connection with 
which definite results have been achieved during the past year. 
Not to be underestimated is the armistice in Korea, largely 

achieved as the result of the initiative of the Chinese People’s Re- 
public and the Korean People’s Democratic Republic. Positive re- 
sults of this development have been expressed in Asia, Europe and 

America. 

5 The report on the remainder of the meeting was also sent as Secto 17, but was 
dated Jan. 26, 11 a.m.; the two parts of Secto 17 are printed here as one telegram. 

6 Regarding the exchanges of notes with the Soviet Union during the summer and 
fall of 1953, see Documents 257 ff.
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As respects German question, which all believe should be on 
agenda, Molotov said, it is clear that German problem is related to 

European security and peace, and cannot be considered in isola- 
tion. It is well known that German militarism started World Wars 
I and II. The Soviet people cannot forget the sufferings and sacrific- 

es of themselves and others, including German people in World 
War II. The German question must be solved so as to prevent a 

third adventure of German militarism. This was the purpose of 

agreements at Yalta and Potsdam and coincides with the interest 
of the German people themselves. These agreements point out the 
path to be taken by the Berlin conference in the interests of Euro- 
pean security. They signify that neither a unified Germany nor 
part of Germany should be attracted to a grouping such as EDC, 
which represents a military bloc of some European states directed 
against other European states. Attraction of Germany into EDC 
not only would prevent attainment of German national unity but 
would also seriously increase the danger of a new war in Europe. If 
the door is opened to German militarism, danger of a new world 
war is inevitable. It is not surprising that the peoples of Europe are 

deeply worried over which road will be opened for German develop- 
ment: Peaceful collaboration with other countries or preparations 
for a new war which might lead, incidentally, to fratricidal strife 
among Germans themselves. 

One might ponder one other serious result of renewal of German 
militarism. Creation of a European army, of which Germany would 
be strongest member, might call forth a new alignment of power in 
which the countries of Europe would form two mutually opposing 

military groups and still further increase the danger of a new war. 

Such continental European powers as the USSR and France would 
have to consider that their interests coincide with those of France, 

Poland, England, Belgium, Czechoslovakia and all other peace- 

loving peoples. This is why the USSR legitimately raises the point 
that the solution of the German question should meet the demands 
of security guarantees in Europe, and this can be done only by uni- 
fying Germany as a peaceful and democratic state and by barring 
from power German militarists and revanchists. 

In the above connection, Molotov then made recall of the Franco- 

Soviet treaty against German militarism, the Anglo-Soviet treaty 
of 1942 and the Franco-British treaty of 1947, as well as the Pots- 
dam agreements, arguing that they represent useful bases for guar- 

antees of European security. All this, he said, show closely the 
German question is related to a reduction in world tensions. 

Molotov then raised question of failure of three powers and 
USSR to agree on a five-power conference, including CPR, on meas- 
ures to reduce international tensions. He proposed that this ques-
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tion be considered at Berlin conference and expressed readiness to 

offer concrete proposals on it, particularly that it should take place 
soon. He argued that only efforts of all the great powers can guar- 
antee reduction of tensions and referred to responsibilities of 
UNSC and provisions of UN Charter in regard to responsibility of 
the five great powers for maintenance of peace. At this time, he 

said, these provisions are thwarted by US which prevents CPR 
from assuming its rightful place in the UN. 

A meeting of the five powers is necessary, Molotov continued, to 
put an end to the armaments race which is so burdensome eco- 
nomically. Billions of dollars and pound expenditures on one side 
has only the effect of stimulating new measures on the other side. 
The same observation applies to American foreign military bases 
which, Molotov said, discredit themselves and whose underlying 

policy is headed for failure. 
It follows therefore that one must recognize the urgency of such 

measures as reducing significantly all armaments and the adoption 
of measures for the abolition of atomic, hydrogen and other weap- 

ons of mass destruction; the institution of effective international 

controls on their abolition; and as a first step toward this the refus- 

al of governments to employ atomic weapons. Included among 
other problems whose solutions are pressing is that of admission of 
the CPR into the UN. Such action would have great effect in the 
settlement of important international political and economic prob- 

lems, including the question of Korea. 

As is known, Molotov continued the Korean political conference 

has run into serious difficulties. Agreement on its membership has 

not yet been reached. Sharp differences between the two sides have 
found their expression in a crude violation of the armistice agree- 

ment provision concerning prisoners of war. All this in no small 

degree traces back to the absence of normal! relations between sev- 
eral great powers. There can be no doubt that a five-power meeting 
would help resolve not only the Korean but also other current 
international problems. 

Some countries refuse to recognize CPR but refusal to recognize 
facts and important historical developments has never given posi- 
tive results. Twenty-five governments, whose population approxi- 
mates one billion, have established diplomatic relations with CPR. 
Many more governments would have liked to follow their example, 
and the reason they have not done so requires no explanation. The 
Soviet Government believes this situation cannot continue much 
longer. A five-power meeting would greatly aid in improving the 

international situation. 
Another measure to relieve international tension, Molotov 

claimed, would be to improve trade relations between states. He re-
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ferred to the American-led blockade against USSR and peoples de- 
mocracies, saying its only result had been the formation of a 

second world market and closer economic relations between the 
Soviet-bloc countries. Many countries, Molotov predicted, would be 
interested in a five-power meeting leading to normalization of 

international trade. Soviet delegation would therefore like to hope 
that Berlin conference will reach agreement on a five-power meet- 

ing. 

Besides the five-power meeting and the German problem, Molo- 
tov thought, present conference should also examine Austrian 

question. Strengthening of peace in Europe and national rights of 
Austrian people require rapid settlement of Austrian question in 
accordance with the four-power agreement and in such manner 

that independent Austria becomes neither a tool of aggressive 

forces nor an instrument of German militarism. 

All this, Molotov said, lead him to make following proposals for 
agenda of Berlin conference. 

First, measures for reducing international tensions and to con- 
vene a five-power Foreign Ministers meeting. 

Second, the German question and the problem of guaranteeing 
European security. 

Third, the Austrian State Treaty. 7 

In adopting such an agenda, Molotov concluded, conference 

would have opportunity to concentrate its attention on the ques- 
tions which are at this time the most current and essential. Molo- 

tov’s statements of Eden and Bidault and with introductory re- 
marks of Secretary regarding hope that meeting will yield positive 

results, safeguarding security of peoples of Europe and consolidat- 
ing peace of world. 

Immediately after interpretation of Molotov’s statement, Secre- 

tary proposed that because of late hour meeting be adjourned until 
tomorrow. Molotov announced that he wondered if it would not be 
unfair for Secretary not to have opportunity to make his statement 
today, as other three Foreign Ministers had done. Secretary ex- 
plained that Molotov’s strong criticisms of and attacks on US re- 
quired answer, but that he would prefer to sleep on them tonight 
rather than to speak extemporaneously at this time. Molotov said 

that in that case he had no cbjection to adjournment. After reach- 

ing quick and unanimous agreement to meet again January 26 at 
1500, meeting was adjourned at 1855. 

7 For the final text of the agenda, as adopted at the second plenary, see FPM 
(54)4, Document 508.
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No. 356 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 203 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Ambassador to the Soviet 
Union (Bohlen) 

TOP SECRET BERLIN, January 25, 1954. 

Participants: The Secretary of State 
Mr. Charles E. Bohlen 
Mr. Michael B. Lustgarten (Interpreter) 

Mr. V.M. Molotov 

Mr. Andrei Gromyko 
Mr. O.A. Troyanovski (Interpreter) 

During the meeting today the Secretary of State said he expected 
in a day or two to have a talk with Mr. Molotov to pursue the pro- 

cedural discussions in regard to atomic energy,} to which Mr. 

Molotov replied that he was ready. 
CHARLES E. BOHLEN 

1 See footnote 1, Document 350. 

January 26, 1954 

No. 357 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 192 

Minutes of a Meeting of the Tripartite Working Group at British 
Headquarters, Berlin, January 26, 1954, 10:30 a.m. 

SECRET 

BER MIN-8 ! 

PRINCIPALS 

UNITED STATES UNITED KINGDOM FRANCE 

Mr. MacArthur Sir Frank Roberts M. R. de Margerie 

Sir F. Hoyer Millar M. Seydoux 

1 Records of the two previous meetings of the Tripartite Working Group (BER 
MIN-1 and 2 for Jan. 24 and 25), during which various procedural matters, Austria, 
German unification, and an electoral law were discussed, are in Conference files, lot 
60 D 627, CF 192.
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1. Soviet Proposal for Inclusion of Five-Power Item in Agenda 

Mr. MacArthur summarized the Secretary’s preliminary reaction 
to Molotov’s proposal for putting the Five-Power item first on the 

agenda. ? 
De Margerie said that Bidault felt there were some advantages 

in accepting the Soviet proposal for considering the Five-Power 
item first. De Margerie made it clear that Bidault stood by his com- 
mitment to adhere at least for the present to the agreed “first posi- 
tion”.? He said that at the same time if there is any chance of a 
peaceful settlement in Indochina by negotiation, no French Govern- 
ment could flatly refuse an exploration of such an opportunity. It 
was Bidault’s thought that it might be possible to extend the 

Korean Political Conference, if held, to include Indochina after 

Korean questions were disposed of. 

Bidault felt that it would be possible to explore the possibility of 
a Southeast Asian Conference (not a Five-Power conference) to 
bring about a settlement of Asiatic problems, primarily the hostil- 

ities in Indochina. He agreed with Mr. MacArthur’s suggestion 
that it would be desirable for the three Foreign Ministers to get to- 
gether at lunch today before the Secretary speaks this afternoon so 
as to be sure they present a united front. 4 

M. Roux said that there was no basic change in the military or 
political situation in Indochina which would call for a modification 
of the French position. The military situation was moderately good. 
The French had effected a junction of their forces in Central Laos 
and Northern Laos; Buu Loc > had succeeded in forming a new cab- 
inet; the atmosphere in Cambodia was less tense. The situation was 

“not bad’. 

Roux recalled that in the National Assembly debate last Novem- 
ber the Government had been requested to explore every possibility 
of a settlement in Indochina. If the Soviets were agreeable to a 

non-Five-Power conference which would include Indochina, it 

would be very difficult for Bidault to explain a refusal to accept the 
opportunity. Roux recognized, however, that the French could not 

negotiate at the present moment even if they wanted to and 
seemed to have an opportunity: the political and military situa- 
tions in Indochina were not yet sufficiently favorable to permit it. 
Roux indicated that the French expected a political conference on 

2 Regarding Molotov’s proposal and the Soviet agenda, see Secto 17, Document 
355. For Secretary Dulles’ response to this proposal, see Secto 24, Document 360. 

3 Regarding the “first position’ on a five-power conference, see paragraph 3 to 
Secto 12, Document 347. 

* Regarding the Foreign Ministers luncheon meeting, see the memorandum by 
MacArthur, infra. 

5 Prince Buu Loc, Prime Minister of Vietnam.
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Korea to be arranged eventually and that a conference on Indo- 
china might come immediately thereafter. 

De Margerie recalled that Bidault was careful to say as little as 
possible on the Chinese Communist conference issue in his formal 

speech of yesterday. Some members of the Cabinet would be disap- 
pointed that he did not go further. Bidault had taken something of 
a chance in being as noncommittal as he was. De Margerie said he 
thought it was sufficient to say that Bidault would not take any 
initiative on a ministers conference to include Communist China. 
The question would not arise so far as France was concerned unless 
Soviet Russia took a new initiative, abandoning the Five-Power 
theme. 

Sir Frank Roberts said that he could not speak authoritatively 
for Eden although he believed he knew the general tenor of his 
thinking. Eden felt that we must avoid getting into a wrangle with 
the Soviets over the Chinese Communist issue. Eden had not gone 
as far or as fast as the other two Foreign Ministers in his reaction 
to the Soviet agenda proposal. However, Roberts guessed that Eden 
would welcome acceptance of the Soviet proposal to put the Chi- 
nese item first. However, two pitfalls must be considered: (1) Ad- 
verse public relations, especially in Germany, if it seems that the 
main business of the conference is being subordinated to the alien 
issue of Communist China; (2) the danger of serious delay in the 
proper business of the conference. 

MacArthur recognized the possibility that the Soviets might try 
to weave the Five-Power issue into the proceedings throughout the 
conference but he felt we should not be deterred by this possibility. 

Roberts said that the British would not take any initiative in 
moving away from the agreed “first position’. 

Roberts felt there was danger of our being put in an awkward 
position if Molotov got down to particulars and exposed the slight 

difference of approach of the three western powers toward the 
Communist China problem. 
MacArthur felt that this danger could be avoided if we agreed 

not to get involved in a hassle. It should be possible to deal with 
the item without getting deeply involved in it if we refrained from 
being drawn into a cat-and-dog fight and forced Molotov to talk 
himself out. There were only a limited number of variations he 
could play on his theme. Molotov’s filibuster could hardly last in- 
definitely if he received no encouragement from the other three 
Foreign Ministers. 

Sir Frank Roberts raised the question as to how the Delegations 
would treat the press if the Soviet agenda were accepted in light of 
German expectations that Germany would be the first item on the 
agenda. Mr. MacArthur said we should state that we were accept-
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ing a procedural point in order to get quickly to the business for 

which the Western Powers came to the Conference. M. de Margerie 

said that we should avoid giving the impression that we were 
merely accepting the first item in order to quash it. 

2. The Austrian Item 

It was agreed that unless the Soviets raised the question of the 

participation of the GDR the three Ministers would not take the 
initiative to raise the question of Austrian participation prior to 
the time the Austrian item was reached on the agenda. If the Sovi- 

ets raise the question of participation by the GDR prior to discus- 

sion of the German item, this would be answered on its own merits 

and at that time the Western Ministers could state that although 
we had not planned to discuss the point at this time there was also 

the procedural point of the participation of representatives of the 
Austrian Government. 

3. Consultations with Other Governments 

It was noted that the three delegations should respond to re- 

quests from other Governments to participate as an observer or to 
receive special consultation that machinery had been developed to 

keep other countries informed such as the NATO and EDC coun- 
tries. Non-member countries of these organizations will receive in- 

formation on matters directly affecting them through normal diplo- 
matic procedures. 

4. Germany 

The Working Group had completed a revision of the Declaration 

of Intent (BER D-4/4 &) which will be submitted to the Working 
Group its next meeting. The “Plan for German Re-unification in 
Freedom” at (BER D-4/42b 7) was discussed and the last paragraph 
of Section IV concerning rights of occupying powers was submitted 

to the HICOM legal advisers for further work. 

6 Not found in Department of State files. A copy of BER D-4/4c, dated Feb. 1, 
1954 is in Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 200. 

7 Not printed. (CFM files, lot M 88, box 168, “Four-Power Meeting in Berlin’)
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No. 358 

396.1 BE/1-2754 

Memorandum by the Counselor of the Department of State (MacAr- 
thur) of a Luncheon Meeting, Berlin, January 26, 1954, 1 p.m.} 

SECRET 

Participants: Secretary Dulles 
M. Bidault 
M. Eden 
M. MacArthur 

At luncheon on January 26th there was discussion among Secre- 
tary Dulles, Mr. Eden, and Mr. Bidault of the Soviet proposal for a 
five-power conference. 2? M. Bidault said that despite serious prob- 
lems with French public opinion he would stand absolutely firm in 
opposition to a five-power conference as proposed by the Soviets. 
He said, however, that if the Soviets subsequently came up with al- 
ternatives, particularly an alternative of calling such a conference 
for the sake of considering questions concerning Southeast Asia, 
the French would in all probability be obliged to accept. 

Secretary Dulles said he understood that if the Soviets proposed 
a conference dealing with Indochina, the French might feel they 
had to accept. If, after weighing all aspects of such a possibility, the 
French decided such a conference was in their own best interest, 

the United States could not prevent them from accepting it. How- 
ever, the Secretary said he did not see how a conference dealing 
with Indochina could be a five-power conference since he assumed 

that the Associated States would also participate. 
M. Bidault said that if the Associated States participated in such 

a conference, the Vietminh would have to participate, and this 

would inflate the prestige of the Vietminh and give it the status of 
a government which was accepted at least as a de facto govern- 
ment. Therefore, M. Bidault had been toying with the idea of 
trying to get a proxy of some sort from the Associated States to 
represent them at the conference so that Ho Chi Minh would have 
no pretext for attending. M. Bidault indicated that he was still 
turning this possibility over in his mind and had made no decisions 
with respect to it. 

The conversation then turned to the tactics to be followed by the 
three Western Powers in the meeting with Molotov about an hour 

later. 

1 Drafted on January 27. For a further report on this luncheon, see Dulte 6, 

Document 362. 
2 Regarding the Soviet proposal for a five-power conference, see Secto 17, Docu- 

ment 3050.



THE BERLIN CONFERENCE 823 

Following the close of the quadripartite meeting this afternoon 3 
Secretary Dulles requested Mr. MacArthur to get word to the 
French that if they accepted a five-power conference on Southeast 

Asia and Indochina, they should bear in mind that the question of 

whether the United States could participate in such a conference 
was extremely dubious to say the least; furthermore, that if a con- 
ference on Indochina were held without the participation of the As- 

sociated States where France purported to speak for them, this 
would obviously be interpreted as indicating that the Associated 
States were not free and independent and that the French Declara- 
tion of July 34 was without real meaning. Finally, Mr. MacArthur 
should make clear to the French that if they got involved in negoti- 
ations and talks relating to a five-power conference, there might be 

an extremely adverse effect on the morale and will of the three As- 
sociated States and their peoples, who might somehow think 
France was in the process of negotiating their turn-over to Ho Chi 

Minh. Any such development which led to a deterioration of the 
military situation would be a cause for grave concern to the United 
States, which was pouring hundreds of millions of dollars of treas- 
ure and resources into the Indochinese war. 

On the morning of January 27 Mr. MacArthur conveyed the fore- 
going to M. Roland de Margerie. M. de Margerie said he would pass 
the comments to M. Bidault at once. However, he could give the 
most firm and categoric assurances that M. Bidault did not have in 
mind side-tracking or by-passing the Associated States. He said M. 
Bidault was convinced the Associated States must participate in 
any negotiations relating to the future of Indochina. The question 

is whether they would prefer to participate directly, and thus 
enable Ho Chi Minh to appear at the conference table and have de 
facto recognition, or whether they would prefer to have France ne- 
gotiating in their behalf, which would enable the exclusion of Ho 

from the conference table. Furthermore, M. de Margerie said M. 

Bidault had reached no firm decisions; that no negotiations of any 
kind had been decided upon; and that M. Bidault’s thinking is still 
hypothetical. 

M. de Margerie then said Bidault was under violent attack in the 
French Parliament because of the developments in North Africa. 
Bidault’s Indochina policy, which involves remaining in Indochina 
and endeavoring to gain a position of greater strength from which 
future negotiations might be possible, was being strongly criticized. 

3 For a report on the second meeting of the Berlin Conference, see Secto 29, infra. 

The French Declaration of July 3, 1953, offered the three Associated States si- 
nruitaneous but separate negotiations for a review of their status in the French 
nion.
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French parliamentarians were saying that if France had gotten out 
of Indochina last summer or autumn and had concentrated their 
strength in North Africa, Spain would not have dared to create the 

recent difficulties with respect to Morocco.*> De Margerie said 
these arguments made no sense at all, but nonetheless French 

North Africa was an highly emotional subject with the French and 
in their dismay at the recent developments instigated by Spain 
they were looking everywhere for someone to pin the blame on. In 
this case, they were trying to fix the blame on Bidault. 

5 At the close of 1953 Spain had refused to recognize the new Sultan of Morocco 
who would normally have had religious and secular powers in Spanish Morocco as 
well as French Morocco. 

No. 359 

396.1 BE/1-2754: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State } 

CONFIDENTIAL PRIORITY BERLIN, January 27, 1954—11 a.m. 

Secto 29. Department pass OSD. Following summary of first part 
January 26 meeting, 2 Bidault presiding: 

Meeting began with prepared statement by Secretary transmit- 
ted Secto 24. ? Molotov followed with extemporaneous statement on 
Germany, China and five-power conference. In substance, he said 

Dulles was wrong in trying to place Soviet position in opposition 
French and British and that while it would be unrealistic to avoid 

fact that differences do exist, Foreign Ministers should seek find 

among such differences those on which they can achieve positive 

results. He recalled that Bidault, for example, had said it was 
wrong to have simultaneous discussion Austrian and Korean prob- 
lems. To this the Soviets agreed, but believed Foreign Ministers 
should not by-pass either problem. Further, Eden had said British 
could not agree to a compromise contrary to its point of view on 
Germany. Molotov emphasized that if none were willing compro- 
mise, the Ministers might as well say their work was already over. 
He added that the Ministers must determine points on which they 

1 Transmitted in two sections. Repeated to Paris, London, Bonn, Moscow, and 
Vienna. 

2The U.S. Delegation verbatim record of the second meeting. USDEL PLEN/2, is 
in Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 193. For the full text of the statements by Bi- 
dault and Eden, see Berlin Discussions, pp. 29-31. 

3 Infra.
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could agree and recognize others which are not yet ripe for agree- 

ment but which could be considered and agreed later. 
Molotov recalled that neither the British nor French Ministers 

had referred to Yalta or Potsdam, however, he felt it necessary 
refer these agreements since they have direct relation German 
problem. Further, Dulles had sought place Soviet views in opposi- 

tion to those of British and French and had compared Potsdam to 
Versailles. While Soviets agree Versailles was bad Soviet Union 
had no responsibility for this. Besides, he saw no connection be- 

tween Versailles and Potsdam. 
Molotov added that Yalta and Potsdam, both signed by US, had 

as goals development peaceful, democratic Germany. Soviet trea- 
ties with France and Britain have same goal. He too believed that 

Germany interested in following democratic and peaceful path, for 

in Soviet view any other path for Germany would mean national 
suicide. While some Potsdam decisions had lost meaning, since only 
of temporary character, main objectives remained valid. Adherence 
to these objectives necessary if Germany to become great power, 
while safeguarding peace. Therefore, he could only regard critically 
Dulles light-hearted attitude toward these agreements. 

He said statements that Soviet Union seeking promote hostility 
between France and Germany were untrue. On contrary, Soviet 
Union desired friendship between France, Germany and the Soviet 
Union. While this was a noble yet difficult task, it did not require 
opposition of three continental powers to UK and US. He believed 
that this desire for a rapprochement of three continental powers 
and the Potsdam and Yalta agreements should provide joint basis 
for the mutual work of the Foreign Ministers. On this basis the 

Foreign Ministers should attempt to win over majority of Germans 

as opposed to those Germans who do not desire firm peace. This 

task in turn would unite four powers. 
China. Molotov continued that Chinese People’s Republic is a 

great power and its founding a great historical event. Those failing 

recognize this may find themselves in difficult situation, from 
which conference might help them extricate themselves. Fact that 
all nations on UN Neutral Commission have recognized Chinese 
People’s Republic indicates true situation. While true UN con- 
demned China as aggressor, Soviet Union continues maintain objec- 
tions this action. In contrast US action, Chinese troops entered 
Korea only when its territory directly threatened. The three 
powers must also remember war ended in Korea on initiative of 
Korean People’s Republic and China. 

Conference of five great powers. Molotov cited Dulles statements 
this subject and concluded that it was just as legitimate hold five- 
power conference as present four-power meeting. He claimed that
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in UN Security Council the five great powers have certain special 
rights and only the Chinese People’s Republic should represent 
China in this body. In view special place of big five in international 

relations, four Foreign Ministers should support suggestion that 
five-power conference be held as soon as possible. Molotov then 

tabled following proposal in connection with “the first item on our 
agenda”: 

“Measures to reduce tension in international relations and the 
convocation of a five-power conference of Ministers. (Proposal of 
the USSR delegation) 

In view of the need to strengthen world peace and the security of 
the peoples and to eliminate the threat of a new war and the need 
to create more favorable conditions for the development of political 
and economic relations between the nations in conformity with the 
principles of the United Nations Charter, 

It shall be deemed advisable to convene in May-June 1954 a For- 
eign Ministers conference of France, Britain, The USA, The USSR 
and the Chinese People’s Republic to consider urgent measures to 
reduce tension in international relations’. 4 

Dulles then asked Bidault if an agenda had been adopted. Molo- 
tov replied there seemed to be no objections. Bidault said, of course, 

agenda had not been adopted, since “adoption of agenda” had not 
been placed before Foreign Ministers. He said he would listen to 
further general statements, but suggested short recess first. Meet- 

ing then recessed. 

Following summarizes second part of January 26 meeting: Ses- 
sion reconvened at 1727 after 30-minute recess. 

Bidault, as chairman, gave floor to himself. Stating that he 

wished to speak on subject of agenda as had Molotov yesterday, Bi- 
dault voiced objection to agenda proposed by Molotov on grounds 
that it places more general and more difficult problems first. He 
said that on such an agenda it is preferable to place the easier 
problems first. As respects the proposed conference of the five For- 
eign Ministers, Bidault noted that discussions at Berlin had al- 
ready brought to light serious differences of opinion. As respects 

German problem, Bidault noted that Molotov’s statement of yester- 

day showed him to be opposed to views previously expressed by Bi- 
dault. However, the conference must soon get into substance and 
must by all means avoid a “three month debate” on procedure. 
Molotov’s proposed agenda is therefore acceptable to French dele- 

gation, Bidault concluded, providing that it is clearly understood 
that French acceptance is not construed as prejudging the sub- 

4 This proposal with slightly different wording was circulated as FPM/54/6 in the 
records of the conference.
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stance of the discussions and that France has not accepted Molo- 

tov’s viewpoints on substance. 

Eden said UK delegation had had in mind another agenda differ- 
ing in several respects from the one proposed by Molotov. UK 
would have preferred to begin with German and Austrian ques- 

tions. UK does not like Molotov’s agenda, either in its order or its 

substance. However, UK is prepared to accept agenda proposed by 
Molotov with same provisos just stated by French Foreign Minister. 

Eden continued that he would like to answer one point made by 
Molotov yesterday by stating that UK does not reject compromise 
on German question. What he had said yesterday and what he 
wished to repeat was that the UK could not compromise on the 
fundamental principle of free elections in Germany. Eden will be 
interested to learn during the course of the conference whether 

Molotov or he shows the better temperament for compromise. 

Secretary replied in negative to Bidault’s inquiry whether Secre- 
tary wished to make statement. 

Bidault then declared adopted agenda proposed by Molotov and 
announced that meeting January 27 at 1500 will commence with 
point one of that agenda. Meeting was adjourned at 1755. 

No. 360 

396.1 BE/1-2654: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State 3 

PRIORITY BERLIN, January 26, 1954. 

Secto 24. Department pass OSD, USIA. Following is text of state- 
ment by Secretary Dulles at second quadripartite session: 2 

I. This conference affords us the chance to recapture the lofty 
spirit of those who, with sacrificial dedication, won for us the 

chance to make the peace. The United States has come here, and 
will perservere, in that spirit. During the nine years that have 
elapsed since the end of World War II, many hopes have turned to 
despair and many friendships have dissolved in bitterness. It is, 
indeed, five years since our four Foreign Ministers have even met 
together. Those five years have been marked by a major war in 
Korea; the intensification of war in Indochina; and growing fear 
that we are merely in another interlude between world wars. 

1 Repeated to Bonn, Paris, London, Moscow, and Vienna. 
2 For a record of the second meeting, see Secto 29, supra.
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This conference provides the occasion for making a fresh start. 
We meet here in a city whose ruin and division symbolizes the 

tragic consequences of aggression. Here it should be possible, in a 
mood of equalizing humility, to work together for peace. 
When we came here we knew that there were many matters 

where we disagreed. But we hoped to find an area of agreement 
which, if it were jointly cultivated, would invigorate peaceful prin- 
ciples which would finally encompass us all, everywhere. We 
thought that Germany and Austria provided such an initial field 
for successful effort. 

That was the mood which was made manifest by the opening 
speeches of M. Bidault and Mr. Eden. Neither of them uttered a 
single word of recrimination. Both dealt constructively with the 
future and sought the cooperation which would enable the four of 
us to build here in the heart of Europe a society which, turning its 
back upon the tragic past, would be a monument of enduring 

peace. 
II. It was thus a matter of profound disappointment to hear the 

opening address of the Soviet Foreign Minister. It was not that he 
said anything that was new. I have heard the same speech many 
times before. What was saddening was the fact that he seized upon 
this occasion, the opening of this new conference, this beginning of 
what could be a new chapter of history, to accumulate and repeat 
the old false charges and recriminations which have been heard so 

often from Soviet rulers. 
III. If any one thing is certain, it is that the future will never be 

a future of peace unless it reflects new ideas and new vision. Peace 

is not had merely by wanting it. We all, I suppose, want peace, on 

our own terms. Men have always wanted peace on their own terms. 
Instead of getting peace, they have gotten an endless cycle of recur- 
rent war. War has constantly bred war because, with rare excep- 

tions, the victors in war have been so animated by the spirit of 
vengeance and hatred that they have been blinded and have them- 
selves unwittingly become the causes of new war. 

If, from this standpoint, we review the three speeches which 
were made yesterday, we cannot but be struck by the difference. M. 
Bidault and Mr. Eden both made constructive proposals for Germa- 
ny, which, because they were just, would be lasting. They proposed 
a Germany which would be united under a government of its own 
choosing and which would bury its antiquated nationalistic and 
militaristic ambitions in a durable unity with those who in the past 
have been the victims of its aggression. 

As I listened to the calm, wise words of M. Bidault, I could not 

but think of our own President Lincoln, who, animated by the 

spirit of “malice toward none and charity toward all’, forged a po-
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litical unity which has produced the largest measure of human wel- 
fare that the world has yet known. 

As Mr. Molotov pointed out, France, equally with Russia, was a 
victim of Nazism. But M. Bidault evoked the spirit which can bind 

up and heal the wounds of war. Mr. Molotov evoked the spirit of 
vengeance and of hatred which marked the ill-fated treaty of Ver- 
sailles. He recalled the decisions of Yalta. It was Yalta which 
called for the “dismemberment of Germany’, for the stripping of 
Germany of all removable assets and for impressed German labor. 

These decisions of Yalta, which my own government shared, 

were understandable in the context of the day. The German war 
was still in full vigor and wars are not won by a spirit of tolerance. 
But it is sad that today, nine years since the German armistice, 
one of the parties to the Yalta conference should attempt to revive 
the bitterness and the hatred of those days and the cruel decisions 
which that hatred and bitterness occasioned. 

I had some part in the Paris conference which created the treaty 
of Versailles. It is easy for me to recall the mood of that confer- 
ence. We then believed that the way to exorcise evil from the 
German spirit was to occupy Germany, to demilitarize Germany, to 
impose upon Germany humiliating discriminations so that she 
would always be a nation apart, branded openly with the stigma of 
Cain. 

From that experiment, those who truly and wisely seek peace 
have learned that no great nation is made harmless by subjecting 
it to discriminations so that it cannot be an equal in the family of 
nations. Restrictions such as were imposed by the treaty of Ver- 
sailles, and as are implicit in the Soviet proposals of yesterday, 

merely incite a people of vigor and of courage to strive to break the 
bonds imposed upon them and thereby to demonstrate their sover- 
eign equality. Prohibitions thus incite the very acts that are pro- 
hibited. 

IV. In contrast to the Soviet reversion to a sterile and dangerous 

past is the French approach as put forward by M. Bidault. France 

has resolved not to repeat that past. In the interest of permanent 
peace, she is striving to forge strong links of common interest and 
purpose to unite Germany with her neighbors. 

We can well pause here to pay tribute to the genius of France 
which has drawn together the six nations of Western Europe in the 
Coal and Steel Community, which has conceived the European De- 
fense Community and which stimulates the development of a Euro- 
pean Political Community. 

Such creative thinking marks freedom at its best. It condemns to 
ridicule those who would destine France to a humble place in the 
Soviet world of enforced conformity.
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Mr. Molotov professes to fear that the European Defense Com- 
munity would be dominated by German militarism. That is precise- 
ly what EDC is designed to prevent. It is a program which accept- 
ably precludes any German national army and any German Gener- 
al Staff. I say “acceptably” because the treaty operates in a nondis- 
criminatory way. Each of the countries of the European Defense 
Community accepts for itself in Europe the same conditions as 

apply to Germany. Thus, there is brought into being a modest de- 
fense force in which individual Germans have a minority part and 
the whole of which is dedicated to defensive purposes. No part of 
the European army can ever be used to serve any national ends in 
Europe. That is a program which the Germans themselves willing- 
ly accept. The German people are eager, as are the people of 
France, to find a way to end forever the hideous spectacle of the 
European nations fighting each other. The treaty to create the Eu- 
ropean Defense Community was conceived by France, has been 
signed by France, Germany, Italy, Belgium, The Netherlands and 

Luxembourg. The process of ratification is far advanced. There is 
no known substitute for EDC. Certainly the Soviet Union has pro- 
posed none except a return to the obsolete, bankrupt system of 

Versailles and other so-called “‘peace’” treaties which have bred 
war. 

Surely statesmanship can do better than to recreate the world’s 
worst fire hazard. The country and people of the Soviet Union have 

been cruelly mutilated by the consequences of German hostility 
toward France. It seems incredible that Soviet leaders should now 
be devoting themselves to reviving that Franco-German hostility 

and to obstructing a unification which would realize the vision of 
the wise European statesmen who for generations have been 

preaching unity as the indispensable foundation for lasting peace. 

V. The Soviet Foreign Minister suggested that the formation of a 
European or North Atlantic treaty military force might lead to the 
creation of a defensive alliance of other European countries, thus 

splitting Europe into two opposing military groups of states. This is 
a grotesque inversion of history. 

Following the end of World War II, the United States withdrew 
its vast armies and air and naval forces from Europe and largely 
dismantled its military establishment. The United Kingdom did 
likewise. Western Europe itself was left totally devoid of military 
strength. The Western nations put their primary dependence in 
the pledges of the United Nations charter. They continued to do so 
until June 1951. Then the sudden outbreak of hostilities in Korea 
showed that the United Nations charter did not constitute any ab- 
solute guaranty against armed aggression. The free nations real- 
ized their insecurity if they remained disarmed and disunited in
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the face of a powerful military bloc combining the resources of 

800,000,000 people. 

Mr. Molotov, in his address, cited the principle that action pro- 

vokes reaction. That is true, as we see; but not with the application 
which Mr. Molotov gave it. 

Another disheartening aspect of the Soviet Foreign Minister’s 

statement was its reiteration of the importance of accepting the 
Chinese Communist regime as one of the so-called “five great 
powers’ which have world-wide responsibility for the establishment 
of peace. 

This off-spring of Soviet Communism committed flagrant aggres- 
sion in Korea, for which it was formally condemned by the United 
Nations. It is actively promoting aggression against Vietnam, Laos 

and Cambodia. All of the nations which are the neighbors of this 
Chinese Communist regime feel menaced by its scarcely concealed 
aggressive purpose. 

Although six months have gone by since it agreed to hold a polit- 
ical conference with relation to Korea, Communist China has con- 
stantly found excuses and placed obstructions in the way. 

This convicted aggressor is the nation which the Soviet Union 
chooses to be its companion in its quest for peace and which it de- 
mands should be accepted by the US and others. I would like to 
state here plainly and unequivocally what the Soviet Foreign Min- 
ister already knows—the US will not agree to join in a five-power 
conference with the Chinese Communist aggressors for the purpose 
of dealing generally with the peace of the world. 

The US refuses not because, as is suggested, it denies that the 
regime exists, or that it has power. We in the US well know that it 

exists and has power, because its aggressive armies joined with the 

North Korean aggressors to kill and wound 150,000 Americans who 

went to Korea in company with British, French and other United 
Nations forces to resist that aggression in response to the appeal of 

the United Nations. We do not refuse to deal with it where occa- 
sion requires. We did deal with it in making the Korean armistice. 
We deal with it today at Panmunjom in our effort to bring about a 
Korean peace conference. It is, however, one thing to recognize evil 

as a fact. It is another thing to take evil to one’s breast and call it 

good. 
Moreover, the United States rejects the Soviet concept that any 

so-called “five great powers” have a right to rule the world and to 
determine the destinies of other nations. The United Nations char- 
ter confers no such mandate. Nor is any such mandate to be found 
in principles of justice and fair dealing. Undoubtedly great power 
carries with it a great responsibility for promoting and protecting 
peace, but such power gives no right to dictate to smaller powers or
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to manage the affairs of the world. We believe in the principle, em- 
bodied in the charter of the United Nations, that there is a sover- 

eign equality of all states, great and small. 

Despite the discouragement which must be the first reaction to 
the Soviet Minister’s speech, I propose that we refuse to be discour- 
aged and get ahead with our business. We hope that there will be a 
genuine opportunity for us to explore together new ideas such as 

have been put forward in the addresses of the Foreign Ministers of 
France and of Great Britain. In this respect, Mr. Eden has made a 
series of concrete proposals regarding Germany which deserve our 

serious consideration. 

Mr. Molotov has proposed an agenda. ® It is not the agenda that 
we would propose, but it is an agenda which we will take for the 
sake of getting on with our work. We do not want to turn this con- 
ference into another Palais Rose conference 4 where our deputies 
met for many weeks in futile argument about the agenda. The 
Soviet Foreign Minister has proposed a first agenda item which in- 
cludes the convening of a meeting of Ministers of Foreign Affairs of 
France, Britain, the United States, the Soviet Union and the Chi- 

nese People’s Republic. The US is willing to deal with, and dispose 
of, this agenda item. 

Then would come the German question and the problem of insur- 
ing European security. Germany is a matter which primarily con- 
cerns us here, and the sooner we can get to it, the better. 

Then the Soviet Union proposed discussion of the Austrian state 

treaty. Since the treaty was already substantially concluded five 
years ago, and since the Soviet Union has already received much 
more than the reparation which it originally demanded, this prob- 
lem should be quickly disposed of. We would have preferred to deal 
with it earlier. But if the Soviet Union prefers to leave to the last 

what is the easiest to do, then we will accommodate ourselves to 

their wishes in this respect. 

The important thing is that we quickly show a capacity to dis- 
charge our responsibilities toward others and not to waste our time 
in recriminations as amongst ourselves. 

I have said that power carries with it a great responsibility 
today; as the four occupying powers in Germany and Austria, we 
possess a responsibility for which, unless it be well discharged, the 

verdict of history will find us guilty. 
Therefore, I say, let us get on with our work. Let us truly dis- 

charge that responsibility on which the hope of millions center. 

3 For the proposed Soviet agenda, see Secto 17, Document 355. 
4 Reference to the Four-Power Exploratory Talks (Conference at the Palais Rose) 

at Paris, Mar. 5-June 21, 1951.
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No. 361 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 204 

Memorandum by the Ambassador to the Soviet Union (Bohlen) to 
the Secretary of State } 

TOP SECRET BERLIN, January 27, 1954. 

Ambassador Joxe gave me the following account of Molotov’s 
dinner last night for Mr. Bidault. On the Russian side there was 
Molotov, Gromyko, Vinogradov (Soviet Ambassador to France), 

Pushkin (Vice Minister for German and Austrian Affairs), Zhukov 

(Chief of Protocol);2 and for the French, Mr. Bidault, Parodi, Am- 

bassador Joxe and Laloy of the Quai d’Orsay (De Margerie did not 
attend as his health is poor and there may have been one other 
member of the French Delegation in his place). 

Nothing of any importance transpired at the dinner which had 
the usual toast to the individuals present, to peace and to the suc- 

cess of the conference etc. Molotov, however, in a reminiscent 

mood, spoke of his acquaintanceship with world leaders and men- 
tioned that he had personally known Hitler. After dinner, initially 
Gromyko took Mr. Bidault aside and Molotov took Ambassador 
Joxe. Molotov had little of interest to say to the Ambassador 
during this brief period, but Gromyko concentrated with Mr. Bi- 
dault on the importance and desirability of a five-power conference. 
According to Joxe, Mr. Bidault gave him a very short shrift and 
showed no inclination to pursue the conversation. After that Molo- 
tov, Bidault, Joxe, Laloy and the Soviet interpreter sat down 

around the table. Molotov first talked about Germany without 

adding anything new to what was heard at the conference, with 

emphasis on the dangers of German militarism etc., but without, 

however, even hinting at any concrete or any specific point or pro- 
posal. He then turned rather abruptly to the Far East and stated 
to Mr. Bidault that he felt France should make, at this session, 

some gesture in favor of a five-power conference. Without appar- 
ently troubling to hide the connection, but without definitely stat- 
ing it, he shifted to Indochina, stating that ‘we in Moscow’ (to 
which he added that he was not alone in this thought) did not un- 
derstand exactly what France was after in Indochina. He said that 
the Soviet Union was very far from the Indochinese scene and had 
little first-hand knowledge of the situation there (and he implied 
little interest), but that France was on the spot and very much in- 

1 A notation on the source text by O’Connor indicates that Secretary Dulles saw 
it. Copies were also sent to Merchant and MacArthur. 

2 A notation on the source text indicates that Semyenov was also present.
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volved. He then said that if the Soviet Government knew the views 

of the French Government and whether they would like a settle- 
ment now or later or on what basis, his Government would be pre- 

pared to act as intermediary in the form of good offices in order to 
ascertain what the reaction to such a proposition would be. (It was 
not clear whether Molotov was proposing good offices with Commu- 
nist China or Ho Chi Minh, or both. I will endeavor to clarify this 

point.) Bidault refrained from any particular show of interest in 
this question but merely said that in his view Indochina was not a 
matter so much of negotiation but first of all for acts of “‘acquies- 
cence’. According to Joxe, what Bidault had in mind was that the 

Chinese Communists could unilaterally take certain measures nec- 
essary in order to prepare the way for negotiations but that these 
measures were not, properly speaking, subjects for bargaining. 

No attempt was made by Molotov to link Indochinese matters 
with German questions. He was mild in his criticisms of the West 
and even of the U.S. during the evening. During the entire evening 
Molotov and all the Russians went out of their way to be cordial 
and pleasant. 3 

CHARLES E. BOHLEN 

3 A summary of this memorandum was transmitted to President Eisenhower in 
Dulte 8 from Berlin, Jan. 27. (Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 212) 

No. 362 

396.1 BE/1-2654: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the President 

TOP SECRET PRIORITY BERLIN, January 26, 1954—8 p.m. 

Dulte 6. Eyes only for the President from the Secretary. Distrib- 
ute one copy to Acting Secretary. 

“Meeting today preceded by lunch of Bidault, Eden with me con- 
cerning position on Soviet agenda proposal for five-power confer- 
ence first, Germany and European security second, Austria third. } 

We agreed to accept to save endless agenda debate feeling no harm 
would result. I made my speech at opening of today’s meeting. ? 
Molotov made long rambling reply designed primarily to open up 
possible differences between US and UK and France, emphasizing 

1For a record of the second meeting of the conference, see Secto 29, Document 
359. For a record of the luncheon meeting with Bidault and Eden, see the memoran- 
dum by MacArthur, Document 358. Text of the proposed Soviet agenda was trans- 
mitted in Secto 17, Document 355. 

2 For Secretary Dulles’ speech, see Secto 24, Document 360.
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the theme of Europe for the Europeans and implying Americans go 

home. Also sought to offset poor propaganda effect of Molotov 
opening speech which my speech exploited. Bidault dines with 

Molotov tonight. * He seems standing firm. Some slight sign of 
Eden desire play intermediary role with Molotov whom he has in- 
vited to dine with him Wednesday. I expect to be invited to dine 

with Molotov Friday and expect to accept.” 4 
JOHN FostER DULLES 

3 For a report on Bidault’s dinner meeting with Molotov, see the memorandum by 
Bohlen, supra. 

4For reports on Secretary Dulles’ dinner meeting with Molotov on Jan. 29, see 
the memoranda by Jackson and Merchant, Documents 3885 and 386. 

No. 363 

396.1 BE/1-2654: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET BERLIN, January 26, 1954—9 p.m. 

Secto 26. Both Eden and Bidault said today that Soviets are 
going to great lengths to be amiable in their contacts with mem- 

bers of British and French delegations who they are contacting 

daily. They indicated these Soviet tactics aimed at driving a wedge 
between the US on one hand and France and UK on other, are 

transparently clear and in marked contrast to the unconstructive 

tone and content of Molotov’s opening speech. 2 

This morning Malik called on Nutting (UK) and exuded good 

will. He referred to agenda proposed by Molotov and blandly said 
Soviets did not want a long drawn out discussion on the five power 

conference but just agreement that such a conference would be 
held. 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, and Moscow. 

2 Regarding Molotov’s opening statement, see Secto 17, Document 355.
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No. 364 

396.1 BE/1-2654: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State } 

CONFIDENTIAL BERLIN, January 26, 1954—11 p.m. 

Secto 28. Department pass OSD. GDR has endeavored transmit 
letter to “Conference of Foreign Ministers’ requesting participa- 
tion Berlin conference. 2 Copies were delivered to four Foreign 
Ministers office addressees. Subsequently, Soviet representatives 
tried unsuccessfully on January 26 get letter published and circu- 
lated by conference secretariat as official conference document. Tri- 
partite agreed to refuse. 

In view these developments, tripartite agreement reached with 
respect GDR and Austrian representation at conference as follows: 

1. We will not raise the question of GDR representation, but if it 
is raised by the Soviets, we will reject it. (BER D-4/8a?). 

2. If the Soviets do not raise the question of either GDR or Aus- 
trian representation, we will not raise question of Austrian repre- 
sentation until Austrian item is reached in agenda. 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, Moscow, Vienna, Bonn, and Frankfurt. 

2 An English translation of this letter, which was circulated within the U.S. Dele- 
gation as BER D-4/3a, is in Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 200. 

3 Presumably BER D-4/3, Jan. 11, 1955, “Participation of the Federal Republic 

and the Soviet Zone Regime in the Berlin Conference”. (CFM files, lot M 88, box 

167) 

January 27, 1954 

No. 365 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 205 

Minutes of a Meeting of the United States Delegation at the Berlin 
Conference, January 27, 1954, 9:30 a.m. 

SECRET 
USDEL MIN-3!? 

Present: The Secretary 
Special Advisers 
Advisers 

1 For USDEL MIN-1, see Document 345. USDEL MIN-2, dated Jan. 26, 1954, re- 

ported briefly on the second U.S. Delegation meeting on Jan. 26. (Conference files, 
lot 60 D 627, CF 205)
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In opening the meeting the Secretary expressed the view that it 

would be desirable to hold a morning delegation staff meeting for 
an informal exchange of views, the exact time of the meeting being 
adjusted to the schedule of the principals. 

[1.] The Secretary said he was concerned that most delegation 
members might become so occupied with their particular substan- 

tive problems that they would not be in a position to give reflective 
consideration to the conference as a whole. He observed that most 
of the members of the delegation came to Berlin feeling that the 
conference would not accomplish much and that the most we could 
hope for was that the status guo would remain undisturbed. This in 
itself would be an achievement, since the Soviet Union is obviously 

attempting to upset the status quo, particularly with respect to 
NATO, EDC, and collective defense programs. However, he felt 

that we should continually attune our mind and spirit to the 
higher objectives of achieving positive and constructive results 
from the meeting. With this in mind he designated Mr. Bowie and 
Ambassadors Bohlen and Bruce as the working group to keep the 
total situation under review and to attempt to come up with sug- 
gestions for achieving positive results. He suggested that they 
should follow any line that shows promise: for example, they might 
review carefully the verbatim records, pull together and analyze 
remarks made by the ranking Soviet delegates to members of the 

US, French and British delegations, etc. 

2. Afternoon Quadripartite Meeting. The Secretary asked for 
views as to what might transpire in the afternoon quadripartite 
meeting, ? particularly whether Molotov could be expected to make 
another long speech. Mr. Bohlen replied that the Soviets have a 

proposal outstanding with respect to the convening of the Five- 
Power Conference. Molotov could be expected to dwell on this ques- 
tion for a couple of days and would probably touch again on the 
Secretary's statement of yesterday. ? Mr. Bohlen said he was sur- 
prised that the Soviets had proposed a date for the Five-Power Con- 

ference so far ahead, in May or June. In this connection, Mr. Mac- 

Arthur referred to Malik’s bland statement to Nutting (UK) to the 
effect that the Soviets did not want a long discussion on the Five- 
Power Conference but merely agreement that such a conference 
would be held. 4 

3. Consultation among the three Foreign Ministers. The Secretary 
pointed to the desirability of having a regular exchange of views 

2 For a record of the third meeting of the Berlin Conference, see Secto 35, Docu- 
ment 367. 

3 For Secretary Dulles’ statement, see Secto 24, Document 360. 

363 Regarding Malik’s conversation with Nutting on Jan. 26, see Secto 26, Document
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with Eden and Bidault and the present problem of the time con- 
sumed in traveling from one official residence to the other. He re- 
quested that consideration be given to this problem and expressed 
the wish that procedures be worked out for a regular meeting of 
the three foreign ministers before each quadripartite meeting. 

4, Press Reactions. In response to the Secretary’s request, Mr. 
Jackson reported that the German press was in general giving the 
Secretary the upper hand with respect to the first two quadripar- 
tite meetings. Although the Soviets might shift their tactics abrupt- 
ly, Molotov’s present tactic of assiduously courting the French has 
received an unfavorable reaction among the Germans. Mr. Tyler 
reported that reactions of the morning papers in France had not 

been received, so he could not report on French reaction to the Sec- 

retary’s statement of yesterday. However, French correspondents 
in Berlin have expressed the view that the Secretary’s speech 
should receive a favorable response in France. French reaction to 
Bidault’s opening statement was good. 

5. Indochina. The Secretary asked Mr. Nash for his views on the 
extent to which a discussion of Indochina by the representatives of 
France and the USSR would adversely affect the military situation 
in Indochina. He added that the Indochina situation was a mixed 
political-military problem and that discussions of the subject would 
have to be handled properly if we were to avoid an unfavorable re- 
action in France and in Indochina. Mr. Nash replied that the 

French appear insistent on exploring with the Soviet Union the 

possibilities of an armistice in Indochina and the US is in no posi- 
tion to stop such efforts. While there are undoubtedly grave risks 

involved, they were risks that the U.S. must accept. The important 
thing was to keep such discussions in the proper framework. The 

Secretary agreed and added that the U.S. must not appear before 

the French public in the position of vetoing negotiations for an ar- 

mistice in Indochina when we have negotiated an armistice in 
Korea. If the U.S. were placed in such a position we would lose not 
only with respect to Indochina, but also with respect to EDC and 
other important policy questions. Furthermore, it is necessary to 
keep any French and Soviet conversations within the proper frame- 
work to avoid a feeling on the part of the Associated States that 
they were being sold down the river. Mr. MacArthur agreed and 
pointed to the relationship of such talks to the French political 
scene and their reciprocal effect on the military effort in Indo- 
china, particularly on the part of the Associated States. Mr. 
McConaughy summarized the evaluation of Ambassador Heath in 
Saigon that the effects of armistice talks would be catastrophic and 
that the U.S. should strongly oppose the French withdrawing to 

their “retreat” position.
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No. 366 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 192 

Minutes of a Meeting of the Tripartite Working Group, Berlin, 
January 27, 1954, 10:30 a.m. 

SECRET 

BER MIN-4 

PRINCIPALS 

UNITED STATES UNITED KINGDOM FRANCE 

Mr. MacArthur Sir Frank Roberts M. Seydoux 

[Here follows discussion of papers concerning reunification of 

Germany, an all-German Electoral law, and a declaration of 

intent. | 

Tactics of the Third Session 

Sir Frank Roberts said that Mr. Eden as Chairman at the third 
session would ask Mr. Molotov if the latter wished to talk to the 
proposal of the 5-Power Conference which the Soviet Minister 

tabled yesterday. ! It was believed that Mr. Molotov might either 
make a speech reiterating the points made yesterday or he might 
merely ask for the opinion of the other 3 delegations. If Western 
opinion were asked it was assumed Sec. Dulles would then present 
the changed Tripartite position. The other two ministers would am- 

plify the Secretary’s remarks. The immediate problem lay in 
whether Molotov would make a long speech or whether he would 

merely point out the negative position of the three powers in refus- 
ing to make progress at Pan Mun Jom to reconvene the General 
Assembly and to hold a 5-Power Conference as suggested by the So- 

viets. 

It was agreed that the Ministers would meet at 2:30 p.m. in the 
U.K. Delegation offices in the ACA Building. 2 

It was also agreed that the Chairman would not pass on to Item 
2 in the unlikely event that the ministers concluded the discussion 
of Item 1 of the agenda today. 

Mr. McConaughy, Mr. Allen and M. Roux will meet after the 
quadripartite session to discuss tactics relating to discussion of the 
five-power conference proposal. 2 

1 For text of this proposal, see Secto 28, Document 364. 
2 No record of this meeting has been found in Department of State files.
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Austrian Participation 

Mr. MacArthur noted and it was agreed that if it were tactically 
appropriate at any time but at least several days prior to reaching 

the Austrian item the Chairman of the day could inject the proce- 
dural question of inviting Austrian participation. 

Consultations with Benelux Countries 

M. Seydoux indicated HICOM consultations with Benelux had al- 
ready commenced. 

No. 367 

396.1 BE/1-2754: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State 3 

SECRET PRIORITY BERLIN, January 27, 1954—11 p.m. 

Secto 35. Department pass OSD. Following summary of third 
Ministers’ meeting January 27, Eden presiding: 2 

Molotov began by recalling he had stated views of Soviet delega- 
tion on first item of agenda, measures for reducing tensions in 

international relations and Five-Power Conference. He had also 
tabled specific proposal? he asked views of other Ministers on 

Soviet statement and proposal. 
Secretary made prepared statement, text being transmitted sepa- 

rately, rejecting Five-Power Conference proposal and proposing 

Ministers pass to succeeding item of agenda. 4 

Bidault followed with prepared statement. He began by rejecting 
also concept that United Nations Charter gives Five-Powers right 

to run world. He said Charter gave them special responsibilities, 
but not privileges. Charter based in general on equality of all 
member countries. Turning to problem of Communist China, he 
said that settlement of world problems requires spirit of peace. He 
hoped future would hold more hope in this respect than past. He 
formally accused Chinese Communist Government of directly help- 
ing in many ways to prolong war which had cost France large 
number of lives and necessitated great sacrifices. This situation 
still continues. He did not think that simply adding one participant 
to the conference would do away with such causes of tension. It 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, Bonn, Frankfurt, Vienna, and Moscow. 

2 The U.S. Delegation verbatim record of the third meeting, USDEL PLEN/3, is 
in Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 193. 

3 For this proposal, see Secto 29, Document 359. 
+ For Secretary Dulles’ statement, see Secto 31, infra.
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was necessary that participant be imbued with changed spirit in 

order to improve situation, France could not entertain such a sug- 
gestion so long as facts and situation remain as they are at present. 
When facts and situation change, France would consider matter. 

Bidault said he wished to speak briefly about what would appear 
to be more practical and concrete method of dealing with matter. 
There had never been any refusal of contact. Belated signature of 
Korean armistice was proof of that fact. Problem must be dealt 
with in its own context which he said was not universal context, 

but context of Asia. There were in that area, problems of Korea 
and Southeastern Asia. In Korea there was armistice, but no peace. 
In Southeastern Asia, although hostilities began earlier, there was 
still no armistice. Means for establishing peace exist in Korea, in 

armistice terms calling for political conference. He thought it was 
necessary that conversations on this subject be resumed. Political 
conference could deal with Indochina problem. This would be 
normal way to deal with subject. French were open to any sugges- 
tion as to how to deal with it, but he pointed out that normal 

method had not been tried so that it could not be said to have 
failed. 

Bidault concluded by saying that way to go about developing gen- 
eral settlement is to attach individual problems logically and suc- 
cessively on their merits and not to try to deal with everything at 
once in hope of miracle. Settlement of one issue would facilitate so- 
lution of next and thus total settlement would eventually emerge. 

Eden also made prepared statement. > He understood that Five- 
Power Conference proposed by Soviets might deal with any or all 
problems throughout world. United Kingdom did not feel this was 

way to deal with international tensions. He believed objectives 
should be limited, and world problems could best be solved if Minis- 

ters dealt patiently with individual problems before them. They 

should begin in Berlin with problems of Germany and Austria, for 
which Four Powers shared certain clearly defined responsibilities. 
He agreed with Secretary’s and Bidault’s statements that Five 
Powers had not been accorded by United Nations Charter right to 
settle affairs of world. Legitimate rights and interests of other 
countries should not be overlooked. 

Insofar as Asia was concerned, Eden said there was no evidence 

as yet Communist China Government is willing to collaborate in 
attempts to settle on acceptable basis Korean or Indochina, or any 
other Asian problems. Molotov had suggested that Five-Power Con- 
ference might discuss Korea. Machinery for settlement of Korean 
question with participation all five governments was provided for 

5 For Foreign Secretary Eden’s statement, see Cmd. 9080, pp. 23-24.
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in form of political conference by armistice agreement. While Com- 
munist China has maintained it is anxious for this conference, it 

has in practice prevented its establishment. Best and speediest way 
of making progress would be for Communist China to give proof of 
its sincerity, by enabling political conference be convened without 
further delay. This would be best way of beginning reduce tension 
in Asia. 

Eden referred to Molotov’s proposal that Five-Power Conference 

deal with disarmament. He said this and other questions of such 
wide international interest should be handled within framework of 
United Nations, which would permit all interested governments to 
be properly represented. He did not believe that any conference, re- 
gardless of number, would make progress if agenda undefined and 
if discussions range of every topic in international relations. Pri- 

mary task of Ministers was to deal with outstanding European 
questions, i.e., Germany and Austria where four governments have 
special responsibilities. If they could do this, they would be in 
better position to consider other problems which were not first pur- 
pose of their meeting. 

Molotov said that when Soviet delegation proposed Five-Power 

Conference, they had proposed three specific groups of questions to 

be considered by it: (1) General reduction of armaments; (2) politi- 
cal problems, in particular special emphasis on relations among 
Five Powers with Chinese People’s Republic; (3) economic questions 

relating to improvement of international trade along normal 
lines. ® Statements by other Ministers had referred only to the 
second group of questions and had ignored military and economic 

problems. 

Molotov pointed out Bidault had raised the question of disarma- 

ment in his opening statement as one essential to easing of inter- 

national tensions. He agreed with Bidault’s statement and believed 

world would welcome it if Ministers could contribute to solution of 
this problem. Referring to economic problems, he said Dulles had 
several times recently mentioned that USSR, CPR and other peo- 

ples democracies now have territory with population 800 million. 
These 800 million are in some respects, cut off from markets with 
which they formerly had considerable contact. He doubted it was in 
interest of either party to place obstacles in way of trade between 
these 800 million and the remaining 1.6 billion people of world. 
This policy of separation is desired by only a few countries. He 
mentioned India and France as desiring trade relations with Sovi- 
ets, as well as English businessmen, (despite preliminary discour- 
agement by United Kingdom Government). Molotov said refusal to 

6 For Molotov’s statement, see Berlin Discussions, pp. 34-40.
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normalize trade relations meant desire to maintain international 
tensions, since discrimination in economic relations becomes politi- 

cal factor. USSR has no desire to be walled-off from rest of world 
and wishes to develop trade on basis of mutual advantage and 
equality. He believed conference of Five Powers who are most di- 

rectly concerned would be of great importance in solving this ques- 
tion. 

Molotov referred to Articles 28 and 24 of United Nations Charter 
as giving special responsibility to Five Powers for maintenance of 
international peace and security. He said he agreed with Bidault 
that Charter imposed responsibility, rather than conferred privi- 
leges. Important that Five Powers should meet from time to time 

to discuss important international problems. He cited Potsdam pro- 
visions creating CFM with Five-Power membership, which he 
pointed out was agreed after signature of United Nations Charter 
as evidence Five-Power discussions not inconsistent with Charter. 

Molotov said he understood Eden had not confined discussions to 
Germany and Austria problems, but had said these should be dealt 

with first. He understood Bidault had been willing to discuss Korea 
and Indochina. He believed Ministers should not limit themselves 
to these two problems. While objections were being raised to Five- 
Power Conference, there had been Three-Power Conferences not 

limited in their agenda. Soviet proposal for Five-Power Conference 
was not limited to Asian problems. China is great power and would 

be helpful in solution of three groups of problems to which he had 
previously referred. In this connection, Molotov mentioned for dis- 
cussion at Five-Power Conference, both improvement of relations 

among great powers, and between great powers and small powers. 

He alleged that Allied notes of November 3 [October 18]7 had indi- 
cated willingness deal not only with European problems, but also 
such matters as Korean political conference in Four-Power meet- 
ing, and said this was why Soviets in reply § had emphasized Chi- 
nese participation. He laid blame for nonconvening of Korean Po- 

litical Conference upon failure of United Nations to consult Chi- 

nese and Korean Communists and disregard of facts, the proposal 
that USSR take part in conference, although it was non-belliger- 
ent. 

Molotov concluded that exchange of views had shown there was 
no common viewpoint on Five-Power Conference. He understood 
Dulles to be opposed to conference which was to discuss wide 
issues, but as leaving way open to discussion of certain specific Asi- 
atic problems, such as Korea and Indochina at such conference. He 

7 Document 279. 
8 Document 280.
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understood Bidault’s position as being that, if Five-Power Confer- 

ence could contribute to easing of international tensions, it would 
be of value. Bidault had referred to certain Northeast and South- 
east Asian problems, to solution of which he recognized Five-Power 
Conference could contribute. 

Molotov said that Five-Power Conference, including Chinese 
Communists could play part of intermediary in large questions of 
international interest where such a role would be useful. 

Molotov said that Eden had not put forward any objections 
which could not be overcome. He believed further exchange of 
views could delimit questions to be considered in Five-Power Con- 

ference, and suggested further consideration of principal questions 
put forward by Soviet delegation and questions of particular urgen- 
cy in Asia. 

After recess for refreshment, Eden suggested that in view of late- 

ness of hour and probable desire Ministers to make further obser- 
vations after reflection, discussion should be adjourned to following 

day. 

No. 368 

396.1 BE/1-2754: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 

Department of State } 

PRIORITY BERLIN, January 27, 1954. 

Secto 31. Department pass OSD. Following is text Secretary 
Dulles’ speech ? before the third plenary session January 27: ® 

“It is proposed by the Soviet Union that there be a five-power 
conference which would include the four of us plus the Foreign 
Minister of Communist China to consider ‘measures for reducing 

international tensions’. 
If I understand rightly what Mr. Molotov has said, this proposed 

meeting of the so-called five great powers is designed primarily to 
establish and implement the principle that these five powers have 
a special mandate to run the affairs of the world. 

Mr. Molotov pointed out that the Charter of the United Nations 
gives special rights to the five powers by making them permanent 
members of the Security Council. From this, Mr. Molotov deduces 
that they have world-wide responsibilities which should bring them 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, Bonn, Vienna, and Moscow. 

2 This speech was circulated as FPM(54)8 in the record of the conference. 
3 For a record of the third plenary session, see Secto 35, supra.
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together in a five-power conference which would be held outside 

the framework of the United Nations. 

Mr. Molotov should, however, remember what I am sure the rest 

of us remember—and it so happens that all four of us were in San 

Francisco in 1945—that the conference which created the United 
Nations rejected the concept of world dominance by five powers. It 

was, it is true, agreed that the five powers should be permanent 

members of the Security Council . . .* but it was also agreed six 

other nations should be members of that Security Council and that 

even if the five permanent members were unanimous, their action 

would not be effective unless it was concurred in by at least two of 

the so-called ‘small’ powers. It also required that all parties to a 

dispute shall participate in any discussions relative to a dispute. 

Mr. Molotov further stated that if it is legitimate for the four of 
us to meet together and confer, it is even more legitimate for five 

powers to do so. 

This argument, it seems, bases the legitimacy of this meeting on 

a false foundation. We four are not meeting here because other na- 

tions have given us or because we have usurped a right to deal gen- 
erally with world problems. We four are here to deal with the prob- 
lem of Germany and the problem of Austria because we are the 
four occupying powers. There are no other occupying powers. 
Therefore, the liberation of Austria and the unification of Germany 

depend upon us alone. We are the proper and indispensable par- 
ties. There can be no end to the occupation unless we four end it. 

Had the matter at issue been the liberation of Korea from for- 
eign troops, then Communist China would be a proper party be- 

cause it is, even though wrongfully, in occupation of a large part of 
Korea. The United States indeed actively seeks a Korean political 
conference in which Communist China would be a party. Also, of 

course, the Republic of Korea would have to be a party because its 
government, established by virtue of internationally supervised 

free elections, speaks for all the Korean people except those in the 

north who are not allowed to participate in such elections. 

For the foregoing reasons, and for the reasons alluded to [in] my 

opening statement,® the United States rejects the conception of a 
five-power meeting to end international tensions. 

As far as Asia is concerned, Korea and Indochina constitute the 

principal sources of tension in the Far East. Nothing that has hap- 
pened up to date enables us to say that Communist China is willing 
to collaborate in efforts to bring about a solution on an acceptable 

* Ellipsis in the source text. 
5 For this statement, see Secto 24, Document 360.
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basis of the Korean or Indochina questions, or for that matter of 
any other Asian problem. 

The means for settling the Korean political question with the 
participation of the five governments mentioned in the Soviet pro- 

posal is provided in the form of a political conference recommended 

by the Korean Armistice Agreement. 
It is useless to speak of another Asian conference to deal with 

Korea so long as the so-called Chinese People’s Republic with 
Soviet support employs all possible means to prevent the holding of 
the political conference which was agreed to by the Korean Armi- 
stice terms, and indeed proposed by the Chinese Communists them- 
selves. 

There already exist appropriate forums for the discussion of 

other matters which have been alluded to in the course of the 
statements made by the Soviet Foreign Minister. 

If the Soviet Union finds it undesirable to avail [itself] of existing 
United Nations and conference procedures, there remain diplomat- 
ic channels through which any and all problems can be discussed. 
The United States, and I have no doubt, also the United Kingdom 
and France, are prepared to discuss by means of normal diplomatic 
channels all points which the Soviet Government wishes to explore. 

We have no desire that tensions should persist merely because 
there is no mechanism for allaying them. We believe that such 
mechanisms do exist either through the United Nations, or 

through conferences on specific matters which will bring together 

the parties in interest, or through diplomatic channels. 

We are not aware of any concrete problem the solution of which 

would be facilitated by establishing a new mechanism consisting of 

the Foreign Ministers of the four powers here represented plus the 

Foreign Minister of Communist China. It seems to us that the pro- 

posal for a five-power conference to include the Chinese Commu- 
nist regime is primarily a device to attempt to secure for that 
regime a position in the councils of the world which it has not 
earned or had accorded to it by the international community gener- 
ally, including the United Nations. Certainly, this four-power con- 
ference is not the place to decide that matter. 

We four have met here in Berlin to discuss two concrete prob- 
lems—Germany and Austria. For this discussion we have a special 
and unique responsibility as occupying powers. These two problems 
are capable of solution and demand urgent solution. 

It seems to me strange that we should be seeking to enlarge our 
task even before we have demonstrated that we can solve the par- 
ticular tasks which primarily bring us here. 

Surely, it would be wrong if, having come together for the first 
time in five years, we should fritter away our time in discussing
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whether and how to set up a new conference rather than in dealing 
with the substantive problems which the world expects us to solve. 

The United States therefore proposes that we should take no 
action on the first agenda item and pass on to the second and 
third. If we can solve these two problems, then, and then only, can 

we stand before the world as capable of assuming other and heav- 
ier tasks. Then there will be opened up vistas of new hope.” 

No. 369 

396.1 BE/1-2754: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Department of State 

TOP SECRET NIACT BERLIN, January 27, 1954—9 p.m. 

Dulte 10. For Acting Secretary from the Secretary. At today’s 
meeting ! Molotov, while actually not giving up his basic position 
on five-power conference ended up his speech by dangling in front 
of French and British tempting idea that after dealing with prob- 
lems Molotov had proposed, it might deal with and solve Asiatic 
questions (implying Korea and Indochina). The meeting then re- 

cessed. At recess I tried to get Bidault and Eden to agree to stand 

firm on positions they stated today rejecting five-power conference 
and thus throw the question back to Molotov. I could not get tri- 
partite agreement on this and so we adjourned until tomorrow. 

Eden is very wobbly on this and does not believe that British 
public opinion will stand for “totally negative approach to Far 

Eastern problems.” Bidault also feels tremendous pressure in view 

of French public parliamentary and governmental opinion. 

In view foregoing I may tomorrow advise Bidault and Eden: 

1. We absolutely reject concept of five-power council, including 
Chinese Communists as proposed by Molotov which would deal gen- 
erally with world problems and in effect constitute permanent 
world organization replacing United Nations. 

2. Where, as in Korea, Chinese Communists necessarily involved 
we deal with them without diplomatic recognition. 

Accordingly we are willing that the four Foreign Ministers here 
should invite the Foreign Ministers of Communist China, North 
Korea, Republic of Korea and of other countries which have par- 
ticipated in the Korean war, either personally or through the depu- 
ties to meet to settle the Korean problem at place and date which 
four Foreign Ministers here will name. (Note that this would in- 
volve participation we desire without neutrals but would let Soviet 

1 For a report on the third plenary session of the conference, see Secto 35, Docu- 
ment 367.
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Union be an inviting power and thus not initially classified as neu- 
tral or belligerent.) 
_ 38. Growing out of that conference could come, if Red China wants 
it, an end of aggression and restoration of peace in Indochina. (This 
is quote from my September 2 speech. 2) This would, of course, in- 
volve an appropriate change in the countries participating. 

4, While I am far from sure that Molotov would accept proposal I 
believe that it would result in holding British and French in line, 
even if Molotov rejected it. 

5. Nash strongly concurs. 

Please cable promptest your reactions as I meet with Bidault and 
Eden 10 a.m. tomorrow (Thursday), Berlin time. 3 

DULLES 

2 For text of Secretary Dulles’ speech on Korea to the American Legion at St. 
Louis, Sept. 2, 1953, see Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 14, 1958, pp. 339-342. 

3 Dulte 10 was received in Washington at 4:02 p.m. on Jan. 27. At 5:17 p.m. the 
Department of State replied that Dulles’ proposal had been discussed with President 
Eisenhower, who approved it. Dulles was told further that the plan should serve a 
useful purpose if rejected by Molotov. (Tedul 5 to Berlin, 396.1 BE/1-2754) 

No. 370 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 205 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Counselor of the Embassy in 

Austria (Davis) } 

CONFIDENTIAL BERLIN, January 27, 1954. 

Participants: Dr. Roessler, Member of the Unofficial Austrian 

Delegation 

Mr. R.H. Davis 

Subject: Austrian Inquiry on Developments Affecting Austria at 
the Four-Power Conference 

At Dr. Roessler’s request I saw him at 4:30 this afternoon. 

1. Austrian Participation 

Dr. Roessler inquired how we thought the conference was going 

along in regard to the Austrian question. I replied that there was 
little I could tell him beyond what he probably had read in the 

newspapers but I was authorized to say confidentially that the 
three powers had agreed to take up the question of Austrian par- 

ticipation in the discussions on the Austrian treaty question at the 
first appropriate moment and when such action promised success. 

1 Copies were sent to Merchant and Freund.
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I inquired whether the Austrian delegation had in its files in 
Berlin a copy of the Soviet note of January 16 to the Austrian Gov- 
ernment, which referred to the Austrian note of January 5 request- 
ing participation. 2? Dr. Roessler replied he did not know but if they 
had a copy with them, he would make it available tomorrow. 

2. Position of Austrian Item on Agenda 

I inquired in view of Dr. Schoener’s comments to Mr. Merchant ? 
whether the Austrian delegation was disappointed that an agenda 
had been adopted which placed the Austrian item at the end. Dr. 
Roessler replied that there were two points of view on this and no 
one could say whether it would be good or bad to have the Austri- 
an item considered first or last. I assented to this and pointed out 
that some were of the opinion that the Austrian item had a better 
chance of success at the end of the conference. This opinion was 
based on reasoning that the Soviet Union would not like to see the 
conference completely without result; that Austria was a question 
on which they could give without paying too great a price and 
should the first two items on the agenda not produce any results, it 
was possible that something could come out of the discussions on 
the Austrian State Treaty. 

8. Yugoslav Observer 

Dr. Roessler inquired whether we had yet heard anything in 
regard to a Yugoslav observer. I said the Department of State had 
been informed orally by the Yugoslav Embassy in Washington that 
the Yugoslav Ambassador to Bonn, Ivekovic, had been named as an 

official observer to the Berlin Conference and the Embassy had 
been merely informed by the Department that the delegation in 
Berlin would be informed (see Deptel Tosec 35 *). Also this morning 
the Yugoslav Military Liaison Office in Berlin had delivered an of- 
ficial note > addressed to the “Conference of the Foreign Ministers”’ 
which merely stated that Yugoslavia was sending its Ambassador 
at Bonn to Berlin as an observer at the Conference. 

I said there was no present intention to reply to this note. I said 

that we did not recognize officially the status of an observer at the 
Conference and that if a Yugoslav representative made inquiry, we 

2 No copy of the Soviet note has been found in Department of State files. The Aus- 
trian note was transmitted in telegram 1678 from Vienna, Jan. 5 (396.1 BE/1-554); 
for text, see Department of State Bulletin, Jan. 25, 1954, p. 111. 

3 On Jan. 25 Schoerner had paid a courtesy call on Merchant and Davis during 
which he expressed the hope that the Austrian Treaty would be discussed before the 
conference became deadlocked on Germany. (Memorandum of conversation, by 
Davis, Jan. 25, Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 203) 

* Tosec 35 reported that Ivekovic had been named as the official Yugoslav observ- 
er to the Conference. (Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 211) 

5 Not found in Department of State files.
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propose to inform him that as regards the Austrian treaty, Yugo- 
slavia might be kept informed on matters affecting its interests. 

R.H. Davis 

No. 371 

396.1 BE/1-2954: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET NIACT BERLIN, January 28, 1954—5 p.m. 

Secto 38. Eden tells me that at his dinner for Molotov last night 
they first discussed agenda item 1 (five power conference). 2 Eden 
said he took the position that it was useless trying to go on reach- 
ing an agreement on this item and urged that after one more 
round at the conference table the Ministers pass on to the next two 
agenda items with the understanding that they could revert to 
item 1 when they had finished dealing with Germany and Austria. 
Molotov did not take a definite position. Eden could not be sure but 
Molotov seemed to take the line that he had or would make conces- 
sions by splitting the two parts of the “proposal’’ which he made in 
the last paragraph (summarized in penultimate paragraph of Secto 
35 3) of his speech on January 27. 

They then had a long discussion on Europe. Eden explained at 
length reasons why EDC should be brought into being. Molotov 
gave him no encouragement and what he said seemed to add up 
that there must be continuing four power control in Germany. 
Eden also stressed heavily free elections. Molotov pointed out that 
Hitler came to power as a result of free elections and, therefore, 

the important thing was to decide what kind of government would 
result from elections before they took place. 

Eden (as did Roberts who was present) had the impression (not 
based on any specific statement) that if Germany were to be re- 
armed the Soviet might consider EDC as the least bad alternative. 
This impression in part due to fact that while Molotov stated his 
opposition to EDC he did not violently denounce it. When Eden 
asked him what his alternative to EDC was, Molotov replied 

“That’s an easy question to ask but a difficult one to answer’ and 
left it at that. 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, and Moscow. 
2 For Eden’s account of his dinner meeting with Molotov, see Eden, Full Circle, 

a Docurnent 367.
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January 28, 1954 

No. 372 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 192 

Minutes of a Meeting of the Tripartite Working Group, Berlin, 
January 28, 1954, 10:30 a.m. 

SECRET 
BER MIN-5 

PRESENT 

UNITED STATES FRANCE UNITED KINGDOM 

Mr. MacArthur M. Seydoux Sir Frank Roberts 
Sir Derek Hoyer 

Millar 

1. Tactics in Thursday’s Quadripartite Session. Sir Frank ex- 

plained that Mr. Eden planned to try to pass over item 1 today 
having said all that he could on this subject. The French indicated 
agreement with this position. 

2. Plan for Reunification of Germany in Freedom (BER D-4/ 
42b 1). Sir Derek had given this document to Blankenhorn who had 
no personal comments. Dr. Grewe, who was taking the document to 
Chancellor Adenauer, had raised the following points: 

(a) Would it be desirable to take a stronger line so that under 
Soviet pressure it would be possible to fall back to the present draft 
which should be considered a minimum position. (Working Group 
agreed that this was not a serious point and that it was not desira- 
ble to build straw men to knock down.) 

(b) Dr. Grewe expressed preference for ending the plan on the 
note that the peace treaty would be freely negotiated. (It was noted 
that this idea had already been expressed at the beginning of the 
document and no action need be taken on this subject.) 

(c) Regarding the penultimate paragraph in Section IV, Dr. 
Grewe believed the present wording regarding the rights of each of 
the four powers could be construed to imply that the four powers 
might be obtaining more rights under this plan than they now pos- 
sessed. His suggestion was to insert the word “respective” before 
“rights”. (The Working Group agreed to make this insertion.) 

(d) In connection with the last sentence in Section IV, Dr. Grewe 
had suggested that no stipulation be made as to the manner of 
voting. (The Working Group agreed that the stipulation on voting 
was essential but the three governments could give private assur- 
ances to the Germans that this sentence did not apply to the Con- 
stitution.) 

1 For this document, presented by Eden on Jan. 29 at the fifth plenary meeting of 
the conference and circulated as FPM(54)17, see Document 510.
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Representatives from the three Delegations will meet with Dr. 
Grewe when he returns from Bonn this afternoon. Mr. Morris will 
attend this meeting for the US. ? 

It was agreed that Mr. Eden would table the Plan at the first op- 
portunity he had to speak on item 2 of the agenda. If it were not 
Mr. Eden’s turn to speak at the beginning of consideration of item 
2, the proposal would be circulated at that time through the inter- 
national secretariat by the British. It was planned that the docu- 
ment would be given to the press with Mr. Eden’s presentation re- 
marks. 

3. Letter from Mr. Molotov regarding German Participation. ? It 
was agreed that Mr. Eden would merely acknowledge Mr. Molo- 
tov’s letter and its enclosure without describing the enclosure. The 
intention was to leave the raising of this question in the quadripar- 
tite sessions to the Soviets. 

4. Declaration of Intent (BER D-4/4a *). It was agreed that the 
German experts would continue work on this document, particular- 
ly with regard to the preamble and comments by Mr. Eden. 

5. Press Arrangements. It was agreed that the press officers of the 
three delegations would get together at 2:40 today to make sure 
that all press treatment was identical among the three. It was 
noted that some of the press had been receiving running accounts 
of the quadripartite sessions. 

6. Work Schedule for Sunday. It was agreed that the three work- 

ing group principals would recommend to their ministers that 
Sunday would not be a working day. 

2 For a report on this meeting, see Secto 50, Document 379. 
3 Not identified further; regarding German participation, see Secto 28, Document 

OT Not found in Department of State files. A copy of BER D-4/4c, dated Feb. 1, 
1954, is in Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 200. 

No. 373 

396.1 BE/1-2854: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Department of State 

TOP SECRET NIACT BERLIN, January 28, 1954—6 p.m. 

Dulte 138. For Acting Secretary from the Secretary. Re Tedul 5. ! 
Thank President and you for your prompt reply to Dulte 10.? I 
met with Eden and Bidault for lunch today to discuss this after- 

1 Not printed, but see footnote 3, Document 369. 
2 Document 369.



THE BERLIN CONFERENCE 853 

noon’s meeting. ? I urged that at today’s meeting we all oppose 
Molotov proposal and suggest moving on to Germany and Austria. 
Eden took constructive position that after one more round at con- 
ference table, we propose passing on to Germany and Austria with 

proviso that we could return to item on five power conference after 
Germany and Austria. 

Bidault said that in view of French public opinion which believed 
that Soviets had offered a solution for Indochina it was utterly im- 
possible for him to propose, in his first statement this afternoon, 

that we move on to Germany and Austria. He would speak against 
five power conference as proposed by Soviets but, in view French 
opinion, must leave door open for hope that Soviets would be con- 
structive. 

In view above we believed it tactically wiser not to put forward 
to British and French the position set forth in Dulte 10 just two 
hours in advance of four power meeting but to hold it till we see 
where we are this evening. 

Although I told Bidault and Eden we were thinking about a con- 
structive proposal we might be able to talk over with them I have 
not yet revealed any details although believe Eden guesses rather 
closely. Please keep our idea secret till you hear further from me. 

DULLES 

3 For another record of this luncheon meeting, see the memorandum by Mer- 
chant, infra. 

No. 374 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 203 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State for European Af- 
fairs (Merchant) of a Luncheon Meeting of the Foreign Ministers 
of the United States, the United Kingdom, and France, Berlin, 

January 28, 1954 } 

TOP SECRET 

During the course of luncheon today at Bidault’s residence 2 and 
in the process of stiffening Bidault’s position on the Five-Power 

Conference issue, the Secretary at one point told Bidault, in Eden’s 
presence, that all three of them should consider very carefully the 
ultimate consequences of weakening at this point on our hitherto 
agreed line. He said that he was genuinely concerned that if Bi- 

1 Copies were sent to Bruce, MacArthur, and Nagle. 
2 For another record of this luncheon meeting, see Dulte 13, supra.
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dault questioned Molotov with a view to ascertaining whether he 
had any specific proposal for negotiations which could cover Indo- 
China, thereby opening up this subject, Molotov would move into 
the gap. The end of this operation, the Secretary said, might well 
be a modified proposal from Molotov for a conference in a form 

which the United States could not accept, but which would be suffi- 

ciently seductive to the French to make it impossible for Bidault to 
refuse. This, he pointed out, would make the Berlin Conference a 

major victory for the Soviets and a rout for the West. 

Later, in a conversation with Bidault alone, Bidault, who was in 

an obviously nervous and excited frame of mind, said that the Sec- 
retary must realize that he had very few cards in his hand to play. 

The Secretary replied that might be true but that one of them was 
U.S. support and that one he must not throw away. Bidault hastily 
assured the Secretary that that was the last thought in his mind. 
The Secretary then said that he more accurately should have said 
that it was a card which should not be thrown away by the French 
people because he knew very well what Mr. Bidault’s own beliefs 
and convictions were. 

L.T.M. 

No. 375 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 204 

Memorandum by the Ambassador to the Soviet Union (Bohlen) of a 

Luncheon Meeting, Berlin, January 28, 1954 3 

SECRET 

I lunched with Zarubin at his request yesterday. The luncheon 
took place at his billet in Karlshorst and we were alone the entire 

time. 

In general, during the conversation which lasted well over an 
hour, Zarubin did not depart in any important particular from 

standard Soviet positions but was extremely moderate and in many 
respects realistic in his observations. His chief points seemed to be 

to impress upon me the seriousness of the Soviet desire to bring 

about some tranquility in international relations. He repeatedly re- 

ferred to the domestic program in the Soviet Union as being predi- 
cated upon a period of relative calm in international affairs. 

1 The source text bears a handwritten notation by O’Connor that Secretary Dulles 

had seen it.
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The Five-Power Conference 

Zarubin very briefly reiterated the standard Soviet arguments in 
favor of a five-power conference—namely, that Communist China 
was one of the great powers, that it was unquestionably the Gov- 

ernment of China, and its alleged rights in the UN, etc. When he 

replied to my questions as to how long the Soviet Delegation was 
going to continue to argue the five-power conference, he said that 
they felt it would be most unfortunate if the “door was slammed on 
this question” at this stage of the conference. He said this would 
cause a most unfavorable impression in “Asiatic public opinion.” I 
asked if by that he meant China, at which he merely smiled. I told 
him that having been in the United States, he knew very well how 
deep were the feelings of the American people—and I wished to 
stress people—on this point and therefore no American Secretary 
of State could or would be in a position to agree to the Soviet pro- 

posal for a five-power conference. Zarubin said indeed he under- 
stood this and recognized that this was a vital and controlling 
factor and that this question had entered deeply into public opin- 
ion. I asked him if Mr. Molotov understood this and he said that he 
did. I then added consequently Mr. Molotov must be aware that 
there was no hope of acceptance of his proposition. Zarubin then 
(forecasting that day’s development on this subject) said that the 
Soviet Delegation did not wish to see their proposal finally and un- 
qualifiedly rejected at this stage and wondered whether some form 

of provisional understanding which would indicate the question 
was still open might not be worked out. I said I didn’t see any basis 
for even any provisional understanding on this point but that at 

previous four-power meetings frequently after general discussion 
they had moved on to other points on the agenda without foreclos- 

ing the possibility of returning to this subject later on. 

On the general question of a five-power conference I told Mr. 

Zarubin that I thought this was a familiar example of Soviet diplo- 
matic technique which, in effect, was to start with the conclusion 

rather than at the beginning. He laughed and admitted this was so. 
I then said that a conference in the true sense of the word involv- 
ing Communist China would have to follow a whole series of events 
in the Far East which would demonstrate in deed and not in word 
that Communist China was prepared to live in peace with her 
neighbors. I said that I thought the people of the world and those 

of the United States in particular were tired of words and mecha- 
nisms such as conferences and had lost a good deal of faith in their 

efficacy; that what was required was some concrete demonstration 
that attitudes had indeed changed in the past year. I mentioned 
particularly in this connection that there appeared to have been an
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agreement in principle for a political conference on Korea but that 

this was being stalled by Chinese obstruction. Zarubin inquired if 

we attached importance to the political conference as one of the in- 
dications we had in mind. I said that I thought statements of the 
Secretary of State had made this very plain and that we could not 
understand why on the basis of the UN resolution the conference 
couldn’t go on about its business. Zarubin developed the customary 
arguments about Indian participation and that of the Soviet Union 
in which he made it very clear that the Soviet Union under no cir- 
cumstances would participate in a manner which might convey the 
impression that they had been active participants in the war in 
Korea. He said he could not understand why we wished to exclude 
India, a leading Asiatic nation. I told him I was not personally ac- 
quainted with all the details of the political conference but that I 
personally felt that the Indian issue was somewhat artificial since, 
while nobody had proposed it, Japan certainly would have a great- 
er interest as an Asiatic nation. Zarubin reacted quite sharply to 
this and said Japan had nothing whatsoever to do in the Korean 
matter. I told him that I thought geography was against him and it 
certainly had for that reason alone a greater interest than India, 
but no one had suggested Japan. I repeated that I was not in a po- 
sition to go into any detail with him on the subject of Indian par- 
ticipation but that the main thinking was that an agreed political 
conference should get under way and not be blocked. 

The conversation was turned to Indochina in which I said that 
this was another place where the Chinese Communists without pre- 

conditions should be willing to demonstrate their professed desire 
for peaceful relations. I also told him that talk about reduction of 
tension seemed to be very general in character and that tension 
was not something which arose of itself but stemmed from certain 

unresolved questions. I mentioned that as long as Germany re- 
mained divided it was idle to talk about a tranquil situation in 
Europe; the same was true of Korea since divided countries by that 
very fact were clearly sources of tension. I added to this Indochina. 
Zarubin did not disagree and seemed interested since he returned 
to it and the thesis of deeds not words on the part of Communist 
China. I told him frankly that in my view the five-power confer- 
ence and attendant subjects were merely a means of advancing the 
question of recognition and position of Red China as the Soviet 
Government desired and that we felt this was a question which had 
to be met squarely in the United Nations (and the US views on this 
point were well known) but in any case could not be obliquely set- 
tled by backdoor procedures arising from a four-power conference. 
Zarubin virtually admitted that this indeed was the purpose of the 
Soviet proposal but attempted to explain it as a step towards the
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normalization of what he called an abnormal situation, that one of 

the great powers of the world was denied its legitimate place, etc. I 

told him, as the Secretary of State said, we did not deny the exist- 

ence of Communist China but felt that there were other consider- 

ations of a moral and ethical nature which were even more impor- 

tant since, in essence, there was no hope for the calm in interna- 

tional affairs he had spoken of unless accepted rules of civilized 
international conduct were observed by all nations and that the 
size of a nation in our view did not absolve it from the obligation to 

observe these rules. Zarubin, in closing this part of the conversa- 
tion, again repeated the desire for some procedure in regard to this 

question at this stage which would indicate it had not been totally 
and finally rejected “slamming the door.”’ 

Disarmament 

Zarubin, in emphasizing at considerable length the importance 
the Soviet Government attached to disarmament, developed the 

thesis that no one wanted war and added that he was convinced 
the United States did not wish war either, and that in those cir- 

cumstances an arms race was totally unnecessary. He repeated all 
the obvious remarks about burdens on the people and interference 
with measures for improving the lot of humanity in general with 
again a reference to the Soviet domestic program. 

In conclusion Zarubin said he thought that Ambassadors could 
play a useful role as channels of communication and means of talk- 
ing frankly and in this fashion be of real assistance to their Minis- 
ters, to which I replied that in general Ambassadors were paid to 

be helpful wherever they could. 2 

CHARLES E. BOHLEN 

2 On Jan. 29 Bohlen also drafted another memorandum of his dinner conversation 
with Zarubin, this one for Secretary Dulles dealing only with the discussion of 
atomic energy. It reads as follows: 

‘Several times during my luncheon yesterday with Zarubin he emphasized the 
great importance the Soviet Government attached to these bilateral exchanges of 
views on atomic energy. He said at least twice that the Soviet Government fully and 
unqualifiedly approved the idea of bilateral talks between the U.S. and the USSR 
and stressed the importance of being able to conduct these talks in privacy, without 
publicity as to their content. In accordance with your instructions I told him that 
you would discuss with Mr. Molotov the fixing of the time and place for continuance 
of these procedural discussions inaugurated between you and Zarubin.” (Conference 
files, lot 60 D 627, CF 215)
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No. 376 

396.1 BE/1-2954: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State } 

CONFIDENTIAL PRIORITY BERLIN, January 29, 1954—11 a.m. 

Secto 48. Department pass OSD. Following is summary of first 
portion of fourth meeting Foreign Ministers, chaired by Molotov, 

held January 28. 2 This telegram covers course of session from 1500 

to 1640 hours, during which period Secretary Dulles, Bidault and 
Eden in turn addressed themselves critically to Molotov’s long 
statement yesterday in support of Soviet proposal re agenda item 1 

(five-power conference), at Molotov’s suggestion meeting recessed at 

1640 hours. 

In response to Molotov’s invitation after opening meeting for fur- 

ther expression of views on agenda item discussed yesterday, Secre- 

tary delivered prepared statement, full text of which transmitted 
by separate telegram. ? Highlights of Secretary’s statement were: 

(a) His measured denunciation of Chou En-lai as a leader of 
regime guilty of many crimes, including open aggression; 

(b) His detailed exposition documented by many references to 
UN Charter, of thesis that arrangement proposed by Molotov 
would have net effect of superseding and replacing United Nations 
with a Council of “so-called five great powers’; and 

(c) His renewed suggestion that meeting now move on to discus- 
sion of the other agenda items relating to Germany and Austria. 

Bidault then spoke at some length. 4 Main burden of his state- 

ment was that there was neither a legal nor a moral basis for a 

five-power conference having scope proposed by Molotov. He reiter- 

ated that while UN Charter entrusted certain powers with special 
responsibilities, it did not give them special rights or powers; thus 

Article 24 made it clear that Security Council acted as collective 
entity in name of all member nations. He further said it was clear 

that CPR had not measured up to obligations of member nations 

imposed by Article 2 of UN Charter. 

1 Transmitted in two sections. Repeated to London, Paris, Bonn, Moscow, and 

Vienna. 
2The U.S. Delegation verbatim record of the fourth plenary meeting, USDEL 

PLEN/4, is in Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 193. 

3 Secto 42 from Berlin, Jan. 28 (396.1 BE/1-2854); for Secretary Dulles’ statement, 
circulated as FPM(54)10, see Berlin Discussions, pp. 40-48, or Cmd. 9080, pp. 24-26. 

4For Bidault’s statement, circulated as FPM (54)13, see Berlin Discussions, pp. 

43-48, or Cmd. 9080, pp. 27-31.
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Bidault then spent some time in challenging wide scope of issues 
proposed by Molotov for consideration at five-power conference. 

Thus, he once again emphasized that reduction and international 
control of armaments were matters for UN and said that in any 
event problem of disarmament was subordinate to cessation of hos- 

tilities. He also made point that principal reasons for present ab- 
sence of single world market were restrictive trade practices which 
had been adopted by Soviet bloc and Molotov’s refusal in 1947 to 
participate in plan which could have led to economic integration of 
all Europe; as for unrestricted trade between France and China 

latter could herself understand French refusal to deliver goods 

which could later be used in hostilities against French forces. 

As for various political problems mentioned by Molotov, Bidault 
said they could be settled by diplomatic negotiations or through 
other mechanism already in existence; big need was for good will, 

concrete evidence of which France was still awaiting from Chinese 
Communists and which it had reason to doubt as result of Chinese 
actions in Korea and Indochina Wars. Bidault said he wished to 
emphasize again what he had said previously on numerous occa- 
sions—that France desired peace everywhere and that it was ready 
to avail itself of every opportunity to bring about peace in Indo- 

china, in agreement with the Associated States; “any form of con- 
versation in any guise at all which would make it possible to ac- 
complish real progress toward reestablishment of peace would be 
welcome to us.” But he had sought in vain in Molotov’s statement 
for indication that proposed five-power conference had any relation 
to establishment of just and equitable peace for all in Korea or 

Southeast Asia. 

In conclusion Bidault said that what was needed was more reflec- 
tion and exercise of imagination. He inquired whether his col- 

leagues could not agree that no matter how far apart their posi- 

tions might be at the moment there was still not an absolute im- 

possibility of reconciling these viewpoints at least on certain mat- 
ters. 

In relatively brief statement > Eden reiterated his opposition to 
broad scope of issues proposed for discussion at five-power confer- 
ence and said it was necessary to tackle certain specific problems 
in proper order. It was not possible to assign to a few powers re- 
sponsibility for settlement of issues affecting entire world, such as 

reduction of armaments (a matter for UNO) and development of 
international trade. As for Asian political problems, Korea and 
Indochina were of special concern and he was prepared to continue 

5 For Eden’s statement, circulated as FPM(54)11, see Berlin Discussions, pp. 48-50, 
or Cmd. 9080, pp. 26-27.
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search for some method of facilitating practical solutions of these 
problems. Eden said we needed to face stern realities of situation 

and engage in some hard, clear thinking. He therefore proposed 
that when present round of speeches completed, meeting defer fur- 

ther consideration of first item on agenda and pass on to questions 

of Germany and Austria; meanwhile all could reflect further re 
item 1 and if progress were made on other items we could come 
back to first item at later date. 

Meeting then recessed briefly at Molotov’s suggestion. 

Following summary second part January 28 meeting: 

Molotov called meeting to order and proceeded to make speech 
on reduction international tension. Main line was that proposal for 
five-power conference not incompatible with UN Charter and that 
conference could discuss both broad and specific questions (such as 
East-West trade and reduction of armaments). He also replied to 
Secretary's earlier speech on Communist China. After Molotov’s 
speech, exchange between Ministers resulted in agreement they 
have further exchange of views at restricted meeting. 

Introducing comments on relationship five-power conference to 
UN Charter, Molotov said that Soviet Union likes Charter as it is 

and hopes that it will not be changed but implemented. He then 
made reference to several resolutions passed by United Nations 
(one in 1948 and another in 1950) and said these called upon per- 
manent members of Security Council to meet from time to time. 

He drew from this inference that Soviet proposal for five power 

conference was in line with wishes of UN. He also pointed out that 
1950 resolution was adopted year after Chinese People’s Republic 

was established. 

Molotov then said that while there were various opinions as to 

when five-power conference should be held and its agenda, it would 

be wrong to limit scope of conference because it could be used to 
solve both broad and specific questions. These could include reduc- 
tion of armaments, including the question of atomic energy, and 

East-West trade, particularly end of embargo on trade with China. 

As far as reduction of armaments was concerned, Molotov said 

that while it was true that this was in competence of United Na- 
tions, five powers should assist in solution this problem. He re- 
ferred then to working paper regarding arms reduction introduced 
in the United Nations Commission on Disarmament on May 28, 
19526 by the United Kingdom on behalf of the United States, 
United Kingdom and France and claimed this lent support to his 
thesis that five powers should set pace on disarmament. He con- 

6 For this proposal, see AFP, vol. II, pp. 2760-2764, or Department of State Bulle- 
tin, June 9, 1952, pp. 910-911.



THE BERLIN CONFERENCE 861 

cluded his remarks this subject by saying that the Soviet Union 
would table a resolution on it at this conference. 

Molotov turned then to defense of Chinese People’s Republic, 
pointing out that CPR was not present to defend itself. He advised 
Dulles that if he would consult people who knew, such as Eden, 

rather than “dummy” Kuomintang, he would change his views. 
Molotov insisted further that rather than CPR being aggessor 
state, it was victim of aggression. 

Molotov concluded speech by asking for agreement following con- 
clusion: Proposal for five-power conference is not declined, al- 
though aims of such conference not agreed upon and need further 

study. 
Secretary Dulles spoke next and said that in order avoid any 

misunderstanding he wished to state that United States does not 
agree to five-power conference which would include Chinese Com- 
munist regime. He added that the United States is not opposed to 
meeting representatives of that regime with respect to matters 

where, as practical fact, we have to deal with it. Such conference 
would not be five-power conference, however, because matters on 
which useful deal with Communist China would involve other 
powers. He pointed as example to Korea where it was essential 
have Republic of Korea represented. Since other countries had 
shared burden in Korea, they also entitled to participate. Secretary 
said further study required to determine whether possible to recon- 
cile his position with Molotov’s. This reinforced his proposal to pass 
on to discussion other agenda items. 

Bidault, on other hand, said it was possible to conclude that con- 

versations concerning Asia, in which all states concerned would be 

represented on specific questions has not been rejected. As far as 

nature of these conversations and the participants therein con- 
cerned, he felt this required further time for consideration. 

Eden agreed that since there was no agreement on five-power 

conference, he also felt it best to move on to other agenda items. 

Molotov then said that while there was no agreement question 
under discussion, there was evidently desire to continue quest for 
such an agreement. He then raised question whether committee 
might be set up to work on this matter while Foreign Ministers 
went on to “the consideration of other questions”. Dulles replied 
that while he was not opposed to committee if others felt this desir- 
able, he felt it better for heads of delegations to discuss matter be- 
tween formal sessions. Bidault and Eden agreed it would be better 
discuss question informally among heads of delegations. When Sec- 
retary Dulles suggested restricted meeting of Ministers be held 
next week, Molotov said that since there were doubts regarding 
committee, Soviet delegation would reserve right to re-submit such
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a proposal at restricted meeting suggested by Secretary and sup- 

ported by Eden and Bidault. 
Molotov then submitted following resolution on the reduction of 

armaments: 

“Convocation of a world conference on the general reduction of 
armaments (proposal of the USSR delegation). 

“The Governments of the USA, the United Kingdom, France and 
the USSR, guided by the desire to strengthen peace and reduce ten- 
sion in international relations, considering it necessary to take 
measures to relieve the heavy burden of military expenditure 
borne by the people in connection with the armament race, have 
agreed that the Soviet Union, the United States of America, the 
United Kingdom and France would take measures within the 
framework of the United Nations to convene in 1954 a world con- 
ference on the general reduction of armaments with the participa- 
tion of both the members of the United Nations and the non- 
member states. 

“Full agreement has also been reached that the plan of measures 
for the general reduction of armaments would be linked up with a 
simultaneous solution of the problem of atomic weapons.” 7 

When he had finished reading resolution, he asked if anyone 
wanted to speak on subject tonight. Dulles proposed that meeting 
adjourn and, since neither Eden nor Bidault wanted say anything 
further at that time, meeting adjourned. 

7 This proposal, with slightly different wording, was circulated as FPM(54)12 in 

the records of the conference. 

No. 377 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 203 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Secretary of State 

TOP SECRET BERLIN, January 28, 1954. 

As we left the Council Meeting for the intermission, ! Mr. Molo- 

tov held out his hand in greeting to me, and I got the impression 

from this, and also from what Mr. Bohlen had told me Ambassador 

Zarubin had said,2 that Mr. Molotov might want to exchange a 

word with me. 
Accordingly, I walked down the corridor with him, and told him 

somewhat hurriedly and briefly that in my opinion, we had ade- 

1For a report on the fourth plenary meeting of the conference, see Secto 43, 
Supra. 

2 For a record of Bohlen’s luncheon with Zarubin earlier in the day, see the 
memorandum by Bohlen, Document 375.
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quately exhausted discussion on the first item of the agenda so far 
as the regular meetings were concerned. I said that if we really 
wanted to make any progress, there should be an interval during 
which the Three Western Powers could exchange views privately 
and then have a private conversation with him. 

Mr. Molotov seemed at first prepared to agree outright, but then 
said “I will consider’. 

Mr. Troyanovsky and our Mr. Lustgarten were present to inter- 

pret. Otherwise we were alone. 

JOHN FosTER DULLES 

No. 378 

396.1 BE/1-2954: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State 3 

TOP SECRET PRIORITY BERLIN, January 29, 1954—2 p.m. 

Secto 46. Department pass OSD. Tripartite group on Austria met 

over draft report resulting January 24 meeting (Sectos 21 and 28 2). 
Problems remaining are troop withdrawal and subjects in para- 
graphs 1 and 3 Secto 23. 

1. Troop Withdrawal 

a. In absence further message mentioned Tosec 422 (now re- 
ceived) we could only state likelihood US would prefer complete 
evacuation to reduction to token levels as retreat position in face 
Soviet insistence troop withdrawal. Believe British and French 
have accepted our refusal consider Western initiative raise troop 
withdrawal although not inconceivable they will raise it with us at 
higher level. French and British present thinking is (as second posi- 
tion to previously agreed first) to counter Soviet suggestion com- 
plete withdrawal with proposal reduction to token levels because: 
(a) presence even small numbers our forces backed by NATO provi- 
sion re occupation forces considered by far most effective deterrent; 
(b) uncertainty effectiveness tripartite security declaration in con- 
nection complete evacuation since only consultation required and 
“automatic” character present NATO provisions would not apply if 
one or more other NATO countries unwilling associate with decla- 
ration. They recognize (a) treaty involves full evacuation but con- 
sider that different situation, and (b) complete evacuation possibly 
more attractive from viewpoint Austrian public reaction but con- 

1 Repeated to Bonn, Frankfurt, London, Vienna, Paris, and Moscow. 

2 See the memorandum of conversation by Davis, Document 351. 

3Tosec 42 informed the U.S. Delegation that the Department of State did not 
accept the British and French suggestion for the reduction of Western forces in Aus- 
tria. (896.1 BE/1-2654)
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sider this point over-weighed by security considerations, fearing an- 
other Korea in Austria. They further argued reduction to token 
levels largely alleviates burdens occupation and irritants for public. 
They have yet consult their military authorities. We countered 
only briefly saying we expected further Washington views and 
would transmit theirs. We will suspend further action pending 
your views. 4 

b. French more adamant against complete withdrawal than Brit- 
ish, but spoke of possible acceptance if backed to wall as third and 
last position. 

c. Both British and French prefer as second position making re- 
duction to token levels without conditions paragraphs 2a and b of 
BER D-8/11 which they say make withdrawal tantamount to 
treaty. > We maintained desirability try both and pointed out fur- 
ther retreat in paragraph 4 same document. British and French 
remain willing obtain Austrian commitment re Army and military 
assistance in connection treaty. We confirmed agreement commit- 
ment need only be oral (Tosecs 48 and 46 ®) pointing out necessity 
obtaining Raab and Schaerf undertakings which may require tri- 
partite action Vienna on short notice (foresee danger allowing Fig] 
use own communications system this subject). Presume oral com- 
mitment to cover interim period prior to negotiation of some form 
bilateral on military assistance. Separate cable covers planning as- 
pects. ? 

d. Until French and British as well as we receive further instruc- 
tions, group will not reconvene although we pointed out impor- 
tance being prepared meet this contingency at Berlin, however un- 
likely Soviets will raise it. 

2. Meeting also agreed position on Article 35 which differs from 
Paris tripartite position ® only by (a) omitting mention of Deputies 
as alternates to Ministers in arguing case for alleviation and (b) 
specifying aims Ministers will be 

(1) Making case for alleviation, 
(2) Suggesting general lines of alleviation, and 
(3) Obtaining four power agreement on instructions to working 

group. 

On Jan. 30 the U.S. Delegation was informed further that complete withdrawal 
appeared better than leaving a token force in Austria in the light of various consid- 
erations. (Tosec 59 to Berlin, 396.1 BE/1-2954) 

5 Under paragraph 2a the four powers would have agreed on an Austrian Army of 
58,000 men; under paragraph 2b the Soviet Union would have agreed to give up con- 
trol over economic enterprises in Austria. (CFM files, lot M 88, box 168, “Four- 

Power Meeting in Berlin’’) 
6 Neither printed. (396.1 BE/1-2654 and 1-2754) 
7In Secto 47 from Berlin, Jan. 29, the U.S. Delegation reported that the French 

were without instructions concerning the possible use of Austrian manpower in the 
event of war. (396.1 BE/1-2954) 

® For a summary of the final report of the Tripartite Working Group, see the 
memorandum by Fuller, Document 320.
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3. There was brief discussion basis rebuttal to Soviet charges re 

gendarmérie during which we mentioned Adkins case. ® In addition 
points in BER D-3/12 }° we offered some arguments from Vienna’s 
1876 to Department !! and reassured French with information its 
paragraph 3. 

® Lt. William Adkins, USAF, had defected to the Soviet Union in January 1954. 
10 Not printed. (CFM files, lot M 88, box 168, ‘‘Four-Power Meeting in Berlin’) 
11 Telegram 1876 listed eight points that might be used to rebut Soviet charges 

against the gendarmeérie. (396.1 BE/1-2754) 

No. 379 

762.00/1~2954: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State } 

CONFIDENTIAL PRIORITY BERLIN, January 29, 1954—9 a.m. 

Secto 50. Department pass OSD. Reference Secto 34 repeated 
Bonn 934, Paris 102, London 91, Moscow unnumbered from 

Berlin. 2 
Tripartite working group met with Blankenhorn and Grewe at 

British headquarters at 11 p.m. January 28 to receive and consider 
points raised by Federal Government on Allied plan for German 
reunification taken to Bonn by Grewe day before. 3 

British chairman opened by stating Allies hoped conference 
would get to German question on agenda today and might there- 
fore, wish table this plan which left little time for any changes. He 
could make no promises that any could be gotten in. 

Grewe reported plan has been considered by Cabinet during 
afternoon with following results: 

1. Germans hoped in future they might be given more time to 
consider plans particularly one of such importance. 

2. Germans felt proposal should indicate election freedoms must 
be established well before actual elections and election law promul- 
gated perhaps as much as 6 months in advance. WG indicated sym- 
pathy with points but stated that document was intended to be 
general without going into details. Latter were considered to belong 
rather in report of proposed separate working group. Germans 
seemed satisfied. 

1 Repeated to Bonn, Frankfurt, London, Paris, and Moscow. 
2 Secto 34 transmitted the text of a “Plan for Reunification of Germany in Free- 

dom”. (762.00/1-2754) For text of this paper as revised in light of the suggestions 
below, see FPM(54)17, Document 510. 

5 Regarding the presentation of the plan to Grewe and his comments on it, see 
BER MIN-5, Document 372.
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3. Grewe then advanced entirely new suggestion, i.e., that Assem- 
bly be given additional power during transitional period (prior to 
all-German Government) to legislate to protect people of Soviet 
Zone and perhaps reestablish laender if Soviet Zone developments 
should permit or make necessary. WG replied that seemed useless 
to give such legislative power in absence of executive to carry out 
and that it was felt plan providing for continuation of supervisory 
commission was sounder. WG also doubted Ministers could consider 
and agree such basis new idea so late in day. WG agreed inform 
Ministers of German proposal but definitely discouraged likelihood 
acceptance. (After departure Germans, WG agreed not to recom- 
mend this change to Ministers.) 

4. Germans, as anticipated, found fault with formulation of re- 
served powers, particularly first part paragraph 4, Section IV as 
unnecessary restatement existing Allied rights. Discussion resulted 
in reformulation which omitted this feature and WG agreed to 
submit to Ministers. 

5. Germans then suggested deletion next paragraph as having 
bad political impact from emphasis on Allied rights. WG was at 
pains to make clear that main objective this paragraph was to 
eliminate Soviet veto right. Both Blankenhorn and Grewe indicat- 
ed at end a better understanding this matter and seemed satisfied 
they were in better position to explain matter to Federal Govern- 
ment. WG agreed, however, to revision of paragraph in regard to 
form (not substance) which the Germans welcomed. 

6. Germans proposed once more we renounce right to disapprove 
constitution. Since neither British nor French willing to give way, 
WG expressed doubtful any change could be made. 

7. Germans suggested two minor changes in language early in 
paper which were agreed; namely, a treaty would be “freely negoti- 
ated” and that elections must be “free and secret”’. 

No. 380 

396.1 BE/1-2854: Telegram 

The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Aldrich) to the Secretary 
of State, at Berlin} 

SECRET LONDON, January 28, 1954—5 p.m. 

71. Embtel 3085, January 20 to Department, repeated Paris un- 
numbered. 2 During extended and frank conversation with Embas- 
sy official today, Rodionov, Soviet Embassy diplomatic contact, 
made following points: 

1 Repeated to Paris and Washington; the source text is the copy in Department of 
State files. 

2 Telegram 3085 reported on a conversation between an official of the French Em- 
bassy and Rodionov in which the latter stated that no major agreements would be 
reached at Berlin. (896.1 BE/1-2054)
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1. Press rumors that 12 Chinese Communist representatives had 
arrived in Berlin were “absolutely without foundation’. 

2. Nevertheless, presence Federenko with Soviet delegation in 
Berlin is significant. Federenko is foremost Soviet expert on China. 
“When writing in Russian, Federenko’s script shows influence of 
Chinese characters’. 

3. USSR would welcome Korean political conference and would 
be glad participate on understanding it could attend (a) as neutral 
or (b) at round-table conference with identification with one side or 
the other. Communist insistence that USSR could not attend as 
member of Communist side was inspired by Moscow and was not 
result Chinese Communist initiative. Soviet Union was, and insist- 
ed on being regarded as, neutral in Korean struggle. 

4. It is idle to hope for progress at Berlin on German and Austri- 
an problems. Solution these problems can only be reached after 
Western powers have shown willingness relax tensions through 
agreement to (a) outlaw atomic weapons, (b) abandon advanced 
bases on iron curtain periphery, and (c) reduce percentagewise 
present armed forces. 

5. Communist China, as one of five great powers, entitled to be 
represented in any discussions of problems of world significance, es- 
pecially those indicated in immediately preceding paragraph. 

Above discussion arranged on initiative Rodionov who, however, 
stated views expressed were his own and not necessarily those of 
his government. 

ALDRICH 

January 29, 1954 

No. 381 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 205 

Minutes of a Meeting of the United States Delegation at the Berlin 

Conference, January 29, 1954, 9:30 a.m. 

SECRET 

USDEL MIN/4 

Present: The Secretary 

Special Advisers 

Advisers 

Tripartite Working Group Meeting 

Mr. Morris reported that a tripartite meeting of German experts 
was held last evening on the general plan for German elections 
and the formation of an all-German government. ! The group con- 

1 For a record of this meeting, see Secto 50, Document 379.
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sidered several minor drafting changes intended to make the draft 

more palatable to the Germans. Mr. Schwartz added that the Ger- 
mans apparently felt that the Three Powers had not left sufficient 
bargaining room in connection with this problem and that, as a ne- 

gotiating tactic, additional elements should be introduced from 
which we could retreat in face of Soviet opposition. 

Press Reaction 

Mr. Tyler reported that the tone of the French press on the 
whole was constructive and helpful. Except for the Communist 
press, there was no criticism of the conduct of the negotiations to 
date by the three Foreign Ministers. A few papers took the line 
that the Secretary’s statement yesterday was intended primarily 
for U.S. domestic consumption. 2 A general thread running through 
most press comments is the hope that something will be realized, 
not necessarily a Five-Power Conference, which will help in a solu- 
tion of the Indo China problem. 

Mr. Lochner reported that there had been no significant German 
editorial reaction. The general press treatment is that: 1) the West 
has gotten over the first hurdle; and 2) an expression of hope that 
the four Ministers will soon take up the German problem. 

Only one paper (SPD) objected to the strong tone of the Secre- 
tary’s statement in yesterday's meeting. 

Mr. Jackson commented that the U.S. press reaction was wide 
and varied and that the general tone was good. There was strong 

praise for the forceful tone and positive position taken by the Sec- 

retary. He added that he had obtained the impression from discus- 
sions with press correspondents last night that they had not sensed 
the real importance of what took place in the plenary session yes- 
terday—the extent of unity of the Three Powers on the issue which 
was most likely to split them apart. Mr. MacArthur pointed out 
that a BBC correspondent had taken the line that the West was 
caught by surprise by Molotov’s tabling of the proposal on world 
reduction of armaments. He thought we might informally correct 
this line, since we have always assumed that the Soviets would 
inject their standard battery of proposals for reducing internation- 
al tensions. 

Preparation for Quadripartite Session 

Secretary Dulles observed that the delegation had a considerable 
procedural problem facing it. While the three Ministers desired to 
commence immediately with the discussion of the German prob- 
lem, the afternoon session would open with the Soviet disarma- 

2 Regarding Secretary Dulles’ statement at the fourth plenary meeting, see Secto 
43, Document 376.
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ment proposal outstanding. He said that he would meet with 

Messrs. Eden and Bidault before the afternoon session to work out 
our tactics. ? His preliminary thought was that he, as Chairman, 

could call first on Mr. Bidault, who would then launch the discus- 

sion on the German item. A question was raised as to whether we 

should consider tabling a series of proposals: for example, the pro- 
posal for a world conference on slave labor. The Secretary replied 
that the phrasing of the first agenda item permits the tabling of 

any proposal which a Minister believed constituted a cause of ten- 

sion. However, we would have to consider the above possibility in 
relation to our desire to move quickly to a discussion of the 
German and Austrian problems. 

3.No record of Secretary Dulles’ meeting with Bidault and Eden on Jan. 29 has 
been found in Department of State files. 

No. 382 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 192 

Minutes of a Meeting of the Tripartite Working Group, Berlin, 
January 29, 1954, 10:30 a.m. 

SECRET 

BER MIN-6 

PRESENT 

UNITED STATES FRANCE UNITED KINGDOM 

Mr. MacArthur M. Seydoux Sir Frank Roberts 

Sir Derek Hoyer 
Millar 

1. Group to Prepare Tripartite Positions on Five-Power Conference. 

Sir Frank suggested that Mr. Allen, M. Roux, and Mr. McCon- 
aughy commence work on the tripartite position to be taken next 

Wednesday on the subject of a Five-Power Conference. Mr. MacAr- 
thur said that the United States might not be ready to start work 

today but in any event Mr. McConaughy would get in touch with 

Mr. Allen to set a time for the meeting of this group. 

2. Group to Consider Soviet Disarmament Proposal. 

At Sir Frank’s suggestion that a group be set up on this subject, 

Mr. MacArthur said that the United States was not as yet sure 
who our representatives would be but that the Ministers would 
probably talk about this subject at our meeting at 2:30 this after-
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noon. ! Mr. Williams and M. Broustra will be the representatives 
from the U.K. And French delegations. 

3. Agreement on No Conference Session for Sunday. 

Since this matter had been agreed with the Russians, it was de- 

cided that M. Bidault would mention the point at tomorrow’s meet- 
ing. 

4. Today's Tactics. 

a. United States Position. Secretary Dulles on opening the meet- 
ing will turn to M. Bidault to commence the discussion on Item 2 
of the agenda. ? Final decision had not been made regarding Mr. 
Dulles’ moves if he is interrupted by Mr. Molotov on a point of 
order. This was a matter that would probably be discussed by the 
Ministers at 2:30. 

b. French Position. Mr. Dulles will open the discussion on disar- 
mament and turn to M. Bidault who will make a speech on this 
subject and present a resolution to the conference. 

c. United Kingdom position. Same as U.S. with the exception 
that if Molotov raises a point of order it would be preferable to 
listen to a day’s discussion on disarmament or at least one speech 
from Mr. Molotov than to get into an endless harangue on a proce- 
dural point. The U.K. are always willing to have Mr. Eden speak 
first on Germany so that the UK proposal would be tabled immedi- 
ately. Mr. Eden has prepared a half-hour speech. If it becomes so 
late that it would be difficult for Mr. Eden to make his speech he 
would merely table the UK proposal and speak to it on Saturday. 

2. GDR Federal Representative Participation. 

If Mr. Molotov raises this point, Mr. Eden would be prepared to 

say that the UK had always maintained the Germans should par- 
ticipate in discussion of the settlement of this problem. That is why 

they have held that there should be freely elected representatives 
of the German people to make such participation possible. If the 

East Germans were as well represented by their government as the 
West Germans were by theirs, there would be no problems. 

6. Consultation with Representatives of the Federal Republic on the 

U.K. Proposal. 

The Working Group agreed that five of the eight points made by 
the Germans could be met and would be reflected in the final ver- 
sion of the proposal. ? The three points that could not be met were: 

(a) To state that there should be a six-month period between the 
promulgation of the Electoral Law and the elections; 

1No record of the Foreign Ministers meeting at 2:30 has been found in Depart- 
ment of State files. 

2 Germany. 
3 For the final text of this proposal, see FPM(54)17, Document 510.
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(b) To state that the plan would involve termination of the East 
German regime; and 

(c) To set forth bargaining points which could be given up in 
favor of the present draft as the irreducible minimum (see BER 
MIN-5 *). 

Sir Derek will tell Mr. Blankenhorn of the agreement reached in 
the tripartite Working Group and will explain that the UK must 
have full liberty to take over. In the event that it is not possible to 
table the proposal this afternoon, there will be no opportunity for 
further consultation with the Germans. 

* Document 372. 

No. 383 

396.1 BE/1-3054: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State } 

CONFIDENTIAL PRIORITY BERLIN, January 380, 1954—noon. 

Secto 58. Department pass OSD. Following summarizes first part 
January 29 meeting, Secretary presiding: 2 

Opening meeting at 1506, Secretary stated his understanding 
that, although minutes are not quite clear on point, conference has 
suspended discussion on item one for time being and will now 
begin item two. 

Molotov expressed belief there must be some misunderstanding. 

He agreed that minutes are not entirely clear on point but said 

that as far as Soviet delegation is concerned, item one has three 

aspects: military, political and economic. Conference has discussed 

in some detail political aspect, particularly in that part relating to 

proposed five-power meeting. Decision taken by conference, he said, 

was to suspend for time being discussion on this aspect pending the 
restricted meeting of the four Foreign Ministers. On economic 
aspect, he continued, Soviet delegation has already expressed itself 

in some detail. In this connection, he expressed satisfaction that 

French and United Kingdom trade delegations are now in Moscow. 

He then suggested that conference should devote its attention to 
military aspect. He claimed that halting of armament race has 

1 Transmitted in three sections. Repeated to Bonn, Frankfurt, London, Paris, 

Vienna, and Moscow. 

2The U.S. Delegation verbatim record of the fifth plenary meeting, USDEL 
PLEN/5, is in Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 193.
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very important and serious relationship to reduction of internation- 
al tension and thought it would be appropriate therefore for US, 

UK and French Foreign Ministers to express themselves on ques- 
tion of disarmament. Indeed, he noted, Bidault had himself under- 

lined this question in his speech of January 25.2 Molotov said he 
expected to be told that disarmament question is now before UN 
which has created Disarmament Commission to study it. This com- 
mission, he alleged, is now idle and paralyzed. Efforts of Soviet del- 

egation to disarmament commission in support of reduction of ar- 
maments have met with frustration. Majority of commission mem- 
bers, he said, seem to prefer dealing with other matters, such as 

collection of intelligence data on other armies. Thus it is illusory to 
think of UN as moving forward as far as reduction of armaments is 

concerned. For this reason Soviet delegation feels it desirable and 

knows it will meet with approval of all peoples for four Foreign 
Ministers to take question out of disarmament commission so limit- 

ed in size and to call in its stead a world-wide conference of UN 
and non-UN members. This might better be proposed at a five 
power Foreign Ministers meeting but, rather than waiting for 
agreement on such meeting, which is still lacking, Soviet delega- 

tion therefore has proposed it to present four power meeting. 

Secretary replied * that he has no desire to use what limited au- 
thority he possesses as chairman to prevent anyone from speaking 
but that it seems to him item one is broad enough to encompass 

almost every problem in world. He had thought, however, that con- 
ference had finished with item one and was now prepared for seri- 
ous business. Apparently he was mistaken. He continued that he 
would like to make several observations. US, he said, and he be- 

lieves also UK and France, although he can speak only for US, 

came to conference with genuine hope it could help relax interna- 

tional tensions. He hoped this first four power conference in five 
years could prove its usefulness. He thought we had showed that 
when we accepted Molotov’s agenda, > even though we did not like 
it, in the belief that procedural discussions on it would not help 

international climate. Item one, he continued, has as first part of 

its title ‘Measures for Reducing Tension in International Rela- 
tions’. Charges, replies and then counter-charges made under this 
item have probably not contributed to relaxation of international 
tensions. Secretary did not believe this conference, the first in five 
years, will justify itself unless it does better than it has and gets 

3 For a summary of Bidault’s statement on Jan. 25, see Secto 17, Document 355. 

4 For Secretary Dulles’ remarks, see Berlin Discussions, pp. 52-54, or Cmd. 9080, 

PP For the Soviet agenda, see Secto 17, Document 355.
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down to serious business. Conference should discuss problems we 
can and should solve rather than those we are not competent to 
solve and which contribute to an increase in tension. So far confer- 
ence has spent time trying to find ways to set up new conferences. 

This will discredit conference itself and will cheapen our work in 

eyes of world. Secretary wondered if Soviet Foreign Minister really 
believes world tensions would be reduced by raising anew at this 
meeting an abortive proposal first presented by USSR to UN Gen- 
eral Assembly two years ago and discussed there. If so, Secretary 
did not see how conference could fulfill hopes placed on it. Secre- 
tary continued that conference can do serious work on German and 
Austrian questions. If we can, as reasonable people, solve, make 

progress, talk seriously on them, or on either of them, that would 
go far to reduce world tensions. If, however, meeting is to discuss 

propaganda charges, make charges and countercharges, it will not 
fulfill hopes placed on it. 

Bidault said he would like at first to iron out any misunderstand- 
ing about his speech of January 25. He would like to repeat its 
main points on disarmament. Disarmament, he said, can not be 
achieved on a lasting basis except on the basis of agreement of the 
great powers, but it should be achieved within the framework of 
the UN. He had said this on January 25 and his views have not 
changed. Bidault then presented French draft resolution on disar- 
mament ® under which four governments would “pledge them- 
selves to join their efforts to those of the United Nations Disarma- 
ment Commission in order that the latter may reach substantial 
agreement on the general principles of disarmament which would 
permit the convening of a general disarmament conference, in con- 

ditions favorable to its success, in conformity with the resolution of 
the United Nations General Assembly of January 11, 1952.” Bi- 
dault explained that he raised disarmament question in this form 
not to prolong conference but because of its intrinsic importance. 
History since World War I has demonstrated question to be ex- 
tremely difficult and complex. In order to avoid bitterness and dif- 
ferences of opinion, he concluded, he would suggest that disarma- 

ment question be set aside for time being and that conference 
return to it later. 

Eden stated that as representative of a country which disarmed 
after World War II and then had to rearm, he found it difficult to 

understand the current discussion. He did not recognize Molotov’s 
description of the status of the Disarmament Commission. To at- 
tempt to do so this afternoon would be to embark on a long and 
fruitless discussion, into which he refused to enter. He thought we 

6 For the French draft resolution on disarmament, see FPM(54)15, Document 509.
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could all endorse one general principle; progress on disarmament, 

in his own experience between two world wars, can only come 

about as international disputes are resolved and by an increase in 
mutual confidence. One thing we can do to speed progress is to 
begin discussion on German and Austrian questions. These are the 
questions we are here to discuss. We have not reached them yet in 
five days. He therefore agreed with Bidault’s suggestion that meet- 
ing pass on from present discussion to item two of agenda. 

Molotov stated that Soviet delegation also does not consider it ad- 
visable to prolong discussion on any question and that he would 

consider any proposal to accelerate the work. Soviet insistence on 
examining disarmament problem, he said, comes from fact no CFM 
has met in five years and there has been no place to discuss ques- 
tion. Molotov said he could not agree that item one is not serious, 

whereas items two and three are serious. Soviet delegation believes 

all three items are serious; item one is of extremely serious nature. 

Soviet delegation, he said, does not look upon problem of disarma- 
ment as propaganda question. There is in international affairs no 
problem of greater importance to our nations and the whole world 
than efforts to reduce burden of armaments. Progress in this field 
would contribute greatly toward reduction of world tensions. He re- 
jected implication that only USSR has anything to do with commit- 
ting aggression. He then supported proposal of Eden and Bidault 
both that both Soviet and French draft resolutions’ be held for 

study in a restricted meeting of the Foreign Ministers. After agree- 

ment is reached on this, he said, conference could proceed to dis- 

cuss German problem. 

Secretary stated he understands proposals made by Bidault had 
been accepted by Molotov and, he believed, also Eden. Secretary 

likewise accepted proposal. 

In that case, Molotov said, he would like to make some remarks 

about procedure of conference. ® On January 27 he had sent to 
Eden, as chairman for that day, copy of statement considered at ap- 
propriate moment by conference. ° Copies also had been sent to Bi- 
dault and Secretary. GDR raised question of inviting representa- 
tives of GDR and of Federal Republic to conference when it dis- 
cusses German question. Soviet delegation considers it important to 
examine carefully GDR request. West Germany, although it has 
not requested invitation, may well wish to attend also, although 
Soviet Government knows little of West German position as re- 
spects invitation. Soviet Government has consistently held to opin- 

7 For the Soviet resolution, see Secto 29, Document 359. 
8 For Molotov’s remarks, see Berlin Discussions, pp. 55-56. 

® No copy of this statement has been found in Department of State files.
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ion that German people themselves must help reach German set- 
tlement along peaceful lines. Since German question is matter for 
Germans themselves, representatives of GDR and Federal Republic 

would assist considerably our discussions on Germany. Fact that 
nine million Germans in GDR have signed petition for invitation to 

both GDR and Federal Republic representatives at conference 
cannot be ignored. Soviet delegation therefore proposes GDR and 
Federal Republic Governments be invited to send representatives 
to participate in discussion of item two. 

Secretary agreed that German question is of proper and intimate 
concern to German people. !° Our problem, he said, is one of estab- 
lishing legitimate representatives to speak for Germany as a whole. 

Perhaps our first task is to arrange by free all-German elections 
for a national assembly with which to deal. Secretary doubted 
there is any German government or combination of German re- 
gimes which can speak for German people as a whole. We know, 
Secretary said, that Federal Republic would not be willing to asso- 
ciate itself with regime governing East Germany for purpose of as- 
suring all-German representation at conference. He doubted that 
GDR actually represents East German people. He expressed hope 
that as soon as possible conference will provide for all-German elec- 
tions and formation of all-German government to represent 
German people in negotiations re the future of Germany. Secretary 
concluded that he therefore cannot now agree to GDR request of 
January 24. 1! 

Bidault said French delegation agrees that legitimate representa- 
tives of entire Germany should participate in peace treaty. Our 
task now is to relieve division of Germany. He doubted that two 
sets of representatives so diametrically opposed in their views, 

would set a helpful tone to the discussions. Their polemics, which 
would take place in this semi-public forum, would not assist task 

for which Foreign Ministers of occupying powers are now responsi- 

ble. He agreed that while it seems difficult to talk about Germany 

without participation of Germans, nevertheless such is preferable if 

conference wants to make progress toward unification of Germany. 

Eden said UK Government had always urged that freely elected 
German representatives should participate in decisions re Germa- 
ny. Free elections, on which he will soon have some proposals to 
make, should precede formation of an all-German government. He 
declared himself unable to accept Soviet proposal. 

Following is summary of second part, plenary session, January 
29: 

10 For Secretary Dulles’ statement, see Berlin Discussions, pp. 56-57. 

11 An English translation of this letter is in Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 200.
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Molotov said Ministers were to consider German and Austrian 
questions; that during consideration of Austrian questions the Aus- 
trians should be heard and that during German questions repre- 
sentatives of both East and West Germany should be heard. Said 
he knew US, UK and France were prepared to invite Austrian rep- 
resentatives to conference during consideration of Austrian ques- 
tion and that nobody would understand unless Germans were simi- 
larly invited during consideration their questions. Stressed fact 
that no unified Germany now existed led particularly to conclusion 
that both East and West Germans should be heard. Recalled that 
when German question was considered by UN General Assembly in 
1951, ad hoc political committee invited both East and West Ger- 
many, as well as representatives from both sectors of Berlin, to 
attend discussions and said that if conference is to move forward, 

instead of backward, it should do no less than did GA in 1951. Em- 

phasized that while USSR has official relations with only East Ger- 
many and the US, UK and France with only West Germany, this 
whole matter should not be reduced to one of official relations only. 

Molotov maintained that refusal of Big Four to invite representa- 
tives from East and West Germany might be misinterpreted and 
that this would add another obstacle in way of unification. Said 
lack of official relations did not exclude possibility that appropriate 
contacts and connections be established between Federal Republic 
and USSR and that such attempts as had already taken place were 
as yet insufficient. Recalled that representatives of big West 
German industrial firms had met with representatives of the 
Soviet Ministry of Foreign Trade in August 1952 at Copenhagen 
and added that while there had been no further developments at 

that time it should not mean that present attempts should not be 

made to establish business contacts which would contribute to an 
appropriate development of economic relations. Said he was certain 

West Germans were no less interested in this matter than the 
USSR; that the Soviet people active in science would like cultural 
ties with West Germans. 

Molotov repeated that purpose present conference to discuss 
German problem in Berlin and that people would not understand 
what the four Ministers were afraid of if they refused to meet the 
German representatives. Said USSR had been told that invitation 
to representatives of Western and Eastern Germany to participate 
must await action on questions like electoral law procedures et 
cetera, but Soviet delegation believed Germans themselves must be 

heard regarding these matters. Said no serious German question 
could be considered without hearing Germans and therefore he 
proposed to invite representatives from both East and West Germa- 
ny to the meeting to hear their views prior to discussion before



THE BERLIN CONFERENCE S77 

conference by the four Foreign Ministers of the German problems. 

Conference recessed and reconvened at 1800. 

The Secretary said US had no further remarks on the matter of 
German representation and gave the floor to Bidault who pointed 
out fallacies in linking discussion of Austria and Germany. Said 
Foreign Ministers would be guilty of grave temerity if they now 
tried to establish solidarity on logic or geographical or political 

bases. Recalled that Austria would be discussed under Point 8 and 
that Austria had one government which was jointly recognized. 
Added that Ministers’ purpose should be a German treaty; that 
unity and conditions must be established under which single 
German Government could be formed. 

Eden expressed agreement with Bidault’s statement on Austria 

and added that continued division of Germany meant instability 
and ultimate disaster for all. He then tabled UK plan for German 
reunification and freedom. (Text transmitted Secto 34 and Secto 
5112). Molotov followed with statement that Bidault and Eden, 

which were usually understandable, were not so today. He de- 

scribed Eden’s speech as that of a scholarly constitutionalist of a 
strictly German type and construed it as saying that the best kind 
of German freedom the Ministers could propose would be from the 
hands of occupation authorities. He said it was unclear why Eden 
forgot to speak on subject of inviting Germans; that perhaps his 
colleagues felt it not necessary to consider these questions. Molotov 
emphasized he could not agree to this but considered lateness of 

hour precluded further discussion German representation problem 
at present meeting. Said points remaining for clarification were 

whether Ministers accepted or rejected idea of inviting Germans or 
whether Ministers wanted to reject the proposal which had been 
made by the Soviet delegation on that score. Said if he could not 
have clear answer today, he had no objections to waiting until to- 
morrow, but difficult to consider matter as closed. 

The Secretary pointed out there had been two rounds of general 

discussions on this subject with no agreement. He suggested the 
formalizing of the Ministers’ position be left until tomorrow. 

Meeting closed approximately 1920. 

12 Neither printed. (396.1 BE/1-2754 and 1-2954) For the British plan, see 
FPM(54)17, Document 510.
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No. 384 

396.1 BE/1-2954: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Department of State 

TOP SECRET NIACT BERLIN, January 29, 1954—6 p.m. 

Dulte 17. Eyes only for Acting Secretary. We start immediately 
preparing position and tactics with British and French for restrict- 
ed meeting of four Ministers next week. I intend to submit tomor- 

row to working group now set up by three Western delegations sub- 
stance of proposal contained in Dulte 10! and approved by Tedul 
5.2 I would hope this could then become basis for agreed position 

of Bidault, Eden and myself. 
I would appreciate, therefore, any necessary preparations in 

Washington being started at once, including, I would think, notify- 

ing confidentially USUN, Arthur Dean ? and American Embassy 
Seoul in view possibility leaks from British or French. Of course we 
cannot be sure British-French concurrence so project must be re- 
garded highly tentative. 

DULLES 

1 Document 369. 
2 See footnote 3, ibid. 
3 U.S. Special Ambassador for the Korean Political Conference. 

No. 385 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 204 

Notes by the Special Assistant to the President (Jackson) on a 

Dinner at the Residence of the Soviet High Commissioner for 

Germany, Berlin, January 29, 1954 

After handshakes all around the party remained standing and 

drank a glass of vermouth. Conversation was sparse and artificial. 
Gromyko, who looked like death warmed over, tried to be jovial by 
indulging in some banter with Semenov about his baldness which 
Gromyko attributed to his long tenure as High Commissioner. High 
Commissioner Conant’s ample locks could only be explained by the 
fact that he had held office for only one year. This spirited ex- 
change took place in the center of the large, hall-like room at the 
far end of which the dinner table was set. In the section of the 
room where we were standing there were two tables at opposite 
sides of the room surrounded by exactly the right number of chairs
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and loaded with fruit, candy, glasses, bottles of Russian cognac, 

plates and sugar bowls, indicating that after dinner we were to 
break up into equal sized groups, sufficiently separated to prevent 
easy overhearing of the other group’s conversation. 

Shortly, Molotov led a move toward the dinner table, lavishly set 

with china, silverware, four wine glasses, a bottle of vodka and a 

bottle of Georgian wine for every two persons and profusely spread 
with hors d’oeuvre type cold dishes. 

The Russian hosts started the vodka act almost immediately. 
They all drew special attention to the vodka bottles which have 
several slivers of red pepper lying on the bottom. They all ex- 
plained that the red pepper did not increase its intoxicating quality 
but simply served to give it a sharper taste. 

A series of cold dishes, led off by caviar, were served, fish, meat, 

salads, vegetables. 

Secretary Dulles sat between Molotov and interpreter Troyan- 
ovsky. Commissioner Conant sat approximately opposite Dulles. 

Quite early, Mr. Molotov arose for his first toast, to Secretary 
Dulles. Molotov, who looked somewhat tired when we sat down, ap- 

parently enjoys the toasting ritual. His whole face changes. The 
downward curving lines of his face seem to develop an upturn and 
he smiles and twinkles. His humor, even in translation, has a 

really entertaining edge and never seems heavy. 
After toasting the Secretary, Molotov toasted Dr. Conant, Mer- 

chant, Bohlen, Jackson and Frank Nash. He was a trifle confused 

on Nash’s exact status and because of his Defense Department con- 
nection assumed that he was a military “character”. Nash dis- 
abused him and then the Secretary referred to Nash as a bridge 

between the Defense and State. This idea started some lively chat- 

ter winding up with the suggestion that if Nash continued to do 

such a good job between Defense and State, he should be given the 

job of handling the bridge between Washington and Moscow. Molo- 
tov commented that in such a job the task of avoiding collisions 
would be heavier. 

The Secretary during the course of the dinner referred to the 
fact that the President had asked him to convey his regards to Mr. 
Molotov whom he remembered meeting during the war. There 
seemed to be a little doubt as to exactly when the meeting had 
taken place, but Molotov cleared that up, the first time in Wash- 
ington in 1942 and the second time in Moscow in 1945. 

The President and President Voroshilov were naturally toasted 
and then Mr. Molotov got all wound up in a second toast to the 
Secretary in which he was laying it on rather thick. All of a 
sudden he stopped and said “I suppose I should not be speaking 
this way because I will be accused of polemics’, a reference to the
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constant appearance of the word polemic during the Conference 

meetings where almost all speakers announce that they will avoid 

it and then launch into it. 

All the other American guests each got their toast and the Secre- 
tary replied for the whole group. 

Having no previous experience in such dinners I do not know if 
the consumption of vodka was up to standard. However, there 
seemed to be an impressive array of empty vodka bottles and an 
equally impressive array of erect Americans. ! 

1 For a record of the conversation following dinner, see the memorandum of con- 
versation by Merchant, infra. 

No. 386 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 203 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Assistant Secretary of State 
for European Affairs (Merchant) } 

TOP SECRET BERLIN, January 29, 1954. 

Participants: The Secretary of State 

Mr. L.T. Merchant 
Mr. V.M. Molotov 

Mr. Andrei Gromyko 

Mr. V.S. Semenov 

Mr. O.A. Troyanovski (Interpreter) 

The conversation after dinner ? took place in a corner of the 

living room after the party rose from the table and lasted nearly 
an hour and a half. It continued for some time in the informal, 

non-serious tone of the general conversation at the dinner table. 
Molotov was quiet in his manner and almost avuncular in his dis- 
course. He gave no indication of ill-humor or bad temper over his 
lack of success at the conference table during the afternoon. Se- 
menov said nothing during the entire course of the conversation 
but followed it with rapt attention. Gromyko, in the earlier stages 
kept up a side conversation on trivalties with Merchant until Molo- 
tov directed the conversation to the subject of China. Thereafter he 
too followed the conversation with close attention but contributed 
nothing to it. 

1 This conversation took place at the residence of the Soviet High Commissioner 
for Germany in Berlin on Jan. 28. Participants in the discussion, other than those 
listed below, are indicated in the text of the memorandum. 

2 For a record of the conversation during dinner, see the notes by Jackson, supra.
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The Secretary and Molotov exchanged information as to their 
ages. Molotov, after saying that whereas he was 63, he would be 64 
a month later. When the Secretary said that he would be 66 also in 
a month, Molotov said that just showed that he could not hope to 
catch up with the Secretary. The Secretary then said that he hoped 
that both of them would be in their own homes for their birthdays. 
Molotov contended himself with saying that would be much more 
pleasant. 

Molotov then said that whereas, of course, it was well-known 

that newspapers in Moscow represent their Government’s point of 
view, he was interested as to what newspapers in the United States 
reflected the administration’s views. The Secretary replied that 
probably the New York Herald Tribune came closest to reflecting 
the administration’s policies than any other paper, but that even 
within the paper there were conflicts and it carried some colum- 
nists who were critical of the President and the administration. In 
the previous administration he recalled, the New York Times had 

occupied a comparable position. In Washington the Secretary 
stated the Post was somewhat left of the administration policies, 
and the Times Herald to the right, but that The Evening Star prob- 
ably came closer to the middle course reflecting the general poli- 
cies of the administration. Molotov seemed genuinely interested in 
these observations. 

Molotov commented on the fact that from the appearance of the 
U.S. Delegation in Berlin there had been a radical change in the 
State Department’s personnel. The Secretary said that there had 
been a number of changes in the top levels and the key policy posi- 
tions, but that the Foreign Service Officers were continuing to 

make their professional contribution. There was some chit-chat as 

to where Mr. Matthews had been assigned and on the appointment 
of Mr. Murphy whom Molotov had known, as well as several other 
persons Molotov had seen at previous conferences. 

Then Senator Vandenberg’s name came up and the Secretary de- 
plored the loss to the United States represented by the death 
within a short space of time of Senator Vandenberg and Senator 
Taft. He pointed out that the former had been a power and author- 
ity on foreign affairs and that Senator Taft had occupied a similar 
position on domestic issues, and now the Secretary stated the 
power and authority in the legislature was more dispersed. The 
Secretary mentioned the coincidence that both had died of cancer. 
(At this point Gromyko (who is reported by the British here to 
have cancer) asked Merchant, with obvious concern, if it was really 

true that Taft had died of cancer. When Merchant confirmed this, 

Gromyko commented with feeling on the fact that it was a horrible 
disease.)
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Molotov then asked the Secretary who was the true author of 
NATO. He asked if it was true that it was Senator Vandenberg’s 
creation. The Secretary responded that he did not think so, and in 

fact he did not know who had given birth to the idea. He recalled 
that he had been summoned back from his vacation for a secret 
conference at Blair House to meet with General Marshall, Under 
Secretary Lovett and Senator Vandenberg. The purpose of the con- 
ference had been to lay the plans for the formulation of the North 
Atlantic Treaty and to judge the acceptability of the idea to the 
Congress. Gromyko, during this exchange had said on the side to 
Merchant that personally he had always regarded Walter Lipp- 
mann as the intellectual father of NATO, since in his writings 
since 1945, Lippmann had stressed the importance of the Atlantic 
Community. Merchant started to say that the author of NATO ac- 
cording to Gromyko was Walter Lippmann, but half way through 
the sentence it was misunderstood in interpretation and Molotov 

laughingly said that he had not realized that Gromyko was the 
father of NATO, but now we knew. Gromyko laughed heartily, but 
with visible effort. 

About this point the Secretary said with great seriousness to 
Molotov that he hoped before the Conference ended at Berlin some 
area of agreement could be found which would enable the Confer- 
ence to make a real contribution to the settlement of outstanding 
issues. He said that so far nothing had been accomplished. 

Molotov replied seriously that he shared the same hope and that 
he felt that if we searched for such areas of agreement we would 

find them. He felt sure that Mr. Dulles had something in his 

pocket he had not yet produced, whereas he had already produced 
many things since Monday. The Secretary commented that Molo- 
tov’s pockets seemed to him quite empty since all they.had pro- 

duced so far were rabbits which might be good for rabbit stew but 

were scarcely the stuff out of which successful conferences were 
made. Molotov agreed that rabbits were only good for stew, but in- 
sisted that he had not produced rabbits but some good ideas which 
could possibly be made better with modifications or additions. 

Molotov then turned the conversation abruptly, and with obvious 
seriousness, to the question of U.S. policy toward Communist 
China. He said that he really could not understand it since it 
seemed so clearly contrary to the U.S. own interests. He asked how 
long we would continue to take seriously Dr. Tsiang the KT repre- 

sentative in New York. 3 
The Secretary stated that against the background of the demon- 

strated bitter animosity of the Chinese Communists to the U.S., it 

3 Dr. Tingfu Tsiang, Chinese Permanent Representative at the United Nations.
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was inconceivable to consider a change in our attitude in the ab- 

sence of prior action by the Chinese indicating a basic change on 

their part. 

Molotov replied that he did not understand the basis for our 

China policy or where it was leading. He said that he had the feel- 

ing that it was dominated by emotion, but that he also had the 

feeling that apart (sic) from those in America who naturally would 
agree with him (Molotov) there was a large body of U.S. opinion 
which took a more sober view and felt that modification of present 
U.S. policy to Communist China was necessary. Molotov said that 
in politics, emotion should not be a factor; that policy should be 

based upon facts and the knowledge of what the future prospects 
were. He went on to say that he might better understand our 
policy if China were a small country, or if there were any chance of 
the Government being replaced. If it were a small country “exter- 
nal pressure” or other influences might be brought to bear to 
change the Government, but in fact, China was the largest and 
most powerful country in all of Asia. Moreover, he stated, Commu- 
nist control of China was an historic event. He said that for a long 
time Russia had supported Chiang Kai-shek had given him credits, 
but he had gone bankrupt; he had failed to unify China, whereas, 
Mao Tse-tung for the first time in hundreds of years had succeeded 
in unifying all of China. This accomplishment has given the Chi- 

nese people a sense of national pride and has also sharpened their 
sensitivity to affronts or threats. 

The Secretary said that the basis for our policy was very simple 
and he would be glad to explain it. The fact is that one does not 
strengthen one’s enemy be giving him increased authority or pres- 
tige, or any other sort of help. To strengthen one’s enemy merely 

increased his capacity to damage one. China seemed implacably 
hostile to us and had demonstrated this to us in many ways with 
which Mr. Molotov was familiar. The Secretary said there was no 
conceivable basis for a change in our policy in the absence of a 
change in China’s action and policies supported by deeds. 

Mr. Molotov went back to the sensitivity of the Chinese Commu- 
nist regime. He said they had a great deal of experience in dealing 
with other nationalities and of course they had very close relations 
with Peking. He said, of course, he could understand Chinese atti- 

tudes, and he was satisfied that their attitude was fundamentally 
determined by their sensitivity and hence their reaction to discrim- 
ination, affronts and threats. He said it was of great importance to 
the United States to improve its relations with China. In this 
action he said that his proposal for a 5-Power Conference * would 

* For this Soviet proposal, see Secto 29, Document 359.
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have been of great help. He pointed out that unlike the British, 
whose relations with China over the past century have been replete 
with difficulties and conflicts, the U.S. in its historical relations 

has a firm basis for the development of friendship. 

Molotov then made a curious statement that so far as he could 
see, the chief consequence to date of U.S. policy toward Communist 
China was to drive Peking into a closer relationship with Moscow. 
Naturally, he said, this was agreeable to Moscow, but he could not 
conceive how this development could be agreeable to the U.S. or in 
the true interests of the U.S. 

The Secretary repeated the simple, fundamental basis upon 
which our policy rested. He then asked Mr. Molotov what Mr. 
Molotov considered were the possibilities of a settlement develop- 
ing from the Political Conference on Korea. 

Molotov remarked, of course, that the Conference was not even 

agreed upon yet, but that in any event in the existing embittered 
atmosphere he could not so far see anything important coming out 
of the Conference; possibly later, but not now. 

The Secretary said then he thought he could understand some of 
the concerns of the Soviets; he assumed they would not want to see 
a hostile power or country near to Port Arthur or Vladivostok. 
Consequently, he wondered whether there might be any permanent 
solution or settlement which would involve the neutralization of 
Korea. 

Molotov showed no surprise, nor any great interest in pursuing 
this subject, but dismissed it by saying maybe later something like 
that would be possible, but not at the present time with the embit- 
tered feeling of the Chinese toward the U.S. He said that Rhee 
was “impossible.’’ He asked the Secretary why we did not try to get 
in contact with the Chinese Communists to see if things could not 
be improved. 

The Secretary said dryly that we had been in contact with the 
Chinese for many months in the armistice and subsequent negotia- 
tions in Korea. 

Molotov rejoined that all that, of course, was at a low level. He 

said that possibly something at a higher level would be useful. He 
said that there must be some ways and means whereby that could 
be achieved. The Secretary indicated no interest. 

Molotov went back again to the fact that he was frankly puzzled 
by the policy toward China. He assumed that we realized that it 
was complicating our relations with other Asian countries who 
looked at the way that China was being treated and thought that 
maybe some day they would be treated in the same fashion. In 

5 Syngman Rhee, President of the Republic of Korea.
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India, Nehru, for instance, does not like Communism, and he does 

not like the Chinese Communists, but he recognizes it as control- 
ling China and he recognizes China as the most powerful country 
in Asia. Therefore, Nehru maintains normal relations with China. 

In Japan, also, said Mr. Molotov, there are circles which are un- 

friendly to the Chinese Communist Government, but they are look- 
ing at China and looking at our policy toward China, and this 
cannot be a good thing for America’s interests. Also, he said, the 

Japanese understand the Chinese well and sympathize with them. 
At this point the Secretary indicated that it was late and rose to 

go. He said he thought that the exchange of views had been very 
useful, and that he wanted Molotov to understand our policy even 
if he did not agree with it. He also said that he was also interested 
in Molotov’s advice, particularly since it was free, but that he knew 
Molotov would understand if he did not follow his advice. 

Throughout, Molotov had talked quietly, occasionally with a light 
touch, and always so deftly as to create an appearance of friendly 
objectivity. At no point was he violent in his criticism of the U.S. 
He cast his discourse in the shape of an apparently genuine quest 
for information and tender of counsel. 

During the entire after dinner conversation Molotov never men- 
tioned Germany, EDC, or any other contentious issue. There was 

no mention of Indochina during the course of the conversation. Ap- 
proximately a full hour was devoted to the discourse on China. 

Secretary Dulles and his party left at about 11:15, with the entire 
Soviet group making every effort to be cordial and hospitable. 6 

6 On Jan. 30 Secretary Dulles transmitted to President Eisenhower a summary of 
this conversation and added that he expected to meet privately with the Soviet For- 
eign Minister that day to pursue atomic energy proposals. (Dulte 18 from Berlin, 
Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 212) 

January 30, 1954 

No. 387 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 205 

Minutes of a Meeting of the United States Delegation at the Berlin 
Conference, January 30, 1954, 9:30 a.m. 

SECRET 
USDEL MIN-5 

Present: The Secretary 
Special Advisers 
Advisers
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Molotov’s Dinner for the Secretary: 

The Secretary reported briefly that all of his private and semi- 

private talks with Mr. Molotov, at the latter’s dinner, related to 

the U.S., political relationships to Communist China. ! The Secre- 
tary said he had agreed to meet Molotov after today’s quadripartite 
session to discuss a plan for discussion on atomic energy matters. ? 

Press Reactions: 

Mr. Jackson reported that the general tenor of the U.S. press 

treatment was very good. By and large, comment on the meeting 
was favorable with praise for the conduct of the negotiations by the 

West. Mr. Tyler stated that the general tone of the French press 
continued to be good. In general, the French press felt the West 
had won a point in getting Molotov to discuss the German problem. 
There was no criticism of Mr. Bidault nor was there evidence of po- 
litical pressure being applied. 

Mr. Boerner characterized the German reaction as being that of 

the West forcing Molotov to debate on the German problem. The 
German Communist press played up the question of GDR represen- 
tation at the meetings. Official German spokesmen in Bonn stated 
that the Eden plan for German reunification in freedom ? was 
clear and logical and had expressed objections to GDR representa- 
tion. In general, the U.K. and French press briefings stressed the 
Eden proposals. The Soviet press briefings emphasized the question 

of GDR representation. He said that a Communist organization in 
the East Sector (The Committee on Unity) called a press conference 

yesterday which developed the line that the Federal Republic was 
embarking on a war of revenge. The Committee’s spokesman pre- 

sented a program for creating conditions necessary for free elec- 

tions. These conditions constitute the standard Communist charges 

(i.e. elimination of a standing army in West Germany, elimination 
of the revanchist clique, elimination of the militaristic press and 
propaganda agencies, etc.) and may indicate the new line which the 
Communist press may take on this issue. 

Mr. Jackson stated that the stories filed last night by the corre- 
spondents developed the general theme that the West had won a 
victory in bringing the discussions to the German item; although 
paying tribute to Molotov’s negotiating skill. There is a general 

speculation on the reasons to explain why Molotov has folded so 
soon on the critical issues and what he may have up his sleeve. 

1 For reports on the dinner meeting with Molotov, see the notes by Jackson and 
the memorandum of conversation by Merchant, Documents 385 and 386. 

2 For a report on the discussion of atomic energy matters, see Dulte 23, Decument 

For this plan, see FPM(54)17, Document 510.
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Tripartite Working Group Meeting: 

Mr. MacArthur announced that the Tripartite working group de- 

cided yesterday to establish a sub-group to deal with the disarma- 
ment question. The U.S. representative on this group will be Col. 
Black. Also the draft Declaration of Intent on the German Peace 
Treaty will be polished up in anticipation that it may be used in 

the future if the situation requires it. Mr. MacArthur said that the 
group would also explore tactics to be followed for this afternoon’s 

quadripartite session. 

Mr. Jackson expressed the view that the tripartite working 
group should attempt to plan as complete a schedule as possible for 

next week, since security problems at the Unter den Linden Build- 
ing would preclude Tripartite discussions there. Mr. MacArthur 

agreed and added that it might be possible for the three Ministers 

to meet at the ACA Building for consultation prior to proceeding to 

the sessions in the Unter den Linden Building. 

Quadripartite Meeting: 

The Secretary observed that the afternoon session would prob- 

ably open with Molotov taking the position that the Ministers were 
still discussing the question of GDR representation. Therefore it 

must be established clearly that no agreement has been reached on 
this question. He believed that either Eden or Bidault should speak 
first and emphasize that no agreement had been reached in order 
to establish a solid position to which the three Ministers could 
return in the second round of discussions. He said that consider- 
ation should be given to tabling of a concrete proposal to establish 

the proper platform. 

Mr. Freund inquired whether anything need be said on the Aus- 
trian question. The Secretary replied that, particularly in view of 

Bidault’s statement, we must insure that the Austrian question is 

not brought into the context of the German question. 

The Secretary announced that he would meet with Messrs. Eden 
and Bidault at 2:40 PM today to discuss general tactics. 4 

* No record of this meeting has been found in Department of State files.
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No. 388 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 192 

Minutes of a Meeting of the Tripartite Working Group, Berlin, 
January 30, 1954, 10:30 a.m. 

SECRET 
BER MIN-7 

PRESENT 

UNITED STATES FRANCE UNITED KINGDOM 

Mr. MacArthur M. Seydoux Sir Frank Roberts 

1. Tactics for Today. 

Alternative A. It was agreed that M. Bidault as chairman would 
open the meeting by suggesting that the question of East and West 
German participation be formalized. Mr. Eden would state briefly 

that he did not agree with the Soviet proposal. If Mr. Molotov 
makes a short speech indicating his position of the day before, Mr. 
Dulles will merely concur with Mr. Eden’s views. Mr. Bidault will 

summarize the status of the question and proceed to make his 

speech on Germany. Mr. Eden will not make the speech at that 
time and Mr. Dulles will follow Mr. Molotov with the prepared 
statement in support of the UK proposal. 

Alternative B. If Mr. Molotov in the first round replies to the 

question of GDR representation with a lengthy speech, Mr. Dulles 
may wish to give his long statement on Germany at that time. At 

the close of this statement Mr. Dulles would state his views on the 

GDR representation question. 

It was hoped that a statement from the Federal Government 

would be forthcoming before the meeting today which would con- 
firm the fact that the Federal Republic did not wish to come to the 
Four-Power meetings and would support the UK proposal. Sir F. 
Hoyer Millar would inform the delegations if this were received at 
the time of the 2:40 meeting. ! 

If Mr. Molotov proposes a restricted meeting on Germany, the 
tripartite position should be that since there has been a full ex- 
change of views on the other problems slated for the restricted 
meeting there should also be a full exchange on Germany before 
going into a restricted session on that subject. 

If Mr. Molotov raises the question of the time of the restricted 
session, it was suggested the three western ministers propose 

Wednesday or Thursday (not Friday when Mr. Molotov is in the 

1 No record of this meeting has been found in Department of State files.
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chair). If Molotov does not raise this question today the three Min- 
isters should discuss the matter on Monday in the Tripartite meet- 
ing in the ACA building. The restricted session will be a substitute 
for the regular plenary session. 

2. Procedural Matters. 

(a) The Working Group will continue to meet at the British head- 
quarters. 

(b) Preliminary tripartite ministerial meetings will be held in the 
ACA building at 2:30 p.m. when no tripartite lunch precedes a 
quadripartite session, unless decided otherwise. 

(c) Following Mr. Molotov’s chairmanship on Monday, rotation of 
the chairmanship will start anew. (This means that Mr. Eden 
would lose his turn.) 

(d) Colonel Black will arrange with M. Broustra and Mr. Wil- 
liams to attend Working Group meeting on disarmament. 

(e) The experts preparing the proposed all-German Electoral Law 
have finished the first part which concerns elections and will 
report to the Working Group next week. 

(f) Since the U.S. High Commissioner will be in the chair on 
Monday it was assumed by Sir Frank that Dr. Conant would take 
on responsibility for consultations with the Benelux representa- 
tives. Mr. Morris will prepare a memorandum for Dr. Conant in- 
forming him of this matter. 

3. Declaration of Intent. 

With regard to the Declaration of Intent, it was agreed that: (1) 
the three principals of the Working Group would attempt to get 
agreement from their ministers regarding the substance of the doc- 
ument; 2 (2) the Working Group would continue work on the revi- 

sion of the alternative preamble; and (8) the Working Group will 
discuss this paper on Monday or Tuesday of next week in the light 
of Soviet opening moves on Item 2 of the Agenda. ® 

2 Under reference is the BER D-4/4 series, copies of which are in CFM files, lot M 
88, box 168, “Four-Power Meeting in Berlin’”’. 

3 For a record of the other subjects discussed at this meeting, see the memoran- 

dum, infra.
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No. 389 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 203 

Memorandum of a Meeting of the Tripartite Working Group, Berlin, 
January 30, 1954, 10:30 a.m. } 

TOP SECRET 

Participants: UK Delegation 
Sir Frank Roberts 
Mr. Denis Allen 

French Delegation 
M. de Margerie 
M. Seydoux 
M. Roux 

U.S. Delegation 
Mr. MacArthur 
Mr. Thurston 
Mr. McConaughy 

Subject: Five-Power Conference Issue 

Mr. MacArthur said he would give the group a capsule account 
of Mr. Dulles’ dinner with Molotov last evening. 2 Following rou- 
tine dinner conversation and toasts, Mr. Molotov had engaged Mr. 
Dulles in an after dinner conversation on the subject of China. Mr. 

Molotov took the initiative in raising this subject and stayed on it 
exclusively. It lasted about fifty minutes. Molotov stressed the im- 
portance of “recognizing facts’ and emphasized “China’s important 
role in world affairs.’”’ He did not mention Indochina, nor did he 

raise any European questions for discussion. 
It has been arranged for the Secretary and Molotov to meet 

briefly in the small room of the ACA Building today to discuss pro- 
cedures relating to talks on the President’s proposal for use of 
atomic energy. 3 

Sir Frank Roberts remarked on the contrast in the conversation- 
al tactics employed by Molotov at the three dinners for the West- 
ern Foreign Ministers. He had talked Indochina with Bidault, # had 
taken no initiative with British, obliging Eden to raise all the 
topics of discussion, > and had broached the subject of China with 

1 Drafted by McConaughy. For a record of other subjects discussed at the meeting, 
see BER MIN-7, supra. 

2 For records of the dinner with Molotov, see the notes by Jackson and the memo- 
randum of conversation by Merchant, Documents 385 and 386. 

3 For a record of the discussion on atomic energy, see Dulte 23, Document 393. 

4 For a report on Bidault’s dinner meeting with Molotov, see the memorandum of 
conversation by Bohlen, Document 361. 

5 For a report on Eden’s dinner with Molotov, see Secto 38, Document 371.
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Mr. Dulles. Roberts said that he was having lunch with Malik 
today. 

De Margerie said that at luncheon the other day Vinogradov had 
mentioned a recent article in a French newspaper written by 

Pierre de Gaulle in opposition to EDC. Vinogradov had wanted to 

know if Pierre de Gaulle was considered the spokesman for his il- 
lustrious brother, General de Gaulle? 

Mr. MacArthur then said that the Secretary had given much 
thought to the Five-Power Conference question. The Secretary 
wanted to find some means of taking an initiative on the issue. He 
had been casting about for some constructive step which might be 
taken. It has to be remembered that the question of public opinion 
had to be considered by us, as well as by the French and British. 
Mr. MacArthur then passed around copies of the top secret memo- 
randum dated January 30. ® He asked the British and French rep- 
resentatives to treat this as exceedingly sensitive and hold it very 
closely. Mr. MacArthur said it should be clearly understood that 
there was absolutely no water or fat in the proposal. It represented 
the utmost limit that the Secretary could see in trying to come up 
with a new and constructive approach. He did not think that it 
would be possible for us to go any further or to accept much tam- 
pering and changing of the fundamental elements contained in this 
idea. 

Mr. MacArthur pointed out that it had something in common 
with the unagreed French “second position,’ but that it called for 
the inclusion of additional countries. There was provision for exten- 
sion of the conference to deal with Indochina, with different compo- 
sition from discussions on Korea. Some people in the United States 

undoubtedly would not like the proposal. It was tentative at this 
stage. But the Secretary wanted to get the French and British reac- 
tions as soon as they had had time to study the document. 

Mr. Allen said after a quick reading that he took the proposal to 

be a new approach to the problem of convening a Political Confer- 

ence on Korea, and that neutrals would be excluded from the Con- 

ference by the terms of the proposal. Mr. MacArthur confirmed 
this, and remarked that it seemed necessary to find a formula 
which would keep India out of the Conference, since the Republic 
of Korea was inflexibly opposed to the participation of India. 

Roberts and de Margerie said that their principals and the advis- 
ers would give most careful study to the draft proposal which they 
found of great interest. They said some of the French had been 
thinking on somewhat similar lines. They hoped their Ministers 
would be able to comment soon. 

6 Printed as an attachment below.
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Mr. MacArthur suggested that the three Ministers should get to- 
gether in the next few days to talk about this and in the meantime 
it was agreed that the Tripartite Working Group could meet again 
if this seemed desirable. 

A copy of the memorandum is attached. 

[Attachment] 

Memorandum Prepared by the United States Delegation 

TOP SECRET BERLIN, January 30, 1954. 

1. We absolutely reject the concept of a Council including Chi- 
nese Communists as proposed by Molotov which would deal gener- 
ally with world problems and in effect constitute permanent world 
organization replacing United Nations. 

2. Where, as in Korea, Chinese Communists are necessarily in- 
volved we deal with them without diplomatic recognition. 

3. Accordingly we are willing that the Four Foreign Ministers at- 

tending this Berlin Conference here should invite Communist 

China, North Korea, Republic of Korea and other countries which 

have participated in the Korean War to meet with these four coun- 

tries to settle the Korean problem at a place and on a date which 
Four Foreign Ministers here will now fix. 

4. Growing out of that Conference, if Red China wants it, could 

come an end of aggression and the restoration of peace in Indo- 

china. This would, of course, involve an appropriate change in the 

countries participating. * 

7 The text of this memorandum was transmitted to Washington in Dulte 20, Jan. 

30 (396.1 BE/1-3054), together with a summary of the initial British and French re- 

action to it.
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No. 390 

396.1 BE/1-3054: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State } 

CONFIDENTIAL PRIORITY BERLIN, January 30, 1954—11 p.m. 

Secto 56. Department pass OSD. Following summarizes January 
30 meeting Bidault presiding: 2 

Bidault opened the meeting by recalling that at the end of previ- 
ous session no agreement had been reached on Soviet proposal to 
invite representatives of governments in Western and Eastern Ger- 
many to appear together at meeting. He asked whether conclusion 
could be reached on this point. Eden and Molotov maintained their 
previous positions. Secretary said he maintained views he had pre- 
viously expressed in opposition to Soviet proposal. He pointed out 
Federal Government, which is freely elected government of 50 mil- 
lion Germans, had expressed no desire to be represented and that 
Bundestag had voted that only representatives of freely elected all- 
German government should appear at such meeting. Bidault re- 

peated views he had expressed in previous meeting in opposition to 
Soviet proposal and concluded that there was no agreement on this 
point. 

Eden requested views of other delegations on proposal regarding 
elections he had tabled in previous session. ? Molotov said he would 

only make preliminary statement on Eden proposal, since it re- 
quired detailed study. * He said that he wished to know what views 

of other delegations were on Eden proposal and whether they 
would submit proposals regarding Germany. 

Molotov said exchanges of notes prior to conference > had indi- 

cated importance attached by Western Governments to question of 
so-called free elections which were subject of Eden proposal. Soviet 

Government also attached importance to free all-German elections, 
but its views in this regard did not coincide with those of Western 
Powers. Eden plan suffered from defect that elections would be 

turned over to occupation authorities. Plan showed distrust of 
democratic forces and too much concern with supervision of prep- 

1 Repeated to Bonn, Frankfurt, London, Paris, Moscow, and Vienna. 

2The U.S. Delegation verbatim record of the sixth plenary meeting, USDEL 
PLEN/6, is in Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 193. 

3 For the British proposal, see FPM(54)17, Document 510. 
*For Molotov’s statement, circulated as FPM(54)20 in the records of the confer- 

ence, see Berlin Discussions, pp. 61-64, or Cmd. 9080, pp. 45-47. 
5 For text of the notes exchanged between the three Western powers and the 

Soviet Union in the summer and fall of 1953, see Documents 65 ff.
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arations and carrying out of elections by foreign powers. This he 
said was matter for Germans whose opinion should be sought, 
which Eden proposal did not provide for. 

Molotov said position of all-German government which would 
emerge from elections proposed under Eden proposal was not clear, 
particularly whether it would be truly free both in internal and ex- 
ternal matters. He referred to provision that all-German govern- 
ment would have authority to assume international rights and obli- 
gations of Federal Republic and Soviet Zone and to conclude such 
other international agreements as it might wish. This would retain 
Bonn and Paris agreements © in force and extend them to East 
Germany against wishes of population represented by the GDR. It 
was hardly possible, he said to speak of a Germany which is truly 
free in the light of bland assumption in Eden plan that all-German 
government would not be free to decide whether these agreements 
would remain in force. In fact, Bonn agreement would continue oc- 
cupation for decades and Paris agreement would tie Germany to 

military chariot of certain powers for 50 years. This provided free- 
dom for German militarists but not for German people. 

Molotov said that after all-German elections Germany should not 
be committed by agreements to associate itself with any particular 
group of powers and that Germany should embark on peaceful and 
democratic path free to decide external as well as internal policy. 
Four powers should see to it that Germany is reborn as united, in- 

dependent, democratic and peace-loving state. Such a truly free 
Germany would not be a threat to her neighbors, but would play 
role as a great power among peace-loving states of Europe. He con- 

cluded by saying that when he next spoke he would set forth views 
of Soviet delegation on German problem and submit proposal. 

Secretary then made statement text of which has been tele- 

graphed separately. 7 

After brief intermission ® Bidault spoke for about half hour on 
German question much along lines Secretary’s speech.® He 

stressed following points: 

(1) Although there is close, relationship between questions Ger- 
many and European security German question came first for solu- 
tion that question would contribute to second. 

6 For documentation on the agreements signed at Bonn, May 26, 1952, see Docu- 

ments 51 ff. Regarding the agreements signed at Paris, May 27, 1952, see the editori- 
al note, vol. v, Part 1, p. 684. 

7 Secto 55, infra. 
8 For a record of Thurston’s conversation with Semyenov during the intermission, 

see the memorandum of conversation, Document 392. 
9 For Bidault’s statement, which was circulated as FPM(54)19, see Berlin Discus- 

sions, pp. 67-71, or Cmd. 9080, pp. 42-45.
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(2) French Government always looked toward general European 
settlement. Molotov erred in stating that division Europe would 
result from establishment EDC. Exactly the opposite. EDC con- 
ceived only after creation Eastern bloc. But we not searching for 
causes this situation but for remedy. 

(3) Destiny of Germany depends on peace treaty rapidly conclud- 
ed which would establish basis lasting peace. Potsdam merely cov- 
ered probationary period for Germany which cannot be prolonged. 
Peace treaty must be freely accepted by Germany and freely nego- 
tiated with German representatives. Imposed peace out of question. 
Bidault then fully backed United Kingdom plan German reunifica- 
tion in freedom. 

(4) Peace treaty must assure durable peace. But there cannot be 
indefinite controls in Germany. Soviets maintain Germany can 
never join any coalition or military alliance directed against any 
power which waged war against Germany. Army would be limited. 
Such clauses in treaty without guarantees cannot be considered as 
forceful as EDC with all its controls. If Soviet proposals accepted 
real danger exists Germany being dominated militants. Controls 
and discriminations from outside would breed nationalism and mil- 
itarism. We need new solution for Germany—formula of associa- 
tion which would make impossible individual revengeful German 
action. 

(5) West and East occupational authorities have fulfilled their 
tasks. Time has come for new regime. Two different systems exist. 
That precisely why German people should be asked to decide their 
future. We in general agree Eden’s plan for it provides unity in 
freedom. 

Eden then assured Molotov that his plan, upon coming into force 

peace treaty, guaranteed full freedom to Germany in her external 

relations and that Germany would not be bound in any way by 
formal commitments either to East or West. 

Meeting then adjourned with agreement convene February 1, 3 

p.m., Soviet sector under the chairmanship Molotov.
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No. 391 

396.1 BE/1-3054: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 

Department of State } 

PRIORITY BERLIN, January 30, 1954. 

Secto 55. Department pass OSD. Following is text Secretary 
Dulles’ statement in sixth plenary session, January 30, on Germa- 
ny: 2 

“This second item of our agenda deals with “The German Ques- 
tion” and also “The problem of insuring European security’’. Histo- 
ry compels us to treat these two matters together. From this very 
city where we are, still largely in ruins, have been launched two 

world wars. Two of our four countries, France and the Soviet 

Union, have suffered land invasion both in World War I and World 

War II. The United Kingdom was invaded by air. All four of us 
have twice had to marshall to the full our human and material re- 
sources in order to withstand and finally to throw back the tides of 
German aggression. Surely we have a vital interest to do all that is 
in our power to make sure that such aggressions should never 
occur again. Indeed, that concern is shared by the German people 
themselves who have suffered cruelly from militarism and tyranny 

from some of their own people. 

The sacrifices which have been made during these two world 

wars have now placed in our hands a large measure of power to 
influence the future, for better or for worse, and to determine 

whether the coming years will preface a durable peace or another 

disastrous war. 

Nine years have now elapsed since the German armistice and 
peace is still unmade. In many ways, that delay is a reproach to us. 
But there is another side to the matter. The immediate aftermath 

of a bitter and exhausting war usually finds that reason is sub- 
merged by sentiments of hatred and revenge. The instinctive reac- 

tion at that time is to turn to repression as a means to future 

safety. But the lapse of time restores reason to its proper place and 
now, nine years having passed, we should be able to invoke wisdom 

and statesmanship to be our guides. 

1 Transmitted in three sections. Repeated to Bonn, Frankfurt, London, Paris, 

Vienna, and Moscow. 

2 For a record of the sixth plenary meeting of the conference, see Secto 56, supra. 
Secretary Dulles’ statement was circulated as FPM(54)18 in the records of the con- 
ference.
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The problem that we face here has two major aspects. First, 
there is the taks of uniting Germany; and secondly, there is the 
task of insuring that united Germany shall be a peaceful Germany. 
I shall first speak of the problem of German reunification. 

The partition of Germany creates a basic source of instability, 
and there is little merit in our talking about peace if at the same 
time we are perpetuating conditions which endanger the peace. 

I am firmly convinced that a free and united Germany is essen- 
tial to stable peace in Europe and that it is in the interest of all 
four nations which are represented here around this table. 
How did it come to pass that there is this disunity—this disunity 

of Germany which is, as I say, a danger to peace? We here are not 
free from responsibility in that respect, because it is the disagree- 
ment of our four nations which has created the present division of 
Germany. It is the disagreement of our four nations which perpet- 
uates the present division of Germany; and, it is only we who can 
end this division of Germany. As I pointed out in some earlier re- 
marks that I made, that fact—the fact that we four have a unique 
responsibility in Germany—should make this German problem a 
central theme of our work here. It can be the test as to whether or 
not we are really qualified to work together for peace. 

There exists this partition of Germany which is a threat to the 
peace if it is in our power to end it. All that is needed to end it is 
that we should have the will to end it. If we do not have that will, 

then I say we may be peace-loving nations, but we are not peace- 
seeking nations. Mr. Eden yesterday submitted a precise and a de- 
tailed plan ? to achieve the unification and freedom of Germany by 
an orderly series of actions that would start with free elections. It 

seems to us that this British proposal is clear, is reasonable and is 
well designed to achieve at the earliest practical moment a full 

German settlement, including a German peace treaty. 
I have no doubt that our discussions here around the table, as we 

debate this intricate matter, may suggest the desirability of some 
modifications in detail of the plan which Mr. Eden has submitted 
and perhaps some clarifications. Certainly, I think we must all 
have an open mind on that, and I certainly have an open mind. 
But I do say that in general, I endorse the proposal that has been 
submitted on behalf of the United Kingdom and associate myself 
with it. 

There are one or two observations which I would make particu- 
larly suggested by some remarks that have been made by Mr. 
Molotov. Mr. Molotov has, for example, suggested that the proposal 
of the United Kingdom would be in essence an attempt on the part 

3 For the British plan, see FPM(54)17, Document 510.
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of the four occupying powers to impose unification upon Germany 

rather than letting the Germans work out their own affairs. As I 

read Mr. Eden’s project, it would be just the contrary. 
Under his proposal, the essential steps in the entire unification 

process, including their timing, are left up to the freely-elected rep- 

resentatives of the German people. Who is it under this plan who 
will draft the new constitution? It will be the freely-elected 
German national assembly. Who will set up a provisional all- 
German authority and later on the all-German government? The 
all-German national assembly. Who decides when powers shall be 
transferred from the existing regimes in Eastern and Western Ger- 
many to the all-German government, and what international rights 

and obligations it shall assume? Again, the national assembly and 
the all-German government. As I read the plan, the entire empha- 
sis seems to be on enabling freely elected German authorities to 
make the crucial decisions all along the road to a final German set- 

tlement. That observation brings me to comment on another point 
upon which Mr. Molotov has commented, namely, this problem of 
free elections. Any proper plan for German reunification must pro- 
vide adequate safeguards of election freedoms. This, it seems, is 

covered by the proposal that we are considering. Conditions of gen- 
uine freedom must exist not only on election day itself, but for a 
reasonable period of time before the votes are cast, and also after 

the elections, in order to insure that there shall be no reprisals, 
and that everyone may safely vote his convictions. 

To take care of this latter point, the United Kingdom plan would 

maintain the supervisory machinery in operation until the all- 
German government assumes full control and is able to assure 

democratic freedoms throughout Germany in accordance with its 
constitution. 

We can be sure that the fifty million inhabitants of Western Ger- 
many are willing and anxious to cooperate to insure such free elec- 
tions. The same can be said for my government and also, I believe, 

for the French and British Governments. The eighteen million in- 
habitants of the Soviet Zone deserve the same kind of assurances, 
and I trust that my Soviet colleague will agree to the importance of 
providing those assurances. 

Mr. Molotov has made some observations about the pending pro- 
posal, which seem to me to imply a lack of full understanding of 
that proposal, or possibly, I might suggest, the need of further clar- 

ification of the proposal. I will not attempt to go into those matters 
myself, because I am confident that Mr. Eden, who submitted the 
plan, will himself deal with these matters. But as I read the plan, 
it is not subject to the type of objections which Mr. Molotov has 
indicated, and I hope that, on the basis of further clarifications, he
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would find that the plan itself, at least in its broad outlines, is rea- 

sonable and one that we could proceed to adopt as providing a way 
of bringing an end to this dangerous condition of the continued 
partition of Germany. Let me turn to what I referred to as the 
second aspect of this problem, that is the problem of security. We 
want Germany united, but we also want to be sure that a united 

Germany will be a peaceful Germany. As I have said, the elapsed 
time since the armistice should enable us now calmly—and I hope 
wisely—to consider how best to achieve this indispensable result. 

On this point, history has much to teach us. It teaches us that a 
stable peace cannot be achieved by some countries imposing upon 
other countries discriminatory restrictions. These methods fail by 
their very nature. They fail because they present a direct challenge 
to the spirit of nationalism, and themselves. They provoke efforts 

to demonstrate sovereign equality. The very provisions which are 
designed to create controls, in themselves breed international law- 
lessness and violence. The tragic failures of the past should warn 
us not to resort here to the methods that have so often been tried 
and as often failed. If we do not want a revival of German milita- 
rism and excesses of nationalism, we must ourselves admit the nat- 

ural and proper desire of the German people to be equals in the 
family of nations. We must enable them to contribute to a system 
of security, which, threatening none, defends all. 

Our problem consists, most of all, in finding a worthy outlet for 
the great energy and the vitality of the German people. Whether 
we like it or not, that vitality is a fact. It is a fact that cannot be 
forcibly repressed for long, and it is a fact which need not destroy 

the welfare of all of Europe, but which can be brought to serve that 
welfare. 

The essential thing is to find a way in which the energies of all 
of the European countries which form a natural community will be 

pooled in common constructive tasks rather than perverted to 

struggles by one to dominate the other. That vision is already 
being translated into reality. Under the leadership of France, six 
nations of continental Europe are establishing a community. Al- 
ready, the Coal and Steel Community exists. The same six coun- 
tries have signed a treaty to create a defense community, and other 
aspects of community association are being actively explored. 

We have welcomed the steps which the United Kingdom has 
taken to associate itself with and support this community. The 
United States also, although not itself a European power, would as- 
sociate itself durably with the community through the North At- 
lantic Treaty, which, I recall, is much more than a mere military 

alliance.
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The Soviet Union professes to fear that this community which is 
being born might be dangerous to it. This community, it is true, 

will make Europe healthy, more prosperous and in that sense more 
strong, but that is nothing to fear if at the same time Europe is 
made more peaceful. That is the purpose and that would be the 
sure result. 

No more will there be national armies to fight each other and to 
invade others in a quest for national triumphs. There will be only 
the common army so interlocked so that no single member of the 
community could in practice commit armed aggression. There 

would be no more German Army. There would be no German Gen- 

eral Staff, and the military service of individual Germans would be 
closely restricted. 

Such a European Army could go into action only in response to 
great and pressing needs of self-defense. It could not be used with- 
out the concurrence of countries which themselves have had bitter 

experience with German militarism and which could never be a 
party to its revival. 

The West German Republic, representing over two-thirds of the 
German people, has eagerly turned toward the building of a Euro- 
pean community in which its own nationalism would be sub- 

merged. 

It is indeed a historic moment when the Germans have come to 
realize the danger to themselves and to all of Europe if their ener- 
gies are confined to nationalistic channels and if their future suc- 
cess must be measured only in terms of national grandeur. 

The German desire to bury the excesses of German nationalism 
is a desire that cannot be repulsed without grave hazards for the 

future. 

Surely, this is a matter which the four of us ought to be able to 
consider together with a feeling that we are bound together by the 
same interests. The United States credits the Soviet Union with a 
sincere desire to achieve security in Europe. Certainly that is our 

own desire. 
It would be a tragedy if a division between us on this matter cre- 

ated the very insecurity which we all would banish. 

My plea is, therefore, that we explore this matter not in any 

sense as representing opposing sides, but as a group of countries 
which, with the Germans, seek a single goal—the transforming of 
Europe from a cockpit of war to a home of abiding peace.”
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No. 392 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 203 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Director of the Office of 
Eastern European Affairs (Thurston) 

CONFIDENTIAL BERLIN, January 30, 1954. 

Participants: Mr. Semenov, Soviet High Commissioner in Germany 

Mr. Thurston 

Mr. Lustgarten, interpreter 

During the break in today’s meeting Mr. Lustgarten asked me if 
I would like to meet Mr. Semenov, who was standing nearby and 

after I was introduced to him, we had a short and not particularly 

revealing conversation. Mr. Semenov opened up by asking where I 
had come from and when I told him, he asked me whether I was 
working in German Affairs. When I told him that my duties per- 
tained to Eastern European Affairs, he replied that that was not 
very far away from Germany. I answered that I too could see a 
close relationship between Germany and the problems of Eastern 

Europe. He apparently thought this had unintended implications of 
some kind and replied that he could offer no opinion on my obser- 

vation, since he thought that the people of each country should be 
concerned only with their own affairs. I told him that I had expect- 
ed his reply to be that there was also a close connection between 

Germany and the problems of Western Europe, but that I agreed 
100% with his statement about people handling their own affairs. 

He continued on the theme that there should be no interference in 
any form by one country in the affairs of another. I said that we 
had reached rather rapid agreement on this point in principle and 
that the only problem was whether actions on the part of given 

parties were to be described as “interference’’ or “cooperation”. His 
reaction to this comment was that no matter what I said, he did 

not believe in interference in other people’s affairs. When I repeat- 

ed that this was a principle on which we both were apparently in 
hearty agreement, he said that that was a good omen and should 
afford a foundation for agreement here in Berlin. 

I picked up his reference to Berlin to say that it was not far from 
here that the American and Soviet armies had met almost nine 

years ago and that the times indeed seemed ripe for such agree- 
ment. At the mention of armies he told me that he had been 

present when the two armies met and that he was the political ad- 
viser to General Konef at that time. He said he remembered meet- 
ing General Bradley at that time.
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No. 393 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 212: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Department of State } 

TOP SECRET PRIORITY BERLIN, January 31, 1954—5 p.m. 

Dulte 28. Eyes only Acting Secretary. Please pass to President 
and on eyes only basis to Wilson and Strauss. I saw Molotov after 
plenary session yesterday afternoon 2 to pursue procedure for next 
step in atomic discussions. Merchant and Bohlen accompanied me 
and Molotov had Zarubin and Troyanovski (Interpreter). 

I told Molotov I thought we should discuss next step in procedure 
atomic talks since I did not wish procedural questions to interfere 

with results in this matter. I said in view of interest other coun- 
tries in this matter such as UK, Canada, France and certain coun- 

tries such as Belgium which contain sources of raw material if we 
should adopt conference method we would be faced with problem of 
what other countries should be present. Therefore for next stage 
we thought it was best to keep discussions confined between US 
and USSR on bilateral basis. I said US Govt was preparing memo- 
randum setting forth our concept of application of President’s Dec. 
8 proposal * and that in its preparation we would take into account 
views of certain of the countries mentioned above but it was not 
our view that they should be brought into discussions with Soviet 

at this stage. This document when completed could be submitted to 

Soviet Govt through Ambassador Zarubin in Washington and at 
same time Soviet Govt could, if it desired, submit its proposal. 

Molotov replied he had only preliminary comments to make and 
said Soviet Govt already awaits with interest US memorandum. He 
added that since question of other countries had been mentioned 
he would like to refer to Soviet memorandum delivered by Zaru- 
bin * which made reference to involvement at later stage of coun- 
tries bearing special responsibility for peace and security and in 
this connection he referred to five powers including Communist 
China. He said Soviet Govt had already prepared a document set- 
ting forth their proposal which he handed to me. (This document 
which is in form of draft declaration is transmitted in rough trans- 
lation in part two of this message.) 

1 Drafted by Bohlen and transmitted in two parts. 
2 For a record of the sixth plenary meeting, see Secto 56, Document 390. 
3 See footnote 2, Document 326. 
*For the text in translation, see Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 4, 1954, pp. 

478-479. The memorandum was among the documents released as the result of 
Soviet-American agreement in September 1954, to make public the correspondence 
between the two governments concerning the question of an ‘‘atomic pool”’.
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Molotov inquired whether I had any objection to Eden and Bi- 
dault being informed of this document but said it was not his inten- 
tion to have them involved in present talks since Soviet Govt 
agreed that at this stage bilateral basis preferable in interest of 
privacy. 

I told Molotov that I would not be in any position to give him our 

memorandum while here in Berlin since it involved a number of 
delicate matters requiring expert consideration in Washington and 
that it would be only after my return that I would be in a position 
to give it to Ambassador Zarubin. 

I said I would examine the document he had given me and we 
could have a further conversation while we were both here in 
Berlin, to which he agreed. He assured me in response to my ques- 
tion that he would not give this document to the press or make any 
reference to the fact of its submission. 

Following is text rough translation of document Molotov handed 
me yesterday afternoon: 

“Draft declaration of Govts of USA, England, and France, Chi- 
nese People’s Republic and Soviet Union concerning unconditional 
renunciation of use atomic, hydrogen and other forms of weapons 
of mass destruction. 

The Govts of the USA, England, France, Chinese People’s Repub- 
lic and USSR determined to deliver humanity from the threat of 
destructive war with the use of atomic, hydrogen and other forms 
of weapons of mass destruction, 

Desirous of assisting in every way in the utilization of the great 
scientific discoveries in the field of atomic energy only for peaceful 
purposes for the well being of peoples and the amelioration of their 
living conditions, 

Considering that the unconditional renunciation by states of the 
use of atomic, hydrogen and other forms of weapons of mass de- 
struction correspond to the basic purposes of the organization of 
the United Nations and would constitute an important step on the 
road to the complete withdrawal from national armaments of the 
atomic, hydrogen and other forms of weapons of mass destruction 
with the establishment of strict international control guaranteeing 
the execution of agreement concerning the prohibition of the use of 
atomic energy for military purposes, animated by the aspirations of 
the peoples for a reduction in international tension, 

Solemnly declare that they take upon themselves the uncondi- 
tional obligation not to use atomic, hydrogen and other forms of 
weapons of mass destruction; 

Call on other countries to adhere to the present declaration.” 5 

DULLES 

5In Dulte 24 from Berlin, Jan. 31, Secretary Dulles reported that he briefed Bi- 

dault and Eden on his talk with Molotov and had given each of them copies of the 
Soviet proposal. (Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 212)
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No. 394 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 204 

Memorandum by the Ambassador to the Soviet Union (Bohlen) to 
the Secretary of State } 

SECRET BERLIN, January 30, 1954. 

The attitude and positions taken by Molotov at this conference 
during the first week I think provided useful and confirmatory in- 
dications of certain factors of a general nature which I believe play 
an important, if not controlling, part in Soviet actions at this con- 

ference. In the belief that to set them down might be useful for the 

planning of our strategy and tactics, I am briefly summarizing 
them in this memorandum. 

1. The first point to bear in mind is that the Soviet Government 
did not desire a conference at this time but was against its will 
forced into it as the choice of the lesser evil. They did not desire a 

conference because I believe they were fully aware of their weak- 
ness on the German problem stemming from their inability or un- 
willingness to risk in any sense the East German Communist 
regime. On Austria, their position this summer was clearly re- 
vealed as a determination not to yield until something had been ac- 
complished on Germany. I will come back to the question of Aus- 
tria as it is barely possible that with proper strategy here we might 

be able to force them into giving on the Austrian Treaty. 

2. Molotov has given a rather more clear expression to the basic 

contradiction confronting the Soviet Government at the present 

time—namely, on one hand, a real desire for some improvement in 
Soviet international relations stemming from domestic necessity as 

against an equal determination not to give up any territory ac- 
quired as a result of World War II. The very fact of these acquisi- 
tions resulting in the extension of Soviet control has severely limit- 
ed the field of Soviet maneuver at international conferences. 

3. As to strategy and tactics, at this meeting Molotov is clearly 
trying to pose as a European and to this end is visibly trying to 
avoid direct conflict with the British and French while inviting (i.e. 
first day’s developments), within limits, a conflict with the U.S. In 
other words, he would like to have the disputes develop in such a 
way as to appear that they are between the U.S. and the USSR, 
with the latter speaking in part at least for the concept of Europe. 
I believe this factor more than any other has resulted in his fail- 
ure—unusual for a Soviet diplomat—to stick to certain initial posi- 

1 Copies were also sent to Bowie and Bruce.
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tions, i.e., five-power conference item and disarmament conference 

proposal. I believe that he temporarily abandoned insistence on 
these points because he realized to do so would now, as in the past, 

have solidified the Western Powers against him. I think a clear rec- 
ognition of the limitations imposed on Molotov by his desire to 

avoid conflict with the British and French could be very useful to 
use in planning our future course of action. 

It is very probable that Molotov expects no concrete result of any 
kind from this conference but, on the other hand, does not desire it 

to end in a complete breakdown between East and West, or even in 
total sterility. He would prefer therefore that some indication of 
future tactics or negotiation should be made evident at this confer- 

ence and this would appear to be what he had in mind in proposing 
two future conferences. We can expect to have certain variations 
on this theme such as an attempt to appoint Deputies etc. 

In examining questions of substance before the conference it 
would appear that only Austria offered any hope of progress. Aus- 
tria, as distinct from Germany, does not involve the Soviet Govern- 
ment with the abandonment of a Sovietized area; and while cer- 

tainly up to the present the Soviet position is not to give on Aus- 
tria, if confronted by the choice of absolutely nothing at this con- 
ference with the attendant risk of heightened international tension 
or doing something about Austria, there may be an outside chance 
that they would find the latter course less disadvantageous. I am 
not sanguine on this point, but I think it is worth keeping in mind. 

4. As to the Far East, there would seem to be some indications 

that Molotov is hinting at the possibility of some serious business 
in regard to Indochina. These indications are still nebulous but 

there is a consistency about them which would indicate some pur- 
pose other than mere propaganda. 

The foregoing brief outline is submitted to you in the hope that 
at some time in the near future it will be possible in a small group 
to consider what might be called the policy implications in the 
Soviet position as against the day-to-day tactics and procedures. 

CHARLES FE. BOHLEN 

January 31, 1954 

No. 395 

Editorial Note 

According to the United States Delegation records, no meetings 
took place on Sunday, January 31. Secretary Dulles held a press
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conference that afternoon in which he responded to questions con- 
cerning the progress of the meetings. The full text of the press con- 
ference was transmitted in telegram 832 from Berlin, February 1. 
(896.1 BE/2-154) 

February 1, 1954 

No. 396 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 205 

Minutes of a Meeting of the United States Delegation at the Berlin 
Conference, February 1, 1954, 9:30 a.m. 

SECRET 

USDEL MIN-6 

Present: The Secretary 

Special Advisers 

Advisers 

Press Reactions 

Mr. Tyler reported that the general tone of the French press was 
calm. There was no significant editorial comment. Most papers 
point out that, although the tone of the four-power discussions 

have been friendly, this does not mean that agreement is any 
easier or nearer. There was a good play in the non-Communist 
press of the speech by M. Bidault on Saturday. The U.S. position is 
favorably commented on. In general, note of resignation as to the 

outcome of the Conference seems to be entering the press treat- 

ment. 

Mr. Boerner said that the two small papers in Berlin continued 
along the line of restrained optimism. In Western Germany the 
general theme is that the first week of discussions have gone well. 
The SPD papers have adopted a carping line on certain details of 
the negotiations. For example, they have objected to the references 
to the Versailles Treaty made by Secretary Dulles and the provi- 
sions of the Eden plan! for leaving the GDR and West German 
governments in power for a certain length of time after the elec- 
tions. The Communist press in Germany gives top treatment to the 
Grotewohl letter to the Conference ? and are trying to develop the 

1 For this plan, see FPM(54)17, Document 510. 
2 A copy of this letter, dated Jan. 30, which contained seven numbered proposals 

for a peaceful solution to the German question, is attached as Annex 4to BER D- 
4/la in Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 200. The U.S. Delegation transmitted a 
summary of the letter in telegram 833 from Berlin, Feb. 1. (762.00/2-154)
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theme that this is what the East and West German people really 

want. 

Mr. Jackson stated that the telegraphic summary of the U.S. 
press reaction had been received. However, the stories filed by the 
U.S. wire services all point to the progress made last week, al- 
though stressing that the tough decisions lie ahead. In general sto- 
ries do not strike a very hopeful note. All wire services filed fea- 
ture stories on the visit of correspondents to the Soviet Unter den 

Linden Building. 

Official German Reactions 

Ambassador Conant commented on the sharp contrast in views 

revealed in his discussions of yesterday with the SPD and the Ade- 
nauer government representatives. * He said that the SPD repre- 
sentatives are more hopeful of the outcome of the Conference and 
are apparently more willing to make concessions in order to reach 
agreement with the Soviets. Mr. Blankenhorn on the other hand 
did not hold high expectations for the success of the Conference 
and talked frankly about how the talks might eventually be broken 
off. 

Tripartite Meetings 

Mr. MacArthur stated that the Tripartite Working Group had 
discussed security precautions to be taken by the three delegations 
at the meetings to be held at the Unter den Linden Building. It 
was the general view that the delegations should arrive immediate- 

ly prior to the time of the meetings. He anticipated that the work- 
ing group would go more fully into the subject of security this 
morning. The working group will also discuss tactics for today’s 
meeting and the Austrian question. 

Quadripartite Meeting 

The Secretary stated that for this afternoon’s quadripartite meet- 
ing Molotov probably would make a long speech on the German 

problem to which he would have to reply. Since it would be his 
turn to speak immediately after Molotov, his remarks would in 

large measure be extemporaneous. He inquired as to what was 
being done in the way of supporting material. Mr. Bowie replied 

that a series of questions had been drafted which the Secretary 
could use to probe the soft spots in the Soviet position. 

3Qn Feb. 1 Conant had reported that Bonn political parties had been unable to 
agree on a joint statement supporting the British proposal (FPM(54)17) and rejecting 
oe with the East German Government. (Telegram 2435 from Bonn, 762.00/2-
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The Secretary then announced that he probably would hold a 
preliminary meeting with Messrs. Bidault and Eden at 2:20 p.m. in 
the ACA Building. 4 

Security Precautions at the Unter den Linden Building 

Mr. Herfurt, Delegation Security Officer, concluded the meeting 
with a detailed briefing on precautions to be taken by all Delega- 
tion members at the Unter den Linden Building. 

* No record of this meeting has been found in Department of State files. A paper 
dated Feb. 1 in the records of the U.S. Delegation indicates that Secretary Dulles 
was to raise the three following points: (1) tripartite proposal for a five-power meet- 
ing, (2) security precautions at Unter den Linden, and (8) tactics for the plenary 
meeting. (Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 204) 

No. 397 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 192 

Memorandum of a Meeting of the Tripartite Working Group, Berlin, 
February 1, 1954, 10:30 a.m. 

SECRET 

BER MIN-8 

PRESENT 

UNITED STATES FRANCE UNITED KINGDOM 

Mr. MacArthur M. Seydoux Sir Frank Roberts 

1. Tactics for Today 

Mr. Molotov may: 

(a) Turn to Mr. Dulles for opening remarks; 
(b) Make a long speech regarding the Soviet proposal (perhaps on 

point of order to place GDR letter released Sunday in the press 
before the conference (Annex 1—BER D-4/1 ?). 

If (a) above is followed Mr. Dulles will make a prepared speech. 
M. Bidault will wish to re-enforce comments on the UK proposal ? 
so that the emphasis of today’s session will not be placed on any 
new Soviet proposal. He will stress the complete freedom of Germa- 
ny under the UK plan to form alliances with the East or the West. 
Mr. Eden will note that item 2 is a dual item; that it was quite 
right German unity should come first; but it was also agreed dis- 
cussion of security should be closely connected with the discussion 

1 Regarding the GDR letter, see footnote 2, supra. 

2 FPM(54)17, Document 510.
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on Germany. Under the UK proposal Germany gets freedom but 

only in a form which makes it safe for all. The Soviet position on 

Germany does not provide for European security. 

If Mr. Molotov raises the GDR letter the tripartite position will 
be that we will examine the proposal on the basis that Mr. Molotov 
has asked us to do so. At first glance there seems to be nothing 
new in the proposal and the ministers have already enough mat- 
ters before them that must receive attention. 

Only in the event that Mr. Molotov raises the timing of the pro- 
posed restricted session the three western ministers should indicate 

their preference for Thursday. (The U.S. and the U.K. provisionally 

stated that there should be approximately five on the side for these 

meetings. The French indicated their desire for a fewer number 

and possibly only their Minister with one person accompanying 
him. Sir Frank noted that in addition to an interpreter, an adviser, 

and the Ambassador to Moscow, it was very advantageous to have 

an officer present who would have time available for preparing the 
record of the meeting. It was agreed that there should be no steno- 
typists present since this would inhibit the informality of discus- 

sion.) 
It was agreed that there would be no 2:30 tripartite ministerial 

meeting at the ACA building today unless the French Delegation 

phoned to the contrary by 2:00. If a 2:30 meeting is held it will be 

in Mr. Eden’s office at the ACA building. 3 

2. Austria 

It was agreed that the Austrian Experts (Freund, Warner and 

Sauvagnargues) would again consider the position with regard to 

the withdrawal of troops so that the Ministers’ attention could be 

brought to this unagreed point in the position on Austria as soon 
as possible. * This matter will be discussed again in the Working 

Group on Wednesday, February 3. The Austrian Experts will also 
consider the procedure to be taken with regard to the invitation to 

the Austrian Federal Government. 

8. Declaration of Intent (BER D-4/4b) 

There was tripartite agreement on this document subject to 

changes made at the meeting (see BER D-4/4c) and further work 
to be done on the preamble at the time of issuance. 5 

* No record of this meeting has been found in Department of State files, but see 
footnote 4, supra. 

* For a further discussion by the Austrian Experts, see Secto 62, Document 401. 

5 For text of the draft Declaration of Intent, BER D-4/4c, see Document 511. No 
copy of BER D-4/4b has been found in Department of State files.
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4. Procedural Points 

1. Regarding press arrangements for the restricted session, it was 
assumed that nothing but the facts of the time and place of the 
meeting would be issued to the press. Delegation press officers 
were to be notified so that they should meet to make final arrange- 
ments for press handling on the day the restricted session will 
occur. 

2. Sir Frank requested that consideration be given tomorrow to 
the question of trade offers Mr. Molotov had made in the quadri- 
partite sessions. 

No. 398 

396.1 BE/2-254: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State } 

CONFIDENTIAL BERLIN, February 2, 1954—10 a.m. 

Secto 65. Department for OSD. Following summarizes first part 
of Seventh Meeting Foreign Ministers held February 1 in residence 
Soviet High Commissioner East Sector, Molotov presiding: 2 

Secretary said he would have comments on Molotov’s statement 

at previous meeting, but since Molotov had made only preliminary 
comments, Secretary said he would defer remarks until later. 

Bidault said? he wished to make preliminary comments on 
Eden’s proposal *# and Molotov’s declaration of January 30.° Re- 
garding Eden plan, he said primary problem to which Ministers 

should devote their attention was organization of free elections. 
This involves two essential points. First, organization of elections 
must necessarily be worked out by four powers. Second, freedom of 
elections must be guaranteed, particularly through Control Com- 
mission’s functioning in impartial fashion which would assure that 
guarantees be observed before and after elections. Eden proposal 
satisfied these requirements. While reserving right to raise points 
of detail in further discussion of Eden proposal, he had only one 
immediate substantive comment. He felt there should be neutral 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, Bonn, Moscow, and Vienna. 
2The U.S. Delegation verbatim record of the seventh plenary meeting. USDEL 

PLEN/7, is in Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 193. For a record of the second part 
of the meeting, see Secto 66, infra. 

8 For Bidault’s statement, see Cmd. 9080, pp. 47-50, or Berlin Discussions, pp. 71- 

ma For this proposal, see FPM(54)17, Document 510. 
5 Regarding Molotov’s declaration on Jan. 30, see Secto 56, Document 390.
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participation in election commissions, which would guarantee im- 

partiality and would facilitate adoption of majority vote which he 

described as essential to effective functioning of commissions. 

Turning to Molotov’s statement, he understood Molotov agreed 

on need for holding free elections. He asked whether Molotov en- 

visaged as he did that elections would come first and organization 
of all-German Government second. He was encouraged by Molotov 
statement that all-German Government should have complete free- 

dom in external and internal affairs. This was position which had 

been taken by the Western powers in their notes of the last two 
years. ®§ He said Soviet proposal that Government should not be 
free before treaty to participate in coalitions and alliances was not 
consistent with Molotov statement. Molotov had misunderstood 
West position in this respect. There was no question of extending 
automatically to all-German Government agreements made by Fed- 
eral Government. All-German Government would be wholly free to 
choose whether or not it desired to assume obligations previously 
undertaken by Federal Government, and no conditions in this re- 

spect were being laid down by West. While he understood that Mr. 
Molotov looked at the problem differently he stressed that it was 
only way in which problem could be resolved, that is, to accept de- 

cision of German people. France, does not make entrance of United 

Germany into EDC condition to unification. It cannot however 
accept converse condition of prohibition on Germany’s entrance 
into community. 

Bidault said Molotov had misunderstood Bonn and Paris treaties 
and their relation to reserved powers. These powers would disap- 

pear when peace treaty came into force. During pre-treaty period, 

Western powers would reserve certain rights they have in common 
with Soviets for purpose of insuring peaceful reunification of Ger- 
many and conclusion of peace treaty. There was no question of im- 

posing on Germany occupation controls over long period of years. 

On contrary, purpose was to hasten treaty. 

Bidault stressed that essential decisions such as those relating to 
German constitution, formation of Government, transfer of powers 

to Government, and negotiation of peace treaty would be made by 

Germans. Occupying powers would do only those things which they 
alone capable of doing. He saw no possibility of Germans working 
out electoral law or organizing elections. It was impossible to con- 
ceive of two regimes based on completely different political princi- 
ples agreeing regarding such matters. It was also necessary to 

6 For documentation on the exchanges of notes with the Soviet Union concerning 
all-German elections (1952) and the convening of a four-power conference (1953), see 
Documents 65 ff. and 257 ff.
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guarantee complete freedom of expression. In present state of af- 
fairs, impossible for that to be done without international supervi- 
sion. In conclusion Bidault said that Allies alone are in position to 
end division of Germany. 

Eden said 7 agenda item was German problem and European se- 
curity. This was Molotov wording and order in which Molotov had 
placed problems was, he thought, proper one. Main problem of 

Ministers was to reach agreement on reunification of Germany and 
conclusion of peace treaty with all-German Government resulting 
from free elections. He wished to explain relationship of his plan to 
problem of security. Allies were pledged by Potsdam agreement to 
assist Germans in reconstruction of their life on peaceful, demo- 
cratic basis. This did not mean that all provisions of Potsdam were 
applicable today. Molotov himself had admitted that some had 
been overtaken by events. Problem must be looked at in light of 
actual situation and and not as things were nine years ago. 

Eden said he assumed Soviet delegation envisaged giving Germa- 
ny right to provide for her defense in view of Soviet proposals re- 
garding peace treaty of March 1952 and August 1953. ® However, 

there must be safeguards against new aggression by Germany. UK 
does not believe that imposed settlement can be maintained and 
thinks aim can be achieved only by associating Germany so firmly 
with other peaceful countries that she will neither seek nor be able 

to commit aggression. This can best be done through EDC. 

Eden said EDC treaty is designed to contribute to maintenance of 
peace and its aims are purely defensive. In view of British associa- 
tion with EDC, he wished to describe it and character of guaran- 

tees which it offered, stressing revolutionary character of concept 
embodied in EDC. He described institutional arrangements which, 

he said, would make it impossible for any member of community to 
launch war with its own forces. He asked Molotov whether such a 
European army would not be better guarantee for peace than 
series of national armies, including German national army as pro- 
posed by Soviets. Summing up, Eden said UK Government would 
not revert to type of control provided by Potsdam. He reiterated 
statement in previous session that United Germany would not be 
obligated to join EDC. UK Government feels it should have a right 
to do so and believes it would wish to do so. 

Regarding Molotov statement on Saturday, Eden said he agreed 
with comments made by Bidault. In particular, he felt occupying 
powers must draft electoral law and put it into force. They could 

7 For Eden’s statement, see Cmd. 9080, pp. 50-52. 

8 For text of these proposals, see the notes from the Soviet Union, Mar. 10, 1952, 
Document 65 and Aug. 15, 1953, Document 263.
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consult German Governmental authorities. West would certainly 
work very closely with Federal Government. He also stressed im- 
portance of supervision of elections. Concluded with appeal for set- 
tlement not based on narrow and bitter recollection of past. 

No. 399 

396.1 BE/2-254: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State } 

CONFIDENTIAL BERLIN, February 2, 1954—10 a.m. 

Secto 66. Department for OSD. Following is summary second 
part of meeting February 1: ? 

After brief recess Molotov made lengthy prepared statement. ® 
He opened by recalling losses suffered by USSR in the war at 
hands of Germany which were greater than those of any other 
country. Soviet Government feels grave responsibility for preven- 
tion rebirth German militarism and prevention new war. In ap- 
proach to German problem Soviet Government feels that allies 
should be guided by basic principles of agreements they have al- 
ready reached which were designed to maintain peace and prevent 
new aggression by Germany. Four powers should jointly prevent 
re-emergence of German militarism and thus avoid threat new 
world war. If they did not do so and allowed German militarism to 
revive, no international agreements could be adequate guarantee to 

prevent new world slaughter which would be terrible in its conse- 

quences and would involve fratricidal war among Germans them- 
selves. 

Molotov remarked that conference was in awkward situation, in 

that it was discussing German problem without presence of Ger- 
mans. This resulted from refusal of three Western Ministers, 

basing themselves on Adenauer’s views, to hear GDR. Federal Re- 
public’s opposition to sitting at same table with GDR was, he said, 
politically shortsighted. Mistake could still be rectified, however, 
and Ministers could hear views of East and West authorities on im- 
portant specific issues. 

Molotov said German problem was primarily one for solution by 
Germans themselves. World war had required allies to assume cer- 
tain responsibilities but this will only be so until peace treaty, 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, Bonn, Vienna, and Moscow. 
2 For a report on the first part of the sixth plenary meeting, see Secto 65, supra. 
3 For Molotov’s statement, see Cmd. 9080, pp. 52-62.
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when Germany will become full-fledged member of European com- 

munity. Pending conclusion of peace treaty, four governments 

should jointly restore German unity and create conditions which 
would ensure that Germany would not again become source of ag- 

gression. 

Molotov said that EDC constituted effort by three powers and 
West German regime to form military bloc directed against Soviet 
Union. Plan permits West Germany to provide German militarism. 
In his January 25 speech, * Bidault said there were only two alter- 
natives dealing with Germany: Either indefinite compulsory con- 
trol or process of association. Process of association was a peculiar 
one. Under this vague formula Bidault seeks West German army 
which would recreate Wehrmacht. In plain terms it was military 
association of certain European states directed against other states. 
Its authors are not preparing for peace but for a new and most 

dangerous war in Europe. 
Molotov said that it was strange some French representatives be- 

lieved that France did not need an alliance with USSR, but mili- 

tary bloc with part of Germany directed against USSR and certain 
European countries. These countries formed most trustworthy sup- 
port of peace and European security and would like to be allies of 
France. He pointed out France and USSR had both been occupied 
by Germany and stressed their mutual interests. If they acted to- 
gether, no one in present condition would dare break peace of 
Europe and European security would be safeguarded. Difference in 
social systems need not serve as barrier between them. They 
should strengthen their relations and cooperation with Germany. 

This policy would be opposed by German militarists. Although Bi- 

dault supported Bonn and Paris agreements, opposition to agree- 

ments in France was constantly growing. 

Molotov ridiculed statement of previous session by Secretary that 
EDC would contribute to European health and prosperity. Bonn 
and Paris agreements are a part of larger American military plan 
in which France and Italy were being used as implements of Amer- 
ican policy. These agreements would make Germany into base of 
preparation for new war supplementing network of American bases 
spread around world. He also mentioned network of British bases. 
In addition to these bases and agreements directed at USSR and 
Eastern Europe, US and UK were taking other measures against 
people’s democracies. He cited appropriation of $1 million under 
MSA act of 1951 for subversive purposes in Soviet orbit and sug- 
gested that additional amounts had been devoted to this purpose 

since 1951. 

4 For a summary of Bidault’s speech on Jan. 25, see Secto 17, Document 355.
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Molotov drew parallel between Versailles Treaty and Bonn and 
Paris agreements. Versailles was one of main causes of Second 
World War because it was instrument of oppression. Same was true 
of Bonn and Paris agreements, which would maintain Germany in 
state of semi-occupation for 50 years. He said that even West Ger- 
mans would not accept these arrangements under which three 
Western powers could at any time interfere in German internal af- 
fairs, declare emergencies, and in general dominate German life. If 
some West German officials had agreed to this, Molotov intimated 

they had no real intention of carrying out agreements. Agreements 

would recreate German militarist machine. First 12 divisions 
would be set up. No one [who?] was not naive would have difficulty 

imagining what would follow and German militarists would soon 
speak in their own aggressive language. We all know that the 
German militarists know no half-way measures. 

Molotov said that GDR would never enter into this pattern. Im- 
plementation of agreements would place insurmountable barrier to 
unification of Germany and make it impossible for country to be 
unified for some time to come. He said that Bonn and Paris agree- 
ments had another feature in common with Treaty of Versailles, 
that they were directed against Soviet Union. Their fate would be 
no better than that of Versailles. Either they would not be imple- 
mented, or if they entered into force, from the very beginning the 
system of international relations upon which they were based 
would disintegrate. He intimated that those who embarked on this 
course could expect no sympathy from the Soviet Union. The trea- 
ties did not correspond to the realities of the present state of af- 
fairs and their only real significance is to permit remilitarization of 
Germany. 

Following several earlier allusions to need for immediate begin- 
ning of work on peace treaty, Molotov pointed out Soviet Govern- 
ment had submitted draft principles of draft peace treaty two years 

ago. > Western powers had not commented upon them nor submit- 

ted proposals of their own. Soviet delegation wished to make three 
additions to its previous proposals as follows (exact text of propos- 
als not yet circulated in English): 

(1) Add following provision to section on political clauses: ‘‘No ob- 
ligations of a political or military character arising out of treaties 
or agreements concluded by Governments of Federal Republic or 
GDR prior to signing of peace treaty and reunification of Germany 
shall be imposed on Germany.” Molotov said this should not meet 
with any objections as Eden’s views stated at last meeting met. with 
those of all three Western Governments. 

5 For this Soviet draft, see the Soviet note of Mar. 10, 1952, Document 65.
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(2) Add following to clause on economic matters: ‘(Germany shall 
be fully exempt from payment to USA, UK, France, and USSR of 
post-war state debts with the exception of those arising out of trade 
obligations.” 

(3) Clarify provision in Soviet draft that Germany will have 
forces necessary for defense. Add following section on military 
clauses: ‘These armed forces shall be limited to those required to 
meet the needs of internal security, local border defense and anti- 
aircraft defense.”’ Molotov said this would be in accord with provi- 
sions in previous peace treaties. 

Molotov proposed that drafting of German peace treaty be taken 
up immediately. He pointed out that four powers had drafted previ- 
ous treaties and at London CFM © Western powers had urged that 
preparation of treaty proceed simultaneously with organization and 
holding of elections. Final considerations and adoption of treaty 
could only take place with the participation of all-German Govern- 
ment formed on basis of elections, would be subject to ratification 
of all-German Parliament. However, Germans should participate in 

all stages of development of treaty. Pending formation of all- 
German Government, representatives of East and West regimes 

should participate in work. Beginning treaty drafting would show 
new and important stage of work on Germany had been undertak- 
en, in the course of which allied difficulties would be overcome. 

This would also contribute bringing two parts of Germany together 
and expedite solution of questions such as formation of all-German 

Government and elections. 
Molotov said he was submitting amended draft proposals for 

peace treaty in light of foregoing and draft on preparation of treaty 

and convening of peace conference. 7 He indicated he would submit 
draft proposals on other German problems. 

6 Reference to the fifth session of the Council of Foreign Ministers, held at 
London, Nov. 25-Dec. 15, 1947. 

7 For text of these Soviet proposals, see FPM(54)24 and 25, Documents 512 and 
518. 

No. 400 

396.1 BE/2-154: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the President 

SECRET NIACT BERLIN, February 1, 1954—11 a.m. 

Dulte 26. Eyes only for President, copy for Acting Secretary, 

from Dulles. First week’s negotiation gives following impressions:
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1. Bidault showing strength and firmness. His two principal 

statements have been lofty in tone and statesmanlike in substance. 
So far as we can judge, he has not pursued Molotov’s hints that 

Indochina peace might be bought for price of concessions on Ger- 
many and EDC. 

2. Molotov shows obvious desire appear reasonable to extent of 
making tactical concessions without substantive concessions. Signif- 
icant moment was Thursday. ! He suddenly injected new proposal 

for world disarmament conference—obvious purpose being propa- 

ganda and dilatory tactics so he could open on Germany in the 

East Sector Monday. I called him hard, stating we were making 
ourselves ridiculous and hinting continuance of old propaganda 
about insoluble matters would mean no more such conference. 

Molotov quickly allowed his proposal to be passed over and 

German discussion to begin. Then Molotov allowed himself to be 
out-maneuvered in his effort to interpose procedure on meeting 

East Germans so we got down to substance. 

3. Molotov injects China recognition at every possible turn. This 

not only main theme of his official conference statements, but also 

theme of his private dinner discussion with me, 2 and Saturday at 
bilateral talk on atomic plan, * he again introduced necessity of 
China being brought in. Two possible interpretations are: (A) 
China-Soviet relations such as to obligate him make insistent case 
on behalf China, or (B) he is deliberately pressing China on theory 

that this will make us more than ever determined not to recognize 

China for fear of doing what Soviet wants. Conceivably, two consid- 

erations combine. 

4. UK, which at beginning seemed wobbly, has strengthened and 

informal talks with Eden have contributed to joint position to 
oppose India call for UN assembly, and better understanding and 
cooperation for northern tier security grouping in Middle East. 

5. While Bidault has so far not mentioned EDC specifically, his 
expressed philosophy about German treatment leads logically to 

EDC. 

6. See no prospect of any substantial agreement on German prob- 
lem, but slight theoretical possibility agreement on Austria if Molo- 

tov concludes this is price worth paying to demonstrate four-power 
meetings can achieve some successes and are worth continuing, 

1 For a record of the fourth plenary session, Jan. 28, see Secto 43, Document 376. 

2 For reports on Secretary Dulles’ dinner meeting with Molotov on Jan. 29, see 
the notes by Jackson and the memorandum of conversation by Merchant, Docu- 
ments 385 and 386. 

3 For a report on this conversation, see Dulte 23, Document 393.
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thereby perhaps enabling him to keep his fingers in West Europe 

pie and still work against EDC, NATO and bases. 

DULLES 

No. 401 

396.1 BE/2~154: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State } 

TOP SECRET NIACT BERLIN, February 1, 1954—4 p.m. 

Secto 62. Department for OSD. Following receipt Tosec 59 2 tri- 
partite group on Austria discussed troop withdrawal February 1. 
French and British position unchanged but British now have sup- 
port their Chiefs of Staff. US representative explained in some 
detail reasons for US preference for complete withdrawal and con- 
ditions under which US would agree withdrawal particular necessi- 
ty that Austria raise adequate security forces. British and French 
will consider and steering group will discuss problem February 3. 

Only discussion of consequence was query by French concerning 

status control agreement under complete withdrawal. British re- 
ported their legal experts inclined believe control agreement lapses 

and French agreed. Questions we must be prepared answer 
Wednesday are: 

1. Would AC agreement stand? 
2. Would we assume AC agreement stands or insist upon positive 

Soviet reaffirmation? 
3. What is relation of any German assets question to mainte- 

nance control agreement after complete withdrawal? 
4. Would we gain by making agreement on Soviet proposal with- 

drawal conditional on abolition control agreement? 

Re point 4 above, British and French not convinced that with 
withdrawal Soviet troops from Austria control agreement would 
continue provide any significant protection against Soviets or that 

threat division Austria would remain. 

Views including legal aspects urgently requested. 

1 Repeated to Paris, London, Moscow, and Vienna. 

2 See footnote 4, Document 378.
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No. 402 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 212 

The President to the Secretary of State } 

ROUTINE WASHINGTON, February 1, 1954. 

Many thanks for your informative reports. I find them valuable 
and extremely interesting and hope you will continue to keep me 
up to date. I know that your mission is a fatiguing one, but I know 
also that you are equal to every requirement of your exacting task. 

With warm regard, 

DwiGcutT D. EISENHOWER 

1 Transmitted to Berlin in Tedul 14, Feb. 1. On Feb. 2 Secretary Dulles replied as 
follows: 
‘Many thanks your message which gives us encouragement. It is work running 

late into every night. But we feel some real gains are being made and whole delega- 
tion cooperating in fine spirit.” (Dulte 29 from Berlin, Feb. 2, Conference files, lot 60 
D 627, CF 212) 

No. 403 

Eisenhower Library, C. D. Jackson papers 

The Special Assistant to the President (Jackson) to Marie McCrum, 
White House Secretary } 

BERLIN, February 1, 1954. 

DEAR MAcnanr!: [Here follows a paragraph in which Jackson dis- 
cussed his staff at the conference. | 

Bidault is really emerging as quite a hero. He made the best 
speech of the whole week last Saturday. 2 I hope it was reproduced 
in full in the Times as you should read it. If it wasn’t printed I am 
sure State has a transcript. He has consistently shown a lot of guts 
and by now has come out so squarely for EDC and so boldly for 
German elections and freedom that he will never be able to crawl 
back on that limb. 

JFD is also quite a hero. He has consistently made courageous 
sense and if we covered so much ground the first week it was due 
to his generalship and constant tactical brilliance during debate. 
Time after time he outmaneuvered Molotov and put him in the 

1 The C.D. Jackson papers include another shorter version of this same letter. It is 
not clear to the editors how these two different versions may have been used. 

2 For a record of the sixth plenary meeting on Jan. 30, see Secto 56, Document 
390.
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kind of corner from which the only way out was either filibustering 
which public opinion would not tolerate or giving way which he did 
three times last week. I am not implying that we have won but I 
am saying that we are putting up the kind of hard, smart fight 
that Mr. M is not accustomed to from our side and most of the 
credit should go to JFD. It was his instant decision to accept M’s 
agenda and it was a brilliant key move which threw M off balance 
and permitted us to get to the German question within the first 
week. We might still be hassling over the agenda and would have 
had to face the 5 Power issue anyhow. Even though it hasn’t been 
killed but only referred to a meeting of the Ministers alone it can 
never come back with the same bloom. 

You are quite right that the Western solidarity is greater today 
than when we first met in Bermuda. * That is due to a few success- 
es and the feeling that diminishing returns have set in on M’s 
shopworn techniques. He just doesn’t frighten them any more, and 
here again credit should go to JFD. He showed them how to talk 
up to the invincible and omnipotent Mr. M. When he said the 
equivalent of “Now listen Mr. M, that is a lot of obscenity, very old 
obscenity, which you have been trotting out for years, and you 
know it. We came here to solve the problems of Germany and Aus- 
tria. The people of the world are not going to tolerate this ridicu- 
lous performance. Now when are you going to stop the nonsense 
and get on with the job?’ and it worked, the other two realized 
that maybe we did have the initiative and that all three should 
crowd him. 

Speaking of Bidault, I don’t see that the dictionary does anything 
more than give him an option. 

By all means take the time off. 
Today was the first day in the Soviet sector, * rather exciting. I 

felt like an old hand as I had had dinner in the Embassy last 
Thursday. > The mechanical facilities are nowhere near as good as 
in our building. Smaller room, therefore limited delegation. No 
microphones or electrical translation equipment. Molotov talked 
for 50 minutes and that meant two hours and a half when you add 
on the English and French translations. 

However, their buffet was superb with Zarubin trying to funnel 
vodka down my throat. JFD dropped by our little table and Zaru- 

3 For documentation on the Bermuda conference, Dec. 4-8, 1953, see vol. v, Part 2, 

Pr, For a report on the seventh plenary meeting of the conference, see Sectos 65 and 
66, Documents 398 and 399. 

5 For a record of the dinner meeting at in the Soviet Embassy on Jan. 28, see the 
notes by Jackson and the memorandum of conversation by Merchant, Documents 
385 and 386.
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bin offered him a glass of Georgian wine. JFD said, “No thanks, I’d 
rather have vodka” and did. Wonderful. He is also very good at 
working with his staff. He consults them constantly and listens and 
frequently takes suggestions contradicting his ideas without a 
quiver. 

My day starts at 7:15, breakfast and papers. Office a little before 
9 to start reading the cables of which there is an incredible pile 
each day, about an inch thick. At 9 I have a meeting with my little 
Berlin OCB consisting of Tyler, Griffith, Boerner, Anspacher, Ham- 

ilton. At 9:30 the entire delegation meets to hear world press reac- 
tion, exchange problems, receive announcements and get the line 
from JFD or MacArthur. Then begins a fairly hectic series of meet- 
ings preparing for the day’s conference, drafting speeches, editing, 
batting up ideas, getting research lined up for emergencies etc. 
There is just barely time to get this done and we frequently wind 
up doing the last bit in the car on the way to the conference, like 
on the plane on the way up from Bermuda, only every day. Around 
2:30 we leave for the conference. Each of us has a car and military 
driver assigned. As most of the drivers were brought up from 
Munich or Heidelberg and had never seen Berlin which is a tre- 
mendous sprawling city, the chances of getting lost are rather high. 
The meetings last until 6 or 7. We then have a meeting with the 
press briefing boys and decide on the line. I then go to the briefing 

to keep a fatherly eye on the performance. Then back to the office, 
at 8, 9, 10 depending on length of press meeting. Try to clean 
things up with Mildred A. ® Then dinner which frequently doesn’t 
start until 10 or 11. Then two or three nights there is stuff to pre- 
pare for the next day so that I never manage to get to bed before 

12 and I guess my average is closer to 2. And then I have to wash 
my goddam nylons which is fun the first time but after that a 
chore of the first magnitude. So I would say that the tax-payers are 
getting their money’s worth. 

Today Molotov really uncorked his major filibuster on German 
elections and rearmament and EDC. He threw in everything, the 
U.S. bases, the Kersten amendment, Hitler, American subversion, 

the Nazis in the Bonn government, the German military spirit, 
etc., etc., etc. All of it old stuff. He practically wooed Bidault in 

public. In the middle of it I slipped Merchant a note saying “I 
didn’t think he would get his hand above Bidault’s knee so soon”. 
Merchant laughed and left the note in front of him where it was 
solemnly read by JFD a while later. He turned around and winked. 
Tomorrow will be a big day because we will have to slap him down 
hard and try to get him back to the central business. In fact tomor- 

6 Mildred Avallone, Jackson’s secretary during the Berlin Conference.
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row may be decisive. I have some interesting things on the stove 

with some friends. 
Well, my dear, the time is now 12:55 and this little negotiator is 

going to bye-bye. I have no dope whatsoever on Rome or on windup 
of this business. Will let you know as soon as there is something. I 
think of the inmates of 234 often and with great affection and grat- 
itude. 

CD 

P.S. You might consider excerpting some of these paragraphs 
and circulating to a few real pals, Craig, Bobby, Beedle, Allen, 
Abbott, Ann. 7 Don’t do it unless you think it is a good idea. 

Triple best 

CD 

7™ The identity of these people is not certain. Beedle, Allen, and Ann are respec- 
tively, Under Secretary of State Smith, Allen Dulles, Director of Central Intelli- 
gence, and Ann Whitman, President Eisenhower’s secretary. Craig and Bobby are 

possibly Peter Craig of the OCB, and Robert Cutler, Special Assistant to the Presi- 
dent. The reference to Abbott has not been identified further. 

February 2, 1954 

No. 404 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 192 

Minutes of a Meeting of the Tripartite Working Group, Berlin, 
February 2, 1954, 10:30 a.m. 3 

SECRET 

BER MIN-9 

PRESENT 

UNITED STATES FRANCE UNITED KINGDOM 

Mr. MacArthur M. Seydoux Sir Frank Roberts 

1. Tactics for Today. It was agreed that Mr. Dulles should speak 

first today after pointing out that he had not had an opportunity to 

speak yesterday. M. Bidault will then touch upon the points in Mr. 
Molotov’s speech which particularly affect France. Mr. Eden wishes 

to speak briefly in an attempt to bring the discussion back to Molo- 

tov’s comments on the UK proposal and on his and M. Bidault’s 

speeches of yesterday. 

1 Secretary Dulles did not meet with the U.S. Delegation on this day.
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2. Preliminary 2:30 Meeting. It was agreed that there would be no 

meeting of the three Ministers today but that they should meet on 

Wednesday. 2 

3. Letter from Chancellor Adenauer.* To balance the East 
German approach to the conference, Chancellor Adenauer has sent 

through Blankenhorn a letter which can be published. The letter 

expresses the appreciation of the German people for the skill of the 
western ministers in bringing the discussion of the four ministers 
to bear on the German problem. Mr. Eden will acknowledge this 
letter. 

4. Restricted Meeting on a Five-Power Conference. It was agreed 
that if Molotov raised this matter the three powers should request 

that the restricted meeting be held on Thursday. Unless Mr. Molo- 

tov takes the initiative, the three powers will not raise this subject 

today. 

Mr. Eden has agreed that there should be five delegation mem- 

bers on a side for restricted sessions while M. Bidault prefers to 
have a more restricted meeting with perhaps merely the minister, 
an interpreter and one adviser. 

5. Discussion on the Soviet Proposals on a Disarmament Confer- 

ence. The experts working on this subject suggested that during the 
restricted session M. Bidault should speak on his counter-proposal 

and that Mr. Eden should attack the Soviet proposal. Mr. Dulles 
would give general support to the comments of the other two min- 
isters. When the general line of argument to be taken by the other 

two delegations has been worked out, the U.S. will prepare its sup- 
porting material. 

6. Austria. The British expressed the desire to have a meeting on 
Austria as soon as possible in the Working Group. It was suggested 

that the differences between the positions be defined by the experts 
for consideration of the problem at the Working Group tomorrow. 

2 For a record of this meeting, see the memorandum by MacArthur, Document 

411. 

3 Not found in Department of State files.
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No. 405 

396.1 BE/2-354: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY BERLIN, February 3, 1954—1 a.m. 

Secto 73. Department pass OSD. Following summarizes first part 
eighth meeting on February 2: 2 

Meeting opened at 1506, Secretary presiding. 

Secretary delivered first statement, text of which being transmit- 
ted separately. 3 

Bidault began his statement * by noting that apparently all are 
now agreed Germany is central question of present conference. He 
noted that USSR wishes priority to be given peace treaty as pro- 
posed in its amended 1952 proposal, *> whereas France considers 

peace treaty should be negotiated after, not before, establishment 
of German government. There would be no point in drawing up a 
treaty as proposed by Molotov if it were going to be disowned im- 
mediately by government of united Germany. Apparently Molotov 
fails to recognize that four powers cannot at this moment deter- 
mine what will of German people is. Germany must speak with one 
voice, not with two voices saying opposite things. 

There is inconsistency between Molotov’s statement of yesterday 

that leaders of Western Germany do not express sentiments of 
German people and his proposal that Bonn government be invited 

to express its views on Germany settlement. Bidault did not under- 
stand why Molotov has altered stand he took in July 1946® at 
which time he felt it necessary to form German government before 
beginning treaty negotiations. 

Bidault also noted Molotov’s reference to following provision in 
draft treaty of March 10, 1952, 7 which provided that “it goes with- 
out saying that peace treaty of that type should be drawn up with 
participation of both Germanies represented by government of 
whole of Germany.” Bidault construed this as meaning that four 

1 Transmitted in two sections. Repeated to London, Paris, Bonn, Moscow, and 

ve The US. Delegation verbatim record of this meeting, USDEL PLEN/8, is in Con- 
ference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 194. 

3 Secto 70, Document 407. 
For Bidault’s statement, circulated as FPM(54)27, see Cmd. 9080, pp. 66-71, or 

Berlin Discussions, pp. 85-88 and 138-142. 

5 For this proposal, see FPM(54)24, Document 512. 

6 Reference to the second session of the Council of Foreign Ministers, held in 
Paris in 1946. 

7 Document 65.
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occupying powers, which have discharged control functions in Ger- 
many, should also consider question of creation as soon as possible 
of unified and representative German government. 

Bidault refused to discuss history of Versailles Treaty on grounds 
that conference has enough difficulties to cope with in 1954, with- 
out dealing also with those of 1919. He thought essence of problem 
is that no peace settlement can be imposed on German people with- 
out that peace becoming precarious. It therefore is necessary for 

four conference members to agree among themselves first on free 
elections before negotiating with German government. 

Unfortunately, Molotov appears opposed to the only view which 

can lead to concrete results during this conference. Furthermore in 
regard to Germany Molotov has raised general East-West problems 

and has impugned our motives. 
In its long indictment, particularly as respects Bonn and Paris 

agreements, Soviet delegation has levelled contradictory charges 
that, on one hand, occupation of Germany is being maintained on 
more or less permanent basis and, on other hand, hands of German 

militarists are being freed. Bidault thought it unnecessary again to 

set record straight on erroneous interpretation given by Soviet del- 
egation to Bonn agreement. He also rejected discussion on state of 
French opinion as respects Paris agreements, and he could not see 
why Molotov feels entitled to speak on subject. In any event, if 
Molotov believes Bonn and Paris agreements are bad treaties, why 
should he be so reluctant to subject them to free decision of future 
government of united Germany? In this connection it also is sur- 
prising that Soviet delegation agreed that freedom of choice Bi- 
dault wishes given to German government would be valid only 

after conclusion of peace treaty, while according to Soviet delega- 
tion Bidault wants to postpone indefinitely conclusion of peace 

treaty. Bidault expressed belief that German government should 

have complete freedom in assuming obligation as soon as it is set 

up, even before peace treaty. As far as treaty itself is concerned, 

Bidault would have no difficulty in accepting eighth clause suggest- 
ed by Molotov. He would like to see same spirit embodied in sev- 
enth clause concerning Germany’s association with other states. Bi- 
dault thought that clause should be deleted. 

Bidault went on to challenge statement that Bonn and Paris 
agreements are substitute for peace treaty and emphatically reject- 
ed thesis that agreements would prevent reunification of Germany. 
He noted that it would be contrary to welfare of German people for 
Molotov to put as a preliminary condition for holding of free elec- 
tions denunciation of agreements by Federal Government. 

Bidault thought it necessary to set record straight as regards 
Molotov’s contention that Western policy, and particularly French
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policy, is behind division of Europe and renders impossible unifica- 
tion of Germany. 

It is a blinding fact, he said, that since 1945 Western side has de- 

mobilized its forces and is trying to reach peace settlement while 
simultaneously it is faced with bloc of states becoming progressive- 
ly more integrated politically, economically and militarily by close 
network of pacts, all made between 1945 and 1948. This bloc is es- 

sentially based on USSR itself. Bidault noted that while these pacts 
may be directed against renewal of German aggression, nonethe- 
less, they can also be brought into play against any other state 
USSR may choose to consider as associated with Germany. Be- 
tween 1945 and 1948, armies of Soviet bloc have been reorganized 
and trained along strictly Soviet pattern. In those years there was 
not even the beginning of such a system in Western Europe, and 
what has developed since then is strictly defensive and directed 
against no one. 

Bidault then referred to his understanding that USSR would like 
to see established a European system in which France, USSR and 
Germany would together safeguard European security. He thought 
that desirable, provided other two governments represented at con- 

ference table are not excluded. He welcomed Molotov’s statement 
that other states in Eastern Europe wish to become friends of 
France and welcomed the invitation. In this connection, however, 

he noted resistance on Eastern side to fact that France wished to 
keep her independence agreeing with Molotov that conference 

should seek German settlement which will prevent birth of 
German militarism, Bidault noted that, though aims are shared, no 

agreement has been reached on methods to be employed. Bidault 

referred to Molotov’s statement that three powers had not yet re- 

acted to Soviet draft treaty of March 10, 1952, and in this connec- 

tion explained that it would have been idle and dangerous to 

embark on treaty negotiations without legitimate representation of 

whole Germany. 
As respects Potsdam agreement, Bidault agreed with Molotov’s 

observation that many of its provisions have become obsolete. He 
agreed also that Germany should become peaceful, democratic and 
independent state, but he recalled that at Moscow conference Molo- 
tov had considered democratization of Germany as involving meas- 
ures analogous to those applied by USSR in her own zone, meas- 
ures which are direct source of division of Germany. It would be 
regrettable, Bidault thought, if reference to Potsdam agreement 
would return us to exact situation we are trying to leave. 

Bidault believed it essential that Germany not be permitted to 
have, under full sovereignty, unlimited military forces and said he 
failed to perceive any third course of action apart, on one hand,



THE BERLIN CONFERENCE 927 

from outside control and, on other hand, from association. Molotov, 
he said, is urging repetition of experience which has twice failed, 
first after 1806 when, despite Napoleon’s limitation of Prussian 

powers, 7 years later resurgent Prussia defeated Napoleon at Leip- 

zig and, second, after Versailles Treaty which limited to 100,000 

men German army which so rapidly grew to Wehrmacht under 

Hitler. From this tragic experience, Bidault said, France is un- 

shakeably convinced that reconstitution of new German army is 

dangerous for German democracy and incompatible with security. 

Soviet plan for Germany, according to Bidault, calls for a Germa- 
ny isolated in heart of continent. She would have to rely on herself 
alone for her defense, for her freedom to contract agreements with 

other states would be severely limited. Such a concept forces one to 
recognize that Germany perforce would be entitled to maintain 

considerable armed forces to protect herself from possible attack. 
Danger in such a formula lies in fact that isolated Germany with 
powerful army would soon throw off restrictions imposed by treaty. 

Molotov’s formula to limit German forces to minimum level would 
not insure security of Europe. It would lead again to situation 

which followed Versailles, when a Germany subjected to restric- 
tions tried to get rid of them by playing off one group against the 

other. Soviet proposal appears open to criticism even outside strict- 
ly European field where its consequence would be to bar Germany 

from UN and prevent her from expressing herself on subjects 
under discussion. 

Summing up, Bidault expressed belief that Soviet draft treaty of 

March 10, 1952, does not jibe with reality and, indeed, is in line 

with treaties which Molotov has himself criticized. If Molotov feels 
it impossible to return to a system which has not prevented Germa- 
ny from becoming a militaristic power, then we must use imagina- 
tion and change our ideas. France has tried to do precisely that, 
and we must hope that French formula will so appeal to others 

that they will be able to associate themselves in their turn to that 
formula. It is in this framework that place has been set aside for 
Federal Republic so that, instead of being isolated, Germany, which 
has so often proved fatal for herself and for Europe, can associate 

herself with other states whose good faith is indubitable. Europe 
which we are trying to build threatens no one. 

Meeting was recessed at 1800. § 

8 For a record of the second part of the meeting, see Secto 174, infra.
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No. 406 

396.1 BE/2-354: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State } 

CONFIDENTIAL PRIORITY BERLIN, February 3, 1954—1 p.m. 

Secto 74. Department pass OSD. Summary second portion For- 
eign Ministers eighth meeting February follows: 2 

After recess Eden made succinct statement ? in which he sum- 
marily rejected Molotov proposals re Germany advanced thus far 
and pressed for more specific exposition of Soviet views on Eden 
plan for German reunification by early free elections. * Molotov in- 
dicated he would make detailed statement tomorrow and also 
submit proposals on elections issue. 

Eden said at outset he wished to register deep disappointment 
over Molotov’s speech yesterday. > Despite acknowledged pressing 
need for reunification of Germany in interests European stability 
and despite fact all four Ministers had agreed on principle that 
new all-German government must result from free elections, Molo- 
tov still refused to deal with realities of free elections problem and 
was merely marking time on position taken by Soviets two years 
ago. Eden was disappointed, he said, that Molotov had made only 

passing reference to carefully worked out Eden plan for early all- 

German elections; despite Molotov’s lip-service to principle of free 
elections it was obvious that all his suggestions were designed to 
delay them as long as he could, possibly because he was fearful of 
outcome of free elections. 

Eden was also strongly critical of meager role envisaged by Molo- 

tov for freely elected all-German government with respect to peace 
treaty, stating that apparently Molotov proposed that new truly 
representative government would be nothing more than “rubber 
stamp” empowered merely to sign a treaty negotiated by someone 
else. Eden next took issue with Molotov’s remarks re extent of pop- 
ular support enjoyed by two existing German regimes and asserted 
true situation appeared exactly the opposite, in particular with 
regard to Molotov’s claim East German Government had been 
elected by “crushing majority;’ he said he thought word “crushing” 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, Bonn, Moscow, and Vienna. 

2 For a record of the first part of the eighth meeting, see Secto 73, supra. 
3 For Eden’s statement, circulated as FPM(54)28, see Cmd. 9080, pp. 71-73, or 

Berlin Discussions, pp. 88-90. 
4 For this plan, see FPM(54)17, Document 510. 
5 For a summary of Molotov’s speech at the seventh plenary meeting, see Secto 

66, Document 399.
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in this context might well be employed in an entirely different 

sense. 
Eden once more emphasized that first essential step was early 

free all-German elections and that until these were held and free 
all-German government had been formed it was pointless to engage 

in discussion of terms of peace treaty. Stressing that he wished to 
get discussion back on main track, he said Molotov had thus far 
indicated only preliminary views on Eden plan and that not until 
he had commented in detail on plan as a whole would it be possible 
to tell whether conference could make any further progress on 
German problem. 

Molotov declined opportunity to make statement, pleading late- 
ness of hour. He stated merely that he would have something to 
say tomorrow re statements of his three colleagues, adding in spe- 
cific reply to Eden that he intended to speak at greater length on 
elections problem and to submit proposals on that score. 

Meeting adjourned at 1855 hours. 

No. 407 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 210: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State ! 

PRIORITY BERLIN, February 3, 1954. 

Secto 70. Department pass OSD. Following is text Secretary 
Dulles statement in eighth plenary session February 2. ? 

“Yesterday, Mr. Molotov delivered himself of a major polemic. ? 

Apparently, he felt that we had left far behind us the first agenda 
item. That item dealt with the relaxing of international tensions. 
But, since we were on the second agenda item, Mr. Molotov felt 

moved to intensify international tensions, so he made bitter accusa- 
tions against France, the United Kingdom and the United States. 
He charged us with conspiring to start a new world war with the 
help of revived German militarism. 

If it is desirable to relax international tensions, and I think it is, 

I wonder whether it is not desirable for us to seek this all the time, 

and not merely as item 1 of an agenda. 

1 Repeated to Bonn, Frankfurt, London, Paris, Vienna, and Moscow. 

2 For a record of the eighth plenary meeting, see Sectos 73 and 74, Document 405 
and supra. 

3 For a summary of Molotov’s statement at the seventh plenary, see Secto 66, Doc- 
ument 399.
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I have said that I was prepared to assume, at least for the pur- 
pose of this meeting, that the Soviet Union honestly wants peace. 

I do not know what the Soviet Foreign Minister really thinks 
about us. Whatever his judgment is, he must know that he is not 
infallible. He has sometimes been wrong, and he might have been 
wrong when he accused us yesterday of being the enemies of peace. 

I recall that Mr. Molotov was wrong in October 1939 when he 
condemned France and Britain as being aggressors and praised 
Hitlerite Germany as being the peace-seeking country. I have in 
my hands a speech which the Soviet Minister of Foreign Affairs 
made in Moscow on October 31, 1939. Already the war was on and, 

in Molotov’s words: ‘It needed only one swift blow to Poland first 
by the German Army and then by the Red Army, and nothing re- 
mained of this ugly offspring of the Versailles Treaty.’ In that 

speech, Mr. Molotov boasted of the rapprochement and the estab- 
lishment of friendly relations between the USSR and Germany.” 
He then said that ‘as far as the European great powers are con- 

cerned, Germany is in the position of a state which is striving for 
the earliest termination of the war and for peace, whereas Great 
Britain and France, which but yesterday were declaiming against 
aggression, are in favour of continuing the war and are opposed to 
the conclusion of peace.’ ‘It is’, said Mr. Molotov, ‘not only sense- 

less, but criminal] to wage such a war—a war for the “destruction 
of Hitlerism’”’ camouflaged as a fight for “democracy”’.’ 

Perhaps Mr. Molotov would admit that he then made a mis- 
take—we all make mistakes. That fact should lead us not to be so 
confident of our judgment that we hurl across the table accusations 

of criminal intent. 

It is quite natural that we should disagree with each other and 
reason with each other in an effort to get agreement. But I suggest 
that we should not here recklessly attack each other’s motives. 

I should like to reason with Mr. Molotov about his plan for solv- 
ing the German problem with major dependence upon the so-called 
German Democratic Government of East Germany. 

The Soviet Foreign Minister has made yesterday one statement 
with which we completely agree. He says: 

‘The German problem is first and foremost a problem to be 
solved by the German people themselves,’ and that Germany 
should participate ‘at all stages of the peace treaty’s preparations.’ 

Precisely for that reason we believe that the first task is to estab- 
lish a single German government which can speak authentically 
for the German people as a whole. It will not help us to have a 
tumult of conflicting opinions. 

It is the thesis of the Soviet Union, if I understand rightly, that 

in the making of the peace treaty we are to consult with the
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German people through what the Soviet Foreign Minister calls‘the 

representatives of Eastern and Western Germany.’ 

We know that in West Germany there is a government which 
draws its authority from the German people as a result of free and 
vigorously contested elections. The people of the West German Re- 
public had an opportunity to hear all the issues debated from op- 
posing viewpoints and to vote for candidates of their own choosing. 
The Government of the West German Republic is, without ques- 
tion, entitled to speak for that large majority of the German people 

who reside in the West German Republic and we do not doubt that 
it reflects the overwhelming judgment of the West Germans as 

well. 

But how about the so-called ‘government’ of the German Demo- 

cratic Republic which rules in East Germany? According to the 
Soviet Foreign Minister, it was ‘called to power by the overwhelm- 

ing majority of the population of Eastern Germany’. 

It is true that 98 percent of the eligible voters appeared at the 
polling places. They came because they had been told that, if they 
did not come, they would be treated as “enemies of the peace” and 
subjected to grave penalties as such. The entire population of many 
villages was forcibly rounded up and marched to the polls. 

It is true that 99.7 percent of the voters were recorded as having 
‘elected’ the government of the German Peoples Republic. The 
story behind this is that after the voters arrived at the polls, they 
were handed a ballot. It was a ballot which had been secretly print- 

ed. And it was not made public until election day. I have a copy of 
that ballot here. It is simply a list of names. No place is provided 

on the ballot to indicate approval or disapproval. There was no way 
to vote ‘no’. There was not even a way to mark the ballot with a 

‘yes’—a privilege, which as I recall, even Hitler conceded to his 
subjects. The voters were merely ordered to put the ballot in the 
ballot box. 

It might be noted in passing that the name which heads the list 

on the ballot which I hold here in my hand is the name of Mr. UI- 
bricht, a one-time Soviet citizen. 

I wonder whether Mr. Molotov really believes that this *ype of 

so-called ‘election’ gives the so-called ‘government’ a mandate to 
speak for the people of East Germany. 

I myself doubt that that performance provides the means of find- 

ing out what the East Germans really want. That doubt springs not 
only from the character of the so-called elections themselves, which 
I have described, but also from what has happened since.
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Since the October events that I describe, * nearly a million East 

Germans have fled the East Zone to the West Zone and West sector 
of Berlin. Does that prove the popularity of the rulers and their ca- 
pacity to speak for the ruled? 

Last year hungry Germans under the rule of their so-called gov- 
ernment sought and obtained five million food parcels from the 
West. Does that prove that the people are satisfied with their 
rulers? 5 

In the Eastern area there is an armed force of 250,000 to keep 
order. That is one guard for 80 persons. In West Germany there is 
one policeman for 330 persons. Does this shocking discrepancy 
prove that the East Germans freely accept the order that their 
rulers impose? 

If the facts I mention do not suffice to prove to Mr. Molotov my 
point, I can mention more. But I hope it will not seem necessary to 
do so. 

As I understand the proposals of the Soviet Union, they treat it 
as of the essence that four of us should accept the so-called German 
Democratic Republic as one of the principle organs whereby the 
German problem is to be solved. We cannot accept that position. 

We know that the German people would regard as contaminated 
any decisions which were fastened upon them through the interpo- 
sition of the ‘German People’s Republic’. 

Mr. Molotov has said: ‘Only they themselves, only the Germans, 

can really solve the German problem. Any other solution of the 
German question would be unreasonable and unfair to the German 
people.’ 

Because we believe that premise, we are compelled to reject the 
Soviet proposal and return to that which the three Western powers 
support. 

We urge that Mr. Molotov agree to create quickly by free, all- 
German elections, a German government which can genuinely 
speak for all of Germany and thus provide the indispensable basis 
for a peace that will last, because it will be a peace of consent. 

In his speech yesterday, the Soviet Foreign Minister sought to 
divert us from the serious discussion of this urgent topic by inject- 
ing a series of charges against the United States, Great Britain and 
France, which he claimed ‘are trying to form a military bloc direct- 
ed against the Soviet Union.’ 

I will not take time at this conference to reject these charges in 
detail. There is nothing new in them. The same familiar charges 

* Regarding these events, see Document 778. 
5 For documentation on the delivery of food parcels to the people in the German 

Democratic Republic during 1953, see Documents 734 ff.
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have been made year after year in the United Nations. They have 
been refuted time after time, year after year. 

For example: Mr. Molotov says that $100,000,000 was appropri- 
ated by the US Congress for ‘subversive’ activities within the 
Soviet satellite countries. That charge, often made, was completely 

rejected when raised by Mr. Vishinsky in the United Nations. I 
refute it again as being totally untrue. That legislation has been 
utilized solely for the purpose of assistance to refugees fleeing from 
the Soviet bloc, such as the one million who, as I mentioned, fled 

from East Germany to the West. 
It is elementary kindness to assist these refugees to make a new 

start in life. 
Perhaps there would have been fewer of them if, in 1948, the 

Soviet Union had allowed its satellites to share the thousands of 
millions of dollars which the United States made available to re- 
lieve conditions of economic distress abroad. Perhaps then, too, a 

Soviet mistake was made. 
I would recall to the Soviet Foreign Minister that the United 

States is one of the nations which paid a very heavy price for two 
German aggressions. We came into World War I, and we came into 
World War II, when it seemed that German militarism might gain 
decisive victories in Europe and dominate the Eurasian continent. 

It would not be profitable for us here to engage in unseemly com- 
petition as to the importance of our relative contributions to the 
ultimate defeat of Nazi Germany. That defeat required blood and 
steel, and the United States contributed both. There was a time 

when the Soviet Union paid tribute to that contribution. 
In light of that history, the United States feels that it has earned 

the right to shrug off, as foolish chatter, the accusation that it now 

seeks to recreate the very force that has twice so cruelly hurt it. 
The United States is dedicating its material, intellectual and 

spiritual resources to building a world of peace. 
We took a leading part in creating the United Nations. We take 

seriously our obligation under that charter to refrain from the 

threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political 
independence of any state. That obligation will apply to Germany 
when she becomes a member of the United Nations. 

We take seriously the undertaking of that organization to insure 
that states which are not members of the United Nations act in ac- 
cordance with that principle. That undertaking applies to Germany 
until she becomes a member. 

Mr. Molotov has claimed that the North Atlantic Treaty is aimed 
at the Soviet Union. That treaty, made pursuant to the United Na- 
tions Charter, contemplates the use of force only if there is an 
armed attack against one of the parties. I hope that Mr. Molotov
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does not imply that the Soviet Union intends to bring that tragedy 
to pass. If it does not, then it need not fear the treaty. 

The Soviet Union, which dominates a military bloc of 800,000,000 

people, seems to be fearful if any other nations combine for their 

defense. The reasons for such combination are simple, and the com- 
bination conceals nothing sinister. 

If any one of the Western European nations were alone to be 
strong enough to defend itself against possible attack from the 
Soviet bloc, it would from an internal standpoint endanger its econ- 
omy and from an external standpoint, endanger its neighbors. 

The Soviet Union proposes that Germany should be allowed to 
have defensive strength on a national basis. But if Germany had 
national forces strong enough to defend itself from external attack, 

it would be so strong that it would threaten all of Western Europe. 

The only way in which nations can obtain necessary defensive 

strength without themselves becoming an aggressive menace is by 
community efforts. Under those circumstances no single nation is 

strong enough to attack alone; but the combined strength deters 
aggression. This system, it is true, sometimes involves one member 
of the community helping to maintain deterrent forces on the terri- 

tory of another member of the community. Mr. Molotov had par- 
ticularly complained of this aspect of the security arrangements 
participated in by the United States, the United Kingdom and 

France in cooperation with their associates. The fact is that such 
arrangements are a mighty safeguard against aggression. They 
mean that only the combined will of many nations can set the de- 
fensive system into action. 

The greatest danger to world peace lies in the fact that in some 
cases a vast military establishment can be made to attack by the 
decision of a single nation, sometimes indeed by the decision of a 

single man. That is a situation which is understandably terrifying. 

But where a military establishment cannot act without the com- 

bined will of many countries, then only a clear defensive need can 
bring about the necessary concurrence of national wills. 

Furthermore, in this way, it is possible to get adequate defense 

without forcing the people, and particularly the workers to suffer 

by requiring them to toil unproductively. It is understandable that 

the Soviet Union should want to force on the free nations a system 
which will drag down their higher standard of living. But, we shall 
have none of that, Mr. Molotov. We shall have both security and 

human welfare.
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When I spoke here a week ago today, ® I pointed out the United 

States’ course of conduct following World War II. We promptly 

withdrew our vast armies and air and naval forces from Europe. 
We largely dismantled our military forces to a mere fraction of 
about one-tenth of their World War II strength. We reversed that 

course only when Communist aggression in Korea aroused us to 

the fact of danger. Then, in concert with the many others who 

shared our fear, we undertook to recreate a reasonable defensive 

posture. Now that that position is in sight, we are levelling off our 
national expenditures for military purposes and the NATO coun- 

tries are doing the same. 

This conduct cannot be reconciled with any aggressive purpose. 

The Soviet Minister must know that fact. If he does not admit it, 

it can only be because he believes that to misrepresent the truth 
will serve some ulterior purpose. 

Mr. Molotov has rightly said that we live in a modern age, and 
should take into account the lessons or models of modern history. 
That is precisely what we are trying to do. We are seeking to apply 

in the international field these principles which every civilized 
community applies as among its members to get peace and security 

at bearable cost. That is the effort in which the United States 
wholeheartedly joins with others who are likeminded. 

No single act that the United States has taken or will take car- 
ries any threat to the Soviet Union so long as the Soviet Union 

itself abides by the principles of the United Nations to which it has 

solemnly subscribed. 
Let this conference now get back to the problem of Germany and 

of how to welcome and nurture the desire of the new Germany to 

find for her energies an outlet which, better than unbridled nation- 

alism, will serve the needs of Germany, of Europe and, indeed, of 

all the world.” 

6 For Secretary Dulles’ statement at the second plenary meeting on Jan. 26, see 
Secto 24, Document 360.
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No. 408 

396.1 BE/2-354: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET BERLIN, February 8, 1954—9 p.m. 

Secto 78. Eden dined with Molotov last evening and following is 
Eden’s account (supplemented by Roberts who was also present) of 
conversations: 

Molotov appeared tired and although courteous he made no 

effort to raise any subject with Eden during course of evening. Con- 

sequently, Eden had to make all conversational overtures of sub- 
stance. 

Almost entire conversation was about Europe, with emphasis 
mainly on Germany, NATO, EDC, and western military bases. 
Eden spent considerable time explaining to Molotov organic struc- 
ture of NATO and EDC, pointing out that system by its very struc- 
ture was purely defensive and that west military forces were not 
under control of single country. Therefore, they could only be used 
if participating members agreed. This was in itself best guarantee 
against aggression. Molotov countered with long speech about ag- 
gressive intent of west as shown by NATO, EDC, military bases, et 

cetera, saying that despite Eden’s explanation NATO military 

forces were under command of an American general, implying that 

US could use them at will. Eden countered by saying SACEUR al- 
though an American was responsible to an international body 

(NAC) and that therefore he did not have freedom of action to use 
NATO military forces as he might wish. In other words, while 
Soviet generals were responsible only to higher political Soviet au- 

thority, NATO commanders were responsible to higher internation- 
al political authority. Re American generals, Eden then said he 
thought Molotov had met President Eisenhower during or shortly 
after war, and no one could accuse him of harboring any aggressive 

intentions or purposes. Molotov confirmed that he had met Presi- 
dent and indicated he had seemed a reasonable man. He added, “of 

course, soldiers don’t like war’’. 

Eden asked Molotov what alternatives he had in mind for NATO 
and EDC since he was opposed to both. Molotov made no reply. 
Earlier when Eden made point Soviet had tight military arrange- 
ments with satellites, Molotov replied these were directed against 
Germany as threat whereas NATO was aimed not at Germany but 

1 Repeated to London and Moscow.
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at Russia. Eden said current four-power discussions on Germany 
were disappointing and asked if Molotov wanted an agreement. 
Molotov replied he did want an agreement. Eden then said he 
hoped something could come from the Berlin conference and asked 
what about Austria. According to Eden, Molotov replied, “possibly, 
but I would have to have something on Germany”. Molotov then 
referred to the Eden proposals re German elections as a sort of ul- 
timate. 2? He said from past experience, USSR had good cause to be 
suspicious of Germany. Eden countered by saying Adenauer was a 
wise man who would not lead Germany back on path of militarism. 
Molotov nodded reflectively but said Adenauer was old and would 
not live long. (During dinner Eden asked Molotov what he thought 

of Secretary’s statement yesterday. Molotov replied by saying he 
thought it seemed “defensive’’. 3) 

Eden also asked Molotov whether there was any chance for any 
kind of an agreement on Far East matters. Molotov simply replied, 
“possibly yes”’. 

2 For the British proposals, see FPM(54)17, Document 510. 
3 For text of Secretary Dulles’ statement at the eighth plenary meeting, see Secto 

70, supra. 

February 3, 1954 

No. 409 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 205 

Minutes of a Meeting of the United States Delegation at the Berlin 
Conference, February 3, 1954, 9:30 a.m. 

SECRET 
USDEL MIN-7 

Present: The Secretary 
Special Advisers 

Advisers 

Press Reaction 

In response to the Secretary’s request for a summary of press re- 
actions, Mr. Tyler reported that the general tone of the French 
press was becoming more pessimistic as to a successful outcome for 
the Conference. The Secretary’s speech of yesterday received a 
heavier play in the French press than Mr. Bidault’s speech. ! 

1 For Secretary Dulles’ speech at the eighth plenary meeting, see Secto 70, Docu- 
ment 407. For a summary of Bidault’s statement, see Secto 73, Document 405.
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While the U.S. position was fully and favorably presented, there is 
a general feeling that the Conference was bogging down. The Secre- 

tary’s speech was said to have had an overwhelming effect on the 
persons present in the conference room and on the Western press. 

Mr. MacArthur said that he had received a report that the 
French press briefing officer had characterized the Secretary’s 

speech as a major polemic, although this had been denied by mem- 
bers of the French Delegation. In view of reports of similar antics 

on the part of the officers briefing the French press, it was the gen- 

eral view that steps should be taken informally to correct this situ- 
ation. 

With respect to the German press, Mr. Boerner said the general 
tone was that the “honeymoon is over’, although some hope is held 
out that progress can be achieved in the restricted sessions of the 
Ministers. The SPD papers are following the line that the West 

should not reject the Molotov plan ? since it is probably the first 
negotiating position of the Soviets. Rather, the West should explore 
the plan fully since it might lead to negotiations which would be 

acceptable to the German people. However, an SPD paper in Berlin 
took a different line to the effect that the Molotov plan would put 
Germany in chains before all-German elections. This paper be- 
lieved that the West had given the right reply to Molotov, but ex- 

pressed the hope that the Conference would soon get down to busi- 
ness. The article concluded with a statement that Germany did not 

wish to be ground between two opposing blocks. Mr. Boerner con- 

tinued that the Bundestag yesterday adopted a resolution to the 
effect that the Molotov proposals were totally unacceptable. Re- 

ports from information coverage in the field indicated that most 

German papers held little hope for genuine progress in the talks. 

The East Zone and Communist press coverage of the Secretary’s 
speech was completely distorted. The Communist press briefing 
passed over the speech and stressed the aggressive nature of EDC. 

Ambassador Conant summarized his conversation with a ranking 

SPD leader yesterday, whose response to the Western position on 
all-German elections and the formation of an all-German govern- 
ment was gratifying. In substance, the SPD leader: 1) believed that 
all Germans would agree that the elections must be supervised; 2) 
was pleased with the concept of the continuation of supervision 
after the elections in order to prevent pre-election pressure on 
voters in the East Zone or post-election reprisals; and 3) believed 
that the question of Germany’s relationships with the East and 
West should be decided by the freely elected German Government. 

2 For text of the Molotov plan, see FPM(54)24, Document 512.
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As a result, Ambassador Conant felt that the Western position was 

strong and would commend itself to most Germans. 

Mr. Jackson stated that the weekend press in the U.S. was good 
although many papers continued to harp on the fact that Molotov’s 
real intentions are unknown. In the stories filed by the wire serv- 
ices last night, the correspondents felt that the West had punched 
back hard and effectively at Molotov. There continues to be little 
expectation for a successful outcome of the Conference. 

Tripartite Working Group 

Mr. MacArthur announced that the Tripartite Working Group 
would meet at 10:30 a.m. and would discuss primarily the question 
of Austria and tactics to be followed in today’s quadripartite meet- 
ing. ? The Secretary then added that he would meet with Messrs. 
Eden and Bidault at 11:30 a.m. at Mr. Eden’s residence. 4 

Security Precautions at the Unter Den Linden Building 

Mr. Herfurt reported that the security precautions on the part of 
the U.S. delegation at the Unter den Linden Building have been 
effective to date. He and his staff were continuing to work closely 
with the British and French to improve the general security ar- 
rangements. It was noted that as a natural reaction, delegation 
members would tend to relax the longer meetings are being held in 
the Unter den Linden Building. Therefore, measures would be 

taken to remind delegation members to maintain the highest possi- 
ble level of security. 

3 For a report on the meeting of the Tripartite Working Group, see BER MIN-10, 
infra. 

* For a report on the Tripartite Ministers meeting at 11:30 a.m., see the memoran- 
dum by MacArthur, Document 411. 

No. 410 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 627 

Minutes of a Meeting of the Tripartite Working Group, Berlin, 

February 3, 1954, 10:30 a.m. 

SECRET 

BER MIN-10 

PRESENT 

UNITED STATES FRANCE UNITED KINGDOM 

Mr. MacArthur M. Seydoux Sir Frank Roberts
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1. Tactics for Today. It was believed that Molotov would make a 
long speech and present more proposals today. The Secretary was 
being prepared to take a preliminary crack at the Soviet proposals 
as set forth in the letter from the GDR. ! 

2. Restricted Session. Sir Frank Roberts said that at dinner with 
Molotov last night the British had received the impression that 
Molotov might want to have a restricted session on Germany. 2 Mr. 
MacArthur pointed out that it would not be desirable to have it 
known that the four powers were discussing Germany behind the 
latter’s back. Moreover, Molotov is in a bad spot on the German 

item and we should not be eager to move him off that spot. 
It was agreed that the three powers would not raise the question 

of the convening of a restricted session. If Molotov raises the ques- 
tion the three powers should suggest Saturday. Sir Frank asked 
whether a member of the tripartite secretariat should sit in on re- 
stricted sessions in the event there were decisions to record. 

3. Austria. (a) It was agreed that the three powers should not 
raise Austrian participation at Berlin prematurely with Molotov. 

(b) Since we were not at all sure that withdrawal of troops would 
be raised, the three powers should wait until the question is before 
them before making up their minds on the course of action to be 
taken. If we are faced with the question of withdrawal of forces we 

should find out the views of the Austrians with regard to total 
evacuation or leaving a token force in Austria. Austrian views 

would not be a governing factor, however. 

1 Presumably this is the letter referred to in USDEL MIN-6, Document 382. 
2 Regarding the dinner meeting with Molotov, see Secto 78, Document 408. 

No. 411 

396.1 BE/2-354 

Memorandum of a Meeting of the Foreign Ministers of the United 
States, the United Kingdom, and France, Berlin, February 3, 

1954, 11:30 a.m. 

TOP SECRET 

The following agreements were reached at the Tripartite Minis- 

terial Meeting today at Mr. Eden’s house at 11 a.m.? 

1 Drafted by MacArthur. 
2For a further report on the Foreign Ministers discussion of the Far Eastern 

question, see Secto 80, infra.
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1. The three Ministers will meet Friday morning, February 5, at 
Secretary Dulles’ residence. ? Mr. Eden has a luncheon engage- 
ment, but M. Bidault and his associates will remain for luncheon 
with the Secretary. 

2. Since M. Bidault has already accepted Molotov’s invitation to 
the concert in East Berlin tomorrow night (Thursday), Mr. Eden 
and the Secretary agreed they should all appear at the concert so. 
that a solid front would be maintained. 

3. Restricted Meetings: 

a. Regarding the restricted meeting proposed last week to exam- 
ine Agenda Item 1, it was agreed the three Western Foreign Minis- 
ters would not raise this subject this afternoon. If Molotov raises it, 
the Western Ministers would propose the restricted meeting occur 
on Saturday, February 6, but if Molotov insisted on Friday, they 
would accept it. In agreeing to such a meeting, it would be made 
clear that the Conference had not moved on from Agenda Item 2 
and that following the restricted meeting, discussion of this item 
would be resumed, if this seemed desirable. 

b. There was some discussion as to whether there should be a re- 
stricted meeting on Germany. Mr. Eden seemed to think such a 
meeting would be necessary at some stage of the game, but Ambas- 
sador Conant and Sir Derick Hoyer Millar (and privately two mem- 
bers of the French Delegation) expressed the very greatest reserva- 
tions, pointing out the effect on German public opinion, the fact 
that Molotov seemed to damage himself every time he spoke on 
Germany, and there would be no public reports on what took place 
in restricted meetings. 

c. It was agreed that at restricted meetings the Western Minis- 
ters would propose a total of four from each Delegation to attend. 
That would be, the Foreign Minister accompanied by three of his 
associates. It was also agreed that the three Ministers could rotate 
their three assistants in the event different subjects were discussed 
in the restricted meeting. 

d. The Ministers agreed that when a restricted session was held 
it would be limited to Agenda Item 1 and that in view of the Con- 
ference record, the five-power meeting issue would probably be 
raised first. Subsequently the question of disarmament could be 
raised with M. Bidault carrying the ball in connection with the 
latter item. 

4. Austria 

The three Ministers agreed with the recommendation of the 
Steering Group that it was not desirable to inject the question of 
Austria into the four-power meeting at this time. When it seems 
clear that the German item is about to be wound up, it might be 
appropriate to raise the question and fix a date for the discussions 

on Austria so that the Austrian Ministers could arrive in time for 

3 For a report on this meeting, see Dulte 40, Document 425.
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the opening of discussions on their country. The Steering Group, 
therefore, will continue to follow this matter. 

d. Five-power Meeting 
There was a discussion by the three Ministers concerning the 

five-power conference. As indicated above, it was agreed that they 
must meet before this item was discussed in restricted session, and 

it was also agreed to meet on Friday morning. M. Bidault said he 
had, in his conversations with Molotov at dinner‘ tried to make 

clear that if the Soviets were disposed to use their good offices in 
connection with Indochina, he meant by good offices a degree of 
Soviet support for the French position. Bidault then said his situa- 
tion with respect to this item is difficult in light of French opinion. 
He is obliged to give the French hope that peace will come about in 
Indochina. At the same time, a conference on Indochina or South- 
east Asia cannot be called under circumstances and conditions 
which would undermine the morale of the French and Associated 
States military forces in Indochina and also the morale of the gov- 
ernments of the Associated States. This would be to lose the game 
in advance. Furthermore, since, unlike Korea, there is no front in 

Indochina, the suspension of hostilities itself presents very real dif- 
ficulties for France and the Associated States (he did not so state, 

but implied that the Vietminh would be able to do a great deal of 
dirty work even if hostilities were suspended). 

Secretary Dulles said that the United States particularly wanted 
peace in Indochina. At the present time, the danger is to accept or 

fall for Soviet maneuvers which could lose the war in Indochina in 
the immediate future. The Soviets are maneuvering to capitalize on 
the natural desire for peace and peaceful solutions everywhere of 

existing tensions and hostilities by suggesting new conferences on 
which they put a very high price. The danger is to pay the price for 
such a conference if there is not a certainty that something will 
come out of it. As it is now, the Soviets ask for the price to be paid, 

and when they receive payment they have given up nothing and 
are under no compulsion to do anything constructive in a confer- 
ence. Indeed, they are under no compulsion even to have one. 

Specifically, the danger in Indochina is that if the Associated 
States believe a conference is being held which will result in Ho 
Chi Minh coming to power, their resistance to the Vietminh may 
collapse, and the USSR and Chinese Communists will have won a 

major victory before a conference has even been firmly agreed. 
Therefore, if we do not know that there is a strong probability of 
something constructive coming out of the conference from the 

4For a report on Bidault’s dinner meeting with Molotov on Jan. 26, see the 
memorandum by Bohlen, Document 361.
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point of view of our own interests, we should be very wary about 
agreeing to it or paying any price whatsoever for it. 

No. 412 

396.1 BE/2-354: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State 

TOP SECRET BERLIN, February 3, 1954—11 p.m. 

Secto 80. Far Eastern discussion at informal tripartite Foreign 
Ministers’ meeting February 8 as follows: 3 

All surprised that Molotov has not yet pressed for agreed re- 
stricted meeting on Item 1. Eden thought it important we should 
avoid impression we seek to evade or indefinitely postpone this 
meeting. Ministers will meet fifth to discuss their substantive posi- 
tion and tactics for meeting, which may be held early next week. 2 
Agreed that each Minister should have maximum of three assist- 
ants with him at restricted meeting. 

Bidault reported that Molotov has intimated Soviets disposed to 
use “good offices’ as to Indochina, but did not specify what he 
meant. Bidault told Molotov it should mean degree of Soviet sup- 
port for French position. Molotov gave no assurances of such sup- 
port. Bidault’s situation complicated by demands French public. Is 
obliged to hold out hope of peace in Indochina. Yet he is aware of 
dangers of seeking conference now, with resultant undermining of 
morale French expeditionary and Vietnamese forces and impair- 
ment position governments of Associated States. He knows that 

cease-fire now would put French and Vietnamese forces in unten- 

able position. 
Secretary mentioned costly nature of operation in Indochina for 

US as well as France and said US shared earnest hope of France 
for peace. But we must be certain we do not accept Soviet formula 

for “peace” in Indochina which would in fact lose war for us. New 
Communist technique is to capitalize on hopes for peace of war- 
weary people by putting such high price on agreement to partici- 
pate in supposed peace conference that Communists have in effect 
won before conference starts. Then nothing comes of conference. 

He said Communists are talking about need for conference to 
relax world tensions, but first we would be required to accept as a 

1 For another report on this meeting, see the memorandum by MacArthur, supra. 
mem ioe report on the Foreign Ministers meeting on Feb. 5, see Dulte 40, Docu-
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world power Communist China, a principal source of increased ten- 

sions. That would be a price far too high to pay for a conference. 
We do not know what would come out of such conference, but we 

are entitled to suspect it would be nothing. Molotov had admitted 

in private conversation after dinner January 29,2 in answer to 
question from Secretary that he did not think anything could be 
accomplished at political conference on Korea now. 

Secretary asked why should we pay high price for unpromising 
prospect? As to Indochina, if France and Vietnam should accord 
any status to Ho Chi Minh, as they were being pressured to do, the 
will to resist Viet Minh would collapse and war would be lost. 

Eden specifically endorsed Secretary’s analysis and Bidault also 
expressed agreement. 

Secretary recalled recent Eden statement that if there is strong 
likelihood something worth while may come out of a conference, it 
may be justifiable to make a limited compromise to bring it about. 
Secretary added that unless one knows what can reasonably be ex- 
pected from a conference, he can easily make a fool of himself by 
making costly concessions in order to hold meaningless conference. 

3 For reports on Secretary Dulles’ dinner meeting with Molotov on Jan. 29, see 
the notes by Jackson and the memorandum of conversation by Merchant, Docu- 

ments 885 and 386. 

No. 413 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 210 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 

Department of State } 

SECRET BERLIN, February 3, 1954—9 p.m. 

Secto 79. Following Bidault’s departure from tripartite meeting, 2 
Eden said to Secretary that joint appraisal from United States- 
United Kingdom Embassy [in] Cairo due tomorrow and he would 
then see what could be done. 

Secretary said we are still holding up economic aid to Egypt and 
cannot do so much longer. Planes which United Kingdom recently 
planned for Israel have not helped matters with respect to econom- 
ic aid for Egypt. Eden replied he was under impression planes were 
Mosquitoes and not very important, but perhaps they were meteor 
jets. He would let me know. He then said United Kingdom was 

1 Repeated to London, Jidda, and Cairo. 

2 For reports on the Tripartite Foreign Ministers meeting, see the memorandum 
by MacArthur and Secto 80, Document 411 and supra.
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sending 6 night fighters to Syria and had offered to hold up deliv- 
ery if United States held up delivery military items to Saudi 
Arabia. Secretary expressed personal view it desirable work out 
some kind of system between United States and United Kingdom, 
which would result in better coordination of deliveries of military 
equipment to Middle East. Referring back to Saudi Arabia, Eden 
said he hoped to have some new proposals regarding terms of arbi- 
tration for Saudis ‘“‘in the next week or so”. 3 

3 Dulles and Eden also discussed Iran and Turkey at this meeting. With regard to 
the former they considered the composition of the oil consortium that would operate 
in Iran and with regard to the latter they discussed the placing of a military dump 
near the Turkish-Iraqi border. The U.S. Delegation reported on these discussions in 
Sectos 75 and 76 from Berlin, Feb. 3. (Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 210) 

No. 414 

396.1 BE/2-454: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State } 

CONFIDENTIAL BERLIN, February 4, 1954—10 a.m. 

Secto 81. Department pass OSD. Following is summary of first 
part Ministers meeting February 3, Bidault presiding: ” 

Molotov began discussion by asking questions relating to EDC, ° 
importance of which he remarked was indicated by time which 
French and Italian Parliaments were taking to consider it. He reit- 
erated charge that Bonn Convention * gives three Western Powers 

right to interfere in German internal affairs at any time for indefi- 
nite future period, saying that no answer had been made to his 
comments on this point. He said that Eden statement Germany 
would not be bound by Bonn and Paris agreements and Bidault 
statement that France does not make entrance of unified Germany 
into EDC a condition to unification were contradicted by terms of 
agreements themselves. He cited paragraph 2 of Article 7 of Gener- 
al Convention and last sentence of paragraph 3 as evidence that 
FedRep would be obligated not to agree to any unification of Ger- 

1 Transmitted in two sections. Repeated to London, Paris, Bonn, Vienna, and 
Moscow. 

2The U.S. Delegation verbatim record of the ninth plenary, USDEL PLEN/Y, is 
in Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 194. For a record of the second part of the meet- 
ing, see Secto 82, infra. 

3’ For Molotov’s statement, see Berlin Discussions, pp. 142-146, or Cmd. 9080, pp. 
73-76; it was circulated as FPM(54)29. 

4 For text of the Convention between the Three Powers and the Federal Republic 
of Germany, see Document 51.
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many which would not provide inclusion of unified Germany in 
EDC. These obligations were inconsistent with the holding of free 
all-German elections and with freedom for united Germany. 

Molotov further cited fifth paragraph of tripartite declaration of 
May 27, 1952 ° as evidence that, once West Germany had entered 

into EDC, there would be “no road back,” since any attempt by 
Germany to leave EDC would be regarded by US and UK as threat 
to their security. This means that if West Germany should try to 
leave EDC, Three Powers would prevent such action by any means 
at their disposal including use of force. This demonstrated Eden 

and Bidault statements regarding Germany’s freedom of choice to 

decide whether it wished to be member of EDC had no foundation. 
Referring to Secretary's quotation of his speech in fall of 1939, 

Molotov said that Secretary did not indicate circumstances in 
which it was made. USSR had sought throughout summer of 1939 

to negotiate with UK and France to insure maintenance of peace. 
Chamberlain and French did not wish agreement with USSR. 
Chamberlain, who was supported by US, had encouraged Germany 
to attack USSR. Chamberlain and his French colleagues helped ex- 
pedite German attack on Poland and bore responsibility for un- 
leashing war in 1939. He recommended publication issued in 
Moscow, 1949, entitled ‘“Falsifiers of History’ for statement of true 

facts. 
In regard to Secretary’s statement that authorities in East Ger- 

many do not represent people, Molotov suggested that referendum 

be held in Germany to ascertain whether German people favor 
Bonn and Paris agreements or whether they favor conclusion of 
peace treaty. Results of such a referendum would indicate that 
GDR, which favors peace treaty, represents wishes of German 

people. 

Secretary commented one could take satisfaction from fact that 
Molotov’s remarks had been addressed to heart of problem al- 

though he would have preferred to hear also clear statement of 
Soviet proposals which Molotov had promised. Text Secretary’s re- 
marks cabled Secto 77. & 

Replying to Molotov, Bidault said Bonn Convention does not run 
for 50 years but only until there is peace treaty. Once peace treaty 

enters into force, Bonn Convention will cease to have force. He reit- 

erated with reference to Paris EDC treaty, 7 there is no question of 
automatically extending treaty to all of Germany and that unified 

5 For text of the Tripartite Declaration, see vol. v, Part 1, p. 686. 

6 Not printed. (Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 210) For Secretary Dulles’ re- 
marks, see Berlin Discussions, pp. 147-148. 

7 For the EDC Treaty, see Documents (R.1.1.A.) for 1952, pp. 116-162.
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Germany would have freedom of choice to determine whether it 
would accept obligation. Article 7 paragraph 2 of Bonn General 

Convention contains statement of purpose which is shared by 

Three Powers and FedRep. FedRep has no veto over unification 
and text of General Convention does not constitute obstacle to uni- 

fication nor does it have binding force on united Germany. It does 
bind Federal Republic. Under Western proposals, German people 
would decide through free elections what course of action united 
Germany would take. West hopes results of election will be that 
Germans will choose course of action desired by the West, but 
there is no certainty of this and all-German Government will be 
completely free to make decision. He said this involved risks which 
were felt by some to be drawback but this of course was inevitable. 

Bidault said tripartite declaration involves no threat to freedom 
of choice of all-German government. The language cited by Molotov 
applies to community in existence. It will exist for all-German gov- 
ernment only if all-German government chooses to enter communi- 
ty, in which case it will have to accept rules of community. Molotov 
suggestion of referendum involved two problems. First, whether 
one voted for men or ideas it was necessary to guarantee freedom 
of vote. Second, suggestion of referendum involved problem of pre- 
senting proposal in such clear terms as to permit people to choose. 
He could not accept Molotov formulation since in his view there 
was no contradiction between Bonn and EDC treaties and the con- 
clusion of a peace treaty. If Ministers could reach agreement on 
Eden proposals ® or proposals Molotov ® might put forward for 
holding elections it would be possible to make progress without 
going into substance of Bonn and EDC treaties. In conclusion he 

urged that Ministers devote themselves to organization of all- 

German elections and measures to guarantee their freedom. 

Eden said that he did not wish to go into history. However, he 
felt obliged to say that it was fantastic to say that Chamberlain 
was responsible for German attack on Poland, pointing out that 
Chamberlain government gave guarantee to Poland openly and 

honorably and that, in response to this guarantee, had declared 
war on Germany on September 8, 1939. 

He felt that Secretary’s and Bidault’s comments in interpretation 
of Bonn Convention had made clear that it relates only to period 
before treaty, and agreed with their statements regarding complete 
freedom of decision of all-German Government. 

He also supported Bidault’s remarks on undesirability of at- 
tempting to settle issue by referendum. Eden said that Ministers 

8 For Eden’s proposals, see FPM(54)17, Document 510. 

® For text of Molotov’s proposals, see FPM(54)24, Document 512.



948 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME VII 

had had general exchange of views on German problem and sug- 

gested that they proceed to details, addressing themselves to main 
questions of principles raised by his proposal. He asked whether 
agreement could be reached on following points: 

1. Free elections to be held throughout Germany as first step. 
2. Safeguards to insure freedom of elections will be established 

well in advance and guaranteed throughout. Further, in view of 
present abnormal conditions, there would be adequate supervision. 

3. Election law would be prepared by four powers which will pro- 
vide for principles of free elections, guarantees of freedom, and su- 
pervision. 

Eden remarked Bidault had expressed preference for inclusion of 
neutrals in supervisory commission and asked for views of other 
Ministers on commission and composition. He pointed out that suc- 
cessive steps envisaged would be preparation of election law, hold- 
ing of elections and convening of national assembly whose first 
task would be preparation of constitution. 

No. 415 

296.1 BE/2-454: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State } 

CONFIDENTIAL BERLIN, February 4, 1954—10 a.m. 

Secto 82. Department pass OSD. Following summarizes second 
part of February 3 meeting: ? 
Resuming discussion Molotov charged Western Ministers evaded 

specific points he had raised and dealt with question in general- 
ities. He said he felt Soviet delegation could ask for clear explana- 

tion of significance of clauses he said cited in Bonn and EDC trea- 
ties. He said Paris agreement established closed military group of 
six countries from which other countries are excluded. It was not 
mere matter of suspicion. It had been openly admitted that EDC 
was directed against USSR and People’s Democracies. It was also 
fact that American bases were being built throughout Europe. He 
suggested that, if provisions to which he had referred in Bonn and 
Paris agreements did not have significance, they could perhaps be 
omitted. He suggested agreements might be dispensed with entire- 
ly. He pointed out that Article 128 of Paris agreement ® provides 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, Bonn, Vienna, Moscow, and CINCEUR. 

2 For a report on the first part of the ninth plenary meeting, see Secto 81, supra. 
3 For the EDC Treaty, see Documents (R.1.1.A.) for 1952, pp. 116-162.
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that its duration will be 50 years and that preamble and Article 11 
of Bonn convention * link that agreement with EDC treaty. He 
drew conclusion from this that Bonn convention would also remain 
in force 50 years. If Paris agreement would lose its force upon 
entry into force of peace treaty, why did it provide for duration of 
50 years? This was clearly effort of Western Powers and Western 
Germany to impose EDC upon western part of Germany and on 
Eastern Germany as well. However, Eastern Germany would never 
agree to this. If Paris agreement is to remain in force for 50 years, 
peace treaty with Germany would be impossible. Either Paris and 
Bonn treaty must be denounced and peace treaty could be signed, 

or Western Powers’ insistence on Paris and Bonn agreements 
means that they are opposed to peace treaty and unification. 

Secretary said he could reply to Molotov’s questions very simply 
by making change in Eden’s proposal. > He suggested that in para- 
graph of Section IV of Eden’s proposal which states that all- 
German government shall have authority to assume international 
rights and obligations of Federal Republic and Soviet Zone of Ger- 
many, words “or reject’ might be added after “assume”. He 
thought this would answer Molotov’s questions and was sure it was 
in spirit of proposal. 

Molotov asked whether conclusion of EDC treaty would be post- 
poned under this proposal in view of its 50 year period of duration. 

Secretary replied that if new all-German government has right to 
accept or reject existing treaty duration of treaty is immaterial. 

Bidault said he thought answer to Molotov’s question was clear 
and simple change in text of Eden’s proposal. All-German govern- 
ment would be free to accept or reject any treaties concluded by 

Federal Republic or GDR. He had attempted to answer Molotov’s 
questions and would do so again as clearly as he could in following 
session. 

Eden commented regarding Bonn convention that special rights 

of Western Powers to which Molotov had referred represent mitiga- 

tion of rights they now enjoy and in any case relate only to period 

before peace treaty. He thought Molotov had misunderstood Bonn 

convention and pointed out that in quoting it, Molotov had omitted 
words “pending the peace settlement” in paragraph 2 of Article 7. 
This made it clear that unified Germany need not accept integra- 
tion into EDC. He thought that it was generally recognized princi- 
ple that new state (which unified Germany would be in relation to 
Federal Republic) cannot be bound by obligations of its predeces- 

* For text of the Convention on Relations between the Three Powers and the Fed- 
eral Republic of Germany, see Document 50. 

5 For Eden’s proposal, see FPM(54)17, Document 510.
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sors unless it undertakes them voluntarily by treaty or other 
means after new state is created. He said that he accepted Secre- 
tary’s proposed amendment. 

Molotov asked whether EDC treaty contains any provision stat- 
ing it should remain in force only pending conclusion of peace 
treaty with Germany. He did not believe it did. He said Western 
Germany and Western Powers have undertaken to maintain EDC 
in force for 50 years and that Western Germany is under threat of 
reprisals to comply with this undertaking. This effectively restrict- 
ed freedom of a unified German state. ® 

6 The meeting adjourned at 7:05 p.m. following this statement by Molotov. 

February 4, 1954 

No. 416 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 205 

Minutes of a Meeting of the United States Delegation at the Berlin 
Conference, February 4, 1954, 9:30 a.m. 

SECRET 

USDEL MIN/8 

Present: The Secretary 

Special Advisers 
Advisers 

Press Reaction 

With respect to the French press reactions, Mr. Tyler reported 

that the Conference for the first time was not receiving top head- 

line treatment in the French press. Two important papers carried 
yesterday's stories on page 3. Nearly all the papers follow the line 
that the Molotov proposal for an all-German referendum is not 
worthy of consideration. A left-wing non-Communist paper says 

that Molotov is stalling and speculates that the Soviets may come 
around to an acceptance of German participation in EDC as a 
lesser evil. With respect to EDC, all papers state that Western Ger- 
many should have a free choice. The neutralist press, however, 
take the line that the present discussions pose problems with re- 
spect to ratification of the EDC and inquiries how France could 

join EDC if Germany has the free option to join or not to join. 

In the Communist press the crypto-Communist “liberation” head- 
lines the Molotov referendum proposal. Mr. Jackson observed that 
it was remarkable that the French did not give top play to the
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Soviet referendum proposal, since the substance of Molotov’s pro- 
posal was leaked to the French press early in the Quadripartite 

session. 
Mr. Boerner reviewed the German press reactions. The majority 

of the papers treat the Soviet referendum proposal as a propaganda 

trick to gain time and to avoid meeting directly the issue of free 
German elections. Even the SPD papers say that the proposed pleb- 
iscite is not a genuine alternative, although they hold to the line 
taken by Ollenhauer that Molotov’s speech on Monday contained 
points which might provide a basis for negotiations. ' In an all-day 
session yesterday, the Bundestag Foreign Affairs Committee issued 
a unanimous statement expressing its bitter disappointment over 

the Molotov proposal. The news emanating from official Govern- 
ment sources develops the line that the Molotov proposal is not a 
genuine alternative and is superfluous in any event, since all- 
German elections would provide the answer as to German views. 

The East Zone Volkskammer presented another resolution on the 

proposed referendum and demanded annulment of the Paris and 
Bonn Treaties. In the East Zone press, Molotov was not given top 
billing. In the Soviet press briefing last night, the Soviet briefing 
officers merely read Molotov’s speech and gave no indication that 
the other Foreign Ministers had replied. Only one Communist 
paper, which has a small circulation in West Berlin, mentioned the 
fact that anything happened after Molotov’s statement. 

Mr. Jackson reported that US press statement yesterday was de- 
voted almost entirely to the Secretary’s statement on Tuesday, ? 
characterizing it as an effective counter-punch. The stories filed by 
the wire services last night emphasized the Molotov proposal for an 

all-German plebiscite but rejected it as not being a genuine alter- 

native. The proposal was interpreted as a propaganda move and 

Molotov’s present tactics as one of stalling on the issue of all- 
German elections. 

Tripartite Meeting 

Mr. MacArthur announced that the Tripartite Working Group 
would discuss tactics for today’s meeting. The Group will also dis- 
cuss any problems with respect to the invitation issued by the 
Soviet Delegation for the other Delegations to attend a concert at 
the Unter den Linden building. 3 

1 For a summary of Molotov’s speech at seventh plenary on Feb. 1, see Secto 66, 
Document 399. 

2 For text of Secretary Dulles’ statement on Feb. 2, see Secto 70, Document 407. 
. f For a report on the meeting of the Tripartite Working Group, see BER MIN-11, 
injyra.
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No. 417 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 192 

Minutes of a Meeting of the Tripartite Working Group, Berlin, 
February 4, 1954, 10:30 a.m. 

SECRET 
BER MIN-11 

PRESENT 

UNITED STATES UNITED KINGDOM FRANCE 

Mr. MacArthur Sir Frank Roberts M. Seydoux 

1. Tactics for Today. (a) It was agreed that M. Bidault would be 
asked by the Chairman, Mr. Eden, to speak first. It was suggested 
that M. Bidault begin by stating the fundamental importance of 
the principle of free elections, then a brief, definitive statement on 

the Bonn-Paris agreements, and close with further remarks on free 

elections. 
(b) Mr. Eden would ask Mr. Molotov for his comments on free 

elections. 
(c) If Mr. Molotov tables a proposal, Mr. Dulles might suggest 

that the meeting adjourn for fifteen minutes for consideration of 
the proposal. Mr. Dulles will then make preliminary comments on 
Mr. Molotov’s proposal. If Mr. Molotov raises again the question of 

an all-German referendum, Mr. Dulles will carry the burden of ar- 
gument. 

(d) On the second round it was suggested that M. Bidault and 
Mr. Eden would continue to comment on free elections. Mr. Eden 
would prod Mr. Molotov to answer questions on the UK Plan. 1 

2. Possible Tripartite Document on Bonn-Paris Agreements. Sir 
Frank suggested that if it appeared that Mr. Molotov planned to 
continue discussion of the Bonn-Paris agreements it might be de- 
sirable to consider tabling a document setting forth the western 
views on this subject. Mr. MacArthur reserved the U.S. position 
but said if the British prepared a draft we would be glad to consid- 
er it further. 

3. Restricted Session. Sir Frank said Mr. Eden wished to avoid 
the appearance that the three western powers were attempting to 
delay the holding of a restricted session. Mr. Eden had stated his 
preference for holding the restricted session on Saturday. The 
views of the other ministers will be sought. 

1 For the British plan, see FPM(54)17, Document 510.
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4, Declaration of Intent. The Declaration of Intent ? should be 
considered again tomorrow in light of any proposal Mr. Molotov 
might make today. 

5. Tripartite Ministerial Meeting. It was noted that the three 
Ministers would meet tomorrow at 12:00 at Mr. Dulles’ residence. ? 
The U.S. Delegation will prepare a resume of the work in progress 
in the Working Group. 

2 For the Declaration of Intent, see BER D-4/4c, Document 511. 
3 For a report on this meeting, see Dulte 40, Document 425. 

No. 418 

396.1 BE/2-454: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Department of State 

TOP SECRET NIACT BERLIN, February 4, 1954—3 p.m. 

Dulte 35. For Acting Secretary from Secretary. Regarding Dulte 
10! we have handed following US draft to British and French on 
top secret basis this afternoon. Eden and Bidault will meet with me 
tomorrow morning to consider it and also discuss whether useful 
purpose might be served in tabling it at restricted meeting. 2 

Any comments from Department should reach me before 10 a.m. 
February 5, Berlin time. 
Now anticipated that restricted meeting in which this resolution 

would be introduced may take place February 6th or early next 
week. 

“The Foreign Ministers of France, the United Kingdom, the 
USSR and the United States, meeting in Berlin, 

Taking into account the need to establish by peaceful means a 
unified and independent Korea as an important step toward the re- 
duction of international tensions; 

Noting, in connection therewith, the difficulties which have been 
encountered in concluding the requisite arrangements for the ar- 
rangements for the convening of a political conference on Korea, 
pursuant to paragraph 60 of the Korean armistice agreement and 

the, United Nations General Assembly resolution of August 28, 

Agree to invite representatives of the Republic of Korea, such 
other countries which provided armed forces to serve under the 
United Nations Command in Korea as may desire to participate, 
the ‘Chinese Peoples Republic’, and the ‘Korean Peoples Democrat- 
ic Republic’, to meet with representatives of these four countries at 

1 Document 369. 
2 For a record of this meeting, see Dulte 40, Document 425.
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a political conference at blank on blank to settle the Korean ques- 
ion; 
Agree further that, before the adjournment of the said political 

conference on Korea, if developments at such conference are pro- 
ductive of positive results, and if the ‘Chinese Peoples Republic’ dis- 
associates itself from warlike activities beyond the borders of 
China, the representatives of the four inviting powers will consult 
on steps to bring about a conference designed to restore peace in 
Indochina; 

It is understood that neither the invitation to, nor the holding of, 
the above-mentioned political conference shall be deemed to imply 
any diplomatic recognition of the ‘Chinese Peoples Republic’ or the 
‘Korean Peoples Democratic Republic’.”’ 3 

DULLES 

3 The Department of State replied the same day stating that it liked the draft and 
suggesting minor changes or alternatives if difficulty arose. (Tedul 22 to Berlin, Feb. 
4, Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 212) 

No. 419 

396.1 BE/2~-554: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State } 

CONFIDENTIAL PRIORITY BERLIN, February 5, 1954—11 a.m. 

Secto 86. Department pass OSD. Summary first portion tenth 
plenary session Foreign Ministers February 4, chaired by Eden, fol- 

lows: ? 

Eden called first on Bidault who had yesterday reserved right to 
reply to questions posed to him by Molotov. ? In fairly lengthy 

statement Bidault rebutted in detail Molotov charge that Bonn and 
Paris agreements would be binding in advance on all-German gov- 
ernment resulting from free elections under Eden plan.* After 
paying “tribute” to Molotov’s “tenacity” and “obstinacy” on this 
issue, Bidault said he would repeat once more for Molotov’s benefit 
that new united Germany would not and could not be bound by po- 
litical commitments entered into either by Federal Republic or 
GDR. He developed this theme at some length, dwelling in turn in 

1 Repeated to Bonn, Frankfurt, London, Paris, Vienna, and Moscow. 
2 The U.S. Delegation verbatim record of the tenth plenary, USDEL PLEN/10, is 

in Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 194. For a record of the second part of the meet- 
ing, see Secto 87, infra. 

3 For the full text of Bidault’s statement, which was circulated as FPM(54)31, see 
Berlin Discussions, pp. 151-155, or Cmd. 9080, 76-79. 

4 For text of the Eden plan, see FPM(54)17, Document 510.
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his rebuttal upon each article of Bonn and Paris agreements which 
Molotov had brought into issue yesterday. Bidault concluded this 
aspect his statement by saying he now found it impossible to con- 
ceive that anyone could still contend the new all-German govern- 
ment would be bound by commitments entered into by Federal Re- 
public; if anyone continued to advance such a thesis, it was only 
because his purpose was to postpone expression of will of German 
people. 

Bidault then inquired why Molotov felt impelled to employ all 
dialectics at his disposal to postpone consulting wishes of people in 

“normal” and “classical” manner, when it was evident that free 

elections were the one thing most ardently desired by German 
people. Why was Molotov not willing to take same risks as Western 
powers—was he possibly not able to await with as much calm the 
judgment of electorate? He charged Molotov with imposing unjusti- 
fied pre-conditions to free elections and said such procrastination 
in seeking solution German problem was something he could not 
accept. Bidault next made short shrift Molotov’s suggestion for ref- 
erendum, asserting that only possible motivation behind such a 
proposal was to maintain Pankow government in power as long as 
possible and to undo without any risk to Soviets all progress made 
by Western powers in recent years. 

In conclusion Bidault once again strongly challenged Molotov’s 
assertion that 1952 agreements by Western powers were responsi- 
ble for division of Europe, drawing attention anew to system of 
Eastern European military, political and economic alliances built 
up between 1945 and 1948 under Soviet leadership and with sup- 
port of Red Army; he said GDR had been completely integrated 

into this Eastern bloc, factor which constituted serious obstacle to 

German reunification. For correction, which was urgently needed, 
of resulting division of Europe he called on Molotov to give serious 
consideration to proposals already put forward by Eden for setting 

up all-German government as result of free elections. 
Eden, after expressing complete agreement with Bidault reply 

which he hoped could be considered as settling issue at hand, ex- 
pressed additional hope meeting could now move on to real issue of 
free elections and called on Molotov to speak. 5 Latter then deliv- 
ered in rapidfire tempo long tirade extending (with consecutive 
translations) over two hours in length and concluding with submis- 
sion of specific proposal re Germany (already forwarded by sepa- 
rate telegram §&). 

5 For Molotov’s statement, circulated as FPM(54)32, see Berlin Discussions, pp. 90- 
100, or Cmd. 9080, pp. 80-87. 

6 For Molotov’s proposal, transmitted in Secto 85, see FPM(54)33, Document 514.
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Highlights of Molotov statement were following: Unification of 
Germany cannot be undertaken without agreement between the 
two parts of Germany and without taking their mutual interests 
into consideration. In postwar period two Germanies had developed 
along different lines—in East Germany under Potsdam Agreement 
monopolies were liquidated, property of Nazi war criminals turned 
over to people and democratic land reform carried out; in West 
Germany cartels continued stranglehold over economy, no land 
reform, and war criminals becoming even more important in politi- 

cal and economic life. In light of this situation reunification of Ger- 
many was not a formal matter of technical organizational charac- 
ter as envisaged by Eden plan but a question of substance. Molotov 
then delved into German history in 1932-19383 period to prove point 
that Nazis came to power through parliamentary processes (he re- 
ferred in this connection to alleged role played by Von Papen, Ade- 
nauer, Schleicher, Hindenburg and industrialists such as Thyssen 

and Krupp) and to support conclusion that “we should not be car- 
ried away too much simply by parliamentary formalities;”’ this, he 
said, had been recognized in Potsdam Agreement which provided 

that peace treaty should be “accepted by a German Government 
considered appropriate for that purpose’. Therefore it was now 
necessary that “fascist degenerates” not be allowed take dominat- 
ing positions, even by parliamentary means, in new all-German 
government. Eden plan and its five stages made no provision to 
prevent this and did nothing to insure reunification of Germany as 
“democratic” and “peaceful” state. Under his proposal “anti-demo- 
cratic” elements, industrial and banking magnates, and “desperate 
adventures of revanchist type’’ would be likely to come to power, 
presenting real threat to German people and particularly to work- 
ing class. For this reason Soviet Government could not support 

Eden plan. 
Molotov then stressed that Four Powers could not be relieved of 

responsibility of assuring that after elections Germany would de- 
velop along “peaceful” and “democratic” lines. He said there were 
two prerequisites in this regard—internal matters and those of ex- 
ternal character. Re internal matters he said German elections 
must be free and democratic and therefore should be carried out by 
Germans themselves and by their “democratic organizations,” not 
by foreign occupation authorities. But Western election plan was 
imbued with distrust for Germany’s ‘democratic forces” in propos- 
ing that occupation powers rather than Germans draw up electoral 
law, supervise elections, et cetera. Best means, Molotov said, to 

ensure early all-German elections was to agree this was matter for 
Germans themselves. He, therefore, proposed formation of “a provi- 
sional all-German government by Parliaments of GDR and FedRep
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with wide participation of democratic organizations,” such provi- 

sional government to replace East and West German Governments 
either at once or over certain period of time. He further proposed 
calling urgent conference of representatives GDR and FedRep to 
agree on composition, functions and powers of all-German govern- 

ment, which would enable carrying out of free all-German elections 

and convocation of all-German Constitutional Assembly. All these 
measures, Molotov said, should be carried out by agreement among 

all Four Powers. 

Molotov then stated: ‘All-German elections should naturally be 
carried out under conditions which would assure freedom of activi- 
ty for all democratic organizations. But that does not mean we 
should not take measures directed against activation of fantastic 
and militaristic organizations. We should also exclude possibility of 
attempts at pressure on part of big monopolists during preparation 

and carrying out of elections”. 

Turning to external prerequisites for ‘“peaceful’’ and ‘democrat- 
ic’ Germany, Molotov said Paris and Bonn agreements were in- 
tended to bind within EDC net not only Western but Eastern Ger- 
many, and that was impossible. He stated only possible conclusion 

was that for there to be German reunification and German peace 
treaty, Germany could not be made member of “a war grouping of 
Western European countries,” since this would be contrary to in- 
terests of German people and of European security. 

Molotov then summed up by stating that Eden plan was unac- 
ceptable since it involved turning all-German elections over to oc- 
cupation authorities and by-passing Germans themselves: it did not 

provide for prevention of political pressure from foreign states 
during the elections; it was based on maintenance of present status 
of occupation forces in Germany, which was “incorrect”; it limited 

rights of all-German government in advance by providing latter 
would be bound by provisions of Paris and Bonn agreements; and it 
would permit coming to power of “aggressive German militarists’’. 

Molotov then submitted his specific proposal for unification of 
Germany and free all-German elections, including concept of with- 

drawal all occupation forces, other than “limited contingents,” 
from Germany prior to the elections. 

Meeting recessed briefly at 1810 hours.
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No. 420 

762.00/2-554: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY BERLIN, February 5, 1954—noon. 

Secto 87. Department pass OSD. Following summarizes second 
part tenth session, February 4: 2 

Following 15 minute recess, session resumed at 1832. 
Secretary spoke first. His impromptu remarks have been report- 

ed by separate telegram. ° 
Bidault said he feared it would be fruitless to repeat again what 

he has already stated on three or four previous occasions. His state- 
ment this afternoon covers most of points raised by Molotov. He 
will, of course, examine Molotov’s proposal * but at first glance it is 
hard to see how any conciliation or even move toward conciliation 
will be possible. 

Eden said he will not reply to Molotov until tomorrow. He 
simply noted that his plan for free all-German elections has been 
rejected by Soviet delegate apparently because man should not be 
free because he is sometimes bad and parliamentary institutions 
are bad because they are sometimes abused by totalitarians. He ac- 
cepted neither premise and promised to argue them further tomor- 

row. 
Molotov expressed view that confusion of participants comes 

from their fatigue. He believed to be unfair assertion that Soviet 

policy at conference is marked by zigzag. If Soviet plan is not com- 
pletely satisfactory, he said, it could be amended, but he did not 
think it too complex to be understood. He emphasized that plan 

has two features, one old and one new. Old feature calls for forma- 

tion of provisional all-German government on basis of prior agree- 
ment between East and West Germany. New feature provides that, 

in order to insure real freedom in elections, all occupation troops 

be withdrawn from East and West Germany before elections, leav- 
ing behind only limited contingents to fulfill protective functions. 
Neither Secretary, Bidault nor Eden, he noted, has rejected propos- 

al directly, so perhaps it is not so bad after all. There is no reason 
to accuse Soviet policy of zigzag merely because he has added new 
feature to old proposal. Noting suggestion made that withdrawal of 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, Bonn, Moscow, Vienna, and CINCEUR. 
2 For a report of the first part of the tenth plenary, see Secto 86, supra. 
3 Secto 90, infra. 
* For Molotov’s proposal, see FPM(54)33, Document 514.
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occupation forces except for limited contingents represents threat 
to Germany and all Europe, Molotov thought those fears are result 
of fatigue rather than reality. He believed next step should be to 
study Soviet proposal, after which fears will disappear and ground 
for agreement could be sought. 

Meeting adjourned at 1910. 

No. 421 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 211: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State } 

PRIORITY BERLIN, February 5, 1954. 

Secto 90. Department pass OSD. Following is text of Secretary’s 
impromptu remarks following the tabling of Soviet proposal on 
Germany at tenth plenary session, February 4: 2 

I have been told that the zigzag was an essential part of the 
Soviet practice. If so, I think that the discussions of the last few 

days form a classic example. 
I have seldom been as confused in my life as I am at this 

moment. We have been debating for several days the plan which 
you tabled, ? Mr. Chairman, and we discussed a section to which 

Mr. Molotov devoted his attention. And after we finally had 
agreed, the three of us, to amend it to meet what we understood 

were Mr. Molotov’s views, then he said he rejected the whole plan. 

I wonder why we spent so long debating one paragraph of the 

plan if the whole plan was unacceptable. 
Then, Mr. Molotov, as I understood, attacked our proposal on the 

ground that it did not give the Germans sufficient freedom of 
choice as to what they would do in relation to their future interna- 
tional relations. And when we had painstakingly explained that 
the plan did give them complete freedom of choice in that matter, 
then apparently the plan could not meet Mr. Molotov’s approval 
because it gave the Germans too much freedom. 

He explained at great length how the Germans could not be 
trusted with freedom; how they had abused freedom in the past; 
and from that it is to be inferred that they should not have the 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, Bonn, Vienna, Moscow, and CINCEUR. 

2 For a record of the tenth plenary meeting, see Sectos 86 and 87, Document 419 
and supra. 

3 FPM(54)17, Document 510.
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freedom that they had in the past. And there again I am complete- 

ly confused and bewildered. 
Then there was a question of the all-German elections. The plan 

which you tabled, Mr. Chairman, provided for the careful supervi- 
sion of the elections, not only supervised by the four occupying 
powers, but also possibly by neutrals, to be sure there would be 
true freedom of elections. 

But, Mr. Molotov says that that proposal indicates that we do not 
trust the Germans and the elections are not sufficiently free. And 
in the same breath he also says the elections must be so conducted 
that what he calls the ‘“non-democratic’’ elements in Germany are 
not going to be allowed to vote. 

I am curious to know as to how that can be accomplished with- 
out a supervision of the elections. 

I cannot but believe that what he really has in mind is that 
there must be conducted in all of Germany the type of elections 
which I described earlier, which had brought the ‘government’ of 
East Germany into power, where everybody was compelled to put 
in a ballot to assure that there would be no possibility of any “un- 
desirable’ person being chosen. 

We discussed at great length the Paris and Bonn treaties yester- 
day and again today and explained in simple words—words of one 
syllable—that the unified Germany would have the choice as to 
whether or not to adhere to those treaties. Nevertheless, the Soviet 

Foreign Minister continues to make the assertion that they still 
would be bound by these treaties and he insists upon his formula 
which would, as he interprets it, prohibit adopting such treaties. 

The fact is that there is a compulsion on the part of the Germans 
to align themselves with the Western European community. It is 
not a compulsion of law or treaty. We have made that perfectly 
clear. It is a kind of compulsion which draws inevitably the East 
Germans toward the West. It is the same compulsion that has 
drawn one million East Germans to seek sanctuary in the West, 
and it is that compulsion Mr. Molotov would prohibit by legal and 
military action, because despite what he says about wanting the 
Germans to have freedom of choice, the fact is his formula would 

deny them that freedom which they seek by themselves—which are 
irresistible attractions unless held back by military power. 

I speak only of the compulsion of the spirit, of the human aspira- 
tions which under the plan we have proposed would enable the 
Germans freely to seek their own future. 

I, of course, will study carefully the proposal which has been sub- 
mitted by the Soviet Foreign Minister. 4 

4 FPM(54)33, Document 514.
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But certainly on the basis of his own explanation of it, I am re- 
gretfully compelled to feel that it indicates that the conditions at- 
tached to German elections and the establishment of an all- 
German government are such that they are calculated to make 
them operative only if there is an extension of the system of the 
East German Republic to all of Germany. 

If that is in fact the interpretation which his proposal seems to 
bear, that would indeed be a very tragic conclusion for this confer- 

ence to have to end on, as far as Germany is concerned. 
I felt, however, that after all the zigging and zagging perhaps the 

Soviet Foreign Minister’s last words about troop withdrawal from 
Germany, indicated the object to which all else had led up to— 
namely, the ending of any defense of Western Germany; its com- 
plete exposure to the vast forces that lie to the East. 

And we must also recognize that if all of Western Germany is so 
exposed, that exposure also endangers all of Western Europe. 

No. 422 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 203 

Memorandum by the Ambassador to the Soviet Union (Bohlen) ! 

SECRET [BERLIN,] February 5, 1954. 

Last night Zarubin made some remarks which might afford some 
clue as to the manner in which the Soviet Delegation contemplates 
the final outcome of this conference in regard to Germany. I had 
told him that if the Soviet performance at yesterday’s meeting had 
been anywhere near up to the performance at the concert, 2 we 
would have some grounds for optimism in regard to the outcome on 
Germany. He laughed. I asked him if he thought that the three 
Western Governments had lost their minds, to which he replied 
“no.” I then asked him if they realized it was apparent that there 
was no basis for agreement in Mr. Molotov’s proposal, to which he 
replied “maybe you are right.”” He went on then to say that, howev- 
er, there would be a de facto situation in Germany even in the 
event of no fundamental agreement and that possibly the Ministers 
might address themselves to consideration of measures which 
would prevent that situation from becoming a major source of ten- 

1 Copies were sent to MacArthur, Merchant, and Bowie; a notation on the source 
text indicates that Secretary Dulles saw it. 

2 The three Foreign Ministers and some of their advisers had attended a concert 
in the Soviet Zone during the evening of Feb. 4.



962 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME VII 

sion and danger to the world. I did not pursue the matter any fur- 

ther since other people came up. 
It is possible that Zarubin was giving us a hint as to what the 

Soviets have in mind. As I have frequently stated, I have always 
been convinced that they did not expect any agreement on Germa- 
ny but at the same time they do not wish this conference to add to 
world tension and danger. It may well be therefore that, given 
those circumstances, they would like to have something come out 

of this conference which would be reassuring in that sense, that 

the two halves of Germany would live together without becoming a 
hotbed of tension and possible war. We might consider carefully if 
there are any tactical or practical measures which we might find of 
great advantage to our position in Germany and especially here. If 
there are such measures which could be agreed on without imply- 
ing recognition of Pankow, we might be able to make the Soviets 
pay a price for their desire for some indication from the conference 
that despite its failure (1) the situation will not get worse, and (2) 
some contact with the West will be maintained. 

CHARLES E. BOHLEN 

February 5, 1954 

No. 423 

396.1 BE/2-554: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the President 

TOP SECRET NIACT BERLIN, February 5, 1954—10 a.m. 

Dulte 36. For President from Secretary, copy for Acting Secre- 
tary. We were somewhat worried Wednesday ! night when Molotov 
seemed to have struck pay dirt in exploiting possibility that United 
Germany might elect not to remain in EDC and withdraw, leaving 
United Germany without controls. This has always worried French. 
However, yesterday Molotov made German proposal so extreme, 
calling in effect for complete Sovietization all Germany and with- 
drawal US, UK and French forces, that we believe Western posi- 
tion has been greatly strengthened by exhibition of his uncompro- 

mising approach. 
DULLES 

1 Feb. 3.
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No. 424 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 192 

Minutes of a Meeting of the Tripartite Working Group, Berlin, 
February 5, 1954, 10:30 a.m. 

SECRET 
BER MIN-12 

PRESENT 

UNITED STATES UNITED KINGDOM FRANCE 

Mr. MacArthur Sir Frank Roberts M. Seydoux 

1. Tactics for Today. It was agreed that Mr. MacArthur would set 
forth at the Ministers 12:00 meeting the points raised in the discus- 
sion of the Working Group meeting. ! 

The question was raised as to whether Mr. Eden, as the author of 
the UK plan, ? should begin the discussion today or whether the 
Secretary should pass to M. Bidault so that two statements would 
be on the record before Mr. Moiotov spoke and possibly reverted to 
other matters. The French and British would concentrate on Molo- 
tov’s rejection of the UK plan and the western position on free 
elections. The reasons for Mr. Molotov’s position and the unaccep- 
tability of his proposal would be made clear. 

Mr. MacArthur noted the Secretary’s hope that M. Bidault and 
Mr. Eden would carry the burden of the argument with regard to 
Molotov’s proposal for the withdrawal of occupation troops. 

Since there was danger that Molotov might have created the illu- 
sion that he accepted free elections in principle, the Secretary felt 
it was important to examine Soviet philosophy in relation to elec- 
tions. He would also point out that Mr. Molotov had demonstrated 
their position was not dependent on the EDC. 

Restricted Session. The British believed it would be important to 
be able to say that the Western ministers had done all they could 
to reach an agreement with Molotov including the discussion of 
Germany in a restricted session. Mr. MacArthur pointed out that 
any suggestion now of a restricted session would be bad since there 
would be implications that the Western Ministers might be making 
deals on Germany or compromises on the basis of the Molotov 
Plan. ? It would be preferable to keep our position flexible on the 
question of a restricted meeting. 

1 Regarding the Foreign Ministers meeting, see Dulte 40, infra. 
2 FPM(54)17, Document 510. 

3 FPM(54)383, Document 514.
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2. Five-Power Conference. The British suggested the deletion of 
the quotations around the Chinese People’s Republic on both pages 

of the draft proposal for a convocation of a Korean Political Confer- 
ence. * They considered whether it was necessary to include the 
last paragraph since this might well be done in the introductory 
speech. The British further considered the necessity of the state- 
ment in the penultimate paragraph regarding the condition that 
the Chinese People’s Republic disassociate itself from warlike ac- 
tivities beyond the borders of China. The French indicated that M. 
Roux was currently preparing another version of this paragraph. 

3. Letter from the GDR of January 30. It was agreed in conversa- 
tions just prior to the Working Group Meeting that this letter to 

the three ministers would not receive a reply but would merely be 
tabled. > 

* For this draft proposal, see Dulte 35, Document 418. 
5 Regarding the German Democratic Republic letter of Jan. 30, see footnote 2, 

Document 396. 

No. 425 

396.1 BE/2-654: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Department of State 

TOP SECRET PRIORITY BERLIN, February 6, 1954—1 a.m. 

Dulte 40. Regarding Dulte 35.! At meeting three Western For- 
eign Ministers noon today French proposed revised version as fol- 
lows in translation of last two paragraphs regarding Indochina: 

‘“‘Agree further that as soon as the conversations incident to the 
said political conference on Korea are favorably begun (favorable- 
ment engagees) and the Government of the French Republic deems 
that the attitude of the Chinese Popular [People’s] Republic pro- 
vides the necessary guarantees for negotiations, the representatives 
of the four inviting powers will consult as to measures to be taken 
to convene another conference designed to restore peace in Indo- 
china. 

It is understood that neither the invitation to the political confer- 
ence envisaged above nor the holding of such a conference will sig- 
nify any change in the international status of China”. 

When immediate US reaction to proposed change was negative 
French suggested minor change first paragraph their version as fol- 

lows: 

1 Document 418.
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“Agree further that the representatives of the four inviting 
powers as soon as they consider that the said political conference 
on Korea has made a satisfactory beginning and the Government 
of the French Republic deems that the attitude of the Chinese Peo- 
ples Republic provides the necessary guarantee for negotiations, 
will consult to bring about a conference designed to restore peace 
in Indochina’. 

French tentatively inquired if we would be willing to terminate 
our draft with the paragraph on the Korean political conference 
and allow them to introduce their paragraph on Indochina as an 
added amendment. 

The British are adopting a rather passive attitude indicating that 
they believe they can accept any version which the French and 
ourselves may be able to agree to. They express some reservations 
about the use of quotation marks in connection with Chinese and 

Korean Communist regimes and do not like phrase “if the Chinese 
People’s Republic disassociates itself from warlike activities beyond 
the borders of China’. They also wanted last paragraph of US draft 
to read as follows: 

“It is understood that neither the invitation to, nor the holding 
of, the above political conference should be deemed to imply any 
diplomatic recognition of the countries named which has not al- 
ready been accorded to them”’. 

Urgent talks with French and British on item I slated for tomor- 
row in preparation for restricted meeting February 8. 

DULLES 

No. 426 

396.1 BE/2-654: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 

Department of State } 

CONFIDENTIAL PRIORITY BERLIN, February 6, 1954—1 p.m. 

Secto 95. Department pass OSD. Following summarizes first part 
eleventh session February 5: 2 

Secretary spoke first. Statement reported by separate telegram. 3 

1 Repeated to Bonn, Frankfurt, London, Paris, Vienna, and Moscow. 
2 The U.S. Delegation verbatim record of the eleventh plenary, USDEL PLEN/11, 

is in Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 194. For a record of the second part of the 

meeting, see Secto 96, infra. The plenary began at 3 p.m. 
3 Secto 92, Document 428.
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Bidault then stated 4 he had studied carefully Soviet proposal 5 

which was devoid any possible practical application as based on 
idea establishment German provisional government of East and 
West before elections. Appeared to Bidault that main purpose 
Soviet delegation keep in force long as possible GDR. Impossible for 
two diametrically opposed regimes agree on text electoral law. 
Elections would be postponed indefinitely. 

Soviet plan lays down six conditions before holding elections: (1) 
West must recognize legitimacy GDR; (2) Federal Government 
must associate itself with GDR; (3) Both governments must agree 
text electoral law it being understood no safeguards; (4) Federal 
Government must renounce Paris-Bonn agreements and disassoci- 

ate itself from West; (5) Reforms must be introduced in West to 

break power of trusts and junkers; (6) Occupational troops must be 

withdrawn. All these conditions impossible. 

Bidault then referred to militarized German units in East Zone 
and political and police organizations there. It is fact Soviets could 
easily send back troops if “anti-democratic” forces returned by elec- 
tions. He then advocated international supervisory commission for 
elections. He considered Molotov’s proposal for provisional German 
Government as moving in direction of anarchy, as setting up type 
of permanent conference, in which GDR would have right of veto 
and which could say “either accept my concept democracy or I 
won’t move single step toward unity’. No agreement or compro- 

mise this plan possible. Western powers want unity, but unity in 
freedom. Unity of German people could never be attained from jux- 
taposition two regimes based on contrary political principles. Free 

elections must come first. View fundamental differences Eden 
Molotov Plans question arises whether any possible meeting of 
minds. Western spirit compromise inspires no counterpart and for 
moment nothing has happened to encourage patience and hope of 
West. 

Eden then stated © Molotov Plan based on distrust democratic 
and parliamentary institutions. His plan attempted to deal with 
problem of Germany divided into two incompatible political sys- 
tems. Molotov Plan does not take this into consideration thus un- 
workable as agreement and common action between GDR and Fed- 
eral Government impossible. 

Eden then dwelt on advisability occupation authorities drawing 
up electoral law, adequate supervision and necessity to guard 
against Nazis revival. He felt Molotov unwilling run risks free elec- 

4 For Bidault’s statement, circulated as FPM(54)36, see Cmd. 9080, pp. 89-92. 
5 FPM(54)33, Document 514. 
6 For Eden’s statement, circulated as FPM(54)37, see Cmd. 9080, pp. 92-95.
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tions which would sweep away regime in East. He did not want 
elections until he knew results. This not free elections. People de- 
cided results. Molotov statement could be summed up one sentence: 
“Soviet delegation convinced free elections great mistake.”’ 

Eden continued withdrawal occupation forces unacceptable. Only 
German armed forces in East. None exist in West. West Germany 
would be denuded, left at mercy East, security of Western Europe 
destroyed and West Germany undefended. Molotov had referred to 
collapse democratic institutions in Germany in 30’s, but didn’t 

mention role German Communist Party. He didn’t mention failure 
democratic institutions Czechs to prevent Communists seizing 
power. 

Eden concluded Molotov Plan direct conflict Eden Plan on three 
basic issues: (1) Occupation powers should forego their responsibil- 
ity for insuring German people enabled freely express their will 
and decide their fate; (2) Future of Germany decided by provisional 
government which could not be brought into being and which not 
representative; (3) Future German Government not free external 
relations. Molotov Plan wholly unacceptable, negative and uncon- 

structive. 

No. 427 

396.1 BE/2-654: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State 3 

CONFIDENTIAL PRIORITY BERLIN, February 6, 1954—1 p.m. 

Secto 96. Department pass OSD. Following summarizes second 

part of February 5 meeting: 2 

Molotov opened post-intermission speech by stating difficult prob- 

lems and wide divergencies faced by conference necessitated care- 
ful attention. *? Through over-simplifying terms of discussion one 
easily got into easy criticism and polemics. Simplifying of other del- 
egations’ position does not simplify one’s own. Regarding Dulles’ as- 
sumption that he could easily criticize Soviets because he knew 
Molotov’s thought, Molotov knew he had better information on 
that score. Molotov then turned to review of Soviet proposal. * He 

1 Repeated to Bonn, Frankfurt, London, Paris, Vienna, and Moscow. 
2 For a record of the first part of the eleventh plenary, see Secto 95, supra. 
3 An extract from Molotov’s statement is in Berlin Discussions, pp. 110-117. 
4 FPM(54)33, Document 514.
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had adduced certain proofs from books and documents about 
German events in 1930’s which had been ignored by other speakers 
except Eden’s cursory reference. Parliamentary methods had cer- 
tain advantages for previous age but failed to prevent rise of Hitler 
and resultant world war. Four powers should take precautions to 
prevent recurrence of German events. 

Molotov then asked why reference in Potsdam Agreement which 
is still in force regarding establishment of German Government ap- 
propriate for signing of peace treaty was ignored in this discussion. 

While over-simplified arguments implied Soviets did not want 
free elections, they did in truth favor reunification, quick progress 
toward this goal and free elections which would not be postponed. 
This was Soviet position. 

Free elections were serious matter because of historical experi- 
ence with Germany, previous commitments of Allies and question 
whether West really favors free elections. Whereas West called 
elections under supervision of occupation powers free, to Soviets 

German supervision of elections meant freedom for Germans. In 
any event discussion oversimplified because held while German 
representatives absent. This is wrong approach. Regarding Bi- 
dault’s proposal to add neutrals to Supervisory Commission he had 
already replied presence of outsiders on Election Control Commis- 
sion not desired. 
Many sharp words regarding GDR regime had been said, includ- 

ing assertion it was going under. Of course some people did not like 
West German regime. Everyone knows events of June 17° (he 
thought that was date) had resulted from hands stretching out 

from West Berlin to do improper things and this showed weakness 
of GDR. Events cannot be repeated “because they have no ground 
under them’. (Quote omitted from Molotov’s first phrase and he 
hastened to amend sentence.) Also some people do not like China 

though its people do. Therefore, they call it Formosa, a place kept 
going only by foreign aid, but many millions like China which is 
not represented at UN as it should be. 

Two aspects to substance of Soviet proposal. (1) Four powers 
should render their assistance to reconcile views of East and West 
Governments so that through negotiations they may set up one 
government. Meanwhile powers would not surrender any occupa- 
tion powers. (2) Troop withdrawal to insure independence of elec- 
tions. This was an equitable proposal which equally affected all 
four powers. 

5 For documentation on the uprisings in the Soviet Zone of Germany beginning 
June 16, 1953, see Documents 713 ff.
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Why is establishment of provisional government as Soviets pro- 
posed termed impossible? It should be short lived and also four 
powers in conjunction with Germans would set time limit for elec- 
tions. Germans will question fairness of elections run by occupation 
powers but not those administered by themselves. Five or six condi- 
tions for Soviet proposal mentioned by Bidault not in accord with 
realities. On Eden’s points that two regimes were irreconcilable, 
“that too is incorrect”. They are not irreconcilable and should talk 
to each other. Four powers had different kinds of regimes but could 
still negotiate together with peaceful ends in view. 

To reduce fears expressed about GDR Molotov wished to cite 
facts. After 1945 number of states had Communists in their govern- 
ments. Some later became People’s Democracies; others did not 
omitting Communists (Molotov does not know if this strengthened 
these regimes). Apprehensions not understandable when only pur- 
pose is to find common ground for democracy, peace and German 
interests. 
Apprehension over troop withdrawal would not hold water. 

Whereas it was alleged West Germany or even West Europe would 
be left undefended, all troops would be withdrawn simultaneously 
except for small contingents left behind. Matter could well be dis- 
cussed because it is practical question. Such actions would please 
Germans and other countries and would facilitate free elections. 
Large size of GDR police forces compared to West German is not 

proved and cannot be because assertion has no basis in fact. At any 
rate in January 1951 GDR proposed willingness to discuss size, 
equipment, and location of police in both parts of Germany. This 
can still be done. 

Molotov reached two conclusions on substance of Soviet proposal. 

(1) Four powers should assist in establishing provisional govern- 
ment and instruct that government to hold free elections. Simulta- 
neously withdraw troops except for “‘certain limited contingents’. 
(2) Regarding paragraph 7 of Soviet Proposal for Peace Treaty ® 

(Germany should not enter alliances directed against any country 
which fought Germany), four powers should agree to this principle 
reached during war if they value signatures and accords reached 
thereby. While some of statements during day may be regarded as 
reflecting unwillingness to reach agreement, USSR does seek 
agreement. 

Secretary proposed devoting Monday to agenda item (1) and pro- 
cedural questions. Bidault interjected to say he too believes four 
powers should reach agreement but they cannot. Molotov’s speech 
raised no new elements. Does not propose ending discussion items 

6 FPM(54)24, Document 512.
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but suggests recourse in Monday’s meeting to procedure which as 
Molotov knows has sometimes proven successful before. Eden said 
all were anxious to find way out of difficulties of which all are in- 
creasingly conscious. Asked if Monday restricted meeting would be 
devoted to item (1) and nothing else. Secretary declared item (1) 
would be only substantive point. 

Molotov agreed to restricted meeting. Ministers also agreed each 
Minister would bring four advisors including interpreter and con- 

firmed Saturday meeting. 

No. 428 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 210: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State 3 

BERLIN, February 5, 1954. 

Secto 92. Department pass OSD. Following is text Secretary’s 
statement eleventh plenary, February 5: 2 

“Since our meeting yesterday, * I have read the transcript of Mr. 
Molotov’s remarks and have studied his proposal. 4 I can still find 
no encouraging interpretation of what we heard yesterday after- 
noon. 

The basic impression which strikes me is this: Mr. Molotov is 
afraid of genuinely free elections in the East Zone. He is afraid 
that the 18 million Germans in the East Zone, if given a chance to 
speak, would overwhelmingly reject the present imposed regime. 
Mr. Molotov has good reason to be afraid. 

Consequently, the Soviet Foreign Minister has categorically re- 

jected the proposals for genuinely free elections which have been 

put forward by the Western powers. In its place he proposes his 
own blueprint. In the name of peace, he proposes a method for ex- 
tending the solid Soviet bloc to the Rhine. In the name of what he 
calls democracy, he has set forth the classic Communist pattern for 
extinguishing democracy as that word has been understood for 
2000 years. 

The cornerstone of the Soviet proposal is the so-called govern- 
ment of the German Democratic Republic. That government was 

1 Repeated to Bonn, London, Paris, Moscow, Vienna, and CINCEUR. 
2 For records of the eleventh plenary, see Sectos 95 and 96, Document 426 and 

0? For records of the tenth plenary of Feb. 4, see Sectos 86 and 87, Documents 419 

ane FPM(54)33, Document 514.
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put in office by Soviet power. It was confirmed in office by Soviet 
power. If it had not been for elements of 22 Soviet divisions, includ- 
ing tanks and armored cars, it would have been forcibly ejected 
from power by the workers who in their desperation rose up 
against it last June. 

It is that regime which under the Soviet plan would negotiate on 

a basis of equality with the government of the German Federal Re- 
public. However, the scales are to be still further weighted in favor 
of the Soviet puppet regime, because it is provided by the Soviet 
plan these initial negotiations shall also involve ‘wide participation 
of democratic organizations’. 

In the Soviet dictionary the words ‘democratic organizations’ 
have a clear, precise meaning. They mean those front organiza- 
tions—captive trade unions, youth organizations, women’s organi- 
zations—which promote the Communist purposes without openly 
presenting themselves to the people in their true guise. 

It is under these auspices that there would be prepared the ‘all- 
German electoral law’, and the establishment of election condi- 

tions. 

We can visualize in advance the type of elections upon which the 
East German regime would insist because we already know those 
conditions from its past. I have already told of the election condi- 
tions which were established in East Germany where the voters 
were compelled by armed force and penalties to go to the polls and, 
when there, were compelled to put in the ballot box a list of names 
which had been previously prepared for them and which was made 
public only on election day. 

Indeed, the Soviet plan expressly stipulates in Communist lan- 
guage that the election conditions would in fact be what they were 

in the Soviet Zone. The election must be so conducted as to assure 
its so-called ‘democratic’ character. It must provide for the partici- 
pation ‘of all democratic organizations’. It must preclude ‘pressure 
upon voters by big monoplies’, and it must exclude from voting 

privilege any organizations which by Soviet standards are of a Fas- 
cist or militaristic nature. 

If we take the tragic pattern which has spread all over Eastern 
Europe in the wake of the Red armies, it does not require much wit 
to see what that means. It means that anyone who dares to express 
the slightest doubt concerning Communism is automatically 
deemed a Fascist or a militarist or a monopolist. 

If this system were to be applied to Western Germany, no organi- 
zation opposing the Communists or the policies of the Soviet Com- 
munists, which are the same thing, would be permitted to take 
part in the elections.
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It would only be the Communist Party and the Communist front 
organizations which under Mr. Molotov’s plan would participate in 
the elections. 

I have no doubt that the Soviet Foreign Minister would protest 
that his plan does not really involve the Sovietization of Western 
Germany. 

I recall that in the October 1939 speech to which I have already 
referred, the Soviet Foreign Minister explained that the mutual as- 
sistance pacts which he had recently negotiated with Estonia, 

Latvia and Lithuania ‘no way implies any interference on the part 
of the Soviet Union . . . 5 as some foreign newspapers are trying to 

make out. . . . we declare that all the nonsensical talk about the 
Sovietization of the Baltic countries is only to the interest of our 
common enemies and of all anti-Soviet provocateurs.’ 

The memory of what happened within a few months to Estonia, 
Latvia and Lithuania, and of having seen that same pattern extend 

to the countries of Eastern Europe by the use of the methods which 
the Soviet proposal prescribes for Germany, will, I hope, explain 
some skepticism at the Soviet proposals for restoring freedom to 
Germany. 

Mr. Molotov is too intelligent to believe that the people or gov- 
ernment of West Germany would accept his proposals or that the 
three Western powers would suggest that they do so. The Western 
German Bundestag, representing 70 percent of the entire German 

people, has unanimously refused to accept the East German regime 
as having any legitimate status or right to speak for the people of 
East Germany.’ 

5 Ellipses in this paragraph are in the source text. 

No. 429 

396.1 BE/2-554: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State 3 

CONFIDENTIAL NIACT BERLIN, February 5, 1954—10 p.m. 

Secto 94. After consultation with Eden and Bidault, it was agreed 

that at the conclusion of this afternoon’s quadripartite meeting I 

should propose that the restricted meeting on agenda item I (which 

1 Repeated to Paris.
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last week the four powers agreed to have) be held on Monday, Feb- 
ruary 8. 2 

Accordingly, I made this proposal at the end of today’s meeting 
and it was accepted by all four delegates. Molotov’s only comment 
was “the Soviet Delegate has no objection”’. 

In making the proposal I made clear that the restricted meeting 
would deal only with reserved subjects under agenda item I (1e., 
five power conference and disarmament proposal) and possibly pro- 
cedural questions. On latter, we have in mind seeking agreement 
on date next week to invite Austrians to appear for opening discus- 
sion on item III (Austria) if we do not in fact settle this matter at 
regular meeting tomorrow. Latter depends, however, on agreement 
of French and British which not yet obtained. Under above formu- 
lation [of?] topics to be discussed at restricted meeting we are in 
position to make clear publicly that Germany will not be discussed 
at such meeting. 

This telegram is not being repeated to Vienna in view iffy status 
on timing for item III. We will, of course, notify Vienna after to- 
morrow morning's tripartite steering group meeting? if there is 

tripartite agreement to raise date for Austrian appearance at to- 
morrow afternoon’s quadripartite meeting. 

2 Regarding the conclusion of the eleventh plenary, see Secto 96, Document 427. 
3 For a record of the meeting of the Tripartite Working Group on Feb. 6, BER 

MIN-138, see Document 432. 

No. 430 

396.1 BE/2-554 

The President to the Secretary of State, at Berlin } 

SECRET WASHINGTON, February 5, 1954—5:38 p.m. 

My impression agrees with yours that Western position has been 
strengthened. 2 Possibly this is partly due to uncompromising ap- 

proach of Molotov, but it certainly is equally the result of your 
skillful tactics and of Bidault’s heartening display of courage and 
stamina. He apparently gained great confidence from your exam- 
ple, and I hope that his attitude will be reflected in a like increase 
in the confidence of the French Parliament and population. 

With greetings to your party and warm regard to you. 

EISENHOWER 

1 Transmitted to Berlin in Tedul 24, Feb. 5, with the instruction that it be deliv- 
ered to Secretary Dulles. 

2 President Eisenhower is replying to the message from Secretary Dulles, trans- 
mitted in Dulte 36, Document 423.
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February 6, 1954 

No. 431 

Editorial Note 

According to the United States Delegation Order of the Day 
(USDEL(OD) 14, February 6, 1954, CFM files, lot M 88, box 168) 

MacArthur, Merchant, Nash, Bohlen, Bowie, Freund, Davis, 

Rutter, and Manfull met at 9:45 a.m. in Secretary Dulles’ office to 
discuss Austria. No record of this meeting has been found in De- 
partment of State files. 

According to the same Order of the Day, Secretary Dulles met in 
his office with Federal Minister of Justice Dehler at 10:30 a.m. No 
record of this meeting has been found in Department of State files. 

This Order of the Day also states that there would be no United 
States Delegation meeting on February 6. 

No. 432 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 192 

Minutes of a Meeting of the Tripartite Working Group, Berlin, 
February 6, 1954, 10:30 a.m. 

SECRET 
BER MIN-138 

PRESENT 

UNITED STATES UNITED KINGDOM FRANCE 

Mr. MacArthur Sir Frank Roberts M. Seydoux 

1. Tactics for Today. 
First Round. Mr. Dulles will be in the chair and M. Bidault and 

Mr. Eden will make brief statements emphasizing the unacceptabi- 
lity of Mr. Molotov’s proposal } and the possibility of modification 
of the UK proposal ? within the framework of its basic principles. 

Second Round. Mr. Dulles will summarize the points on which 
we have reached the present impasse and request the views of his 

1 FPM(54)338, Document 514. 
2 FPM(54)17, Document 510.
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colleagues as to what can be done. Mr. Bidault will note that the 
Austrians have asked to come to the Conference to discuss their 
item and have suggested a forty-eight hour advance notice. With- 
out prejudicing a return to Item 2, at a later time he will suggest 
that the Ministers invite the Austrians on Tuesday. Mr. Eden will 
agree with M. Bidault’s proposal and suggest that the Chairman 
send a note to the Austrian Foreign Minister. 

Under these circumstances the question of the type of Austrian 
participation is left to Mr. Molotov. If Mr. Molotov raises the ques- 
tion of participation we should suggest discussion on this point in 
the restricted session Monday. If he presses for an answer we 

should say that the Austrians have made it clear in their note 3 
that they want direct participation. If Mr. Molotov demands fur- 
ther clarification, we should suggest that the Austrians interpret 
their note when they come on Tuesday. If Mr. Molotov agrees to 
invite the Austrians and suggests full participation we should 
agree. If he suggests limited participation we should agree but re- 
serve final decision until hearing the views of the Austrians when 
they are at the conference table. If Mr. Molotov requests that fur- 
ther time be given to Item 2 on Tuesday, we should suggest 
Wednesday as the day for opening the Austrian item. 

A draft note to the Austrians is being prepared for the Secretary 
to read in the event that an invitation should be sent. 

It was agreed that the meeting will be kept as short as possible 
today, adjourning if possible by 6:00. 

2. Austria. It was pointed out that there were some substantive 
problems with regard to Austria which the three Ministers should 
consider. The U.S. and the British will be prepared by Monday to 
consider further outstanding differences. It was provisionally sug- 

gested that the Ministers meet on Monday at 12:00 noon, prefer- 
ably with a luncheon following. 

3. European Security. Sir Frank Roberts raised the question as to 
what should be done with regard to the second part of Item 2. It 

was generally agreed that this discussion of security should be held 

when the Ministers return to the second item. 
4. Entertainment. Sir Frank noted Mr. Eden’s desire to return 

the invitation of Mr. Molotov by some appropriate form of enter- 
tainment. There were two possibilities: (a) Individual delegation en- 
tertainments. (This would necessitate functions on three nights 
next week.) (b) A joint entertainment given by the three Western 
Foreign Ministers. Reactions will be obtained from the Ministers. 

3 Presumably a reference to the Austrian note of Jan. 5, 1954, printed in Depart- 

ment of State Bulletin, Jan. 25, 1954, p. 111.
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No. 433 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 203 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Director of the Office of 
Political Affairs, HICOG (Steere) ! 

SECRET [BERLIN?,] February 6, 1954. 

Subject: German Views on Progress of Conference 

I called on Ambassador Blankenhorn this morning to ascertain 
the Federal Government’s reactions to the latest developments in 
the Four-Power Conference. Blankenhorn opened his remarks by 
stating that the Chancellor was “completely satisfied’ with the 
handling of the Conference by the Foreign Ministers and with the 
position which had now been achieved. Blankenhorn said he had 
had this information first hand from visitors from Bonn and by 
telephone this morning from Professor Hallstein. He repeated this 
assurance in two or three different formulations and voiced his 
own opinion that the situation was “excellent”’. 
Blankenhorn then stated that the Chancellor and his associates 

in the Coalition were of the opinion that the situation had now 
reached the point where the Conference should be broken off as 
soon as this could be appropriately done. The issues between the 
Soviets and the Allies had now been defined with the greatest clar- 
ity and the relative position of the Allies vis-a-vis the Soviets could 

scarcely be improved upon. German public opinion was strongly op- 
posed to the Soviet proposals and equally strong in support of the 

Allied position. It was the Federal Government’s view that termi- 

nation of the Conference would be supported as justified, by the 

great majority of the German people, notwithstanding their disap- 

pointment at the lack of results. 

The Federal Government naturally understood that the Confer- 
ence could not be broken off suddenly and that some further dis- 
cussions would have to take place. On the other hand, Blanken- 
horn expressed the view that it was of the utmost importance not 
to run any unnecessary risk of destroying the psychological advan- 
tage which the Allies had now gained. He thought there were dan- 
gers in discussing the German problem any further, particularly at 
today’s meeting, as it might result in the Allies being treated with 

the “brush” of intransigence that has touched the Russians. 
In further discussions with Blankenhorn the thought was devel- 

oped that there might be advantages in today’s meeting “in laying 

1 Sent to Secretary Dulles, MacArthur, and Merchant. A notation on the source 

text indicates that Secretary Dulles saw it.
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aside’, without necessarily terminating, the discussion of the 

German question, and suggesting that the Conference pass to the 
discussion of Austria at the beginning of the week. Next week’s de- 
velopments might make it easy not to return to the German ques- 
tion. 

I pointed out to Blankenhorn that numerous German papers 
were suggesting that the only hope for progress now on the 
German question was to take the matter up in a restricted meeting 
of the Foreign Ministers. Blankenhorn immediately said that he 
thought it would be a great mistake to transfer discussions of the 
German problem to such a meeting because it would immediately 
arouse great hopes in the minds of the German people which were 
bound to be disappointed, and possibly great fears as well. Later he 
suggested that if it were possible for the four Foreign Ministers to 

discuss the German question at a dinner, and the results of this 
could later be drawn upon to show that an effort had been made to 
make progress in a secret meeting, this would go a long way to sat- 
isfy those who place their hopes in a secret meeting, and would 
tend to still the criticism of those who might criticize if no restrict- 
ed meeting were to take place. 

No. 434 

396.1 BE/2-654: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the President 

TOP SECRET NIACT BERLIN, February 6, 1954—1 p.m. 

Dulte 42. For President, copy eyes only for Acting Secretary from 
Secretary. Greatly appreciate your message. !' We approach critical 

aspect in relation to Indochina. Yesterday I proposed restricted 
conference Monday on Far Eastern agenda items. This had been 
agreed to last week when we left full conference discussion of first 
agenda item. Had hoped events might make this restricted session 

unnecessary or at least that specific discussion Indochina could be 
avoided. But French insistent and British strongly press for some 
“constructive” move our part in Asian area. Under circumstances 
felt it was best for me to make the proposal for restricted meeting 
as indicating less weakness than if others made it. Also if further 
discussion inevitable, felt desirable initiate it prior to worse news 
from Indochina. Last night I urged Bidault to pass over any sugges- 
tion of Indochina negotiation, ? saying that even to initiate discus- 

1 Document 430. 
2 The occasion on which Dulles spoke to Bidault has not been identified further.
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sion put us on slippery ground, and might lead to further deteriora- 

tion morale in Indochina and France. However, he feels that 

bottom will fall out of French home situation unless he does some- 
thing here to indicate a desire to end Indochina war. 

I shall do everything possible minimize risks, but dare not push 
Bidault beyond point which he thinks will break his position in 
France, as he our main reliance both for EDC and Indochina, al- 

though on latter Laniel also seems to be firm for continuing 
French effort. ° 

DULLES 

3 A note attached to the source text indicates that a copy of Dulte 42 was trans- 
mitted to the White House on Feb. 6. 

No. 435 

396.1 BE/2-654: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State ! 

SECRET PRIORITY BERLIN, February 6, 1954—11 p.m. 

Secto 100. Department pass OSD. Following summary of twelfth 
Ministers’ meeting February 6, Dulles presiding: 2 

1. (a) Bidault reverted Molotov’s misgivings re emergence Hitler- 

ism in Germany despite existence parliamentary regime; said clear 
lesson of history was that Hitler’s rise due not to working but to 

failure of parliamentary system. Agreed a parliamentary regime 

not the only safeguard of democracy, nevertheless an essential con- 
dition; whereas USSR argues we should cripple parliamentary 
regime by interference and control; but this would cause very 
result—desire for revenge—which we trying to avoid. 

(b) Turned to Molotov’s contention possible co-existence Commu- 
nist and non-Communist elements in single government and said in 
fact when Communists remained in such coalition governments 

they took over generally in proximity to military force. In any case 
Germans do not want such government. 

(c) Molotov’s proposal * has three parts: 

First, the Four Powers should help the two German Govern- 
ments to form a joint provisional government; but this is impossi- 
ble and it foolish say that since we can sit around conference table 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, Bonn, Vienna, Moscow, and CINCEUR. 

2 The U.S. Delegation verbatim record of the twelfth plenary, USDEL PLEN/12, 
which began at 3 p.m., is in Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 194. 

3 FPM(54)383, Document 514.
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together, therefore two opposing types of government could coa- 
lesce. We are a conference, not a government. A government must 
be able to take action sometimes promptly. 

Secondly, there should be a substantial withdrawal occupation 
forces before elections which we cannot agree. 

Third, the German unified state should have no right of associa- 
tion with its neighbors; this we cannot accept and besides it not rel- 
evant. 

(d) Therefore, Bidault urged, let us examine what concretely can 

be done. The essential things if there is to be a freely elected all- 
German government are an electoral law and some impartial su- 
pervision of elections to insure that they genuinely free. Provision 
government not needed for these purposes. Promulgation of elector- 
al law under auspices occupying powers not intended force French 
or American or British electoral law upon Germany. No objection 
using pattern of electoral law rooted in German institutions, e.g., 
electoral law of Weimar Republic. As regards supervision, it 
seemed agreed supervision was necessary, only question being who 
would supervise, USSR apparently wanting supervision to be alto- 
gether by Germans themselves. Bidault suggested possibility super- 
vision at each level being by tripartite group, one West German, 
one East German, one neutral. 

(e) Objective should be get process started of forming united 
freely elected German government. Occupying powers alone can do 
since they the only general power in all Germany. No other issues 
need detain us. Freely elected German government will not solve 
whole German problem, but it will be a sign we sincerely trying. 

2. Eden contrasted two plans now in deadlock, 4 said it evident 

that essential difference in order of events. Molotov proposal called 

for (in this sequence): (a) Establishment provisional government; (b) 

promulgation of electoral law; (c) elections. Whatever comparison 
of other merits may be, it obvious Soviet plan more complicated, 

more arduous and requiring more difficult pre-consultations. From 
Western viewpoint, it unacceptable for three reasons: (a) Postulates 

agreement between (indeed merger of) two incompatible types of 
government (Eden supported Bidault’s argument no valid analogy 
between this conference table and establishment of provisional gov- 
ernment); (b) involves concept of free elections radically different 
from that acceptable to West; (c) requires prior troop withdrawal 
which creates new difficulty in way of free elections since there 
can be endless argument about scale and staging of such withdraw- 
als and over definition of troops to remain for “protective func- 
tions’. Besides Molotov wants Germany not to be free enter into 

* For Eden’s statement, circulated as FPM(54)39, see Berlin Discussions, pp. 112- 
115, or Cmd. 9080, pp. 96-97.
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association with Western states whereas we say Germany must be 
so free. 

Eden asked could we not, as Bidault had suggested, concentrate 
on practical questions of an electoral law and impartial supervision 
of elections. UK willing discuss any proposal for an electoral law; 
as concerns supervision, since Molotov apparently rejected both 
Four-Power supervision and neutral supervision, we should consid- 
er Bidault’s proposal (1(d) above). 

In conclusion Eden discounted Soviet fears that German associa- 
tion with Western collective security system would support aggres- 
sive or vengeful German militarism or could pose any threat to se- 
curity USSR. He said objective was to achieve simultaneously free- 
dom in Germany and security in Europe. The two are inter-related; 
while democratic parliamentary system does not provide absolute 
guarantee against aggressive policy, experience in modern world 
shows you cannot lead a genuinely democratic nation into aggres- 
sive war, whereas aggressive policy might well emerge as result of 
imposed settlement resented by Germans and repeating errors of 
the past. Concluded by saying we favor German admission to UN 
and resultant commitment to principles UN Charter. UK has 20- 
year treaty with USSR which could be extended if necessary and 
UK would examine any other proposal that might mitigate Rus- 
sia’s fears for its own national security. 

3. Molotov said > he assumed this discussion (i.e., on German uni- 

fication) would continue, meanwhile he wanted to raise another 

question, namely cancellation of Germany’s financial and economic 
obligations as proposed Soviet note of 15 August 1958, © since it is 
now time to think of measures to strengthen Germany’s economy 

and raise Germany’s living standards. He said since no agreed 
action regarding proposals in 15 August note, USSR had (effective 
January 1, 1954) proceeded unilaterally in this matter vis-a-vis 
GDR, i.e, had terminated reparations payments, turned over 

Soviet enterprises in East Germany, reduced payments for occupa- 
tion costs to 5 per cent of GDR budget and relieved GDR of debt- 
burden for external costs of occupation since 1945. It unfair not do 
same for Federal Republic which still obligated pay seven billion 
DMs in post-war state debts plus occupation costs running (for 
budget year 53-54) at 9.6 billion DMs or about 35 per cent of Feder- 
al Republic budget and which still obligated in matter of repara- 
tions since solution this question postponed (by Bonn agreement ”) 
until peace treaty settlement. 

5 For Molotov’s statement, circulated as FPM(54)40, see Cmd. 9080, pp. 98-99. 
6 Document 264. 
7 For text of the Convention on Relations between the Three Powers and the Fed- 

eral Republic of Germany, see Document 51.
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He then submitted formal proposal ® exactly along lines of note 
of 15 August. 

4. Three Western delegates understood Molotov preambular sen- 
tence to mean he wished discontinue discussion German unifica- 
tion. This point not clarified until later (see 8 below). 

5. Secretary expressed regret discontinuance discussion German 
unification but hoped this might be given further thought. ® Said 
that before summarizing position on unification question he had 
few remarks on Molotov’s new subject. Said he happy USSR so con- 
cerned over Federal Republic’s economic position which, however, 
according OEEC, has recorded phenomenal rise in production, 
supply of consumer goods, reconstruction, etc. Said this suggested 
Western powers have also shown themselves concerned and in a 
more practical way, particularly US which has given about 3.5 bil- 
lion dollars in aid to Federal Republic. Federal Republic’s economic 
recovery the more remarkable because it concomitant with absorp- 
tion large number (over one million) refugees East Germany, at- 
tracted by superior economic conditions in Federal Republic as con- 
trasted GDR. 

Summing position regarding German unification, Secretary said 
we had Eden’s plan !° which he understood rejected by USSR. We 
had Molotov’s plan which had following component stipulations: (a) 
Federal Republic and GDR must come together in coalition govern- 
ment; (b) they must agree on a German electoral law over which 
therefore GDR would have veto power; (c) there must be, in elec- 
tions, no participation of “non-Communists”, who characterized as 
monopolists and Nazis; (d) there must be no supervision of elec- 

tions; (e) Germany must be perpetually barred from entering a col- 
lective security system with Western nations; (f) occupation troops 

except for token-forces must be withdrawn from Western Germany 

which thus left defenseless. These terms form an integrated whole 

which unacceptable to US; stated by Eden and Bidault unaccept- 

able to UK and France; known unacceptable to West Germans; and 

presumed unacceptable to East Germans who want to be reunited 

with West Germany, but hardly credible they want to be reunited 
by virtue of extending to all Germany the conditions prevalent in 
GDR. 

Secretary concluded with plea to Molotov to reconsider his terms 
and try to conform them to elementary principles proposed by 
Western powers. 

® For the Soviet proposal, see FPM(54)38, Document 515. 
® For Secretary Dulles’ statement, circulated as FPM(54)41, see Berlin Discussions, 

pp. 116-119, or Cmd. 9080, pp. 99-101. 
10 FPM(54)17, Document 510.
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6. Bidault expressed regret supposed discontinuance discussion 
Germany and regret that this effort reconciliation futile. Said it ap- 
peared useless these circumstances prolong this discussion, but he 
wished join Dulles’ plea for reconsideration. Said no comment this 
stage on Molotov’s economic and financial proposals. 

7. Eden spoke briefly in same vein. Then asked for procedural de- 
cision on what work to do next. He understood it agreed to hold 
restricted session Monday. If on Tuesday we should proceed to Aus- 
trian question this should be decided now so that Austrians can be 
notified immediately and be here for discussion Item 3 of agenda. 

8. Molotov said he did not consider German question adjourned. 
He will take up points made at today’s session when discussion re- 
sumed. He should not, however, be accused of not responding to 

any new points since in his opinion no new points had been made, 
only details re points already made. He also said he thought main 
question was being ignored, namely who will conduct elections, the 
Germans or the occupying powers. As for future work, he said it 
was agreed to hold restricted session Monday. Therefore discussion 
Item 2 of agenda should be resumed Tuesday. 

9. Balance of session was devoted to inconclusive discussion of 

when notification should be sent to Austrians and when Item 3 of 
agenda likely to be reached. Finally conference accepted Molotov’s 
proposal that at restricted session Monday consideration be given 
to procedural question of when Austrian item might be reached 

and when Austrians should be notified. 1 

11 The U.S. Delegation transmitted a more detailed account of the balance of the 
session in Secto 101 from Berlin, Feb. 7. (Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 210) 

No. 436 

396.1 BE/2-654: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the President 

TOP SECRET NIACT BERLIN, February 6, 1954—9 p.m. 

Dulte 44. Eyes only for the President, one copy for Acting Secre- 
tary. After difficult negotiation, 1 have agreed with Bidault on fol- 

1The negotiations on the resolution had begun that morning at a meeting of 
McConaughy with Allen and Roux during which the French had produced a draft 
which was considered by the other two delegations. In subsequent talks two further 
drafts were prepared before the Secretary of State met with Bidault and Roberts at 
6:45 p.m. and worked out the text transmitted below. A record of the events de- 
scribed above was drafted by McConaughy on Feb. 6. (Conference files, lot 60 D 627, 
CF 204) A memorandum of Dulles’ conversation with Bidault and Roberts, at which
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lowing text of resolution to be introduced at restricted meeting 

Monday, but probably publicly available thereafter. Bidault has to 

obtain Laniel’s approval as text is less explicit on possible Indo- 
china conference than Laniel instructed. Also Eden objects to lan- 
guage requiring proofs of Chinese People’s Republic spirit of peace. 

However, believe Eden will in last analysis accept what Bidault 
and I agree on. 

None of us believe that there is any chance that Molotov will 
accept proposal in anything like present form, and I made clear 
that this is farthest we can go. Bidault asserts, we believe sincere- 

ly, that he and Laniel consider something like this a gesture neces- 
sary to enable them to carry on war with vigor. 

Text follows: 

(Verbatim text) 
The Foreign Ministers of France, the United Kingdom, the USSR 

and the United States, meeting in Berlin, 
Taking into account the need to establish by peaceful means a 

unified and independent Korea as an important step toward the re- 
duction of international tensions and the re-establishment of peace 
elsewhere in Asia; 

Noting, in connection therewith, the difficulties which have been 
encountered in concluding the requisite arrangements for the con- 
vening of a political conference on Korea, pursuant to paragraph 
60 of the Korean Armistice Agreement and the United Nations 
General Assembly’s resolution of August 28, 1953; 

Agree to invite representatives of the Republic of Korea, such 
other countries which provided armed forces to serve under the 
United Nations Command in Korea as may desire to participate, 
the Chinese People’s Republic, and the Korean People’s Democratic 
Republic, to meet with representatives of these four countries at a 
political conference at blank on blank to settle the Korean ques- 
tion; 

Agree further that whenever developments at the said political 
conference on Korea are encouraging for peace, and if the Govern- 
ment of the French Republic, in consultation with the Associated 
States, deems that the conduct of the Chinese People’s Republic in 
Southeast Asia provides the necessary proofs of its spirit of peace, 
such four powers’ representatives will settle by common agreement 
the conditions under which a conference to restore peace in Indo- 
china might be convened. 

It is understood that neither the invitation to, nor the holding of, 
the above-mentioned political conference shall be deemed to imply 
diplomatic recognition in any case where it has not already been 
accorded. 

DULLES 

the draft in Dulte 44 was agreed, is in Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 204. None 
of the first three draft resolutions referred to above has been found in Department 
of State files.
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No. 437 

762.00/2-654 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Ambassador to the Soviet 
Union (Bohlen) } 

TOP SECRET BERLIN, February 6, 1954. 

Participants: 

The Secretary Mr. Molotov 

Mr. MacArthur Mr. Gromyko 
Ambassador Bohlen Mr. Zarubin 

(toward the end, Mr. Troyanovski 
Mr. McCardle joined the group) 

Mr. Molotov, after an exchange of amenities after dinner, 2 asked 

the Secretary what he thought the prospects of success at the 
Berlin Conference were and on what particular points they might 
reach agreement. 

The Secretary replied that he thought possibly there was more 
chance for agreement on the Austrian question because Austria, 

after all, was a little country which could not appreciably affect 
the balance of power in Europe. Mr. Molotov replied that he 
thought there was a possibility of some success on Germany. The 
Secretary asked Mr. Molotov what he had in mind and where he 

thought progress on Germany might be made. Mr. Molotov, in 
reply to the Secretary’s question, inquired whether there could not 
be some progress made along the line of a small German army, 
with a German government which would be directed neither 
against the United States, France, Great Britain, nor the Soviet 

Union. He wondered if that possibility was totally excluded. 
The Secretary said that in our view, the European Army consti- 

tuted the best device we could think of to prevent the revival of 
German militarism, and he wished to assure Mr. Molotov with all 

the sincerity at his command that this idea not only was not direct- 
ed against the Soviet Union, or any other country, but provided the 
best means of preventing Germany from threatening Soviet securi- 
ty. Mr. Molotov stated that the Soviet Union had great apprehen- 

1This memorandum of conversation was drafted jointly by MacArthur and 

oe according to another memorandum of this conversation, Molotov and the other 
members of the Soviet Delegation had arrived at the Secretary’s residence at 8:30 
p.m. The predinner conversation had centered around authors and journalists in the 
United States, while the conversation at dinner had revolved around the political 
experience of the two Foreign Ministers before they entered the diplomatic service. 
(Memorandum of conversation by MacArthur, Feb. 6, Conference files, lot 60 D 627, 
CF 203)



THE BERLIN CONFERENCE 985 

sions concerning the European Army, and inquired whether the 
Secretary did not feel it was setting one part of Europe off against 
the other. He said that despite all the assurances and arguments 
he had heard, the Soviet Union was seriously disturbed over this 
development, and that this was not just an idea of his but one that 
was held very widely in the Soviet Union, and not only in the 
Soviet Union. 

The Secretary outlined in considerable detail why in our view 
the European Army concept afforded the greatest possibility of 
guaranteeing European security as against any other means of 
dealing with this problem. He pointed out that discrimination and 
control in the past has been of little value over the long run in pre- 
venting the rise of German militarism; that the great advantage of 
the European Army was that it did not discriminate against Ger- 
many, but on equal footing made it subject to the restraining influ- 
ence of the countries in Europe who had, along with the Soviet 
Union, suffered from German militarism. 

Mr. Molotov repeated his view that a limited German army, with 
a government which was directed against none of the four powers, 
was a possible line of development. The Secretary then stated that 
he felt this was not a very workable solution, since it in effect 
raised the main issue which had been brought out here at this Con- 
ference. In the first place, any such system would involve a high 
degree of control from without, which all experience had shown 
was unreliable as a means of controlling Germany. Secondly, he 
stated that it in effect brought into conflict the difference in our 
physiological type of government. He did not believe you could dic- 
tate nor guarantee the type of government a country would have 
without violation of our deepest principles concerning free elec- 
tions. 

Mr. Molotov repeated the serious concern the Soviet Union felt 

from the point of view of its security over the concept of a Europe- 
an Army including German armed forces. He said they were 
asking for no privileges for the Soviet Union, but they did not wish 

to be discriminated against, and quite apart from statements he 
made at the Conference, there was real concern not only in the 
Soviet Union but elsewhere, over the prospect of Germany’s rearm- 
ing. He said you had only to read statements which have appeared 
in the press in West Germany, and especially those of General Kes- 
selring, who was practically being accepted by the former German 
Officers’ Corps as their leader. He inquired whether a German 
Army would not, under the leadership and control of men like Kes- 
selring, soon be running both Germany and the EDC. He added 

that what the Secretary had described might be the beginning of 
EDC, but what would be the end? He doubted very much whether
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the other members of EDC would have sufficient power to restrain 

the German militarists, which in the end might come to dominate 
not only Germany but the EDC as well. 

The Secretary repeated his arguments concerning the EDC, stat- 
ing that this was indeed a difficult question; that this concept was 
in no sense directed against the Soviet Union, but on the contrary 
its chief purpose was the prevention of revival of German milita- 
rism; that it was only within a Western European framework that 
we felt this purpose could be achieved; and that any German 
armed force on a national basis, however limited at the beginning, 
would inevitably lead to the same results that had followed the 
Treaty of Versailles. The Secretary reiterated the belief that a Ger- 
many in EDC was the greatest safeguard the Soviet Union could 
have. He said some elements in France which opposed the EDC did 
so on the basis that they did not wish to see France in EDC be- 
cause it would mean the elimination of a French national army, as 
it would the elimination of a German national army. These ele- 
ments would prefer to see Germany in NATO. Germany in NATO, 
the Secretary said, would in his own personal view give less securi- 
ty to the Soviet Union than Germany in EDC. In NATO there were 
not the restraints on national forces that there were in EDC. If, 

however, the EDC did not come into being, the United States could 
not exclude the possibility that an acceptable alternative might be 
the entry of Western Germany into NATO. 

He inquired of Mr. Molotov whether he had read recently the 
Treaty of Versailles, and said it was very interesting reading. Mr. 

Molotov said he had. The Secretary then stated that Marshal Foch, 
who was a very good general, had written into the Treaty of Ver- 

sailles almost every limitation and control you could imagine, in- 
cluding prevention of sporting associations, use of rifles, etc. Never- 

theless, this had permitted the rebirth of German military forces, 
and he felt that an attempt to repeat this process would have the 
same results. He said there may be other alternatives, but he had 

not been able to think of them, and felt that possibly Mr. Molotov 
would have some ideas on the subject. 

Mr. Molotov said that the trouble had been that the Allied 
Powers did not keep control over the German Government. If the 
wrong kind of government got into power, then it was difficult to 
control what it did. The important thing was to be sure that it was 
a government that we could control and that would not work 

against any one of the Four Powers. 
Mr. Dulles said that this raised a basic ideological point on which 

we split. The Soviet Communist belief was that the people general- 
ly could not be trusted, and therefore it was necessary for a small- 
er group to keep control of the election machinery so as to assure
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that the “right”? people were elected. We did not believe in that 
system, and were willing to trust the people and give them real 

freedom of elections. That seemed to be a very basic issue between 
us as this Conference developed. 

The Secretary went on to say that he could understand very fully 
the preoccupations of the Soviet Union; that there were people who 
believed that the armed forces of the Soviet Union and the coun- 
tries allied with it, which were still considerably larger than those 
of Western Europe, were directed against the West and constituted 
a threat to other countries. He personally did not believe this, since 

he felt the Soviet leaders had created this force for defense, and he, 

therefore, hoped the Soviet Union could take the same attitude 
toward the EDC. He said if this was the chief Soviet preoccupation, 
it should not be impossible to find a formula whereby a correlation 
of actual military forces between the EDC and the Soviet system 
would be so adjusted as not to constitute a threat in either direc- 
tion. He said that in the past and at present the forces of the 
Soviet system were considerably greater than those of the Western 
powers in Europe. He believed it might be possible to develop some 
formula for a ratio between the ground forces of the Soviet Union 

and its associated states on the one hand, and the ground forces of 
the EDC and other Western nations which are stationed in Europe 
on the other. Since the Soviet Union, because of its large territory 

and many frontiers, had multiple responsibilities, such a formula 

would mean that the strength of the ground forces of the Western 

states, including the United States, stationed in Western Europe, 
would be numerically less than the forces of the Soviet Union and 
the Eastern European states associated with it. 

Mr. Molotov said the question involved not only the forces of the 
proposed European Army and the Soviet Union, but forces on a 
worldwide scale, which would involve all the great powers. He said 
the Soviet Union was prepared to consider a reciprocal reduction of 
armaments, as it had already made plain. 

The Secretary stated that by the forces of the EDC he, of course, 

had in mind all of the forces, including those of the United States, 
which were stationed in Western Europe. He added that the 
United States was already in the process of reducing its own forces, 
and that shortly the ground forces of the United States would be 
materially curtailed. 

Mr. Molotov stated that this problem was one of deep concern in 
the Soviet Union, and he felt that any German army was a “very 
unquiet” army. He repeated his belief that a small German army 
with a German government directed against none of the four 
powers might be possible, but he left the impression that if this 
was excluded, other courses might be considered. He made no spe-
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cific reference to the Secretary’s formula statement, but he seemed 
to imply that this could at least be examined. 

The Secretary said Mr. Molotov should think this matter over, 
and if he had any thoughts on the subject, he would be very glad to 
talk to Mr. Molotov again before they left Berlin, adding that he 
felt the German question was the most serious one that confronted 
them. 

Mr. Molotov agreed and said he thought they should both think 
over their whole conversation this evening and give it the attention 

which its importance merited. 3 

3Qn Feb. 7 Secretary Dulles transmitted to President Eisenhower a one-page 
summary of the discussion following dinner. (Dulte 45 from Berlin, 110.11 DU/2- 

754) 

No. 438 

396.1 BE/2-654: Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Secretary of State, at Berlin 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, February 6, 1954—5:26 p.m. 
PRIORITY 

Tedul 27. Re Dulte 40. 1 Appreciate French pressures for negoti- 

ated Indochina settlement. We wonder whether preliminary pri- 
vate conversations between French and British and/or Russians 
might not have occurred. If some formula envisaging eventual ne- 

gotiations is unavoidable, we hope it will conform as closely as pos- 
sible to language penultimate paragraph Dulte 35. ? You, of course, 

will know best whether to recall that French associated themselves 
at UNGA last August with view that favorable developments at 
Korean political conference should precede discussion of other 
Asian questions with states concerned with those questions. If that 

position is abandoned and we appear to be suing for negotiated 

peace, Communists may well conclude situation so desperate in 

Indochina they need only stand firm to win full victory. Negotia- 

tions in such circumstances not likely produce agreement but could 
further sap French will to resist in Indochina. 

SMITH 

1 Document 425. 
2 Document 418.
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February 7, 1954 

No. 439 

Editorial Note 

According to the records of the United States Delegation, with 

the exception of the events described in Dulte 47, infra, no meet- 
ings took place on Sunday, February 7. However Secretary Dulles 
held a press conference that afternoon at which he responded to 
questions concerning the progress of the meetings. The full text of 
the press conference was transmitted in Secto 103 from Berlin, Feb- 
ruary 8. (Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 210) 

No. 440 

396.1 BE/2-754: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Department of State 

TOP SECRET NIACT BERLIN, February 7, 1954—8 p.m. 

Dulte 47. Eyes only for the Acting Secretary from the Secretary. 
As result of objections raised by Bidault on instructions from Paris 
this morning to Indochina paragraph of draft resolution on Politi- 
cal Conference which we had provisionally agreed to last night 
(Dulte 44 1), following revision drafted by me this morning has just 
been definitely accepted by the French: ? 

“Agree further that as soon as actions of the Chinese People’s 
Republic at the Korean Political Conference and in Southeast Asia 
provide proofs of its spirit of peace, such Four Power representa- 
tives will settle by common agreement the conditions for the con- 
vening of another conference designed to restore peace in Indo- 
china.” 

At meeting late this afternoon, Eden expressed misgivings about 

this paragraph. He argued that it would be impossible for the Sovi- 
ets to accept a resolution which stigmatized and placed on proba- 
tion their Chinese partner. He said draft imposed two conditions on 
which Communist China alone would be required to meet. He felt 
that the specific reference to the Chinese foredoomed the resolu- 
tion to rejection by the Soviets. He believed we would be vulnera- 
ble to future criticism along the line that we were bound to have 

"1 Document 436. 
2 The exchange of correspondence between Bidault and Dulles on Feb. 7, in which 

Bidault indicated the reaction in Paris and Dulles transmitted his draft, is in Con- 
ference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 215.
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known the Soviets would not accept this language; hence we could 

not have been serious about introducing the resolution; and there- 

fore presumably do not actually want conferences on Korea and 
Indochina with Chinese Communist participation. He said that he 

did not want to make a nuisance of himself in regard to a difficult 
issue on which his American and French colleagues, who were 

more directly concerned, had already reached agreement. However, 
he felt he should telegraph the text to London immediately. 

Secretary pointed out that this language applied only to a pro- 
posed Four-Power agreement, and was not proposed to use in an 

invitation. It was somewhat risky to propose a conference on Indo- 
china under any conditions at this time. If publicized, it might un- 

dermine the will to resist of the French Union. The fixing of ex- 

press conditions provided the only safeguard. It would be unthink- 

able to remove the conditions imposed on Communist China. 

Bidault supported the Secretary very strongly and effectively. He 

said that from French standpoint it was essential to insert specific 
conditions in the proposal. 

We expect to introduce resolution tomorrow assuming that Brit- 
ish will reluctantly concur. We are considering recommending 

Geneva as place, April 15 as date for Korean Political Conference. 

DULLES 

February 8, 1954 

No. 441 

Editorial Note 

The United States Delegation staff meeting at 9:30 a.m. on Feb- 

ruary 8 was largely concerned with press reaction to the confer- 
ence. (USDEL MIN/9, Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 205) Fol- 

lowing the delegation meeting MacArthur met with Roberts and 
Seydoux for the session of the Tripartite Working Group at 10:80, 
which was devoted to the tactics for the restricted quadripartite 
meeting to be held at 3 p.m. (BER MIN-14, Conference files, lot 60 
D 627, CF 192) At noon the Foreign Ministers met for lunch at Bi- 

dault’s residence to consider the question of a five-power meeting. 

No record of their discussion has been found in Department of 

State files, but it is referred to in BER MIN-14. At the same time 

C.D. Jackson and Tyler had lunch with Erich Ollenhauer who con- 

sistently probed for “a substitute for the EDC as a means of obtain- 
ing Soviet consent to reunification of Germany on Western terms.”’



THE BERLIN CONFERENCE 991 

(Memorandum of conversation by Tyler, Conference files, lot 60 D 

627, CF 208) 

No. 442 

396.1 BE/2-854 

United States Delegation Record of the First Restricted Meeting of 
the Berlin Conference, February 8, 1954, 3-7:05 p.m. } 

SECRET 

Present: U.S. 
Secretary Dulles 
Mr. MacArthur 
Mr. Merchant 
Mr. Bohlen 

France 
Mr. Bidault 
Mr. Parodi 
Mr. De Margerie 
Mr. Andronikow 

UK. 
Mr. Eden 
Mr. Roberts 
Mr. Allen 
Major Birse 

USSR 
Mr. Molotov 
Mr. Gromyko 
Mr. Malik 
Mr. Troyanovski 

Mr. Bidault who was in the chair opened the meeting by stating 
that this was a restricted session called to deal with the points 
under Item 1 of the agenda and certain procedural matters. He 
called on Mr. Eden. 

Mr. Eden said that he did not have much to say at this stage. He 
was glad that Mr. Molotov had desired to discuss this topic in re- 
stricted session since in his view the Far East was as important as 
Europe. He did not think that a five-power conference with a broad 
agenda was a good method to deal with the Far Eastern question 
and, therefore, he did not agree with the Soviet position. There 

1 A summary of this restricted meeting was transmitted in Dulte 53 from Berlin, 
Feb. 9. (896.1 BE/2-854)
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were, however, a number of specific problems in the Far East and a 

practical approach to these seemed to him to be the best method. 

For example: After three years an armistice had been achieved in 
Korea which provided for a political conference; but for six months 
now agreement on the political conference had not been reached. 
In Indochina the fighting was going on and while it was not for 
him to speak on this point, he thought this was another of the spe- 
cific topics which might be dealt with rather than a conference 
with a wide agenda. 

Mr. Molotov said that it seemed they had the following questions 
before them. The first point was the five-power conference as pro- 

posed by the Soviet Delegation. 2 They should discuss the agenda 
and the date of that conference. Naturally, the Soviet Delegation 

liked its own proposal but there might be different views on this 
subject. It would, therefore, be desirable to hear the views of the 

other Ministers on these points and there might be other proposals. 
He added they should bear in mind that [in] a five-power confer- 

ence any of the participating nations could bring up any questions 
they desired. 

The second question was that dealing with the reduction of ar- 
maments. There was a Soviet and a French proposal on this 
point. ? He could only say that the French proposal appeared to 
them impractical since it would leave matters in their present 
state. It would refer the matter to the UN Commission but this 
would hardly produce fruitful results in the light of past experi- 
ence. The Soviet proposal was more practical since it named a spe- 

cific date. He would like to have the views of his colleagues on this 

question during this meeting. 

The Secretary said he had only a few words to say at this time in 
regard to the practical problems in Asia which might be dealt with 
by any conference and that later he would speak on the subject of 
disarmament. Since they are meeting in restricted session this af- 
forded them an opportunity to speak very frankly in order to 
permit greater understanding. He, therefore, wished to state that 
the United States Government was not prepared to accept the 
Communist Chinese regime as one of the five great powers and any 
proposal, however indirect, to that effect would not be acceptable to 
the United States. This is not merely the view of a number of 
people only, or even of the present administration or President E1- 
senhower, but is strongly held by the nation and particularly in 
Congress by both Democrats and Republicans. It is inconceivable, 

2 For the Soviet proposal, see Secto 29, Document 359. 
3 For the Soviet proposal, see Secto 48, Document 376. For the French proposal, 

see FPM(54)15, Document 509.
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therefore, that any administration could depart from the views he 
had expressed. He said he would not go into the reasons behind 
this position since they were well known and would merely start a 
debate which would not be productive here. The United States rec- 
ognizes that Communist China is a fact and that there are certain 
areas where this fact must be taken into account and dealt with as 
such, but not, however, in such a way as to increase the authority 

and prestige of a regime that has fought the United States and con- 
tinuously builds up the propaganda of hate against the United 
States. We would, therefore, deal with this regime on specific ques- 
tions which might be conducive to the re-establishment of peace in 
Asia. Proceeding from that premise he said he had a proposal to 
make and he circulated a document in English, French and Rus- 

sian (Attachment no. 1 *). He said that when his colleagues had 
had time to read the paper he would be glad to hear their views, 
but in the meantime he could offer the following explanatory com- 

ments: 

Paragraph one was self-explanatory since no one would deny the 
need to establish by peaceful means the unification of Korea and 
the desirability of bringing peace to other parts of Asia. 

Paragraph two is simple and factual in that it took note of the 
difficulties which had arisen in connection with the political con- 
ference on Korea despite the fact that the armistice was signed on 
July 27, 1953 at which time it was expected that a political confer- 
ence would take place within three months but now almost seven 
months had passed. This paragraph also referred to the resolution 
of the UN which should not cause difficulties since, as he recalled, 
all four nations had voted for it. 

Paragraph three involves using the authority and influence of 
the four powers here to convoke the political conference. This sug- 
gestion might eliminate one of the difficulties encountered at Pan- 
munjom—namely, the status and manner of participation of the 
Soviet Union at the political conference. It has been the strong 
desire of the United States that the USSR should be a participant 
not only because of its influence in the situation but also because 
of the fact that any results should be accepted by the Soviet Union. 
Under this formula the Soviet Union would be one of the sponsors 
of the conference and thus would avoid the problem of which side 
it should represent. It will be noted that this third paragraph con- 
tains two blanks for a place and date. He said he would be glad to 
make suggestions on these two points later because he believed 
that the four of them could agree here. They could get acceptance 
from other countries but he would do this later since he felt, if 
they could reach substantive agreement here, the problem of date 
and place would not be difficult. 

* No copy of this document was found attached to the source text. The summary 
referred to in footnote 1 above indicates that it was the draft transmitted in Dulte 
44, Document 436.
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The fourth paragraph deals with the war in Indochina. It is nat- 
urally a desire of all those who bear even any part of the heavy 
burden which this war involved to see peace restored. It is also of 
interest to all peace-loving countries to see an end put to a war 
which has gone on already seven or eight years. The question of 
whether or not it is proper to consider calling a conference on Indo- 
china can only be examined after the Chinese Communist regime 
had shown a greater will for peace than in the past. He said he was 
aware of the fact that Mr. Molotov had cited the conclusion of an 
armistice as evidence of the Chinese desire for peace. The Secre- 
tary felt, however, that it was not so much a desire for peace that 
led the Chinese Communists to this position, since at any time in 
the past two years they could have brought it about, but rather a 
desire to avoid ultimate serious defeat. He was not asking Mr. 
Molotov to accept this interpretation of these historical events but 
merely wished to mention it as the view of the United States Gov- 
ernment. The subsequent conduct of the Chinese Communists in 
carrying out the terms of the armistice and the stream of hatred 
against the United States continuously poured out from the highest 
sources in that regime gave grounds for doubting the peace-loving 
character of the Chinese Communists. The French Government has 
on numerous occasions, including this conference, expressed simi- 
lar views in regard to the necessity for demonstration of Chinese 
intentions in regard to the situation in Southeast Asia. Both of 
these points of view are expressed in the paragraph to which he 
was referring and both are indispensable from the point of view of 
the United States. The Secretary added that the final paragraph 
specifies that the calling of a conference does not alter the existing 
situation in regard to diplomatic recognition—that is, it does not 
mean that the USSR is recognizing the Chinese Communist or 
North Korean regimes. He concluded that it has not been easy for 
the United States to make this proposal and no doubt there would 
be criticism for having done so, but we have tried very sincerely to 
find a basis for—or to put it more accurately—the terms on which 
the four powers could contribute to the establishment of peace in a 
situation where in one case there was merely a precarious armi- 
stice and in the other there was actual warfare. Having gone as far 
as we can, it was his hope that his colleagues would be able to go 
along on this basis which would demonstrate that when the four 
powers got together they were capable of constructive action which 
could do much to restore confidence in international relations. He 
added that the US proposal went as far as it could without doing 
violence to certain fundamental principles which we were not pre- 
pared to abandon. 

Bidault then inquired whether the other Ministers would like 
time to study this proposal or whether they should continue the 

debate. 
Mr. Molotov suggested they proceed to make their comments in 

turn. 

Mr. Bidault then said that this proposal was a substantial contri- 
bution and contained several positive elements. The French Delega-
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tion, therefore, approved it. Going back to the origin of this subject, 
the French Delegation did not believe that a proposal for a five- 
power conference including China was consistent with the attitude 

and behavior of the Chinese Communist Government. The French 
Delegation considered that a conference of five was not by its 

nature a meeting to deal with specific questions. The present pro- 
posal contained formulas which would help surmount certain diffi- 
culties and afforded a basis upon which Communist China could be 
included. The suggestion in regard to the calling of the Korean po- 
litical conference seemed to be satisfactory. Insofar as Indochina 
was concerned the French Government had already said that it 
would seize any opportunity for a peace with honor which would 
safeguard the rights of the inhabitants of Indochina but the atti- 
tude of the Chinese Communists raised a problem since everyone 
knew that the Chinese were contributing in a very material sense 
to the struggle in Indochina by supplying the Vietminh forces with 
arms, provisions and instruction. The Chinese Communist regime 
thus bore a heavy responsibility for the continuance of the war in 
Indochina and must give some evidence of its desire for peace. 
France has done this. At the last session here it was stated that 
time was needed for reflection. He said that the French Govern- 
ment was prepared to re-examine the problem of Communist China 
when the Chinese Communist regime had re-examined its attitude 
toward Indochina. 

Mr. Eden said he had always felt that if there was to be any 
meeting on the Far East, it must satisfy three conditions: (1) It 

must deal with the subject in a practical manner; (2) All interested 
countries should be involved; and (3) The problems to be considered 

should be specific. He felt that all three conditions were met by 
Mr. Dulles’ proposal and he welcomed it and believed on this basis 

progress could be made out of the deadlock in which they found 
themselves. 

Mr. Molotov said that they were considering Chinese participa- 
tion in a five power conference without China being present and 
this should not be forgotten. He said that he had before him a 
statement of January 29 in which Chou En-lai had declared that 
the Chinese Government supported the Soviet proposals for a five- 
power conference. The Chinese attitude towards other types of con- 
ferences at which they were to be present was not known and, 
therefore, they should obtain the views of the Chinese Government 
on this point. 

Mr. Dulles’ proposal contains certain accusations against the Chi- 
nese People’s Republic. If the Chinese were here they would be 
able to answer, but the Soviet Union could not associate itself with 

these accusations which were presented in the absence of China.
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They believed that those who accused China were more to blame 
themselves. In any event, accusations gave rise to counter accusa- 

tions and he did not think that these accusations should be made 
here. 

On specific points he stated that in regard to paragraph three 
(paragraph two in our enumeration) he must state that the Soviet 
Delegation in the UN had voted not for but against that resolution. 
Paragraph four (our three) was merely a repetition of an old pro- 
posal for the composition of the political conference which the 
Soviet Government had opposed and continues to oppose. Para- 
graph five (our four) excludes Communist China which would not 
be wise and for that reason alone was unsatisfactory. 

To sum up, this proposal is not acceptable as a basis for agree- 
ment. The Soviet Delegation suggests that we should renounce ac- 
cusations and not put forward proposals which would make agree- 
ment more difficult. Mr. Molotov continued that although Mr. 
Eden and Mr. Bidault approved Mr. Dulles’ proposal, he felt that 
they should consider a different approach to the problem. In regard 
to Mr. Bidault’s remarks, this was not the first time that Mr. Bi- 

dault had accused the Chinese People’s Republic of aiding Viet- 
minh. Statements of this kind could be made at a meeting where 
the Chinese were present so that they could reply to the accusation 
and give explanations. The Soviet proposal had in view a five- 
power conference with a wider scope of questions as they all knew, 
but another path might be followed which would unfold a narrow 
range of questions. At the same time it should be borne in mind 
that all participants at the five-power conference could explain 
their views on any question which might contribute to a better un- 
derstanding. There were two matters which had been mentioned: 

namely, Korea and Indochina. A five-power conference could give 

appropriate attention to these questions. 
The Secretary stated that Mr. Molotov seemed to have misunder- 

stood his proposal. On paragraph four, it is true that the question 
of convoking a conference would be decided without preliminary 
consultation with the Chinese Communists, the North Koreans or 

ROK or other interested countries. But he had thought it appropri- 
ate for the four powers to take an initiative in calling a conference, 

as indicated, particularly since the Soviet resolution on disarma- 

ment envisaged the four powers taking a comparable initiative in 
regard to inviting other powers. Mr. Molotov appears to have mis- 
understood the meaning of paragraph five. Although the four 
powers would take the initiative, the other countries, like Commu- 

nist China and the Associated States, would be invited to restore 
peace in Indochina if the conditions indicated were met. He said he 
had tried to avoid offensive and vituperative statements in order
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not to compromise the success of this meeting. He had made it 
clear that he did not expect Mr. Molotov to accept the interpreta- 
tion held by the United States but he merely wished to be clear 
that this was the opinion of his Government. He did not desire to 
argue the point here. 

Mr. Bidault said he did not think there were any accusations 
against the Chinese Communists in this proposal. There was, how- 

ever, a desire to see them give evidence of a pacific spirit. Mr. 

Molotov had said that the Chinese should come and explain these 
things. The facts, however, are very clear and, until Chinese inter- 
vention in Indochina ceases, no further explanations are needed. It 
is not a question of explanation; their actions are very clear and 
they are unpleasant. If the Chinese should change their actions we 
could see things in a different light. There is no ambiguity in 
regard to what the Chinese Communists are doing in Indochina. He 
added that Mr. Molotov preferred a five-power conference with a 
broad field but that his indication that there might be a more lim- 
ited range of questions was precisely what Mr. Dulles’ proposal 
suggested. France is interested in peace and felt that the proper 
procedure was to begin at the beginning and not at the end. 

Mr. Eden stated that Mr. Molotov was correct in pointing out 
that the Soviet Delegation had voted against the August 28 resolu- 
tion but he felt they should not accept the principle that just be- 
cause they had voted against the resolution once they would have 
to abide by it eternally. He mentioned in this connection the UK 
negative vote on a UN resolution because it did not include India, 
but nonetheless the UK had accepted the will of the majority. In 
regard to paragraph four, he said that Communist China had al- 
ready accepted the principle of a political conference and in regard 

to paragraph five agreed with Mr. Dulles’ interpretation that 

China would be invited. 
Mr. Molotov stated that Mr. Dulles had indicated that China and 

other countries would be invited to the conference, but would it be 

wise to take a decision to invite China and then have that country 

refuse. He felt this would be inadvisable. We should be certain in 
advance that any such invitation would be acceptable to the Chi- 
nese. Mr. Eden had said he recalled that the Soviet Union had 
voted against the August 28 resolution but he apparently believes 
the Soviet Government should change its position. This advice he 
found curious since he did not see how you could vote one day 
against something and then the next day for it if your attitude to- 
wards it had not changed. He also understood Mr. Eden to say that 
China had voted for the political conference which was inaccurate 
since China was not present and did not accept the composition of 
the political conference as set forth in the resolution.
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In regard to paragraph five Mr. Dulles had said that it does not 
exclude Chinese participation in the conference. We could not 
accuse China in China’s absence and then take these accusations as 
a basis. for an invitation. China would not accept an invitation on 

such terms. He said the Soviet Government held diametrically con- 
tradictory views on Communist China and their right to participate 
in a five-power conference. 

He said Mr. Bidault had stated that he does not require explana- 
tions from China concerning Vietnam. That is his right. Any docu- 

ment from this meeting could not express the views merely of one 

or another of the Ministers but must be acceptable to all of them. 
The proposal of Mr. Dulles was one-sided and contained accusa- 
tions which would inevitably lead to counter-accusations which 
would not advance matters. The Soviet Delegation had already ex- 
pressed its views on the five-power conference but could agree to 
the following: that all complex questions between the five powers 

and other countries should not be raised. Naturally, if Korea was 
considered at a five-power conference, both Korean regimes should 
be there; and if Vietnam is considered, all parties concerned should 

take part if necessary. There must, however, be an agreed proposal 
which would be acceptable to China and they must try to work out 
an agreed formula to that end. 

The Secretary said he was somewhat perplexed as to exactly 
what to say at this point. He had made a proposal which he hoped 
would be acceptable and which contained what he regarded as real 
concessions. As he understood it, however, the Soviet Government 

had rejected this proposal. The Soviet Foreign Minister had vague- 
ly hinted that he might accept some modifications of his five-power 
proposal in regard to an agenda and possible participation in order 

to examine specific questions. As he understood Mr. Molotov’s 

view, the hard core of the conference would be the five powers in- 

cluding the Chinese Communist regime. The United States believes 
that Communist China, a proclaimed and declared aggressor by the 
UN, is not entitled to that position. We agree with the French For- 

eign Minister who said that the attitude of the Chinese Communist 
regime is such that its peace-loving intentions cannot be accepted 
until there is some demonstration to that effect. Therefore the 
United States Delegation would be unable to accept the proposal of 
the Soviet Delegation even with the modifications vaguely hinted 
at by Mr. Molotov. 

Mr. Bidault then said, as Chairman, he thought the situation 

was as follows: The Soviet Delegation objects to paragraph three 
because of the mention of the UN resolution. Perhaps this is not a 
substantial difference. In regard to the next paragraph the Soviet 
Delegation rejects it because it is an old proposal which it nas op-
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posed. The Soviet Delegation also suggests that we should ask the 
Chinese before inviting them. However, it seemed to him that if 

the Chinese should reject the invitation, it would be because they 
would only participate in a conference of five powers. The French 

Delegation has never accepted the idea of a five-power conference 

for its own sake but has in mind a conference on its merits and he 
could only repeat the desirability of starting at the beginning and 
not at the end. In regard to paragraph five, the French Delegation 
wants some evidence of peaceful intention, not to be stated here 
but on the spot. He then inquired where the discussions stood: 
namely, if Mr. Dulles’ proposal was accepted or rejected. 

Mr. Eden said, in regard to paragraph three, he felt that it was 
most important that the countries which had contributed forces in 
Korea be included. He could not accept a document which excluded 

such countries. 
Mr. Molotov said, first of all in regard to the five-power confer- 

ence with the participation of China, Mr. Dulles had said that such 
a conference would not be acceptable to the United States because 

the UN had branded the Chinese People’s Republic as an aggres- 
sor. The Soviet Union has directly opposite views and felt this reso- 
lution was unjust, unfounded and undermined the authority of the 
UN. The differences now are so great that it is hardly worthwhile 
to raise this point if we wish to create favorable conditions for the 
reduction of international tension. He stated that in its present 
form the draft could not afford the basis for agreement. If radically 
amended, and given a desire to meet each other, they might find a 

solution on its basis. Mr. Molotov added that in regard to specific 
comments, he understood that paragraph three might be amended 

to exclude the reference to the August 28 resolution. Mr. Bidault 
said they should begin at the beginning in regard to Indochina. He 
wished to point out that events there had begun before the Chinese 

People’s Republic had been in existence and that this was the 

heart of the matter and therefore it was clear who was responsible 

and attempts should not be made to shift the blame to others; that 

in his view, in order not to make matters more difficult, paragraph 
five should be deleted. As for paragraph four, Mr. Eden had said 
that this should be accepted since it agreed with the armistice 
terms. He did not believe this was correct, but on the contrary 

paragraph four should not be accepted because it does not agree 
with the views of some of the representatives here. He said it was 
perfectly clear that the USSR did not have any connection with 
either side in the Korean hostilities and therefore could not attend 
a conference in the capacity suggested. He concluded that they 
should attempt to find some formula which all at this table could 
accept.
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The Secretary said Mr. Molotov, as he understood his remarks, 
was suggesting such radical changes to his proposal as to amount 
to mutilation. Paragraph six, [was acceptable?] but paragraphs 
three, four and five were not, although three might be made ac- 
ceptable by the elimination of the reference to the UN resolution. 
He did not regard this as a fatal blow to the proposal. Mr. Molotov, 
however, rejects paragraph four but does not propose any substi- 
tute and he would eliminate paragraph five entirely. Following Mr. 
Molotov’s amendments we would have a very feeble effort. He did 
not know what substitutes, if any, Mr. Molotov had in mind. It 
would hardly seem that Mr. Molotov had accepted his proposal as a 

basis for argument if his amendments in reality mean that all sub- 
stance is eliminated. Mr. Molotov said he had reminded them that 
the events in Indochina began before the Chinese Communist 
regime had seized power. That was true, but it was equally true 
that had it not been for the Chinese Communist intervention, the 

situation would have been terminated long ago. He merely wished 
to state the obvious; namely, that in order to have peace, one must 

stop making war. He stated that there seemed to be agreement on 
the first and second paragraphs, the third could be modified but 

that four and five were the chief difficulty. Perhaps the best thing 
would be to consider that they had gone as far as they could this 
afternoon and to turn the page and to proceed to the other topic 
they had before them. 

Mr. Eden inquired whether Mr. Molotov believed that countries 

which had contributed armed forces in Korea should be included in 

the Korean conference. 
Mr. Molotov said there were certain paragraphs on which no 

views were expressed. Although these were less complicated, they 
still needed additional study and perhaps they would not cause 
great difficulty. He said Mr. Eden had asked whether others could 
take part. Any interested country could take part provided we 
reached agreement on the calling of a five-power conference. If we 
don’t agree on a five-power conference the reply to Mr. Eden’s 
question will be unclear since it is not clear how matters stand. 

Mr. Bidault then said it was getting late, that we were not 

making any progress and that there were other matters to discuss. 
He therefore suggested that they should turn to them with the pos- 
sibility of coming back to this item. He mentioned also that on the 
disarmament point there were two resolutions, French and Soviet, 

and in addition the procedural question concerning the third item 

on their agenda which was very urgent because of the problem of 
inviting the Austrians. He said there would be a plenary session 
tomorrow and that they could possibly take up Austria Wednesday 
or Thursday; or he said they could have the plenary session on Ger-
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many tomorrow and Wednesday there could be another restricted 

session with Austria on Thursday. 

Mr. Eden stated that he thought in view of the forty-eight hours 

necessary to notify the Austrians, Thursday might be a good day. 
Mr. Molotov proposed Friday. 

The Secretary said he preferred Thursday. At this point the Sec- 

retary asked the indulgence of the Chairman, to state that the 
United States Delegation might find it necessary to submit the pro- 
posal he had made today as a public conference document since the 

Soviet proposal on this point had been so treated. 

Mr. Molotov said that was up to the United States. 

Mr. Bidault added that they were all free to do what they like in 
regard to their own proposals. 

After a further exchange in regard to Austria it was agreed that 
the Austrians would be heard not later than Friday and possibly 

Thursday; that the invitations could be sent out, from Mr. Bidault 
as Chairman, to that effect to the Austrians. 5 

During the discussion on Austria Mr. Molotov emphasized they 
had not yet completed discussion on Germany and that he thought 
two or three more days of discussion on this point was necessary 

since everybody agreed that this was the most important subject 
before them. In regard to a future closed meeting, while Mr. Bi- 
dault had suggested Wednesday for a closed meeting for continu- 

ance of discussion on point one, Mr. Molotov said he felt it unneces- 

sary to set a date for a closed meeting in advance since that could 

always be done on short notice as no preparations were involved. 
There was accordingly no date set for a restricted meeting. 

The Ministers agreed that there should be no press briefing and 
accepted the text of an agreed communiqué. § The meeting broke 

up at 7:05 p.m. 

5 For Bidault’s note to Chancellor Raab, Feb. 8, see Berlin Discussions, p. 175. 
6 The text of the communiqué circulated as FPM(54)42, was transmitted in Secto 

106 from Berlin, Feb. 9. (896.1 BE/2-954)
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No. 443 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 203 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Counselor of the Department 
of State (MacArthur) } 

TOP SECRET BERLIN, February 8, 1954. 

Subject: Restricted Session of February 8, 1954. 

At his request, Herbert Blankenhorn called on me this evening 

to ascertain what happened at today’s restricted meeting. ? I gave 
him a very brief report, saying that for three and a half hours we 
discussed Agenda Item 1 and that the Secretary had tabled a pro- 
posal which dealt essentially with the convening of a Korean con- 
ference from which, if the Chinese Communist attitude and actions 

were satisfactory with respect to Korea and Indochina, might come 

another conference dealing with Indochina. 

I did not show Blankenhorn the Secretary’s resolution, but 
simply sketched generally the idea behind it. I told him we then 
turned to the question of an invitation for Austria and agreed that 

an invitation should be sent by the Chairman of today’s meeting 
and that the discussions on Austria would begin on Thursday or 
Friday. : 

I said there was no discussion whatever of Germany or of a 

future restricted meeting about Germany. The only time Germany 
had been mentioned was when we had pressed to have the Austri- 

an item brought up on Wednesday or Thursday and Molotov had 
countered by proposing Friday on the basis that he thought there 

should still be two or three days’ discussion on Germany. 
Mr. Blankenhorn thanked me for the information and said he 

would pass it on to Chancellor Adenauer on a most confidential 

basis and it would be held very tightly. 

1 Copies of this memorandum were transmitted to Dulles, Conant, Merchant, and 

rris. 

mo For a report on the restricted session, see the U.S. Delegation record, supra. 

3 For text of this resolution, see Dulte 44, Document 436.



THE BERLIN CONFERENCE 1003 

February 9, 1954 

No. 444 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 192 

Minutes of a Meeting of the Tripartite Working Group, Berlin, 
February 9, 1954, 10:30 a.m. 3 

SECRET 

BER MIN-15 

PRESENT 

UNITED STATES UNITED KINGDOM FRANCE 

Mr. MacArthur Sir Frank Roberts M. Seydoux 

1. Tactics for Today 

The precise tactics for today were to be discussed at the Minis- 

ters meeting. The Ministers would also discuss the possibility of 
raising the subject of European security, the Austrian Treaty, and 
further handling of item 1. 2 

2. General Posture Towards Item 2 

Mr. MacArthur made clear that the U.S. felt it would be a mis- 
take to so elaborate the discussion on Germany that we would be 
drawn into a maze of details which would detract from our present 

strong position on free elections. The Soviets were at a disadvan- 
tage while the question remained as to whether or not Molotov was 
fundamentally opposed to free elections but the western position 

would be confused if the conference were drawn into endless argu- 
ments with regard to the details of porposals before the Confer- 
ence. The UK and the French felt that while we should not get 

into detailed discussion on Germany this was probably the time to 

discuss the general question of European security. Sir Frank noted 

that Mr. Eden had already opened this discussion on Saturday in 

connection with his statement on the Anglo-Soviet Treaty and that 

1 According to the U.S. Delegation Order of the Day (USDEL(OD)16, CFM files, lot 
M 88, box 168), a meeting was held in Secretary Dulles’ office at 9:30 to discuss Aus- 
tria. No record of this meeting has been found in Department of State files. 

2The only record of the Foreign Ministers meeting at noon is in an undated 
memorandum from McConaughy to MacArthur which reads as follows: 

“1) Noon Meeting of Tripartite Foreign Ministers. The Secretary met with his two 
Western colleagues at Mr. Eden’s residence at noon to discuss tactics as to Agenda 
Item I, and whether the U.S. Draft should be released to the press. I understand it 
was decided to propose at today’s session another Restricted Meeting for tomorrow; 
and to postpone publicity for the U.S. proposal.” (Conference files, lot 60 D 527, CF 
204)
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perhaps Mr. Eden need go no further. ? The precise nature of the 
possible remarks of M. Bidault was not made clear. 

3. Item 1 

The Working Group relegated to the Ministers the decision as to 
what should be done on the U.S. proposal for a conference on 
Korea. It was agreed that the western ministers should say nothing 
regarding another restricted session or raise the question of disar- 
mament. If Mr. Molotov raises the point we should suggest the dis- 
cussion of disarmament be held in a regular session. If pressed 
would agree to a restricted session on this subject. 

4. Entertainment 

It was suggested that the three western powers not attempt to 
outdo the Soviets on their entertainment and perhaps a reception 
would be adequate. The reception could be held at a cocktail buffet 
(7:00-9:00 p.m.) at the ACA Building. No final decision was made. 

5. Berlin 

It was agreed that Messrs. Morris and Steere from the US, John- 
son from the UK, and Bayle from the French would form a group 
to consider steps the three western ministers might take to amelio- 

rate conditions in Berlin. This same group would consider possible 
approaches to Molotov with regard to the conditions of the war 
criminals. 

6. Austria 

It was agreed that there would be a meeting tomorrow at 10:00 
a.m. at the UK Headquarters with the Austrians and the Austrian 
experts of the three delegations to prepare for a tripartite ministe- 
rial meeting with Foreign Minister Fig] at 12:00 noon. * The Minis- 
terial meeting would be held in Dulles’ residence. 

At the tripartite ministerial meeting today the following matters 
would be discussed with regard to Austria: 

1. Procedural arrangements 
2. Matters connected with the Austrian Treaty: 

a. Article 35 
b. Article 42 
c. The Probable charge of Anschluss with Germany (Article 

4) 

3. Other matters on which the three delegations have not 
reached agreement: 

3 For a summary of Eden’s remarks on Saturday, Feb. 6, see Secto 100, Document 
435. 

4 Regarding these meetings, see Documents 448 and 449.
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a. Withdrawal of troops 
b. Neutralization 
c. The Allied Declaration 

7. Informing the NATO Council of the Restricted Session 

It was agreed that the NATO Council should receive a résumé of 

yesterday’s session. 

No. 445 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 215 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State for European 
Affairs (Merchant) to the Secretary of State } 

TOP SECRET BERLIN, February 9, 1954. 

In my judgment we have reached the point of the Conference 
where we can reasonably accept that: 

(a) the fundamentals of the Soviet policy with respect to Germa- 
ny and the Far East are unaltered. 

(b) Molotov has in all probability shown his full hand on the Five 
Power Conference and Germany. (He is still incompletely tested on 
Austria but the combination of the revelation of his position on the 
major issues and informal conversations indicate that it is improb- 

~able we can get at this time from Russia an Austrian State Treaty). 
(c) we are entering the period of diminishing returns on the Con- 

ference in terms of world public opinion (by Friday night 2 I think 
Molotov must have recognized, as well as we did, that he had 
placed himself in the worst possible position vis-a-vis not only 
German, but world opinion on the central question of the reunifica- 
tion of Germany. He must realize, what seems to me obvious, 
namely, that he cannot hope to gain and may lose by his prolong- 
ing the debate on Germany). 

On the Five Power Conference, I believe we are in a situation 
wherein protraction of the discussion will be confusing to American 
public opinion and conducive to further erosion of Mr. Bidault’s 

and Mr. Eden’s resolution. 
The disarmament issue seems to me simple and one that can be 

satisfactorily knocked off in a half hour. It poses no real difficulty. 
It goes without saying that we should avoid restricted meetings 

as we would the plague. In the absence of any real possibility of a 
drawing together of the position of the Soviets and the West, these 
meetings can produce only a ferment of rumors and a field day for 

"1 Copies were also sent to MacArthur, Bowie, Conant, Bruce, and Bohlen. Nota- 
tions on the source text indicate that Secretary Dulles saw it and that MacArthur 
and C. D. Jackson agreed with its substance. 

2 Feb. 5.
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Soviet propaganda. In this conference our position is so unassail- 

able that we should really try to keep it in a goldfish bowl. 

From the foregoing I have reached the conclusion that we should 
now concentrate on breaking off the conference at the earliest pos- 
sible moment. Obviously, we must first test the Russians on Aus- 
tria. Two days of discussion of this agenda item at the most should 
be sufficient to ascertain whether or not they are so anxious for an 
agreement on something that they are prepared to conclude an 
Austrian State Treaty. 

I urge that we now invoke the agreement reached in Bermuda on 
December 7, which was to the effect that after two weeks or so at 

Berlin the three Western Foreign Ministers would consult as to the 
utility of continuing the Berlin Conference. 

I strongly recommend that at noon today you raise this question 
with Eden and Bidault.* If you do not raise it today and reach 
agreement thereafter among the three of you I think we may well 
lose a week of everybody’s time. I recommend that you summarize 
the general position as you see it and express the belief that the 
three of you should now direct your primary attention to the tac- 
tics of disengagement. My impression is that Adenauer is also con- 
vinced that the sooner the conference is ended, the better. Insofar 

as American public opinion is concerned, I see no problem in this 
regard. I think our aim should be to wind up by the middle of next 
week unless, by the most improbable chance, we find that the Sovi- 

ets are seriously interested in concluding the Austrian Treaty. 

I do not think we should permit ourselves to be diverted from a 

clear cut conclusion of the conference by any suggestion that, in 
the absence of agreeing on major issues, we should seek to find 
agreement on minor measures of relaxation of East-West tensions 

in Germany, such as lowering the barriers between East and West 
Germany. If such a proposal should be made here by Molotov or 
our Allies, I recommend that you refuse to become involved in the 
discussion but suggest that the Four High Commissioners in 
normal course discuss among themselves possible alleviations. I 
think it even more important that no vestigial elements be left 
behind at this conference, other than the High Commissioners. I 
also feel strongly that the Conference should end not on the note of 
a final break nor on any agreement for a reconvocation of the Four 
Ministers on any fixed future date. The last note, I believe, should 

be one which expressed some usefulness in the exchange of views, 
the recognition under existing circumstances that the positions of 
the two sides were irreconcilable, and that at some future unan- 

3 Regarding the Foreign Ministers noon meeting, see footnote 2, supra.
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nounced date it might be useful for the Ministers to meet again to 

again exchange views. 
L. T. MERCHANT 

No. 446 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 212: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the President } 

TOP SECRET NIACT BERLIN, February 9, 1954—noon. 

Dulte 54. For President, eyes only for Under Secretary, from Sec- 

retary. French political pressure for Indochina Conference is 
mounting, and Bidault believes Pleven’s return will increase the 

pressure. We here are working strongly against this, but believe it 
should be realized in Washington that this political exertion on our 
part against Conference carries moral obligation to continue to sus- 
tain military effort. We are proceeding here on that premise. I am 
somewhat disturbed by various indications that dissatisfaction with 
French military activity might lead Pentagon or Congress to lose 
interest in continuing financial and material support of French 

effort or to attach conditions which sensitive French would reject 
as inconsistent with their sovereignty. 

If we succeed here in stopping French pressures for Conference— 

which is by no means certain—and should thereafter also stop fi- 
nancial support or attach to it impossible conditions, the anti- 

American reaction in France would be very severe and almost cer- 
tainly defeat EDC. Obviously, we should, if at all possible, seek to 

assure success both in relation Indochina and EDC. But also, we 

must be on guard lest Indochina also carry EDC down the drain. 

Would appreciate any guidance you see fit to give. 

DULLES 

1 Drafted by the Secretary of State.
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No. 447 

396.1 BE/2-954: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State ! 

SECRET BERLIN, February 9, 1954—10 p.m. 

Secto 109. Department pass OSD. Following summary of 13th 
plenary session Ministers meeting, Tuesday, February 9. 2 Eden in 
chair. 

1. Molotov opened with 91 minute speech essentially repeating 
points made last week. * Principal points, in order of presentation, 
follow. 

(a) USSR starts with assumption possible complete treaty this 
year but start needed immediately since nine years elapsed since 
end of war and Germans have right know where stand. 

(b) But Western three have not put forward a treaty draft or said 
start should be made immediately; they should instruct their depu- 
ties proceed promptly to prepare a draft. 

(c) All who took part in war against Germany should participate 
treaty negotiations. 

(d) Representatives of Germany should participate all stages; 
only practical way to do this, there not now being a unified 
German government, is have representatives both Federal Republic 
and GDR participate, as suggested by USSR. 

(e) Soviet delegate had made proposals re relieving Germany fi- 
nancial and economic obligations, e.g., reparations, occupation 
costs, etc. * (there followed long résumé of proposal advanced 12th 
plenary); but Western delegates ignored or opposed and even Fed- 
eral Republic showed no apparent interest relieving tax burden its 
citizens; Dulles’ comments ignored higher rates economic progress 
in East than in West Germany, and large unemployment Federal 
Republic. 

(f) No merit in Western arguments that representatives of East 
and West Germany, standing for opposing types of regimes, cannot 
work together on practical tasks as four powers do around this con- 
ference table. 

(g) No merit in argument coalition government (at least for tem- 
porary and limited functions) impossible. 

(h) Fundamental principle Soviet approach is that Germans, not 
occupying powers, should bring about German unification; hence 
troop withdrawal proposal. 
~ (i) Soviet draft emphasized Germany should not be free enter 
military alliance against any power victorious in anti-Hitler war; 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, Bonn, Moscow, Vienna, and CINCEUR. 

2The U.S. Delegation verbatim record of the thirteenth plenary, USDEL PLEN/ 
13, which began at 3 p.m., is in Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 194. 

3 For Molotov’s speech, circulated as FPM(54)43, see Cmd. 9080, pp. 101-107. 
4 For this proposal, see FPM(54)38, Document 515.
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West rejects this and indeed (by EDC) is trying draw Germany into 
just such alliance. 

(j) Since EDC stated to be not a transitory relationship; since 
fifty year duration; since peace treaty surely not to be postponed 
fifty years; and since after peace treaty Federal Republic will cease 
exist—it follows West intention is to bind unified Germany into 
EDC for fifty years. 

(k) Remilitarized Western Germany within EDC is a threat to 
Europe’s peace; would restore aggression in heart of Europe; and 
would indefinitely postpone reunification since GDR cannot em- 
brace a Federal Republic militarized ‘under Hitler’s generals.” 

(1) Tripartite declaration 27 May 19525 (supplement to Paris 
treaty) makes it clear that Western Germany, if unwilling continue 
adherence EDC, will be compelled by force of arms. Hence absurd 
claim Germany free adhere or reject EDC. 

(m) Quadripartite objective should be security of all Europe, not 
just six nations which not even the whole of Western Europe. EDC 
not a means to European security but an instrument of North At- 
lantic military bloc pointed at USSR and East. 

(n) In conclusion, do Western three have any proposals make re 
“European security” which in drafting of agenda was linked with 
German problem? 

2. Dulles: Have heard nothing new, have nothing more to say. 

3. Bidault: Brief statement re relief Germany from economic, fi- 
nancial obligations: 

(a) Tempting but unprofitable extend comparison economic condi- 
tions and policies East and West Germany; 

(b) Other countries have rights and interests in German repara- 
tions; hence this issue not properly discussed or settled here; 

(c) Occupation costs will cease when occupation terminated, i.e., 
when independence and reunification Germany achieved; hence 
this our primary object. 

4, Bidault continued with brief commentary on Molotov’s general 
statement; expressed regret no Western conciliatory efforts had 
changed the “unswerving rigour’ of Soviet approach. Essence of 
problem is that there must be a unitary government of Germany to 
be represented at negotiations of peace treaty; hence there must 
first have been free elections. 

Bidault next said he would answer briefly few of questions raised 
Molotov’s statement. 

(a) Re EDC, Dulles had made statement confirmed by French and 
UK that united Germany could accept or reject obligations of Fed- 
eral Republic and GDR. This is decisive; what more can be said? 

(b) Molotov requests West do away with EDC. He does not pro- 
pose to do away with anything. 

5 For the Tripartite Declaration, see vol. v, Part 1, p. 686.
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(c) Molotov suggests that Foreign Ministers deputies pursue task. 
This foolish since deputies can do nothing where Ministers have 
failed. 

Following summarizes second part of 13th plenary session, Feb- 
ruary 9: 

Eden spoke first after 25 minute recess. He recalled that he had 
spoken on European security at both first and last plenary meeting 
and confirmed that offer he made then still stands. He said he re- 
garded as irrelevant Soviet economic proposals for Germany. As re- 
gards reparations, UK has never taken any from current produc- 

tion and has taken none at all during last four years. On contrary, 
UK has furnished economic assistance valued at 200 million 
pounds to Federal Republic, and latter has freely agreed to repay 

part of debt. As far as internal occupation costs are concerned, 
people of West Germany understand very well comparisions be- 
tween two German budgets on a percentage basis are entirely mis- 
leading. Commenting that discussions on German question have 
been long, if good-tempered, he noted that two views still remain 

diametrically opposed. Essence of Western proposals is free elec- 
tions leading to formation of all-German government with which 
peace treaty can be negotiated. Soviet proposal for cooperation of 
two German governments, he regarded as impracticable and lead- 
ing to great delay in bringing about free elections. Since discussion 
of recent days has not narrowed gap between two views or im- 

proved international understanding, he suggested conference face 
reality by recognizing it cannot now make progress on item two. 

Speaking next, Molotov recalled that title of agenda item two is 
“German Question and Problem of Insuring European Security.” 
He had attempted today to show connection between German and 
European security. To be objective, one must admit that EDC does 
not offer solution to problem of European security as a whole for it 
relates to plans of only a few European countries. German question 
is related not only to EDC but also to security of all Europe. Unsuc- 
cessful Soviet efforts today to elicit US, UK and French comments 
on whole question of European security lead one to conclude that 
conference had not yet faced up to this problem and that Western 
Powers have nothing to offer on this subject. 

Secretary’s reply is reported in separate telegram. ® 
Bidault recalled he already had spoken in detail of French views 

on European security and had stated Article 7 of Soviet proposal ” 

6 Secto 107 from Berlin, Feb. 9. (Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 210) In this 

statement Secretary Dulles reviewed his previous statements on European security, 
stressed the U.S. belief in the United Nations, and repeated his endorsement of 
Eden’s views. The full text is printed in Berlin Discussions, pp. 158-159. 

7 FPM(54)24, Document 512.
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is unacceptable to France. Not only Germany, but also Eastern 
Europe, is important factor in question of European security. Since 
no compromise on subject is evident, Bidault thought meeting 
Wednesday should be restricted and should continue Monday’s un- 
finished business. Conference later could return to subject of Euro- 
pean security. 

Eden said he several times has tried to explain why a Germany 
linked to EDC is best protection against German militarism. Secre- 
tary, he recalled, has spoken of obligations set forth in UN Char- 

ter. Eden himself has several times expressed readiness to extend 
Anglo-Soviet Treaty or to examine other means to assuage Soviet 
fears for her security. Soviet proposal that Germany should again 
have national army, however, would repeat a great danger, well 
recognized by people of both Germany and Western Europe. He 
therefore, endorsed Bidault’s suggestion of restricted meeting on 
item one for Wednesday. 

Molotov thought it would be premature to break off discussion of 
item two at this time, for it has not yet been completed. He pre- 
ferred restricted meeting on item one in next few days. He has con- 
crete proposal on European security which he wishes to present. 

After several rounds of statements, conference accepted Eden’s 

suggestion that meeting on Wednesday be devoted to Molotov’s pro- 
posal on European security, restricted meeting on Thursday be de- 

voted to item one, and Friday meeting be devoted to Austria. 

Session adjourned at 1855. 

February 10, 1954 

No. 448 

Editorial Note 

According to the United States Delegation Order of the Day 
(USDEL(OD)17, February 10, CFM files, lot M 88, box 168) the 
morning of February 10 was filled with various meetings to discuss 
Austria. The delegation met at 9:30 a.m., but no record of this 
meeting has been found in Department of State files. At the same 
time the Austrian Experts met at British headquarters to discuss 
the tripartite position on Austria, and following this meeting they 
discussed their position with members of the unofficial Austrian 
Delegation at 10 a.m. A memorandum of these two meetings, which 
dealt largely with the form of Austrian participation in the confer- 
ence and amendments to the proposed speech by Foreign Minister 
Figl, is in Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 203. At 10:30 the Tri-
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partite Working Group met at British headquarters. The discussion 
was concerned with the tactics for the fourteenth plenary, the date 
for the next restricted session, Austria (a review of the two meet- 

ings on Austria earlier in the day), participation by Austrian offi- 
cials at receptions and dinners, visits by the three Foreign Minis- 

ters with Chancellor Adenauer, and a report on war criminals. The 

record of this meeting, BER MIN-16, is in Conference files, lot 60 D 

627, CF 192. At noon the three Foreign Ministers met to review the 
substance of the morning’s meetings. A memorandum of their con- 
versation and their subsequent meeting with Foreign Minister Fig] 
at 12:30 p.m. is printed infra. 

No. 449 

396.1 BE/2-1054 

Memorandum of Conversations, Prepared by the United States 
Delegation at the Berlin Conference } 

CONFIDENTIAL BERLIN, February 10, 1954. 

Participants: 
First Stage—Three Western Ministers and Advisors 
Second Stage—The Same with Addition of Austrian Delegation 

Subject: Austria 

First Stage 

Austrian Presence at Reception: 
The Ministers agreed that it would not be appropriate to invite 

the Austrian delegation to the Tripartite Reception on February 
11th on the grounds that with no Germans present, such action 
might be misinterpreted in Germany. 

Austrian Participation: 
The Ministers discussed the situation arising from the opening 

paragraph of Dr. Figl’s speech before the conference, ? in which he 
thanks the Four Powers for granting full participation to the Aus- 
trian delegation, and from Figl’s press statements along the same 
line. In the view of Mr. Eden, there were no real obstacles to full 

Austrian participation in the sense that they should be present at 
the meetings and be allowed to speak at appropriate times. The 
Secretary concurred but thought occasions would arise when the 

1 The first conversation (first stage) took place at noon at the Secretary of State’s 
residence; the second conversation (meeting with the Austrian Delegation) took 
place at 12:30. Copies of this memorandum were sent to London, Paris, Moscow, and 

vt No copy of Figl’s draft speech has been found in Department of State files.
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presence of the Austrians would be undesirable either in their own 

interests or in those of the Western Powers. After reviewing the 

quadripartite record on this matter, it was agreed that the Soviet 

position had been left open, although from the invitation sent by 
Mr. Bidault to the Austrian Government the implication was clear 

that the Austrians would not have full participating status. In view 
of the several elements in Dr. Figl’s speech which the West would 
like to remove or alter (participation, oil field development, and 
neutrality), it was thought advisable to support some greater par- 
ticipation for the Austrians so that they would not feel under com- 
pulsion to put in their opening speech all the matters they wished 
to lay before the conference. The Secretary summarized the posi- 
tion by proposing the following. The Austrians would give their 

speech and then the meeting would be recessed. When discussions 
would be resumed, with the Austrians absent, the three Ministers 

would seek Soviet agreement to having the Austrians admitted and 
to have it understood that they could express their views later in 
the discussion of the Austrian item but the four Ministers would 
reserve the right to meet without the Austrians. Mr. Bidault and 
Mr. Eden concurred. 

Austrian Neutrality: 

Mr. Bidault reacted strongly against the sentence in Dr. Figl’s 
speech referring to the Austrian readiness to abstain from all mili- 

tary alliances. Mr. Dulles and Mr. Eden agreed that efforts should 
be made to have this point omitted. 

Meeting After Entrance of Austrian Delegation 

Introduction: 

The Secretary stated that it had been the original intention of 
the three Ministers to place the Austrian item first on the confer- 

ence agenda. The Austrian negotiations had gone so far in the past 
that for their conclusion now only Soviet good will was necessary, 
since the success of .the Ministers in this matter would have engen- 

dered success on other items on the agenda. However, when the So- 

viets had proposed a reverse order of the agenda, the Western 
powers had accepted in order to avoid a long wrangle on the 
agenda. At the time, the Secretary had remarked that Austria was 

the easiest problem to resolve. He hoped this was true in the light 

of the poor results of the conference on other matters. He wished 
Fig] good luck in his aim and hoped that he would bring good luck 
to the conference. Before the discussions turned to the points which 
appeared in the morning meeting, of the Western and Austrian ex- 
perts, * the Secretary asked if Dr. Fig] wished to speak. 

3 Regarding this meeting, see the editorial note, supra.



1014 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME VII 

Dr. Figl expressed his thanks for the opportunity to meet the 
Ministers and to discuss certain procedural matters. He was happy 
that Austria was on the agenda even if it was the last item. Per- 
haps this was just as well. 

Participation: 

The Secretary stated that the precise form of Austrian participa- 
tion had not yet been decided among the four Ministers. The West- 
ern Ministers anticipated “a large measure of participation” but 
thought that in the interests of Austria, the Ministers should be al- 

lowed, on occasion, to meet in the absence of the Austrians. 

Dr. Figl pointed out that the desire of his government for full 
participation arose from the fact that the government would have 
to bear the consequences for the results before the Austrian people. 

The Secretary then set forth the procedure the Western Minis- 
ters would follow. The Austrian statement would come first, fol- 

lowed by a recess. After the recess, the four Ministers, in the ab- 
sence of the Austrians, would consider the form of participation in 
the light of the Austrian request. Mr. Eden pointed out that if this 
procedure were adopted, the Austrians would have other opportu- 
nities to express their views; hence certain points in Dr. Figl’s 
speech could be postponed until later. The Secretary informed Dr. 
Fig] that he could take it for granted that he would be heard more 
than once. Mr. Bidault thought the Austrians were certainly not in 
Berlin on a symbolic trip. 

Reference to Nazi Development of Oil Fields: 
Dr. Fig] explained that the language used in his speech had been 

inserted in order to stress that the oil in question is Austrian, and 
not German, property. This was the same principle as the UN had 

enunciated. The Soviets have no right to the oil but only to the in- 
stallations for its production. He was willing, however, to insert the 

phrase ‘‘to a considerable extent’. The oil was in Austria a long 
time before 1988 and some of it was produced before the Anschluss. 

In Mr. Bidault’s view, Dr. Figl’s argument made the entire sen- 
tence unnecessary. Mr. Eden added that the sentence strengthens 
the Soviet claims to the installations as German assets. Dr. Figl 
disagreed with these interpretations, saying that the sentence was 
meant to indicate that first the Germans and now the Soviets had 
exploited the oil illegally. Mr. Bidault then remarked he did not 
understand how the reference to the Nazis strengthened the Aus- 
trian request for alleviation of Article 35. To this, Dr. Figl replied 

that the sentence established the basis for alleviation, including 
the division of oil fields on a 60-40 split. By making the statement 
under reference, the Austrian Government removed the Soviet ar- 

gument that the assets are all German. The Secretary concluded 
discussion of this point by recommending that the experts look into
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the matter further. He wished to say, however, that he was very 
gratified with the general Austrian approach to the subject of Arti- 

cle 35. 

Acceptable Treaty Clauses: 

With regard to willingness of the Austrian Government to accept 
each treaty provision, Dr. Fig] wished to insert the word “Draft’’ 
before ‘‘treaty’ and substitute “in every respect’ for ‘‘on all sides” 
in the last sentence of the antepenultimate paragraph. 

Neutralization: 

Dr. Fig] declared that Austria’s intention to abstain from mili- 

tary alliances had been said repeatedly by the Chancellor, the Vice- 

Chancellor, and the Austrian Parliament. When, as anticipated, 

the Soviets raised the arguments of remilitarization, U.S. bases, 

EDC, NATO, etc., the Austrians would have cut the ground from 

under them. It was better to anticipate these arguments by show- 

ing Austria with a force of only 538,000 men and excluded from any 
military alliances. It was better to keep the initiative by laying all 

the cards on the table at the start rather than being forced into the 
defensive by waiting for the inevitable attack. 

Mr. Bidault stated that there was a difference between the state- 

ment of the Austrian Government and one made in the four power 

conference. What did Dr. Fig] propose to do if Molotov wished to 
pursue the matter further and put the statement in as a treaty ar- 
ticle? With some hesitation, Dr. Figl answered the Soviets would 

have a hard time introducing a new treaty article as it would limit 
Austrian sovereignty. Since the present government cannot commit 
future ones, a treaty article would mean that a country which is 

about to be freed would have its freedom restricted indefinitely. 
Thus the statement would have to be sufficient. In Mr. Eden’s 
view, the Soviets would immediately ask for a treaty article on 

neutralization if the sentence were retained. 

Dr. Fig] said that he would have to consult on this matter with 
Chancellor Raab since the sentence was an important and integral 

part of the speech. He would inform the three Ministers tomorrow. 
The Secretary concurred with Mr. Eden’s and Mr. Bidault’s views. 

If the sentence were postponed until after the Soviets had raised 
the matter, an Austrian statement on this subject might be a suffi- 

cient compromise. Dr. Fig] doubted if this tactic would be success- 
ful. Mr. Eden thought the present wording is bad, whether made 

now or later, provided, of course, that the Austrian Government 

did not wish to bind itself permanently. The Secretary concluded 
the discussion by remarking that the Soviets were very shrewd
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traders—if you tried to meet them halfway at the outset, they 
would want you to go farther. 4 

* A summary of this meeting with Figl and the reaction to his proposed speech 
was transmitted in Secto 112 from Berlin, Feb. 10. (396.1 BE/2-1054) 

No. 450 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 204 

Memorandum by the Director of the Office of Chinese Affairs 

(McConaughy) to the Counselor of the Department of State (Mac- 
Arthur) } 

TOP SECRET BERLIN, February 10, 1954. 

Subject: Five Power Conference: Developments of February 10, 
1954 

Meeting with British and French Far Eastern Men: 

I met with Allen and Roux at 10:00 a.m. We had a long and im- 

portant discussion which revealed that both the British and French 

are in favor of giving some ground on our draft Resolution, 2 as a 

result of the position which Molotov took at the first Restricted 
Meeting. They jointly worked out a proposed new draft which em- 
bodies their ideas. The new draft undoubtedly reflects the views of 
Eden and Bidault. A copy is enclosed. 

This draft would eliminate the references to conduct of Commu- 
nist China and its proof of “spirit of peace’. It would hinge the 
Four Power consultation on the conditions for an Indochina Confer- 

ence merely on the discussions at the Korean Political Conference 
and the situation in Southeast Asia. In the preamble, all reference 

to the difficulties encountered in convening the Political Confer- 

ence, and to the Korean Armistice Agreement and the UNGA Res- 
olution would be eliminated as needlessly offensive to the Soviets 
and the Chinese Communists. I gave them due notice of the serious 

doubts I entertained as to the possibility of our going along with 

any of these changes. 

In view of the importance of the views expressed and the likelli- 

hood that they will be pressed by Eden and, less vigorously, by Bi- 
dault when they meet with the Secretary tomorrow, I have written 

1 A notation on the source text indicates that it was seen by Secretary Dulles. 

2 Transmitted in Dulte 44, Document 4386.
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a full memorandum on the subject addressed to the Secretary and 

sent through you. 3 

It would seem highly desirable that the Secretary allow sufficient 

time tomorrow morning for a thorough airing of this issue with 
Eden and Bidault, so that a firmly agreed position may be reached 

before the second Restricted Meeting. 

[Enclosure] 4 

Draft No. 13, Prepared by Members of the British and French 

Delegations at the Berlin Conference 

TOP SECRET BERLIN, February 10, 1954. 

The Foreign Ministers of France, the United Kingdom, the 
U.S.S.R., and the United States, meeting in Berlin, 

Taking into account the need to establish by peaceful means a 
unified and independent Korea as an important step toward the re- 

duction of international tensions and the re-establishment of peace 
elsewhere in Asia; 

Agree to invite representatives of the Chinese People’s Republic, 

the Republic of Korea, the Korean People’s Democratic Republic 
and such other countries which provided armed forces to serve 

under the U.N. Command in Korea as may desire to participate, to 

meet with representatives of the four countries at a Political Con- 
ference at Geneva on April 15 to ensure the peaceful settlement of 
the Korean question; 

Agree further that in the light of the discussions at the above 
mentioned Conference and of the situation in South East Asia, the 

four powers will settle by common agreement the conditions for the 

convening of another conference designed to restore peace in Indo- 

China. 

It is understood that neither the invitation to, nor the holding of, 

the above-mentioned Political Conference shall be deemed to imply 

diplomatic recognition in any case where it has not already been 
accorded. 

3 A copy of this four-page memorandum is in Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 
215. 

* No enclosure was attached to the source text. The enclosure printed here was 
attached to the memorandum referred to in footnote 3 above.
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No. 451 

396.1 BE/2-1154: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State } 

SECRET PRIORITY BERLIN, February 11, 1954—1 a.m. 

Secto 117. Department pass OSD. Fourteenth plenary session, 

Molotov in chair. ? 
1. Before presenting two proposals, one on German question and 

one on a European collective security treaty (verbatim texts for- 
warded Secto 115 and Secto 116 3), Molotov made following pream- 
bular statement: 4 

a. Despite divergences on German question, this discussion 
should be continued. 

b. Key object should be avoid division Europe into military 
groups (cited Eden’s statement of 25 September 1936 before League 
of Nations to this effect). Both world wars were preceded by divi- 
sion of Europe into opposing military groups. (Molotov then gave 
recital European history pre-World War I period and inter-war. 
With reference latter period, mentioned anti-Comintern pact group 
had been found culpable by post-World War II Military Tribunal 
and by Cordell Hull.) 

c. Therefore, necessary take sober view of events now going on 
because prevention third world war is on our hands if we learn 
from history that way to prevent war is to prevent development of 
opposing military groups. 

d. Key role of Germany in military groups promoting both world 
wars must be borne in mind. 

e. Anti-Russian bloc now beginning be implemented through 
NATO under UK and US leadership. NATO in many ways resem- 
bles anti-Comintern pact, no reason to think its results will be any 
better. 

f. Soviet delegation keeps emphasizing dangers of EDC relative to 
collective security Europe; Eden and Bidault assertions (that EDC 
not pointed against East Europe and that guarantees of security 
for East might be provided) are illusory since any effective guaran- 
tee Eastern security must be guarantee against resurgence German 
militarism whereas EDC plans necessarily lead to such resurgence. 
Federal Republic has greatest military, industrial, and manpower 
resources in Western Europe and would play leading role in EDC. 
To link guarantees with existence EDC is tantamount providing 

1 Repeated to Bonn, Frankfurt, London, Paris, Moscow, and Vienna. 
2The U.S. verbatim record of the fourteenth plenary, USDEL PLEN/14, which 

began at 3 p.m., is in Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 194. 
3 Neither printed. (Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 210) For text of these propos- 

als, see FPM(54)46 and 47, Documents 516 and 517. 

4 For Molotov’s statement, circulated as FPM(54)45, see Cmd. 9080, pp. 107-118; it 
includes the text of the Soviet proposal on European security.
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guarantee of Eastern security by resurgence German militarism 
which is principal threat to Eastern security. 

g. EDC (formation of which would be facilitated by early unifica- 
tion Germany on Western terms) means six nations against rest of 
Europe; will deepen division of Europe, aggravate tensions and 
threaten all rest of Europe. EDC is a narrow and exclusive group 
to which only six nations may belong. 

h. West plans with formation EDC enter Bonn and Paris trea- 
ties 5 into force, permitting foreign armed forces in Europe for 50 
years which quite contrary to Eastern security interests and to 
normal peaceful life of Europe. Furthermore, would postpone unifi- 
cation Germany and German peace treaty. 

i. Verbal guarantees from US, UK on Eastern security of dubious 
value since these countries dominant members NATO of which 
EDC integral part. 

j. Therefore, what alternative EDC? Answer: Practical implemen- 
tation of project for collective security pact for all Europe, some- 
what after pattern Inter-American Treaty of Rio de Janeiro. Why 
would such undertaking not be completely consistent UN Charter? 
Therefore, Soviet delegation welcomes such pact embracing all Eu- 
ropean countries and having appropriate concrete (including mili- 
tary) obligations. USSR had favored such pact before World War II 
but Hitler opposed. 

k. Re unification Germany and settlement German problem, we 
have difficult task but practicable. What cannot be done here can 
be postponed to an early future conference but we must finish that 
job. Occupation troops must be withdrawn now from both East and 
West Germany; this would reduce tensions in Europe and outside 

urope. 
1. Big Four, however, should hasten to facilitate collective securi- 

ty treaty with appropriate guarantee against aggression of Europe. 
ending settlement German question, both East and West Germa- 

ny should participate in such pact. 
m. Effective conclusion such pact (terms of which would require 

dismantlement NATO and abandonment EDC project) could pre- 
cede definitive settlement German question. 

2. Molotov then read verbatim text of two Soviet proposals and 
subsequently distributed copies before asking comment. Dulles sug- 
gested recess to enable other delegations study Soviet proposals. 

3. Upon resumption after recess Dulles made statement verbatim 
text of which reported Secto 114. 6 

4, Bidault: 

a. Had listened carefully to Soviet presentation; noted no change 
re German settlement; noted, however, abandonment NATO and 
EDC now made prominent issue. Thought that Molotov’s historical 
exercise unrealistic; not all alliances can be treated as being identi- 

5 Regarding the agreements signed at Bonn, May 26, 1952, see Documents 51 ff. 
Regarding the agreements signed at Paris, May 27, 1952, see the editorial note, vol. 
v, Part 1, p. 684. 

§ Infra.
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cal. There were, indeed, military groups in Europe before both 
world wars, but clearly the aggressors were Wilhelm II and Hitler. 
France, on other hand, had in both cases belonged to defensive alli- 
ances without which defense would have been impossible. NATO is 
similarly defensive alliance. 

b. Soviet proposals show clearly Soviet delegation now wants (for 
50 years) not only neutralized Germany but also neutralized West- 
ern Europe by compulsory abandonment EDC and NATO; and 
would prolong division Germany for 50 years by postponing peace 
treaty. 

c. Molotov’s point on exclusivity EDC is clearly refuted by Article 
129 which makes EDC open to accession; reason why only six coun- 
tries now involved are well-known. 

d. Soviet proposition is that Western defensive alliance needs to 
be disrupted; but no reference made to present existence Eastern 
bloc. If Soviet proposal is, indeed, intended to be so one-sided, it not 
acceptable. Security of Europe includes, but is not limited, to secu- 
rity of USSR. 

e. Re guarantees against German militarism, it seems dangerous 
to leave an independent Germany in center of Europe free to 
choose sides; this danger aggravated by proposal to impose military 
limitations on Germany which likely be ignored since history 
teaches that ‘“‘no one treads path of barracks unless prohibited to 

O so.” 
f. Re Molotov’s critical reference British-American troops in 

Europe would only say that had such troops been in Europe 1919 to 
1939 there would have been no World War II. France has no inten- 
tion shaking off a worthwhile friendship. 

g. Re proposed collective security pact, that agreeable in princi- 
ple but it must be real not verbal, must recognize necessity settling 
German and Austrian questions first. Furthermore, mutual assist- 
ance arrangements meaningless unless preceded by clear frontiers 
which follow not precede peace settlements. 

h. Would appreciate explanation repeated Molotov reference to 
‘32 states’; this figure not meaningful. 

i. Soviets renew proposals for troop withdrawal from Germany; 
but is now evident that withdrawals would be only partial and 
anyway only theoretical since under Soviet proposal troops could 
be returned to Germany without prior notice. 

j. Amazed at Soviet suggestion US observer status proposed col- 
lective security pact could be compensated by similar [status?] Red 
China, since this suggestion seems overlook “revered Potsdam 
Agreement’. 

k. Stated more positively, French view on problem of European 
security is that it necessary open new paths along which Europe 
can leave behind ancient rivalries and conflicting aims. This is 
meaning of Western efforts in last few years. It was necessary to 
note existence of a different system in the East; without exploring 
in detail the merits of the two systems it must be noted that East- 
ern system is a political, military, economic whole supported by 
Soviet Union; and on the other side there exist the outlines and the 
first foundations of a new community based on destiny and free- 
dom of choice. Within this concept, France convinced that basic
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principles must be (1) never permit Germany again become center 
of aggression, and (2) achieve this end by free association Germany 
with other free countries of Europe. Also put unified Germany in 
world security system with benefits and obligations of UN Charter. 
This has been France’s policy; it not a militaristic policy nor even 
primarily military, but envisages other forms of association, eco- 
nomic, cultural, etc. This policy being pursued in full awareness of 
great intrinsic difficulty German problem and distinctly for France 
in German development and expansion. Objectively this policy 
cannot be achieved at one stroke or by miracle. Progress must be 
concrete and systematic. 

1. In conclusion, the path on which West has moved was dictated 
by a situation which West did not create. The East and particularly 
East Germany did not wait upon a collective security pact before 
raising and strengthening military force. How can defensive efforts 
of West create such a threat to security of Europe as Molotov al- 
leges? EDC excludes possibility any individual armed action. EDC 
system provides organic security guarantee of a new type by associ- 
ating Germany with countries whose desire for peace cannot be 
questioned. Molotov does not deny this but fears Germany might 
cut loose from this association; if that were really the problem we 
could consider firmer clauses; but he does not seem to want any- 
thing except abandonment EDC and NATO and exclusion US from 
Europe. Soviet must face the facts of Europe today, facts which 
face us all. 

5. Eden: 7 

a. Soviet proposals appear resemble sort of Monroe Doctrine for 
Europe designed break up NATO and exclude US forces from 
Europe. To many countries, however, America’s part in European 
affairs has been very generous in many ways not the least of which 
economic in which respect was salvation of Western Europe. Mar- 
shall Plan is part of history and a generous chapter; it is not fault 
of Americans if it does not figure in every history book. 

b. NATO is foundation UK policy; under it physically impossible 
initiate aggression. It offers threat to no one; we cannot give it up. 
Within it, we have useful associations with other nations, not limit- 
ed to military matters; and as necessary military build-up tapers 
off other aspects of association (economic, cultural) will become 
more important. NATO involvement does not exclude friendship 
with others; but is vital part of life of free nations of West. 

c. New Soviet proposals as applied Germany appear based on as- 
sumption German unification will not take place. Practical result 
is ensuring recognition GDR. 

d. Furthermore, imply abandonment Soviet confidence in Germa- 
ny which now to be neutralized by our decision; and whereas super- 
vision of German elections was last week an affront, now it is pro- 
posed that German police strength be predetermined and subjected 
to inspection. Free elections seem to have disappeared and German 
problem is shelved. 

7 For Eden’s statement, see Cmd. 9080, pp. 116-117.
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e. The general collective security plan, like the German arrange- 
ments, appears to put things in the wrong order. These broad hori- 
zons of collective security must come after settlement German 
problem. 

f. Soviet collective security proposals would require us (Article 7) 
give up our right of association in non-aggressive alliances; to de- 
prive us of our freedom of choice while not apparently (Article 10) 
depriving USSR its freedom of choice. 

g. Insofar as new proposals are directed at abandonment EDC 
and NATO, it appears Soviets have ignored all that was said in 
past two weeks about defensive character of these arrangements 
and about West’s willingness guarantee Russian security. Indeed, 
Molotov implied US, UK are parties to revival German militarism, 
all I can do is repeat assurances I have already given and refer 
again to UN Charter and Anglo-Soviet Treaty. 

h. In summary, all Soviets want is dismantlement of NATO and 
Western defensive alliances without any comparable dismantle- 
ment their apparatus. This is not a possible foundation for work we 
have to do. 

6. Molotov wished make brief clarification on some of questions 
raised: 

a. Re Germany, reiterated Soviet proposals, viz.. No German 
army in either zone; problem to be settled by Germans not by occu- 
pation troops; no interference in German internal affairs (as dis- 
tinct from external security matters with respect which Four 
Powers have rights and obligations until conclusion peace treaty); 
determination of size, composition, etc. of German police forces by 
agreement among the Four Powers; withdrawal occupation troops. 

b. Re collective security pact, Soviet delegation had simply pro- 
posed that security in Europe was problem for 32 countries not 6. 
These 6 constituted themselves a closed group and despite Bidault’s 
citation Article 129, the fact remains entry for other countries so 
hedged with reservations as to be impossible in practice. Molotov 
conceded intent of Soviet proposal was against NATO and EDC be- 
cause both these arrangements directed against USSR and People’s 
Democracies. Re mention by Eden and Bidault of Anglo-Soviet and 
Franco-Soviet treaties, Molotov wondered what is left of these un- 
dertakings since UK and France both busily engaged in efforts re- 
militarize Germany and consolidate NATO, both of which “spear- 
headed” against USSR. Hence, references to present force or possi- 
ble extension these bilateral treaties are “incomprehensible to 
people in USSR”. 

c. Much had been said about Eastern European bloc. Admittedly 
Soviet relations with People’s Democracies are good and are devel- 
oping; but there exists no treaty within this bloc directed against 
any nation represented at this conference or designed for any pur- 
pose except to safeguard peace and security and prevent aggression 
by remilitarized Germany. 

d. Soviet collective security proposal has as prime objective pre- 
vention emergence military groups directed against other groups of 
countries and to unify European countries in pursuit of collective 
security of Europe.
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e. Re US, there can be no complaint against citation of fact that 
US is an American country not a European country. All that 
Soviet leaders beginning with Stalin have said about the great 
services rendered by US during the war against Hitler was true 
and USSR stands by it and is grateful for that help. Lines of policy, 
however, deviated only after World War II and only because US de- 
viated from common war time policies; USSR is in no way responsi- 
ble for that. 

f. Soviet delegation had tabled certain proposals for collective se- 
curity in Europe. There has been much criticism, most of which ap- 
parently based on insufficient knowledge or on misunderstanding. 
It appeared only Eden had categorically rejected Soviet proposal. 
Some remarks, however, seem imply rejection idea of collective se- 
curity in Europe. Soviet delegation would appreciate clear state- 
ment on this since if idea unacceptable obviously Soviet draft of no 
use; but if idea viable, perhaps amendments possible. 

7. Dulles: 

a. Two papers had been submitted by Soviet delegation. Paper 
dealing with Germany not acceptable. Other paper had reference 
to a proposed collective security treaty to which US would not be 
party; therefore, not called upon to state position. For information, 
however, he could assure Molotov that US would not respond to in- 
vitation in Article 9 to serve as observer. If this invitation intended 
as “a poor joke’, it will not be received as such by American people 
who still have fresh in memory their outlay of blood and treasure 
in Europe. 

b. Called attention to ambiguity in translation since language in 
Article 7 read “enter” in English text but read “participate” or 
“take part in” in French and Russian text. If Russian text determi- 
native, it would be entirely clear that this article intended to su- 
persede North Atlantic Treaty. He assumed this was Molotov’s in- 
tention. 

8. Bidault: Idea of European collective security system acceptable 

on two conditions: 

a. Unification of Germany and German peace treaty must come 
first; and 

b. There must be no exclusion of right of association in defensive 
arrangements. The text presented by Soviet delegation is not ac- 
ceptable. 

9. Eden: His answer had already been given. 

10. Molotov: Had not spoken on question raised by Dulles, but 

would not refuse to speak on it. Molotov immediately shifted to his 

capacity as session chairman and proposed continue with items dis- 

cussed today. After interchange, Foreign Ministers agreed to leave 
today’s subject matter as unfinished business and to decide (after 
Friday’s meeting on Austria) when to return to it.
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No. 452 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 210: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State ! 

BERLIN, February 10, 1954. 

Secto 114. Department pass OSD. Following is text of Secretary’s 
statement, 14th session, Foreign Ministers meeting, February 10: 2 

Mr. Dulles: Since Mr. Molotov has been kind enough to say that 
the United States can be an “observer”, I thought it would be in 
order to make some observations on his plan. 

The proposals submitted are in two parts, one of which deals pri- 
marily with Germany and the other of which represents the draft 
of a proposed European treaty on collective security. ° 

The paper with reference to Germany contains the statement: 
“That we shall continue our efforts to seek a settlement of the 

German problem”, and that, of course, the United States is dis- 
posed to do. 

Then the paper in its paragraph 2 goes on to repeat the proposal 

which has heretofore been made a number of times by the Soviet 

Union with reference to the withdrawal of so-called occupation 
forces from East and West Germany. 

There is one translating question which I would like to raise. In 

paragraph 2(b) there is a reference to putting the occupation forces 
back in case security in Germany is threatened. The English text 
reads: .. .4 In case the security of either part of Germany is 
threatened . . .” and I understand the Russian text reads: “. . . In 
case the security in either part of Germany is threatened . . .”. In 

other words, I interpret that paragraph 2(b) to relate to internal se- 

curity, but I would be happy to have confirmation of that point 

from the Soviet delegation. 

Mr. Molotov: I would ask you to be guided by the Russian text. 

Mr. Dulles: That confirms my view, then, that the proposal with 

reference to Germany is substantially the same as heretofore sub- 
mitted by the Soviet delegation. 

It makes it relevant, therefore, only for me to repeat what has 

been said before by me and others around this table: That the pro- 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, New York, Vienna, Moscow, Bonn, and CINCEUR. 

2 For a report on the fourteenth plenary, see Secto 117, supra. Secretary Dulles’ 
statement was circulated as FPM(54)49 in the records of the conference. 

3 FPM(54)46 and 47, Documents 516 and 517. 
4 Ellipses in this paragraph are in the source text.
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posal would leave West Germany and consequently much of West- 

ern Europe exposed to any threat of external aggression. 
A third paragraph of this paper contemplates the calling of an- 

other conference, and it is perhaps in order for me in this connec- 
tion to say what I have said before; namely, that it seems whenever 
we have a conference which is unable to settle anything, the Soviet 
Union proposes that we have another conference which can only 
breed other conferences is the best we can do. That is a rather dis- 
heartening conclusion. 

The second paper is the text of a proposed general European 
treaty on collective security in Europe. Since the United States 
would presumably not be a part of that treaty, my observations are 
not directed primarily to the actual text of the treaty, although 
there are certain implications in it which do affect the United 
States. It is perhaps implicit in the draft, although not entirely 
clear, that it is designed to replace the North Atlantic Treaty. I 
assume that from the provisions of Articles 7 and perhaps 10, and 
the fact that the Soviet Foreign Minister in introducing his text, 
made a serious attack upon the North Atlantic Pact “‘as resembling 
in many ways the anti-Comintern Pact which led to the unleashing 
of the Second World War’. He went on to say that ‘‘there are no 
reasons than that of the anti-Comintern Pact’. 

So, I presume, although the Soviet Foreign Minister can correct 
me if I am wrong, that his proposed treaty for European collective 
security would be in reality a replacement of the North Atlantic 
Treaty. 

The United States certainly cannot take offense at the suggestion 
of the Soviet Foreign Minister that the European countries should 
get together for their own collective security without the participa- 
tion of the United States. The United States, I think, has never in- 

truded itself as an unwanted participant in European affairs, and 
we do not have any intentions of doing so in the future. 

The American people have a very deep and legitimate interest in 
Europe. Most of us derive from Western Europe. We share the cul- 
ture and traditions and religion of Western Europe, and there are 
many bonds which tie us very closely together. But we do not feel 
that on that account we have any right to demand participation in 
European affairs. 

The United States sent its armed forces to Europe in the First 
World War when the West was threatened by German militarism 
under the Kaiser. We delayed somewhat in doing so. But at the 
urgent appeal and desire of the threatened peoples of Western 
Europe, and because our own interests became involved, we did 
participate and certainly contributed to the final defeat of the 
German militarists represented by the Kaiser.
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When that war was over, we took our troops home at once. Then 
the same story was repeated under Hitler in the Second World 
War, and again, after some delay and when the danger not only to 
Western Europe but also the Soviet Union, was immense, and 

when we ourselves seemed threatened, we made gigantic effort of 

putting troops and supplies in Europe to help to save Europe from 
the renewed militarism of Germany. 

And, after the Second World War we withdrew all our forces 

from Europe, except a relatively small number who were required 
for occupation purposes in Germany. 

Now, for the third time in this century, we have sent forces back 
to Europe and again the reason was that there were many in 
Europe who were afraid and who asked us to do so. That fear is, I 

imagine, a fear which cannot be allayed by new words and new 
promises, because the fear was inspired by a country which was al- 
ready bound by the United Nations Charter not to use force 
against the territorial integrity or independence of any state. 
Whether that fear will be allayed by any repetition of that pledge 
is not for me to decide. 

It has been suggested that our participation in the present De- 

fense of West Europe to which I now refer caused the division of 

Europe. That is one of these strange reversals of history—the 
upside-down talks—to which unfortunately we have had to accom- 
modate ourselves. Everyone knows that the division of Europe was 

created before the action to which I refer and that our action was 
taken only because of the division of Europe. 

It cannot, I think, be forgotten that when the United States pro- 

posed the Marshall Plan, which involved the contributions of many 

billions of dollars to the rehabilitation of Europe, that plan was ini- 
tially made available to all of the European states. It was at that 

juncture that the Soviet satellites, under the direction of the Soviet 
Union, were not permitted to share in that plan. Perhaps if that 
plan had been carried out in its original scope, it would have pre- 
vented the division of Europe—or at least mitigated the division of 
Europe—which unfortunately was intensified by the Soviet action. 

The division of Europe, I am afraid, comes from causes which 
considerably ante-date the organization of the North Atlantic 
Treaty and the proposed European Defense Community. It goes 
back to the date when the Soviet control initially confined to the 
Soviet Union itself, was extended to a vast area which now in- 

cludes one-third of the human race. 

I recall the pacts of mutual assistance which the Soviet Union 
made in 1939 with Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania which the Soviet 

Foreign Minister at the time described in language which is almost
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exactly the same as the second preamble of the proposed new Euro- 

pean treaty. 

The pacts with Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, Mr. Molotov said 

on October 31, 19389, “strictly stipulate the inviolability of the sov- 

ereignty of signatory states and the principle of non-interference in 

each others affairs’”’. 

The second preamble to which I refer speaks of the “respect for 
the independence and sovereignty of states and non-interference in 
their internal affairs”. 

What quickly happened to Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania has 
gone on and on and has, I suggest, created the division to which 
the Soviet Foreign Minister refers. 

It is a division between those who have been absorbed and the 
others who do not want to be absorbed. 

Whether or not the Soviet proposal of today will obliterate that 

division in Europe is, as I say, something which is primarily to be 
considered by other states than the United States. 

So far as the United States is concerned, we are determined that 
we will not be absorbed. 

No. 453 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 212 

The President to the Secretary of State, at Berlin } 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, February 10, 1954. 

I refer to your number 54 of 9 February. 2? It is true that certain 
legislators have expressed uneasiness concerning any use of Ameri- 
can maintenance personnel in Indochina. They fear that this may 
be opening the door to increased and unwise introduction of Ameri- 
can troops into the area. Administration has given assurances to 

guard against such developments and has promised categorically to 
withdraw recently shipped increment of 200 air technicians no 
later than June 15. This we must do even if we have to recruit ci- 
vilian technicians to take their place. 

There is no ground whatsoever for assuming we intend to reverse 
or ignore US commitments made to French. Those commitments 
were based upon assumptions that French would act comprehen- 
sively and vigorously in prosecuting war; and their commitment in 
this regard is as binding as is ours in providing additional money 

1 Transmitted to Berlin, eyes only for the Secretary from the President, in Tedul 
37, Feb. 10. 

2 Document 446.
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and equipment. The so-called Navarre plan visualized substantial 
victory by summer of 1955. 

General O’Daniel’s* most recent report is more encouraging 
than given to you through French sources. I still believe that the 
two things most needed for success are French will to win and com- 
plete acceptance by Vietnamese of French promise of independence 
as soon as victory is achieved. To summarize administration has no 
intention of evading its pledges in the area providing the French 
performance measures up to the promises made by them as basis 
for requesting our increased help. 4 

With warm regard, 

EISENHOWER 

hi Lt. Gen. John W. O’Daniel, Chief of the U.S. military survey mission in Indo- 

° ‘Tn a supplementary message the same day the Department of State reported 
that it was aware of French sensitivities, but believed that some form of under- 
standing would be necessary regarding U.S. participation in an advisory capacity in 
Indochina. (Tedul 38 to Berlin, Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 212) 

No. 454 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 212: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Department of State 

TOP SECRET PRIORITY BERLIN, February 10, 1954—3 p.m. 

Dulte 62. For Acting Secretary, please pass to Wilson and JCS, 
from Secretary. I have carefully reviewed the arguments for full 
withdrawal of forces from Austria versus reduction of force levels 
to token forces, and have come to the conclusion that in the event 

we are faced with making a choice between these alternatives, we 
will be obliged to go along with reduction of forces to token level. 

My primary concern is that full withdrawal of forces will remove 
the 3 Western zones of Austria and Vienna from the protection of 

the North Atlantic Treaty. The substitute assurances which might 
be given by the 3 Powers would raise constitutional questions for 
us and require acceptance by other NATO members which might 
prove exceedingly difficult of accomplishment. A further consider- 
ation is that I do not feel the U.S. can hold out against the com- 

bined UK-French preference for this type of solution in the event 

that this alternative is advanced by the Austrians or the USSR. We 
will of course make every effort to maintain our initial position of 
seeking the full Austrian Treaty and we have reached tripartite 

agreement here on this point.
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Nash has discussed this matter informally with General Arnold 
in Salzburg, who, while preferring full withdrawal, has suggested 
that we should take as our first line of attack with the Soviets a 
counter proposal that the Western Powers have already, in effect, 

reduced their occupation troops far in excess of their requirements. 

The Western Powers would be ready to consider the question of 
further reduction in their forces when the Soviets have made a pro- 

portionate reduction in their present troop strength in Austria. 
Should the Soviets accept this approach, the matter could be re- 
ferred to the Allied High Commission in Austria for further devel- 
opment. Should we be forced to accept the token force concept, I 
feel that we should exact the following conditions: A. That there be 
quadripartite agreement to permit the Austrians to raise armed 
forces up to the treaty level of 58,000. We could perhaps accept, as 
a minimum, agreement to permit 28,000, which figure we are pre- 
pared to equip and which represents the minimum estimated force 
to guard against subversion. B. We insist upon the right of freedom 
of movement and access to all parts of Austria so that some en- 
forcement safeguard against increasing the agreed levels will exist. 

These two matters should be settled as matters of principle 
before quadripartite agreement on token forces is given. 

C. The allies should obtain an agreement with the Austrians to 
raise the treaty armed forces . . . . I intend to press strongly with 
the British and the French that in the event we accept the token 
force principle, the Western Powers move ahead rapidly with the 
development of planning for the wartime use of Austrian manpow- 
er. 

I would appreciate your comments on this proposed course of 

action urgently so that I may take it up with Bidault and Eden as 
soon as possible. 

Nash concurs in the foregoing. 

DULLES 

No. 455 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 212: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Department of State ! 

TOP SECRET PRIORITY BERLIN, February 10, 1954—4 p.m. 

Dulte 64. Eyes only for Acting Secretary. Eden has just handed 
me an Aide-Meémoire text of which follows. In giving it to me he 

1 Drafted by Merchant.
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said that he was not quite sure that it accurately reflected our 
views and that he would like me to examine it and redraft any ap- 
propriate passages so that it set forth our views. 

I read it hastily and said I would be glad to study it but that I 

must tell him that the third paragraph did not represent the U.S. 
position since insofar as I knew we had not taken a final position 
on the countries to which the proposals would be referred before 
they were submitted to the Soviet Government. 

You will of course also note extent to which Eden is attempting 

to secure our agreement to further steps not yet decided by us. I 
shall give him no reply beyond my immediate comment reported 

above until I hear from Washington. I regard it as important, how- 
ever, that I should give him written reply here promptly. 

Verbatim text follows: 
“President Eisenhower’s Atomic Energy Proposals 2 
On January 31 I told Mr. Dulles that I was sure that we were 

ready to open discussions on the proposals to be put to the Soviet 
Government as soon as the State Department desired. I have now 
confirmed that H. M. Embassy are ready to open discussions with 
the State Department in Washington at any time. 
My understanding of the procedure which has been agreed for 

the discussion of the President’s proposals with the Russians is as 
follows: 

The proposals will first be agreed between the United States, 
British and Canadian authorities and then be put to the French, 
Belgian, Australian and South African Governments. Thereafter 
the proposals will be submitted to the Soviet Government through 
the Soviet Ambassador in Washington. We understand that from 
that point the United Kingdom, Canadian and French Govern- 
ments will participate fully with the United States and Soviet Gov- 
ernments in the subsequent negotiations. 

As regards the Soviet counter proposal to ban the use of atomic 
weapons, ? my understanding is that a discussion on this subject 
will also take place to begin with through diplomatic channels in 
Washington, and that the participants shall be the same as for the 
discussion of President Eisenhower’s proposals. It is also my under- 
standing that it will be open to any of the participants to the talks 
to propose at any stage that the discussions should be transferred 
to the United Nations Disarmament Commission should this seem 
to be desirable’. 
End verbatim text. 

DULLES 

2 See footnote 2, Document 396. 
3 For the Soviet proposal presented by Ambassador Zarubin at a meeting in 

Washington on Jan. 19, see footnote 4, Document 393.
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No. 456 

Eisenhower Library, C. D. Jackson papers 

The Special Assistant to the President (Jackson) to Marie McCrum, 

White House Secretary 

BERLIN, February 10, 1954. 

Dear Macuari: This has been the most dramatic day yet. I will 
try to give you a blow-by-blow but don’t think I can do justice to it. 
You have to hear the sound, see the faces change from pleasure to 
pain and vice versa, feel the danger of looming booby traps and get 
the thrill of coming through with the enemy visibly shaken. 

Yesterday had definitely been our round. Molotov had talked in- 
terminably and said nothing new. When Dulles, next in turn, very 

quietly said, “I have heard nothing new. I have nothing to say,” 
the Russians were thrown off base and started whispering to each 
other. Then Bidault and Eden both felt called upon to say some- 
thing which gave M a chance at another round. When he was final- 
ly cornered he pulled out what we had been expecting all along, 
the announcement that he would present a formal Soviet proposal 
for European Security. } 

All evening and part of the night and this morning we were 
trying to dope out what it would consist of. The boys had it pretty 
well taped, although they could not guess that having succeeded in 
embarrassing us, M would throw the whole thing away and give us 
the greatest chance we have had thus far. By two incautious or ar- 
rogant or just ill-informed (I don’t know which) statements the tide 
of battle swung right around and we nailed him so hard that I 

don’t think he will be able to squirm out of it. 

The beauty of the nailing is not just the satisfaction of scoring in 
the meeting. The real victory is that in one package he has been 
made to alienate East and West Germans and, most important, the 

slightly neutralist SPD, plus the French, plus the British, plus any- 

body who wants to listen. 

By the time this reaches you, you will have all the news stories 
and the full texts of the speeches so I won’t try to give you any- 
thing but color. I am enclosing the full text of Dulles’ talk because 
I want to be sure you see that. 2 

Molotov was in the chair and asked if he could talk first. The 
chair generally calls on the person to his left to open but every one 
agreed and Molotov started a long harangue on Germany and Eu- 

1 FPM(54)47, Document 517. 
2 For Secretary Dulles’ remarks, see Secto 114, Document 452.
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ropean security winding up with a specific plan for the unification 
of Germany ° and a draft of a collective security treaty for Europe. 
We were feeling less and less happy because although his propos- 

als were phoney all through nevertheless they contained bits and 
pieces that could not help have appeal to the French and the Ger- 
mans, withdrawal of troops, neutralization of Germany and a lot of 
subtle little twists that might look good to the folks in Paris or the 
Socialists in East Germany, etc., etc. EDC was roundly denounced, 

but NATO was left vague. 
Then came the block buster. The U.S. was specifically excluded 

from the collective security pact but was permitted to be an “ob- 
server” along with communist China. At that point we all laughed 
out loud and the Russians were taken completely by surprise at 
our reaction. Molotov did a double take and finally managed a 
smile, but the Russian momentum was gone. 
When he was through he turned to Dulles who was next to 

speak. Dulles said that this was something new and complicated 
and asked for a twenty-minute recess for study, and we all filed 
out. 

Dulles, Bidault and Eden got together for about ten minutes and 
then Dulles had another ten minutes with his staff, and we went 

back feeling that we were in a tight spot but that we might get out 
of it. One of the reasons for our uneasiness was that Dulles had 
simply listened to the advice that everybody was tossing at him but 

had not given any indication that things had jelled in his mind. 
Personally, I didn’t think they could possibly have jelled, because 
there had not been enough time. 

He started very slowly, literally sentence by sentence, with long 
pauses while it was translated first into Russian and then into 

French. This was one of the rare times when consecutive transla- 

tion was a blessing. Generally it interferes with the effect; this 
time it accentuated it. 

As he got into it we all realized that he was on exactly the right 
pitch, leaving to the Europeans the job of defending the U.S. pres- 
ence in Europe and NATO and sticking to those matters of history 

and principle which would force Bidault and Eden to close ranks. 
For you alone I will say that my only contributions were the 

opening paragraph and the section on the Baltic States with the 
deadly parallel of Molotov’s words in 1939 and his words today. 
When he got toward the end there wasn’t a sound in the room. 

By that time he was pausing between paragraphs instead of sen- 

tences so that the final paragraph stood out in letters of gold. 
When he said that every country could make its own choice but 

3 FPM(54)46, Document 516.
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that the United States would not be absorbed I almost bawled, and 

I am sure a lot of others felt the same way. 

Then came Bidault who was superb, and then Eden who put the 

lid on it by saying very simply that the proposal was “unaccept- 
able’. 

The whole Russian house of cards had come tumbling down and 
it could be seen on the Russian faces. Molotov was drawn, gray and 

angry and they were all scribbling furiously and avoiding looking 

up in our direction, which they always do when they think they 
are doing well. This business of Russian omniscience and omnipo- 

tence in conference is nonsense. They are so rigid and inflexible 
that if one comma gets knocked out of place they don’t know what 

to do. That is somewhat of an exaggeration as Molotov is so agile, 

but even he can’t take two paragraphs being knocked out of place. 

Molotov’s rebuttal was pathetic and practically ruined him be- 
cause he had practically to admit that his plan called for the liqui- 
dation of NATO which is the one thing France and England know 
is their salvation. He also admitted that his scheme would probably 
perpetuate the division of Germany for 50 years which certainly 
will endear him to his German audiences and he also admitted 

that this business of troop withdrawal was a phoney because the 
Russians could come back any time they wanted, literally without 
any pretext other than the unilateral announcement that they felt 
like coming back. 

Finally, when Foster, toward the end, said that classifying the 
Americans as “observers” may be considered by some a poor joke 
but by Americans as an affront after the blood and treasure the 

U.S. had expended in Europe, Molotov actually went white and 
then red. 

We have maintained an advantage up to now, sometimes precari- 
ous, sometimes solid. I think that today has won the battle of Molo- 

tov’s momentary bulge and that he won’t be able to reform his 
forces. 

The session lasted from 3 to 8:15 and then I went to the opera 
with Foster and Conant and some of the delegation. It was Valkyre 

and the emotional shock of stepping into that music after what we 
had been through in the afternoon just about did me in. The or- 
chestra was wonderful, Brunhilde and Siegmund excellent, Sieg- 

linde okay, Wotan lousy. No comments on Hunding as we only got 
there in the middle of the second act. * 

* When the audience spotted Dulles during the intermission everyone rose to his 
feet, applauding wildly and shouting, “Mr. Dulles, Mr. Dulles, Mr. Dulles.’”’ Tremen- 
dously moving. [Handwritten footnote in the source text.]
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This has been a day. My net reaction is that I am damn proud to 
be an American and that I know we will win. 

CD 

February 11, 1954 

No. 457 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 192 

Minutes of a Meeting of the Tripartite Working Group, Berlin, 
February 11, 1954, 10:30 a.m. 

SECRET 

BER MIN-17 

PRESENT 

UNITED STATES UNITED KINGDOM FRANCE 

Mr. MacArthur Sir Frank Roberts M. Seydoux 

1. Tactics for Today 

a. Five-Power Conference. Mr. MacArthur said that in place of 
submitting a modified proposal as suggested by the British and 
French yesterday, the Secretary wished to open the restricted ses- 

sion by requesting Molotov’s views. If Molotov has nothing new the 

conference could pass on to disarmament. More probably, Molotov 
will set forth strong views in which the concept of a Five-Power 
Conference will be basic. In this event, the three powers should 

point out the unacceptability of this matter and move on to the dis- 
armament question. This matter will be discussed among the Min- 
isters this noon. ! 

It was noted that Mr. Dulles might wish to announce his inten- 
tion of making the U.S. proposal 2 a conference document. The doc- 
ument would not have to be released to the press tonight but could 

be released tomorrow with appropriate comments. 

b. Disarmament. It was agreed that an attempt would be made to 
wind up this topic today so that another restricted session would 

not be necessary. It was hoped that the sessions would not last 

longer than 6:30 but it was more important that all business at this 

session be finished. 

1 There is no record of a meeting of the Foreign Ministers at noon in Department 
of State files. 

2 Transmitted in Dulte 44, Document 436.
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c. Press Communiqué. The British circulated a draft press com- 
muniqué which will be taken up with the three Ministers in their 
preliminary meeting. 3 

d. Approach to Molotov re First Session on Austria. It was sug- 
gested that M. Bidault approach Mr. Molotov at the dinner tonight 

with regard to the possibility of the Austrians remaining in the 
room while the four Ministers give their initial statements on Item 
3. The three Ministers will discuss this at their preliminary meet- 
ing. 

e. Treatment of War Criminals. The Ministers will discuss at 
their preliminary meeting an approach by either Mr. Dulles or Mr. 
Eden to Mr. Molotov regarding this subject. 

f. Procedure for Austrian Discussion and the Termination of Item 
2. The three Ministers may discuss today the question as to wheth- 
er the Ministers should continue the discussion of the Austrian 
item on Saturday in the hopes of concluding it, or whether the four 
Ministers should return to Item 2 on Saturday. Both the U.S. and 
the UK felt it was important to have discussion on all items on the 
agenda and then come back to unfinished business in final state- 
ments. 4 

2. Meeting Place for the Conference Next Week 

The three Ministers will be reminded today that a decision on 
this subject must be made shortly. The factors involved are: (1) it 
would not be advisable to haggle over this procedural point if Mr. 
Molotov wants to have it in the Soviet Sector; and (2) if the Austri- 
an question can not be concluded by the end of this week, it would 
be preferable to continue this discussion at the ACA Building 

where simultaneous translating facilities are available. 

3. Austria 

The Austrian experts will continue work on Figl’s opening 
speech and on the proposal on Austria to be tabled by Mr. Eden. 

4. Post-Conference German Problems 

The German experts will report to the Working Group tomorrow 
or Saturday on measures to be taken with respect to the ameliora- 
tion of conditions in Berlin. 

d. Final Tripartite Communiqué 

It was argued that the German experts would prepare a draft 
section on Item 2 to be included in a possible tripartite communi- 
qué to be used at the end of the conference. It was suggested that 

3 No copy of this communiqué has been found in Department of State files. 
* Attached to the source text is a more detailed record of the discussion of Item I, 

prepared by McConaughy and dated Feb. 11.
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the Far Eastern experts and the Austrian experts prepare similar 
sections for their items on the agenda. 

No. 458 

_ditorial Note 

According to the United States Delegation Order of the Day, 
USDEL(OD)18, the Austrian Experts met twice on February 11. 

The first meeting took place at 10:30 a.m., but no record of it has 

been found in Department of State files. The second meeting took 
place at 5 p.m. and included a member of the unofficial Austrian 
Delegation. In this second session Figl’s speech (see footnote 4, Doc- 
ument 449) was again discussed and the Austrians agreed to delete 
the references to neutrality and Nazi development of the Austrian 

oil fields as well as redrafting the opening paragraph to express 
thanks for being invited to the conference and to include a plea for 
full participation. (Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 210) 

No. 459 

396.1 BE/2-1154 

United States Delegation Record of the Second Restricted Meeting 
of the Berlin Conference, February 11, 1954, 3-3:10 p.m. 3 

TOP SECRET 

Participants: United States 

Secretary Dulles 
Mr. Bohlen 
Mr. Merchant 
Mr. MacArthur (Mr. Nash replaced Mr. 
MacArthur for the second half of the session.) 

Soviet Union 
Mr. Molotov 
Mr. Gromyko 
Mr. Malik 
Mr. Troyanovsky (interpreter) 

United Kingdom 
Mr. Eden 
Sir Frank Roberts 

1A summary of this meeting was transmitted to Washington in Dulte 65 from 
Berlin, Feb. 12. (896.1 BE/2-1254)
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Mr. Denis Allen 
Mr. Birsie (interpreter) 

France 

M. Bidault 
M. Parodi 
M. Roux 
M. Andronikof (interpreter) 

(Chairman of Meeting, Secretary Dulles) 

First half of session: 
Secretary Dulles opened the meeting by saying that at the last 

restricted meeting on Monday, February 8, 2 of which today’s meet- 
ing was a continuance, the United States Delegation submitted a 
proposal * which it understood was not acceptable to the Soviet 
Union. Mr. Dulles said he would be glad, however, to know wheth- 
er the Soviet Foreign Minister had any further observations, sug- 
gestions, or counterproposals to submit. 

Mr. Molotov said the Soviet Delegation was in a position to 
submit a proposal on the subject considered at the last meeting. On 
some points it came close to the United States proposal. On others 
it was different, and he would now submit this new Soviet propos- 
al. 4 

Mr. Dulles asked whether Mr. Molotov had any explanatory com- 
ments he wished to make. 

Mr. Molotov said he believed it was a clear proposal. If any ex- 
planations were required, he would be glad to give them. 

(There was a delay in the proceedings of about five minutes 
while Secretary Dulles, Mr. Eden, and M. Bidault read the Soviet 

proposal.) 
Mr. Dulles said he had a few questions to ask about the new 

Soviet proposal but would give M. Bidault the first opportunity to 
comment. 

M. Bidault said, if Mr. Dulles wished. 

Mr. Eden said he would be interested in hearing Mr. Dulles’ 
questions. 

Mr. Dulles said he would be glad if Mr. Molotov would clarify the 
last paragraph of his proposal. Mr. Dulles quotes point one of the 
last paragraph (-6(1)-), referring to the items to be considered: 
“Statements by the delegations of the above-mentioned countries 
which would take part in the conference and an exchange of views 
on such statements.” 

2 For text of the U.S. Delegation record of the first restricted meeting, see Docu- 
ment 442. 

3 Transmitted in Dulte 44, Document 436. 

For the Soviet proposal, see Document 518.
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Mr. Molotov asked what was the question which arose? 

Mr. Dulles asked if this statement in the Soviet proposal that 
“the statements by the delegations of the above-mentioned coun- 
tries, etc... .” > referred to the five powers mentioned above in 
paragraph 4 of the Soviet proposal? 

Mr. Molotov said that the five powers mentioned could, of course, 

make statements. Naturally, other countries could be invited to the 
conference for consideration of specific subjects which concern 
them, and they, too, could make statements. 

Mr. Dulles continued by asking if these statements would refer 
to any matters covered in the first paragraph? He asked whether 
the reference to “other urgent questions including” meant that any 
question on international affairs would be discussed at this confer- 
ence. 

Mr. Molotov asked if there were other questions, or whether he 
should reply now. 

Mr. Dulles said these were his only questions for the moment. 

Mr. Molotov asked if any of his other colleagues had questions. 

M. Bidault said that at first sight he thought the new Soviet text 
contained elements which seemed close to the proposal submitted 
by Mr. Dulles last Monday which the French supported, but in ex- 
amining the complete Soviet text, this did not appear to be so. 
What was proposed was a five-power conference—a conference with 

four countries inviting another country. These five countries would 
then invite other countries. 

He said that furthermore, in the last paragraph of the Soviet 
proposal (paragraph 6 of the Soviet proposal), Korea was specifical- 

ly mentioned, but Indochina was not. Indochina was presumably al- 
luded to indirectly in the second paragraph of the Soviet proposal, 
by the reference therein to “other urgent problems, etc... .” Thus, 
Indochina was referred to only by implication. What had happened 
to the specific reference to Indochina contained in the proposal 
tabled last Monday? © 

Furthermore, he continued, why did the Soviet proposal suggest 

such an agenda if a conference acceptable to all of us was desired? 
He had never seen an agenda formulated on as general a basis as a 
mere reference to statements by the participants; that this was too 
vague and did not indicate what the conference was supposed to 
deal with. What we wanted were results. General statements about 
general subjects would simply widen the debate and make more 
difficult the attainment of concrete results. 

5 All ellipses in this document are in the source text. 
6 A reference to the U.S. Delegation proposal; see footnote 3 above.
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To sum up, five powers would talk, on the basis of four inviting 

powers and one power to be invited. These would in turn invite 
other powers on subjects which might concern them. There was no 

mention of Indochina. He was afraid there was not enough sub- 

stance in the Soviet proposal to correspond with realities. That was 

all he had to comment on for the moment. 
Mr. Eden said he had only one question for the moment. Regard- 

ing paragraph 5, which read “Agree further that the other coun- 
tries concerned shall also be invited to take part in the said confer- 
ence during consideration of appropriate matters thereat,” was it 
left to five powers to decide what other countries would be invited 
and what subjects would be discussed? Mr. Molotov said today that 
there were parts of his proposal similar to the United States reso- 
lution, and other parts that were not. It seemed to him, Mr. Eden, 

that there was a fundamental difference. The chief difference was 
that Mr. Molotov started on the basis of five powers and a wide 
agenda which would be fixed by the statements of the five powers 
themselves, and only subsequently did we turn to the immediate 
and urgent problem of Korea. He believed it would be better to 
begin with a conference on Korea, with the participation of all the 
interested parties including the four powers here, the “Chinese 
Peoples Republic’, and those countries which had contributed 
forces to the United Nations Command in Korea which wished to 
attend. 

Mr. Dulles asked if Mr. Eden had purposely omitted Korea. 
Mr. Eden said he had not. He had meant to include North and 

South Korea when he referred to “‘the interested parties”’. 
Mr. Molotov said he would give the reply to the questions in the 

order in which they were put. He wanted first to reply to Mr. 
Dulles’ question regarding the last paragraph (6) of the Soviet pro- 
posal. This paragraph was, of course, related to paragraph 2 of his 

proposal, but before they went further he believed they should 
decide how to number the paragraphs in his proposal. (The para- 
graphs were numbered 1 through 6, with 6 having a sub-paragraph 
(1) and a sub-paragraph (2).) When they spoke of paragraph 6, they 
should bear in mind that it was closely connected with paragraph 
2. That meant that the questions which would be raised under 
paragraph 2 would relate to the discussion in paragraph 6. 

Now, as for substance, the Soviet Delegation had tried to meet 
the views expressed in the United States proposal by limiting in its 
own proposal the questions which the conference should consider. 
In other words, they had proposed a more limited agenda than they 
really liked. In this connection, paragraph 2 of the Soviet proposal 
indicated the questions which should be discussed at the confer- 
ence.
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In both paragraph 2 and paragraph 6 specific reference was 

made to Korea. Furthermore, paragraph 2 spoke of other urgent 
problems in Asia including peace in Asia. Paragraph 2 also would 
cover Indochina. Therefore, in view of the relationship he had men- 
tioned between paragraphs 2 and 6, Indochina was also covered in 

paragraph 6. In other words, in paragraph 5 of the United States 
proposal, specific mention was made of Indochina, whereas in para- 
graph 6 of the Soviet draft, no specific mention was made, but it 
was implied. If it was important to mention Indochina, he thought 
it could be arranged. 

Mr. Molotov said he had answered Mr. Dulles and I had partly 
answered M. Bidault. Now he wanted to refer to another remark 
by M. Bidault. The Soviet Delegation had in mind that under para- 
graph 6 (1) questions raised by the discussion and statements in 
paragraph 2 could be considered by the conference. That would 
cover Indochina. They believed the formulation in paragraph 2 of 
their proposal was better, since it provided the different delega- 
tions to the conference the opportunity to talk about those matters 
which were of primary interest to them. Here at Berlin there were 
present only four of the participants in this future conference. 
There was a fifth participant—the “Chinese Peoples Republic’, 
which was not present at Berlin. As a courtesy, they wanted to give 
the fifth participant an opportunity at the future conference to 
make statements, because it had no opportunity to express its 

views at Berlin. 

He wanted to say again that if it would be helpful specifically to 
mention Indochina, he saw no objection. 

Now, to reply to Mr. Eden’s question as to who would decide on 

the invitations, the invitations would be left to the five Foreign 

Ministers as provided in the Soviet draft. In reply to Mr. Eden’s 
question as to what countries should be invited, he, Mr. Molotov, 

would say that paragraph 4 of their draft clearly provided that all 
interested countries should be invited, and he didn’t think there 

should be any limitations placed on that. 
He continued by saying that as for the agenda, Mr. Eden had 

suggested that they were proposing a very wide agenda, but if he 
would examine the text of the Soviet proposal he would see that 
they had agreed not to have a wide agenda, but an agenda which 
would be limited to questions which would arise from the state- 
ments made in paragraph 2 of the proposal—i.e., “urgent problems 
including peace in other parts of Asia’. As for the order of the 
agenda set forth in paragraph 6, he believed the order suggested in 
the Soviet proposal would best conform to the interests of the con- 

ference. 
Mr. Dulles asked M. Bidault if he had any observations.
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M. Bidault said it was difficult for him to consider that para- 
graphs 2 and 6 of the Soviet proposal were identical. Insofar as 
Indochina was concerned, it was perhaps implicit only in para- 
graph 2, and not mentioned in paragraph 6. In paragraph 2, Indo- 
china could only be inferred from the phrase “other urgent ques- 

tions in Asia’, whereas Korea was specifically referred to as 
“Korea” in the Soviet proposal. 

He said that Mr. Molotov also referred to the Soviet proposal as 
containing a limited agenda. This was true because paragraph 6 of 
the Soviet proposal terminated the agenda after Korea, but at the 
same time paragraph 6(1) was very wide and elastic because 

anyone could talk about anything. 
M. Bidault said Mr. Molotov also mentioned that courtesy should 

be shown to the fifth member of the proposed conference. M. Bi- 
dault said he would be more inclined to talk about courtesy if the 
country referred to were not sending shells and bullets against 
them. The agenda was so wide that it would lead to a general dis- 
cussion of broad considerations which would not advance the solu- 
tion of specific questions. 

In view of the ideological differences, specific questions would be 

subordinated to ideological discussions, which would make any real 
progress on specific subjects difficult. He wished to repeat that our 
objective was not a conference, whether it be of five, nineteen, two, 

or three, but to arrive at solutions of concrete problems. In Korea, 

there was an Armistice, while war was still going on in Indochina. 
One of the first objectives of such a conference should be the stop- 
ping of bloodshed where it was now taking place, in conformity 
with the principles of the United Nations. 

Because the Soviet proposal started out at the end of the problem 
rather than at its beginning, and because implicit in it was the fact 

that the five inviting members might oppose an invitation to others 
such as Indochina, he could not take this text as a basis for discus- 

sion. 
Mr. Dulles said the Soviet text seemed a very defective one if our 

purpose was to make any practical progress. The second paragraph, 
which Mr. Molotov pointed out controlled paragraph 6, was not 
limited. It included all urgent problems. While the third paragraph 
spoke of the difficulties encountered in convening a political confer- 
ence on Korea, it did not lead to any concrete solution to the prob- 
lem because it left very vague the countries which would be invited 
to participate in the conference, as Mr. Eden had pointed out. Mr. 
Dulles was aware that Mr. Molotov had said that all countries con- 
cerned should be invited to the conference. But did he really mean 
that? For example, Japan is very much concerned in the problems 
of Asia. Did Mr. Molotov envisage Japan would be invited? He
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thought not. He took it that each of the five countries would have 

a veto power on the invitations. He also took it that the first task 

would be discussion envisaged in paragraph 1 and statements that 
would be made in connection therewith could cover all the agenda 
problems in this world. This might in itself take a month or two 
before the conference came to the question of invitations, on which 

point it could be deadlocked. 

Therefore, Mr. Dulles did not see that the proposed text ad- 
vanced in any appreciable fashion the holding of a political confer- 
ence on Korea, and if the statements which would be made under 

paragraph 6(1) and the negotiations envisaged under paragraph 
6(2) regarding the political conference all took place first, it would 
be a long, long time before we would get to grips with any problem 
on a concrete basis. 

As he had made clear at this conference in earlier discussions on 
the Soviet proposal to convene a five-power conference, the United 
States Government would not sit down with the Chinese Commu- 

nist government except in those instances where there was a con- 
crete case where the Chinese Communists because of their actual 
position must be dealt with. Korea was such a case, as was Indo- 
china. And, the United States would only sit down with the Chi- 
nese Communists on the basis of a clear understanding that such 
discussions did not constitute recognition of the Chinese Commu- 
nist regime, as had been made very clear in paragraph 6 of the 

United States proposal. Mr. Dulles said he begged Mr. Molotov to 
believe that when he said this, he meant it. He interpreted the 
Soviet proposal of today as only a slight re-write of the Soviet origi- 
nal proposition which was rejected. 7 Insofar as the United States 

was concerned, he found the present Soviet text basically unaccept- 

able. This proposal would solve nothing which was now unsolved, 
and would require the United States to recognize the regime of the 
Chinese Communists as one of the five great powers of the world. 
This we were not prepared to do, and he could not but interpret 
the Soviet proposal as other than a waste of our time. 

Mr. Eden said that all he could add was some explanation as to 
why the terms of the proposed agenda and the definition of the 
countries to attend were so unsatisfactory. As he had often said, we 
could only hope to make progress in solving the problems of Asia if 
we limited ourselves to definite and specific topics. There were two 
such topics—these were Korea and Indochina. Therefore, he would 
like to see the agenda limited to Korea and Indochina. This in 
itself, would help us to solve other problems connected with this 

7 For the original Soviet proposal for a five-power conference, submitted at the 
second plenary on Jan. 26, see Secto 29, Document 359.
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entire question, since it would clearly delineate who should attend 

such a conference. Under the Soviet proposal there was nothing to 
prevent any one of the five powers from vetoing an invitation to 
other interested participants. He couldn’t possibly agree to a situa- 
tion where a five-power conference was accepted and then later one 
of the five made it impossible for an interested party to attend. 
That is why he strongly favored the United States proposal, which 
provided that the invitations would be issued from here by the four 
countries meeting at Berlin. We must hold to this unless we wished 
to see the question of who may come to such a conference revised 
by the five powers, and to this he could not agree. 

Mr. Molotov said he would like to deal with the major differences 
which had been mentioned here. First of all, regarding paragraph 2 
of the Soviet draft, it was true that it called for a wider agenda 
than that proposed by the United States draft. But, it was a nar- 
rower agenda than that originally proposed by the Soviet Delega- 
tion. He believed, however, that they could take the formula pro- 
posed by the United States. Accordingly, paragraph 6(1) could be 
revised so that it conformed with paragraph 2 of the United States 

proposal. Furthermore, we could change the order of the two sub- 
paragraphs of paragraph 6 of the Soviet proposal so that paragraph 
6(2) became paragraph 6(1), and 6(1) became paragraph 6(2). This 

could be done by a change of wording. He had no new wording 
ready at hand at this time, but was sure they could develop it. This 
would mean that in paragraph 6, the first sub-paragraph would 
deal with the Korean matter and the second sub-paragraph would 
relate to other questions. 

He continued by saying that Mr. Eden attached great importance 

to the question of invitations. The invitations were, of course, im- 

portant, but in seeking solution to this question in Berlin we 

should bear in mind that if our invitations did not meet with favor- 
able response we would not advance a solution to the problem 
which we were trying to achieve here. The Soviet Union could not 

speak for the “Chinese Peoples Republic” and could not estimate 
its reaction to any proposals which might be agreed at Berlin. It 
was desirable, therefore, to be sure that when we agreed to a pro- 
posal here it would be met with favorable response from others. 

He wanted to say a few more words about the question of invita- 
tions. Regarding Korea, the United States draft mentioned precise- 
ly the countries which should take part. The Soviet Delegation had 
no objection to the substance of the United States draft. Each of 
the interested parties should be included if they so desired, but the 
conference should not be limited to Korea. There were other ques- 
tions which should be discussed by the interested parties. His draft 
provided that other countries concerned could take part in a con-
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ference, but he wanted to reply to Mr. Dulles that they did not 

have Japan in mind. 

They also believed we should avoid a situation where there is a 
veto on invitations. Therefore, the formula which was agreed here 

should be such as to avoid any difficulty on problems such as the 
veto on invitations, etc. 

Finally, he continued, paragraph 6 of the United States proposal 
stated that the convening of such a conference did not involve dip- 
lomatic recognition. They believed it would be better not to include 
this statement in any common proposal which the four made. The 

United States would, of course, be at liberty to make a separate 
statement on this, as would anyone else. But, if it was important to 
have this in the proposal, they might even be able to find a formu- 
la to deal with it. 

Mr. Dulles said he was sure they all appreciated the explanation 
which Mr. Molotov had given them. It had cleared up many of the 
questions which were raised. He still had to ask himself, however, 
whether Mr. Molotov’s proposal, if adopted, would solve any of the 
problems which were now unsolved. Or, did it merely mean that all 
the present unsolved problems remained, with the hope that with 

the presence of Communist China they would all be solved? If he 
understood the statement of Mr. Molotov clearly, he, Molotov, 

found acceptable the language of paragraph 4 of the United States 
proposal dealing with the countries to be invited to the political 
conference. If this was a fact, it was encouraging and would seem 

to mark some progress. His satisfaction was somewhat mitigated, 
however, by the fact that as he understood Mr. Molotov the Chi- 
nese Communists would have also to pass judgment on this ques- 
tion, and Mr. Molotov could not speak for it. Since the United 
States, on behalf of the United Nations Command in Korea, had 

been debating the question of a political conference, and who 
should attend, with the Chinese Communist regime for the last six 
months, and given the differences which had developed in these 
discussions, there would seem to be some difficulties. What he 

wanted from Mr. Molotov was clarification as to whether the four 
Ministers could invite Communist China to the conference which 
they had envisaged. Would Mr. Molotov care to enlighten them on 

this? 

Mr. Molotov, in replying, said that as for the question of China, 
he could only repeat what he said at the first restricted meeting 
last Monday, which was that the Soviet Delegation was not author- 
ized to speak for the “Chinese Peoples Republic”, and if the Minis- 
ters want their views they must get in touch with them and ask 
them. As for the other point, the Soviet Union voted against the
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United Nations resolution of August 28 ® and it had not changed 
its position. The “Chinese Peoples Republic’’ also objected to this 
resolution, and insofar as he knew it had not changed its attitude. 

On the other hand, the Soviet proposal for the convening of a five- 

power conference was supported and approved by the government 

of the “Chinese Peoples Republic’, as was made clear by the Janu- 

ary 29 statement of Chou En-lai. 

It remained for him only to say a few words regarding the ques- 
tion of invitations. He said Mr. Dulles should bear in mind that the 
Soviet Delegation raised no objection in substance to the United 
States proposal in its paragraph 3, but the formulation of this ques- 
tion would have to be agreed. The Soviet Delegation considered 
that not only Korea but other problems including Indochina should 
be discussed. Therefore, you could not reduce the number of coun- 
tries to attend the conference to just those interested in Korea. 

As for the repeated derogatory remarks regarding the ‘Chinese 
Peoples Republic”, its government, and its policies, he did not con- 
sider these remarks wise. Nor did he believe they would advance 
our work, but he did not intend to reply to them. 

Mr. Dulles asked if it were clear that so far as the Korean ques- 
tion was concerned the Soviet Delegation accepted the formula set 
forth in paragraph 4 of the United States proposal. 

Mr. Molotov said he had already replied to that. Instead of para- 
graph 4 of the United States draft, they were proposing that para- 
graphs 4 and 5 of their draft be combined to replace paragraph 4 of 
the United States draft. 

Mr. Eden said he did not believe that five countries had the right 

to sit down and settle the fate of the world, but they did have the 
right to sit down with other interested countries to discuss certain 
specific problems which concerned them and other specific coun- 

tries. In connection with this entire matter of a future conference, 

he had only one other observation for the moment. If there were to 
be such a conference, we must get the matter entirely straight 
here. We could not repeat the Panmunjom exercise, which has in- 
volved arguing for months and months regarding invitations and 
participants. 

(As it was 5:15, Mr. Dulles suggested a recess.) 

The Restricted Meeting reassembled from recess at 5:35 (Nash re- 
placed MacArthur at this point). 

The Secretary having ascertained that the other Ministers were 
ready to resume turned to M. Bidault. 

§ Under the terms of the 15-power resolution, passed by the U.N. General Assem- 
bly on Aug. 28, 1953, all states which had fought on the U.N. side in Korea should 
be represented at the Korean Political Conference.
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M. Bidault stated that the French Delegation had a proposal to 

submit and that before tabling it he would like to make a few ex- 
planatory remarks. He said that he would not stress the place as- 
signed to Indochina in paragraph 6 of the Soviet proposal. He 
would merely content himself with remarking that the place as- 
signed was extraordinary considering that Indochina was the only 
area in which open warfare was being conducted at the present 
time. He went on to say that the central point of the Soviet propos- 
al seemed to be paragraphs 4 and 5 and that according to para- 
graph 4, it was contemplated that the Four Ministers should agree 
here at Berlin on only one invitation, i.e., to Communist China. 
This, he added, had the effect of disinviting all the other partici- 

pants provided for by the United Nations. The U.S. text, on the 
other hand, took account of this difficulty, as well as of the factual 
situation. He went on to say that it was no doubt important, as Mr. 
Molotov had suggested, that the attitude of Communist China 
toward the acceptance of an invitation was important. He said, 
however, that he understood Mr. Molotov as saying that we were 
agreed on the substance of this and that therefore Communist 
China could accept the invitation without great difficulty. Howev- 
er, he said that Mr. Molotov had said nothing concerning the par- 
ticipants in a conference of problems other than Korea and that 
the Soviet proposal had made no suggestions in this connection. 

M. Bidault then made some remarks to the effect that obviously 

a Five Power Conference could have no fewer participants than 

five. He then went on to read in French the text of the French pro- 

posal. The informal English translation of the French text follows: 

“The Foreign Ministers of France, the United Kingdom, the 
USSR and the United States, meeting in Berlin, 

Considering that the establishment, by peaceful means, of a 
united and independent Korea would be an important factor in re- 
ducing international tensions and in restoring peace in other parts 
of Asia, 

Agree to invite representatives of the Chinese People’s Republic, 
of the Republic of Korea, of the People’s Democratic Republic of 
Korea and of any of those countries which contributed forces to the 
United Nations Command in Korea which may desire to partici- 
pate, to meet with the representatives of the Four Powers in a Con- 
ference to be held in Geneva on April 15th for the purpose of 
reaching a peaceful settlement of the Korea question. 

Agree, further, that, if and when the discussions of the above- 
mentioned Conference and the situation in South East Asia show 
that favorable prospects for peace exist, the representatives of the 
Four Ministers will jointly agree on the conditions for calling an- 
other conference for the restoration of peace in Indochina. 

It is understood that neither the invitation to, nor the holding of, 
the above-mentioned political conference shall be deemed to imply
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diplomatic recognition in any case where it has not already been 
accorded.” 

After reading the text, M. Bidault said that he believed it took 
account of much that had been said at the table during the two re- 
stricted meetings and that in large measure it reflected the discus- 
sion of February 8 of the U.S. proposal which had been supported 
by France and the U.K. He pointed out, however, that it did not 
contain the accusations against Communist China which had ap- 
peared in the U.S. text and to which Mr. Molotov had objected. 
Nevertheless, he said that these accusations had not been with- 

drawn. M. Bidault concluded by saying that he believed his text 
should meet the Soviet objections and that the language could not 
offend anyone, however bad their conscience. 

The Secretary then turned to Mr. Eden for comment. 
Mr. Eden said simply that he agreed with the text of the French 

proposal and felt that it represented a good compromise. 

Mr. Molotov said that he had only had a very brief look at the 
French proposal, which was not yet available in the Russian lan- 
guage, but as a preliminary comment, it appeared to him the ques- 
tion of Indochina would be left for the very distant future. First, he 
said, apparently would come the Korean Political Conference, then 
its success and only thereafter would Indochina be raised. In gener- 
al, he said, M. Bidault’s draft seemed to him similar to the US. 
text but more complicated. Moreover, Mr. Molotov said, paragraph 
3 of the French text was worth serious attention because the Soviet 
Delegation had previously objected to this point. It maintained its 
abjections to the paragraph in its present form. Mr. Molotov said 

that naturally the Soviet Delegation would study this French pro- 
posal more carefully and would express its views in more specific 
form later. He then suggested it might perhaps be best to revert to 
the Soviet text. He added that he had certain amendments to pro- 
pose to it. 

The Secretary opened by noting that the French proposal seemed 
to eliminate paragraph 3 of the U.S. text which dealt with the 
UNGA resolution to which the Soviet Delegation had objected. 

The Secretary said that paragraph 3 of the French text corre- 
sponded to paragraph 4 of the U.S. text to which he had under- 
stood Mr. Molotov had said that he had no objection. Mr. Molotov’s 
discussion at this point, however, had been obscure and consequent- 
ly the Secretary felt he could speak with little confidence on this 
point. The Secretary said that this paragraph contained a date and 
place acceptable to the U.S. 

The Secretary added that paragraph 4 of the French proposal 
naturally modified paragraph 5 of the U.S. text in that it eliminat-
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ed any specific testing of the Chinese Communists spirit of peace. 
He said that he felt bound to state that the U.S. preferred its text 
in this matter. He added that in all frankness he should also say 
that there seemed little use in thinking of a conference for peace in 
Indochina unless, in fact, the Chinese Communists gave proof of 
their spirit of peace both in the Korean Political Conference and in 
their conduct in promoting the war in Indochina. However, the 
US. in a spirit of conciliation, and in order to attempt to meet the 
views expressed on February 8 by Mr. Molotov would be willing to 
accept the French text which lacked any specific expression of the 
need for proofs from the Chinese Communists. Consequently, if the 
French proposal commended itself to the other three Ministers, the 
U.S. was prepared to accept it. 

The Secretary went on to say that the French text had the great 
virtue of settling certain matters, whereas as he read it, the Soviet 

proposal settled nothing. Mr. Molotov had indicated that he did not 
believe that the French text advanced the holding of a conference 
on Indochina but to him the fact seemed to be exactly the contrary. 
The Secretary pointed out that the French proposal provided for 
the settlement of the question of composition, date and place for 
the Korean Political Conference which had been left unsettled in 
the Soviet text. The Secretary further pointed out that the French 
text did not require that the Korean Political Conference be con- 
cluded as Mr. Molotov had suggested before the conference on Indo- 

china could be considered. It merely said or implied that if the con- 
duct of the parties at the Korean Political Conference made it seem 

desirable to have another conference and that if the conduct of 
those who were influencing events in Southeast Asia was inspired 
by peace, then it would be possible to have a conference on Indo- 
china. 

The Secretary concluded by saying that the pessimistic view ex- 
pressed by Mr. Molotov could only be justified if Mr. Molotov as- 
sumed that the Chinese Communists would be obstructive at the 
Korean Political Conference and continued their aggressive actions 
in Southeast Asia. He said he hoped that it would not be necessary 
to accept this assumption. The Secretary then turned to M. Bi- 

dault. 
M. Bidault said that he had little more to say at this point. He 

referred to Mr. Molotov’s suggestion that Indochina was distant in 
the French draft and said that it seemed to him that Indochina 
was out of sight in the Soviet text. He pointed out that it was per- 
fectly reasonable to demand that the Korean Political Conference, 
which had been promised for months, should in fact be held. He 

said that the French text in paragraph 3 retained the essence of 
the U.S. comparable stipulation for this obvious reason.
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M. Bidault went on to say that quite clearly a conference on 
Indochina should not have the same composition as one for Korea. 

He said that an Indochinese conference depended on a Korean Po- 
litical Conference and on the attitude of China. He concluded by 
expressing his conviction that the French proposal merited the 

most serious attention and that it took account of the prolonged 
discussion and the realities of the situation. 

Mr. Eden, who spoke next, said that on rereading the French 

draft, it seemed to him that it met those points which had been of 

concern to him, as well as quite a number of those points raised by 
Mr. Molotov. He said that he hoped that with the help of the 
French proposal the Ministers could make progress on this topic. 

Mr. Molotov said that he recognized certain positive aspects of 

the French proposal which, he agreed with the Secretary, con- 
tained a number of advantages and made some points more precise. 
He agreed that this made a contribution to the proposal. 

Mr. Molotov noted that a time was named for the conference and 
said he believed that agreement could be reached on this point. He 
also thought agreement could be reached on the place. 

With respect to paragraph 3 of the French proposal, it seemed to 
him that the composition remained as before and that this pro- 
voked doubts in the mind of the Soviet Delegation. He would, 
therefore, suggest another version. 

Mr. Molotov then suggested approximately the following (which 
was read from a heavily marked up hand written text) as a substi- 
tute for paragraphs 4 and 5 of the Soviet draft: 

“4, Agree to call a conference of the Foreign Ministers of the 
countries concerned, and also 

Agree that in addition to France, the U.K., U.S. and USSR and 
the Chinese People’s Republic, who would take part in the consid- 
eration of the questions to be discussed at this conference regard- 
ing Korea, the Republic of Korea, the People’s Democratic Republic 
of Korea, and other countries directly concerned in the Korean 
question would be invited to take part in the conference. Also, in 
connection with the consideration of matters relating to the resto- 
ration of peace in other parts of Asia (Indochina) the representa- 
tives of the appropriate areas of Asia be invited.” 

The Secretary asked Mr. Molotov how this proposal differed from 
the U.S. and French proposals insofar as Korea was concerned. He 
said that both the U.S. and French texts referred to “countries who 
contributed forces to the UN Command”. Mr. Molotov had referred 
to “nations directly concerned’’. The Secretary asked whether there 
was any difference. 

Mr. Molotov replied that the sense of the Soviet proposal was 
that the Foreign Ministers of the Five Powers would take part in
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the conference. When Korean problems were considered the two 

Korean Republics and other countries directly concerned would be 
invited. When matters regarding other parts of Asia were under 
consideration, representatives from other appropriate areas of Asia 
would be invited. 

The Secretary at this point rejoined that it might be better to 
withhold further discussion until all the Ministers had the text of 
the Soviet proposal before them. Meanwhile he wished to bring up 
another matter unless his colleagues had anything further to say 
at this time. M. Bidault said he had a great deal to say but not 
today. 

Mr. Eden indicated that he would wait happily for a future time 
to express himself. 

The Secretary then said that he desired to ask his colleagues to 
consider the program for the next few days. He said that his own 
time was not unlimited. The Secretary noted that the three West- 
ern Powers had proposed an earlier date in January for a Berlin 
conference but had acquiesced to the Soviet suggestion that it open 
on January 25. He went on to say that as was well known, there 
was a quadriennial meeting of the American States in Caracas on 
March 1, which meant that he would have to leave Washington for 

that conference before the end of February. 
Meanwhile the Secretary said it would be necessary for him to be 

in Washington to report to the President and to Congress, among 

other things, and to make plans in connection with the Caracas 

conference. The Secretary then inserted the suggestion that he 
imagined Mr. Molotov would be the last to desire that he neglect 
his duties in America, as the representative of an American coun- 

try. He hoped that the Four Ministers could shortly agree on a 

date for the adjournment of the Berlin Conference and that he 
hoped they could do so sufficiently in advance as to enable them 
best to organize the remaining time. The Secretary noted that they 
had still to dispose finally of the Five Power Conference matter, as 
well as Disarmament. He went on to say that there was also the 
question of Security in Europe where there may be more to be said, 
though insofar as the U.S. was concerned, there was little to be 
said, given the framework in which the matter had been raised. 

The Secretary went on to note that the discussion of Austria 
would begin the following day. He said that he was anxious that 
his other responsibilities should not interfere with any possible suc- 
cess of the Berlin Conference and that it was for this reason that 
he lay before his colleagues the problem of rationing the remaining 

time. 

When called on for comment, M. Bidault said that he agreed en- 
tirely on the importance of organizing their time, that the Minis-
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ters must find means to examine all the principal problems re- 

maining before them. 

Mr. Eden contributed the thought that it might be well to drive 
ahead on Austria once started and to resolve it if possible. 

At this point the Secretary said that he would be glad to consider 
a Sunday meeting if it would help. 

Mr. Molotov (who gave the impression of having been taken 

aback by the Secretary’s opening of this subject) said that he had 
no objection to organizing the Ministers work in the best possible 
manner and that likewise he had no objection to ‘making use of 
Sundays”. 

The Secretary then suggested that each Minister appoint a repre- 
sentative to attempt to work out a program to allocate the future 
time available to the conference. 

Mr. Molotov replied “No objection”. 

The Secretary then suggested that each Minister designate by 

name a representative to meet tomorrow to consider the problem of 
rationing the time. 

The Secretary suggested, and his colleagues agreed, that a Re- 
stricted Meeting should be called for Friday morning, February 12, 

at 11:30 to run until 1 o’clock to continue the discussion of Item 1 
of the Agenda. He suggested (and Mr. Molotov agreed) that it 

would be of assistance if the text of the Soviet amendment were 
available in advance. 

The Secretary (as Chairman) then proposed that the communi- 

qué be confined to stating simply that the Four Ministers had met 
in Restricted Session in the Allied Control Authority Building at 3 
p.m.; that they had continued their discussion on Item 1 of the 
agenda and that the meeting had concluded at 7:15 p.m. The Minis- 
ters agreed to the issuance of this communiqué which was immedi- 
ately thereafter handed to the Executive Secretary. }° 

10 A copy of the final communiqué, circulated as FPM(54)50 in the records of the 
conference and which was substantially along the lines suggested by Dulles, is in 
Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 197.



1052 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME VII 

No. 460 

396.1 BE/2-1254: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the President 

TOP SECRET NIACT BERLIN, February 12, 1954—6 p.m. 

Dulte 67. For the President from the Secretary. At the close of 
the restricted session February 11,1 and with the prior agreement 
of Bidault and Eden, I raised the question of concluding the confer- 
ence. I pointed out that as everyone knew I had a long-standing en- 
gagement at the quadriennial meeting in Caracas of the American 

states. I said that this would require my leaving Washington 
toward the end of the week after next and that I felt confident that 
Mr. Molotov would be the last to object to my faithful execution of 
my responsibilities as the representative of an American state. I re- 
minded my colleagues of our original suggestion for starting the 
Berlin conference on January 4 which had been rejected by Molo- 
tov and that we had accepted his proposal of January 25. I went on 
to say that I would have much work to do in Washington in the 
way of preparation for the Caracas conference, in addition to the 
need for my reporting to you and the Congress on the Berlin Con- 
ference. This meant that it was necessary for me to depart before 
the end of next week. I said that I was anxious to lay this consider- 
ation before my colleagues in ample time so that we could effec- 

tively ration the use of our remaining days. After brief discussion 

it was agreed that we would appoint a quadripartite committee 

from our delegations to make recommendations to the four of us 

regarding the schedule of our remaining tasks. 

Eden is as anxious as I am to break away as soon as possible. 
Bidault does not seem disturbed. Molotov was impassive but left 
with me the impression that he was a little shaken by my raising 
the issue at this point. 

The foregoing, of course, is still secret but I think it is important 

to let the press know shortly that we are working toward adjourn- 
ment next week in light of my prior commitment. The earlier this 
becomes known the less risk there will be, in my judgment, of Eu- 
ropean opinion blaming the US for abruptly bringing the confer- 
ence to a conclusion. Molotov undoubtedly has additional rabbits in 
his briefcase but I am inclined to think the remaining ones are of 

modest size. 
There is no doubt that Bidault is in difficulty on the question of 

an Indochina conference which we have been discussing, as you 

1 The U.S. Delegation record of this session is printed supra.
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know, in restricted session but he is holding up well and I am in- 
clined to think that we will come out of this all right. In many 
ways this is the most tricky aspect of the conference. 

We are meeting twice a day and we will meet on Sunday in the 
effort to carry the conference as far as the Russian position per- 

mits it to be carried. 
DULLES 

No. 461 

Editorial Note 

On February 11 the Delegations of the United States, the United 
Kingdom, and France gave a dinner and reception for the partici- 
pants in the Berlin Conference. Each of the four delegations sent 
eight officials to the dinner while the reception which followed was 
open to much wider participation. No record of the dinner has been 
found in Department of State files but occasional references to it in 
miscellaneous memoranda indicate that Dulles, Bohlen, Conant, 

Jackson, Nash, Merchant, MacArthur, and General Timberman at- 

tended for the United States. From the other delegations only 
Molotov and Gromyko, Eden and Hayter, and Bidault and Fran- 
cois-Poncet are mentioned in connection with the dinner. (Confer- 
ence files, lot 60 D 627, CF 215) 

February 12, 1954 

No. 462 

Editorial Note 

There was no meeting of the United States Delegation or the Tri- 

partite Working Group on February 12. At around 11 am. the 
three Foreign Ministers met at the ACA building and discussed, 
inter alia, the question of a five-power conference. According to a 
memorandum by McConaughy, dated February 12, the conversa- 
tion went as follows: 

“The Secretary explained why it would be highly undesirable to 
have a premature conference on Indochina. The Secretary consid- 
ered it essential to go ahead with the Korean Political Conference 
first and proceed with the Navarre Military plan for Indochina 
while we observe the course followed by Communist China in the 
Korean Political Conference and in Southeast Asia. 

“Mr. Eden called the Secretary’s analysis ‘decisive’ as far as he 
was concerned and indicated that he agreed with the Secretary.
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“The Secretary pointed out the dangers in our getting involved 
in detailed discussions of the devious and ambiguous Soviet propos- 
al. All three Ministers agreed to stand together in support of the 
French proposal and in opposition to that of the Soviets.”’ (Confer- 
ence files, lot 60 D 627, CF 204) 

No other record of this Foreign Ministers meeting has béen 
found in Department of States files. 

No. 463 

$96.1 BE/2-1254 

United States Delegation Record of the Third Restricted Meeting of 
the Berlin Conference, February 12, 1954, 11:35 a.m.=1:15 p.m. } 

SECRET 

Participants: United States 
Secretary Dulles 
Mr. Nash 
Mr. Merchant 
Mr. Bohlen 

France 
Mr. Bidault 
Mr. Parodi 

Mr. De Margerie 

Mr. Andronikow 

United Kingdom 
Mr. Eden 

Mr. Roberts 

Mr. Allen 

Major Birse 

USSR 
Mr. Molotov 
Mr. Gromyko 

Mr. Malik 
Mr. Troyanovski 

Mr. Bidault, as Chairman, opened the meeting at 11:35 a.m. (Mr. 

Molotov arrived 5 minutes after the other delegations and the 

other members of his own delegation had been seated.) 

Mr. Bidault stated that the Ministers had received the evening 

before the text of the new amendment to the Soviet proposal. He 

1 The U.S. Delegation transmitted a summary of this meeting in Dulte 68 from 

Berlin, Feb. 12. (896.1 BE/2-1254)
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said he understood that the new paragraph 4 was in substitution 
for paragraphs 4 and 5 of the original Soviet proposal. 2 

Mr. Molotov acknowledged this to be the fact. 
Mr. Bidault then said that he had read the new amendment and 

had tried to determine whether or not it constituted a positive step 
forward. It seemed to him that the original principle of paragraph 
4 in the Soviet text had not been altered and that what was now 

suggested was still a conference of Five with a possibility of its en- 
largement. 

Mr. Bidault then asked the Soviet delegation seriously to consid- 
er the situation as it existed and specifically the French proposal, * 

He said that it covered, in his view, one important Soviet concern, 

which was the matter of accusations directed against Communist 
China. Mr. Bidault added that the French text reflected the ex- 
change of views of all on a Five Power Conference, with particular 

reference to the dependence, insofar as Indochina was concerned, 
on the prospects for peaceful developments in Southeast Asia. In 
conclusion, Mr. Bidault said that he considered the French text to 
be the only one on which the Four Ministers could reach agree- 
ment without any one of them abandoning a question of principle. 

Mr. Molotov said that the Soviet delegation had for its part care- 
fully considered the French proposal and that as a result, he de- 
sired to confirm the following views of his delegation. He said that 
the principal point in paragraph 3 of the French text reflects the 
United Nations Resolution which, as Mr. Bidault knew, was unac- 

eeptable to the Soviet Government. The Chinese Communists were 
not present here but all present knew by Chou En-lai’s statement 
that it was also unacceptable to the Chinese Communists. How, 
therefore, Mr. Molotov asked rhetorically, can we agree on that 

text? 

Moreover, Mr. Molotov, continued, he felt it necessary to point 

eut the practical complexities of the French text. Indeed, it seemed 
to him instead of getting down to the business of discussing mat- 
ters, in which all were interested, there were three stages proposed. 

2 This proposal, which replaced paragraphs 4 and 5 of the previous Soviet propog- 
al, Document 518, reads as follows: 

“Agree to call a conference of the Foreign Ministers of the interested countries. 
“Agree, also. that in addition to the USA, France, UK, USSR, and the Chinese Pee- 

ples Republic as participants in the discussion of questions under examination at 
this conference, there shall be invited to take part in the conference during the ex- 
amination of the Korean question, the Korean Republic, the Korean Peoples Deme- 
cratic. Republic, and other countries directly concerned with this question, and alse, 
in connection with the examination of questions relating to the reestablishment of 
peace in other regions of Asia (Indochina)—representatives of the corresponding Asi- 
atic regions.” (Dulte 70 from Berlin, Feb. 13, 396.1 BE/2-1354) 

3 For the French proposal, see the U.S. Delegation record of the second restricted 
meeting, Document 459.
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This obviously complicated matters. The first stage of the French 

proposal would be the conference along the lines of the United Na- 
tions Resolution. On that the Soviet attitude was well known. The 
second stage would be that a conference of the Four Ministers 
would be required to agree on the convening of still another confer- 
ence. The third stage would be a new conference on Indochina but 
of undefined composition. This, Mr. Molotov said, seemed to be a 
long drawn out plan hampering the settlement of any issues. Mr. 
Molotov then asked whether it would not be possible to find a 
middle way which would not give 100% satisfaction to everyone 
but which would not be in direct contradiction of the positions held 
by any of the Four Ministers. 

Mr. Eden said that he did not understand Mr. Molotov’s difficul- 
ty with regard to the French proposal. He said he liked it because 
it was definite as to composition, place and date. Mr. Eden went on 
to say that the Soviet proposal tabled yesterday was indefinite on 
all these matters and that we would have to start discussing when 
we get to the conference the question of agreeing on what nations 
had the right to attend. This would lead us back to Panmunjom. 
Accordingly, Mr. Eden said, there were two basic reasons why he 
felt the French text reflected exactly Her Majesty’s Government’s 
views. First, the fashion in which the Big Five was treated did not 

result in raising Communist China to a special position to which it 
was not entitled. Second, the proposal does deal with the composi- 

tion of the conference. If difficulty persists on this point here, then 

Mr. Eden said, there is no value in trying to find a text which con- 
ceals disappointment and merely postpones solution until the Con- 
ference meets. 

Mr. Bidault then intervened to say that he believed the French 
proposal did constitute a middle way. He pointed out that the origi- 

nal U.S. text * referred specifically to the United Nations Resolu- 
tion which Mr. Molotov found objectionable, whereas there was no 

specific reference to it in the French draft. 
Paragraph 3 of the French draft, according to Mr. Bidault, corre- 

sponded to the facts. The fact was that invitations had been al- 
ready issued and could not be withdrawn. Moreover, it avoided the 
problem of the status of the Soviet Union at the conference, since 
it placed the latter in the position of a sponsoring power. Mr. Bi- 
dault said that the French proposal represented a serious effort at 
conciliation. He said that Mr. Molotov said that it contained cer- 
tain stages but he wished to point out that the Soviet proposal 
started with a general discussion as its first stage. As for the al- 
leged three stages, Mr. Bidault said that the Korean Political Con- 

4 Transmitted in Dulte 44, Document 436.
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ference had been envisaged for a long time; and that it had encoun- 
tered great difficulty in getting started. According to the French 
text the Korean Political Conference could start at once. 

Mr. Bidault said that Mr. Molotov was wrong in envisaging a 
second conference as necessary to decide on a third conference on 
Indochina. This could all be arranged though diplomatic channels. 
Indeed, that was what Ambassadors were for. Mr. Bidault went on 

to say that the conference on Indochina could be held very shortly 
after the Korean conference started, if progress was being achieved 

in the latter. 
Mr. Bidault said no single conference was feasible since, as he 

had pointed out, the Republic of Korea and the People’s Republic 
of Korea have nothing whatsoever to do with Indochina. Therefore, 
it was quite clear that one could not hold a single general confer- 
ence. He said that it was quite true that the French proposal did 
not suggest the composition of the conference on Indochina, but 
that was something that could be discussed. The Soviets, he said, 
had made no proposal on composition, and had said that it would 

be necessary to ask the Chinese Communists and other possible 
participants whether they would accept, before issuing invitations. 
Mr. Bidault concluded by saying that the French draft permits us 
to get started immediately a Korean Political Conference and, 
thereafter one on Indochina. The French proposal represented a se- 
rious effort and should receive serious attention. 

The Secretary then said that he had a few remarks to make 
since he had not yet spoken. The Secretary stated that, as he had 
said yesterday, the U.S. is prepared to accept the French proposal 
if it is acceptable to the other Three Ministers, though he still pre- 
ferred the U.S. text. 

The Secretary said that Mr. Molotov’s objections to the French 
proposal seemed to him the most convincing reasons why it should 
be adopted. The principal objection of Mr. Molotov seemed to be 

paragraph 3 of the French text because it was precise on the three 
matters which have been blocking for seven months a Korean Po- 
litical Conference. If the purpose of the Soviet Foreign Minister is 
to throw in doubt the composition of the Korean conference, then 
surely there is little that can be accomplished here for that has 
been the principal difficulty so far at Panmunjom. 

The Secretary said that it seemed to him the basic underlying 
theory of the French proposal was that the way to make progress 
was to settle difficulties that exist rather than multiply them. 
Since July there has been agreement that a political conference 
should be held. The reason why it had not been held so far is due 
to difficulties, not one of which would be resolved by the Soviet 
text. Apparently, the Soviet theory is that if you are in difficulty
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the best thing to do is to double your difficulties. From the stand- 
point of the U'S., the first thing to find out is whether or not the 
Chinese Communists are willing to hold a political conference on 
Korea which was promised seven months ago. The Secretary went 
on to say that if the Chinese Communists continue to avoid peace- 
ful processes regarding Korea and also continue to avoid peaceful 
procedures with respect to Indochina, then calling a conference 
with time, place and composition undetermined would not merely 
prevent progress but in fact it might mark a retrogression from 
peace. The Secretary said that he was particularly disappointed in 
the fact that Mr. Molotov today seemed to find paragraph 3 of the 
French text objectionable, whereas yesterday he had understood 
him to say that he saw no difficulty insofar as the substance of 
that paragraph was concerned. 

Mr. Molotov intervened to say that he would like to discuss first 
the question of whether or not there should be one or two confer- 
ences. The Bidault proposal would lead to two, one on Korea, the 
other on Indochina. The Soviet delegation preferred a single confer- 

ence because the chief participants would be the same for both. A 
conference to discuss either Korea or Indochina, Mr. Molotov 
blandly noted, without the presence of the Four Foreign Ministers 
plus the Chinese Communist Foreign Minister, “would yield no 
fruitful results’. However it is entitled—whether as one or two 
conferences—the main participants remain the same in both con- 
ferences. 

Mr. Molotov said that we were now discussing principally French 
paragraphs 3 and 4 and he would like to deal with paragraph 4, 
which speaks of certain “favorable prospects” in the course of the 
discussions of the Korean problem and says that in such case a 
second conference on Indochina would be found possible. By follow- 
ing this approach, Mr. Molotov said we would subordinate the solu- 
tion of one hard problem to the solution of another hard problem. 
This, he considered, inadvisable. Mr. Molotov said that the question 

then arises as to what constitutes “favorable prospects’ in the 
Korean conference. He did not know and this puzzled him but per- 
haps his colleagues could enlighten him. Moreover, Mr. Molotov 
said if one speaks of a period of trial before discussing Indochina 
then he must state that this could not be taken to refer to Commu- 
nist China because it was Communist China which had shown initi- 
ative in solving the Korean problem. If it had not been for that ini- 
tiative, where would the Korean problem be today? Accordingly, 

Mr. Molotov thought it would be well if others could show initia- 
tive in Indochina since it was not proper that one party should 

show initiative all the time.
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Mr. Molotov then reverted to the Soviet proposal which, he said, 
named two items. If the French preferred, he said, it would be pos- 

sible to be more precise. We could stipulate both Korea and Indo- 
china. In fact, Mr. Molotov said we could then have the following 

agenda for the conference: 

“1. The Korean Political Conference. 
“2. Statements on subjects mentioned above (which would in- 

clude or specify Indochina) and the exchange of views on these sub- 
jects.” This would then provide a definite framework for the confer- 
ence and for the statements which would be made at it. 

Mr. Molotov then said that the Secretary yesterday, and Mr. 
Eden today, had emphasized the good aspects of the French text, 
specifically that it gave precision to time, place and composition. 
Mr. Molotov said that he likewise recognized these good points, 
particularly the first two and he felt that the time and the place 
could be agreed without great difficulty. This left only the question 
of composition. Perhaps, Mr. Molotov said, we could draw the con- 

clusion from that that the Four Ministers have reached two-thirds 
of an agreement. In that case, only one-third of the problem was 
left and on this the Soviet delegation had certain views. Would it 
not be reasonable, Mr. Molotov asked, since he was ready to meet 
the wishes of the French on two points, for the other Ministers to 

meet the Soviet views on the third point? 

On the matter of composition Mr. Molotov said he would like to 
repeat what he had already said, which was to the effect that the 
language of the United Nations Resolution should not be reiterated 
because the Soviets had opposed it. He said he would repeat that 

he had no objection to the participation in the conference of the 

countries specified in the U.S. and French drafts. It would be possi- 
ble to make the formulation more precise perhaps, along the fol- 
lowing lines: ‘‘that the countries directly concerned in the consider- 
ation of the Korean problem and who would take part would be the 
Republic of Korea and the Korean Democratic Republic and the 
other countries whose armed forces had taken part in the hostil- 
ities in Korea and who desired to attend.” Mr. Molotov pointed out 
that this would avoid the possibility of vetoing any country who de- 
sired to attend. This, he said, constituted a suggested amendment 
to the Soviet paragraph 4. 

Mr. Molotov concluded by saying that it might be wise to make 
more precise the composition of the conference on Indochina. 

At this point the Secretary said, that insofar as the U.S. was con- 
cerned, the U.S. was not prepared to accept a formula in any guise 
which promoted Communist China to a community of big powers 
with special responsibilities; nor does the U.S. accept the theory of
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an hierarchy among nations under which any member number—2, 
3, 4, or 5—has a predominant position. 

The Secretary said that Mr. Molotov had said that the five 
named Big Powers are indispensable to solutions both in Korea and 
in Indochina and that he would be implying that others are of sec- 
ondary importance. As far as Korea is concerned, the Secretary 
said that the U.S. considers the Republic of Korea the most indis- 
pensable country of all. Insofar as Indochina is concerned, there 
are certainly others, including the Associated States, which are 

more indispensable than the U.S. Therefore, the Secretary conclud- 
ed, the general theory of the Soviet text is unacceptable to the U.S. 
and he would greatly desire that Mr. Molotov should address him- 
self to the scheme of the French proposal. 

Mr. Bidault then said unfortunately he did not have any written 
text of the new Soviet amendment but that nevertheless it seemed 
to him to still rest on the basic Soviet principle which seemed to 
him nonutilitarian. He was being told that the solution of Indo- 
china depended upon the solution of the Korean problem. Mr. Bi- 
dault pointed out that it depended not on the solution of the 
Korean problem, but on progress in the Korean discussions. This 
was a moral and not a technical problem. What was needed was 

the development of a new and peaceful climate in all of Asia which 

would apply both to the situation in Korea and in Indochina. “Fa- 
vorable prospects”, Mr. Bidault said meant constructive and visible 

prospects toward peace. 

With respect to Southeast Asia, Mr. Bidault said that he had 

called very clearly for cooperation from Communist China. He said 
that the question of one or two conferences was not a matter of 
substance but that it was clear that the composition could not be 
the same for a discussion of both questions. Mr. Bidault said it was 
immaterial whether there were two separate conferences or the 
first one transformed itself into the second conference. Obviously, 
the two Korean governments have nothing to do with Indochina. 

Mr. Bidault said that it might be well to discuss composition 

since this very question had prevented the convening of the Korean 
Political Conference for months. The method used for the Korean 
matter seemed a poor approach. Moreover, it was not useful to 
send out invitations to countries by name when the first problem 
was to establish an environment of peace in the whole of Asia. 

After that everything would be easy. 
Mr. Bidault concluded by saying that the Soviet text, even as 

amended, was not likely to lead to agreement and that in any 
event he could not reserve any special position for the Chinese 

Communists.
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Mr. Bidault then, in his capacity as Chairman, noted that it was 
1:10 P.M. and made the suggestion that the committee of experts 
set up the day before to make plans for the future work of the con- 
ference should take into account the rationing of time for Restrict- 
ed, as well as Plenary Sessions. 5 

Mr. Bidault then asked for the names of each Minister’s repre- 
sentative. 

The Secretary named Mr. MacArthur, Mr. Bidault named Mr. 

Seydoux, Mr. Eden named Sir Frank Roberts, and Mr. Molotov 
named Mr. Sobolov. 

It was then agreed that the communiqué would merely state that 
the Four Ministers had resumed their discussion of Agenda Item I 
in Restricted Session at 11:30 A.M. and had adjourned at 1:15 
P.M. § 

All agreed to Mr. Bidault’s suggestion that the Plenary Session 
this afternoon should be deferred until 4 o'clock. 7 

The Restricted Meeting adjourned at 1:15 P.M. 

5 The quadripartite working group, consisting of Seydoux, Roberts, MacArthur, 
and Sobolev, met immediately following the conclusion of the restricted session, and 
drafted the following schedule: Feb. 13 and 14, plenary sessions on Austria; Feb. 15, 
morning, restricted session on Item I, afternoon, plenary on Germany; Feb. 16, ple- 

nary on Austria; Feb. 17 and 18, sessions as necessary to wind up the conference. 
This schedule was drafted ad referendum. (Secto 128 from Berlin, Feb. 12, 396.1 BE/ 
2-1254) 

6 A copy of the communiqué, circulated as FPM(54)51 in the records of the confer- 

ence, is in Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 197. 

7 For a record of the plenary session, see Secto 129, infra. 

No. 464 

396.1 BE/2-1254: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State } 

CONFIDENTIAL PRIORITY BERLIN, February 12, 1954—11 p.m. 

Secto 129. Department pass OSD. Following summarizes 18th 
meeting under chairmanship of Bidault: 2 

Meeting was convened at 1600 and, after brief welcoming state- 
ment of Bidault, Fig] made initial speech. 3 

1 Repeated to Bonn, Frankfurt, Vienna, Moscow, Paris, and London. 

2 The U.S. Delegation verbatim record of the fifteenth plenary, USDEL PLEN/15, 
is in Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 195. 

3 For Figl’s speech, circulated as FPM(54)52, see Berlin Discussions, pp. 175-178, 
or Cmd. 9080, pp. 131-133.
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Fig] began by requesting that Austrian delegation enjoy full par- 
ticipation in discussions on Austrian state treaty. He recalled Hit- 
ler’s subjugation of Austria in 1938 and the loss of her internation- 
al freedom of action. Austrian people were overjoyed when in 1943 

Moscow declaration declared annexation void and expressed desire 
to see Austria re-established as free and independent state. When 

in April and May 1945 victorious allied armies liberated Austria, 

Austrian people enthusiastically welcomed them and regarded oc- 
cupation of their country as provisional measure necessitated by 

military exigencies of postwar period. 

After war Austrian Government speedily normalized conditions 
and in November 1945 arranged for election of Austrian Parlia- 
ment. In December 1945 coalition government was formed on basis 
of free elections. This government achieved remarkable results in 

economic reconstruction and in stabilizing political conditions, with 
assistance of allied powers. Negotiations on state treaty begun in 
1946 have not been concluded owing to circumstances beyond Aus- 

tria’s control. Developments seven years ago in London and 
progress in 1947 in Paris, London and New York gave rise to hope 
for speedy recovery of Austrian freedom and sovereignty. Few una- 
greed articles in draft treaty could be settled immediately, given 

good will on all sides. 

Fact that state treaty not yet signed gives rise to strange situa- 
tion that first country victimized by Nazis will be last to obtain 
freedom. Former enemy states have received their peace treaties 
long ago. Continuation of occupation imposed heavy burden on 

people. Apart from sacrifices directly connected with occupation, 
Austrian economy suffers also great material losses and hindrance 
in utilization of its resources. Although Austria is prepared to 
assume burdens in return for sovereignty, Austrian people and gov- 
ernment feel economic terms laid down in draft treaty, particularly 

Article 35, unduly hard and inconsistent with economic capacity of 
country. Amount provided for redeeming German assets and its 
payment in dollars instead of goods appears inequitable, all the 
more so since agreement on article reached in 1949 and Austria 
has had to make further extraordinary sacrifices during subse- 
quent five years. Furthermore, Article 35 clauses regarding miner- 
al oil deposits are hardly consistent with Austrian sovereignty, for, 
as was stated in unanimously adopted resolution 626 of 6th GA of 
December 21, 1952, right of every nation freely to use and exploit 
its natural wealth and resources is inherent in its sovereignty and 
is in accordance with purposes and principles of the Charter. This 
GA resolution also recommended that member states refrain from 
all acts impeding exercise of these sovereign rights. Fig] then pro-
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posed revision of economic terms of draft treaty, particularly Arti- 
cle 35, in sympathetic and generous spirit. 

Fig] declared acceptance of every term of present draft of state 
treaty which would secure Austria’s full independence, freedom 
and sovereignty. He recalled that at beginning of conference Soviet 

Foreign Minister had said millions of people expect answer to ques- 
tion whether Berlin conference will contribute to strengthening of 
peace, relaxation of tension and guaranteeing security in Europe. 
This, Fig] concluded, could be done and also long overdue freedom 
could be granted seven million Austrians, by giving state treaty to 
Austria. 

After thanking Figl for his statement and expressing pleasure at 
his presence, Eden began statement by recalling first Austrian 
Government was formed eight years ago.* He complimented it on 
its economic and parliamentary successes and on its wisdom in 
international matters. He expressed hope that agreement will be 
reached on some arrangements to permit Austrian delegation to 

play appropriate part in conference. He endorsed Figl’s expressed 
hope that four powers will reach agreement on Austrian state 
treaty before end of conference and recalled that more than ten 
years have passed since Moscow declaration. 

Eden did not think it should be too difficult to reach agreement 
and noted that 47 articles are already agreed. Surely conference 
can reach agreement on remaining five. Austrian question stands 
on its own, and its solution need not await solution of unrelated 

problems in any other part of world. Signature of treaty would be 
practical sign that way has been found to relax international ten- 

sion. 

Referring to Article 35, Eden recalled that article was agreed on 
with intention of compensating USSR for damage suffered. But 
during past four years, Austria has already fulfilled more than 

original intention. Eden was sure Molotov will wish to make some 
suggestion how to meet Figl’s appeal and assumed all present want 

to make sure Austria’s economy is sufficiently robust to enable her 

to maintain her independence. 

In conclusion, Eden expressed hope speedier progress will be 
made on Austrian item than on earlier ones. All that need be done 
is to complete treaty on which so much agreement has already 
been reached. He thereupon made following formal proposal: 

“The delegation of the United Kingdom (recalling) that agree- 
ment has previously been reached by the four powers on 47 articles 
of the draft Austrian state treaty, (Proposes) that the four Foreign 

‘For Eden’s statement, circulated as FPM(54)53, see Berlin Discussions, pp. 179-180, 
or Cmd. 9080, pp. 183-134.
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Ministers conclude the said treaty at this conference by reaching 
agreement on the points hitherto reserved in Articles 16, 27, 42, 48 
and 48 bis and by consideration of the request of the Austrian dele- 
gation concerning Article 35.” 5 

Molotov began by expressing pious hope for urgent settlement of 
Austrian question, conclusion of state treaty and reestablishment 
of free and independent Austria which would meet interests of Eu- 
ropean peace and ensure recognition of Austrian national rights. ° 
He thought it abnormal that seven years of negotiation have not 
yet produced treaty and recalled that it took two years to agree in 
1949 on former German assets and on most of the treaty clauses. 

Then, he continued, new obstacle arose due to unwillingness of 
US, UK and France to fulfill their obligations under Italian peace 
treaty in regard to Trieste which they turned into Anglo-American 
military base. It is quite natural, therefore, for Soviet Government 

to seek to preclude same thing happening in Austria. Another ob- 

stacle arose in 1952-53 when Western powers with Austrian con- 

nivance, pressed for draft abbreviated treaty which ignored Austri- 
an democratic rights and Soviet rights under Potsdam Agreement 
to former German assets. He understood this draft has now been 
withdrawn. 

Molotov thought it should be possible to abolish all four power 
occupation bodies in Austria if new article is written in state treaty 
which precludes drawing Austria into any military alliance against 

any of allies and which prevents building foreign military bases on 
Austrian territory. He alleged that West German militarists and 
monopolists, abetted by certain representatives of Austrian ruling 

circles, are planning a new Anschluss and that in the absence of a 

German peace treaty no satisfactory guarantees are possible 

against resurgence of West German militarism and revanchism. 

Therefore, he contended, the four powers should take measures to 

preclude Anschluss and preserve Austrian independence. Soviet 
proposals for German peace treaty are well suited for this purpose. 

Molotov welcomed presence of Austrian delegation during discus- 
sion of item three, although he thought it unfortunate three West- 
ern powers had rejected invitations to East and West Germans. He 
agreed to Figl’s proposal that sum stipulated in Article 35 to pay 
USSR for former German assets should be paid in goods rather 
than dollars, but expressed view that new discussions on other pro- 

visions of Article 35 would yield nothing but new complications and 
postponements as far as state treaty concerned. 

5 This proposal was circulated as FPM(54)58 in the records of the conference. 
6 For Molotov’s statement, circulated as FPM(54)54, see Cmd. 9080, pp. 134-1389; it 

includes the text of the Soviet proposal referred to below.
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Despite all that has been heard of Austrian sacrifices during 
war, one must not forget that Austrian troops caused enormous 
damage in Soviet Union. Moscow declaration also provided that 

Austria bears responsibility for her part in war. Despite that, no 

obligations have been placed on Austria to make good damage she 
caused Soviet Union. Article 85 refers only to former German 
assets, and these would become Austrian property after termina- 

tion of period prescribed in treaty. 

Molotov then put forward proposal on Austria, which has been 

reported in separate telegram. * 

Secretary’s statement, which followed, also has been reported in 
separate telegram. ® 

Next statement was that of Bidault who began by referring ap- 

provingly to Figl’s statement. France has always tried to second 
claims considered justified on part of Austrian delegation and has 

strived to have returned to Austria those sovereign rights solemnly | 

pledged to her over ten years ago. Bidault saw no excuse for fur- 
ther procrastination on Austrian state treaty. Reestablishment of 

Austrian sovereignty would be important token for stability of 
peace itself and independence of Austria is fully guaranteed by 
terms of treaty. He did not think Austrian question, which is ripe 
for solution in its own right, should be linked to any issue foreign 
to Austrian question itself. Discussion may well elicit justification 
of Austrian contentions that economic provisions of draft treaty 
should be altered to make them less stringent. France supports 
British proposal that conference should conclude treaty by reach- 
ing agreement on the as yet unagreed six articles. 

Following 20 minute recess, four Foreign Ministers agreed that 

Austrian delegation might be present at any meeting when Austri- 

an problem is discussed. Foreign Ministers also agreed to continue 

discussion of Austrian question at February 18 meeting at 1500. 1° 

Session adjourned at 1905. 

7 For the Soviet proposal, transmitted in Secto 130 from Berlin Feb. 13 (396.1 BE/ 
2-1854), see FPM(54)55, Document 519. 

8 Transmitted in Secto 126, infra. 

® For Bidault’s statement, circulated as FPM(54)57, see Cmd. 9080, pp. 141-142. 

10Qn Feb. 18 Thompson informed the U.S. Delegation that he did not believe 
Molotov’s proposal was hopeless, but suggested that it should be probed deeply to 
see whether the Soviets were willing to conclude an agreement at that time. (Tele- 
gram 3494 from London, 763.0221/2-1354)
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No. 465 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 210: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State 3 

BERLIN, February 12, 1954. 

Secto 126. Department pass OSD. Following is text of Secretary’s 
statement, fifteenth session Foreign Ministers’ meeting, February 

12: 2 

We are here today in a meeting which may have historic conse- 
quences. From it may come the kind of accomplishment which the 
whole world has been expecting of this conference; but which after 
nearly three weeks has not yet been forthcoming. 

Some may explain and even excuse our failure to date on the 
ground that the problems and tasks we have previously undertak- 
en have been vast and complex. Such is not the case today. 

In agenda item No. 3—the conclusion of an Austrian state 
treaty—we have a problem of completely manageable magnitude. 

In the occasional moments of mediation which this conference 
has permitted, I have given thought to the dilemmas which seem to 
confront our Soviet colleagues. I try to see their problems from 

their viewpoint, and I admit that they face hard problems. 
But no stretch of philosophical speculation can bring me to be- 

lieve that Austria constitutes a really hard problem. Surely the 
mighty Soviet empire cannot really fear lest 7 million peace-loving 

Austrians should have freedom. Nor can I believe that the economy 
of the 800 million people within the Soviet-dominated bloc depends 

upon being able to continue to bleed the economy of the small and 

naturally poor Austrian state. It seems incredible that a Soviet gro- 
cer’s bill for some dried peas should have stood in the way of hon- 
oring the 1943 signature of the Soviet Foreign Minister to the 
Moscow declaration of Austria’s independence. 

We have just heard the statement of the Austrian Foreign Minis- 
ter. 3 

We agree that the Austrian problem does not simply call for 
eventual solution, it cries aloud for immediate solution, no matter 

what measurement of politics or economics or humanity or interna- 
tional decency is applied to it. What is asked for is nothing more 
than what was solemnly promised over 10 years ago—the rights of 

sovereignty we all insist upon for ourselves. Furthermore, the gap 

1 Repeated to New York, Bonn, London, Paris, Moscow, Vienna, and CINCEUR. 

2 For a record of the fifteenth plenary, see Secto 129, supra. 
3 For a summary of Figl’s statement, see Secto 129, supra.
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which separates the Austrian Minister’s plea from realization is so 
small that this treaty could be signed here and now, if all four of 
us had the will to sign it. I for one do have that will, and I note 

that each of us has in statements at this conference recognized our 
obligation to act and act quickly. Mr. Molotov put it well when on 

January 25, 1954, he said “the interests of strengthening peace in 
Europe and the need to assure the national rights of the Austrian 
people demand the earliest re-establishment of a free and inde- 
pendent Austria”. + The call of the Austrian Foreign Minister is a 
call to action to which we must respond quickly for many reasons. 

Austria was the first victim of Hitler’s aggression and if we have, 

as we say and know we have, a responsibility for re-making the 
Europe which Hitler so largely destroyed, the liberation of Austria 
from the bondage of occupation still stands after nine years at the 
head of the list of actions we should take. 

We should also respond quickly because only in that way can we 
eradicate the sorry record of past negotiations on the Austrian 
state treaty. 

I have no wish at this time to enumerate the long and shabby 
story of delay, disillusion and lack of candor which has thus far 
characterized the Soviet negotiations on Austria. 

This time there should be a clear-cut end to all of that. Can we 
sit here as the Foreign Ministers of our four countries solemnly 
and seriously addressing ourselves to agenda item No. 3 and dare 
admit that the 374 previous discussions on this one item over a 

seven-year period have not explored every conceivable nook and 
cranny of the Austrian state treaty? 

We should also respond quickly in recognition of the extraordi- 

nary performance of the Austrians themselves. Compare the Aus- 
tria of today with the Austria that met our eyes in the spring of 
1945. 

At that time a provisional government struggled in the ruins left 
by Hitler. The economy—there was no economy. Today the Austri- 
an people pursue their daily lives peacefully and industriously 
under the protection of their democratic constitution. 

Few governments in the world today can present a record of real 
achievement comparable to that of the Austrian Government in- 
stalled in 1945 after free elections and twice freely re-elected since 
then. This Austrian Government has brought the Austrian econo- 
my to a state of productivity and stability which it has not enjoyed 
for decades, despite the syphoning off, for the benefit of Soviet 
Russia, of the products of East Austria. To be sure foreign aid has 
helped—and I am proud that much of it has been contributed by 

4For a summary of Molotov’s statement on Jan. 25, see Secto 17, Document 355.



1068 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME VII 

the United States—but foreign aid without national will could not 
have produced the Austria of today. 

It can truly be said that the harmony of Austria’s internal and 
external relations, created in nine years out of the ruins of aggres- 

sion, is a model of what can be done when there is a will to do it. 

And yet despite this abundantly apparent demonstration of politi- 
cal maturity, democratic institutions, social peace and economic 

well-being, the Austrian people remain under the burden of occu- 

pation and exploitation. Some sixty thousand foreign troops, over 
2/3 of them under Soviet command, garrison Austria. That is prac- 
tically one soldier for every 100 inhabitants. 

We should also respond quickly because of the shameful econom- 
ic burden which has been imposed upon Austria during the past 
five years by the delay on the treaty. Since 1949 the Soviet Union 

has extracted from so-called “German assets” in its zone of Austria 

at least 200 million dollars in net profits. This is a sum larger than 
the lump-sum indemnity which in 1949 was set by the Soviet 

Union as the price for the return to Austria of only some of these 
assets. This is reason enough for acting on the Austrian Foreign 

Minister’s request for alleviation of Article 35. 

Austria was not an aggressor—Austria is not a defeated enemy. 

Austria was a victim of aggression. Austria is, by our own state- 
ment in the Moscow declaration of November 1, 1943, a liberated 

and not an enemy country. As Dr. Figl has said, it is ironical that 

we have long since concluded treaties with all but one of the Euro- 

pean nations which were our enemies. 

In a proclamation to the citizens of Vienna in March 1945 the 
late Marshal Tolbukhin, commanding the Russian forces in Aus- 
tria, said, ‘“The Red Army has set foot on the soil of Austria not to 

conquer Austrian territory. Its aim is exclusively the defeat of the 

enemy German-Fascist troops, and the liberation of Austria. The 
Red Army backs the Moscow declaration of the allied powers on 

the independence of Austria”’. 
To fulfill the pledge of the Moscow declaration, so eloquently un- 

derscored by Marshal Tolbukhin and reinforced by innumerable 
statements, declarations and resolutions since then, requires pa- 

thetically little. That was also true in 1949. 

All that lies between the Austria of today and Austria we prom- 

ised in 1943 is agreement on 5 articles—actually only parts of 5 ar- 

ticles—of the present draft treaty, and consideration of Article 35 

in the light of the Austrian Foreign Minister’s statement today. 

The American delegation supports Mr. Eden’s proposal listing 

the few points which need to be settled in order to reach the goal
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of an Austrian state treaty. 5 After 374 discussions and ten years of 
unfilled pledges, I believe my colleagues will agree with me that 
these and only these steps need to be taken, not other issues are 
relevant to our task. 

Last April President Eisenhower spoke to the world on the sub- 
ject of world tensions. § At that time he called for deeds, not words, 
to prove the will to peace, and, in fact, he cited the Austrian state 
treaty as just such a deed—a deed requiring only the simple will to 
do it. That deed will shine in a world which has become darkened 
by fear and disillusionment. If the Soviet Union will join us in 
doing this deed, the whole world will rejoice in the demonstration 

that our four nations can indeed cooperate to serve the cause of 
peace and justice. Out of that beginning, greater things could come. 

5 For Eden’s proposal, see Secto 129, supra. 
6 See footnote 2, Document 182. 

No. 466 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 203 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Counselor of Embassy in 
Austria (Davis) 

SECRET BERLIN, February 12, 1954. 

Present: British Delegation 

Mr. Warner 
Mr. Malcolm 

Mr. Blair 

French Delegation 
M. Sauvagnargues 

M. Mille 

Austrian Delegation 
Dr. Schoener 

Dr. Roessler 
Dr. Gudenus 

U.S. Delegation 
Mr. Freund 
Mr. Tyler 

Mr. Davis 

Subject: Austrian Reaction to Molotov’s Proposals! and Future 
Tactics 

1 FPM(54)55, Document 519.
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The Tripartite Group on Austria met with the Austrians tonight. 
The Tripartite Group also met alone and this meeting is the sub- 

ject of a separate memorandum. 2 After brief indication from Mr. 
Warner that we considered the Soviet proposals on Austria made 
this afternoon by Molotov were impossible to accept, Dr. Schoener 

was asked whether the Austrian Delegation had formulated its 
views. 

Tentative Austrian Views on Soviet Proposals 

Dr. Schoener said the Austrian Delegation viewed the Soviet pro- 
posals negatively. He made the following points: 

1) While Austria was willing to make sacrifices to obtain a treaty 
and restoration of its independence, the Soviet proposal that Aus- 
tria should in reality continue to pay for and still retain occupation 
troops was impossible to accept. The Austrian Parliament would 
never accept this. Therefore, this was the Austrian principal objec- 
tion. 

2) Dr. Schoener referred to paragraph l(b)... 3 the Soviet pro- 
posal to insert into the text of the State Treaty an additional arti- 
cle beginning “Austria undertakes not to enter into any coalition, 
etc.”. Yet what does ‘coalition’ mean? Does it apply to non-mili- 
tary organizations such as the Council of Europe, Coal and Steel 
Community, EPU, OEEC? Perhaps this should be clarified. 

3) Dr. Schoener referred to paragraph 2 of the Soviet proposal 
and remarked that to postpone withdrawal of troops meant, in fact, 
indefinite occupation. 

4) He referred to the proposal to withdraw troops from Vienna 
which he characterized as particularly dangerous. It would mean 
Vienna was isolated in a sea of Russian soldiers and, in fact, he 
might mean the partition of Austria. 

5) As for the special agreement to be prepared by the Four 
Powers with the participation of Austria on the legal status of the 
troops remaining, he remarked this would, in fact, mean a new 
control agreement and probably one worse than the existing con- 
trol agreement. In reality the Soviet proposal was a promise to give 
the Austrians a straight treaty with a new control agreement, the 
contents of which were unknown. 

In reply to a queston by Mr. Warner whether the Austrians 
thought the Soviet proposal should be rejected as a whole or some 
points were acceptable, Dr. Schoener replied that while he could 
only speak unofficially, he thought the whole proposal was unac- 
ceptable. He remarked Parliament would never accept a continu- 
ance of the occupation while Austria was forced to continue 
making economic sacrifices. However, Dr. Schoener could not say 
now whether the Austrian Delegation would reject the Soviet pro- 
posal as a whole or only on certain principal points. 

2 Infra. 
3 Ellipsis in the source text.
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The Austrians appeared to agree with the argument of the Tri- 
partite Group that we should not ask the Soviet Delegation to clari- 
fy points in the Soviet plan since to do so would lead confusion in 

the public mind and would give the false impression that we ac- 
cepted the plan as a basis for discussion. 

In reply to a question whether the Austrian Delegation intended 
to make any new proposal, Dr. Schoener indicated they had noth- 

ing new to suggest and would probably keep within the line laid 
down in Dr. Figl’s opening speech. 

Tactics at Saturday Session 

A discussion followed on whether the Austrian Delegation should 
speak first and reject Mr. Molotov’s proposal or alternatively the 
first word would go to the occupation powers. Dr. Schoener was 
unable to give any opinion and it was agreed that this question 

should be decided by the Ministers. Dr. Schoener then said that Dr. 
Fig] would like to meet with the three Western Ministers before to- 

morrow’s meeting. We promised to take this up and inform the 
Austrians tomorrow morning whether the Ministers could meet 

with Dr. Figl possibly at 12:30. 

No. 467 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 203 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Counselor of Embassy in 
Austria (Davis) 

SECRET BERLIN, February 12, 1954. 

Present: British Delegation: 

Mr. Warner 

Mr. Malcolm 

Mr. Blair 

French Delegation: 

Mr. Sauvagnargues 

Mr. Mille 

U.S. Delegation: 

Mr. Freund 

Mr. Tyler 

Mr. Davis 

Subject: Mr. Molotov’s Proposal on Austria: Future Tactics
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At the close of the meeting with the Austrians, the tripartite 
group on Austria met alone. Subjects discussed with the Austrians 
present are contained in a separate memorandum. ! 

French Suggestion for Four-Power Guarantee Against Anschluss 

Mr. Sauvagnargues said we must all be agreed that in the face of 
the Soviet proposal ? this afternoon there was no chance for an 
Austrian treaty. In view of this, he wondered whether we should 

not show some flexibility and perhaps offer something to the Rus- 
sians since they lay such stress on Germany and the anschluss 
question. He recognized Article 4 in the present draft treaty was 

an all-inclusive prohibition against anschluss, but the treaty itself 
did not offer particularly effective means of guaranteeing this. He 
asked whether we would think of offering a Four-Power guarantee 
against anschluss with some provision to consult when any of the 
Four Powers believed there was a danger of anschluss. He saw in 
the Soviet emphasis on the danger of anschluss, a possible appeal 
to Western public opinion and he wondered whether this would not 
be undercut by an offer of a Four-Power guarantee. 

He said he had mentioned this briefly to Mr. Bidault who ap- 
peared favorably taken with the idea. Mr. Warner and Mr. Freund 
argued against the French suggestion on the grounds that Article 4 
of the present draft was sufficient and it might provoke endless 
debate and possibly would set a dangerous precedent on the 

German question. 
Mr. Sauvagnargues remarked that we must do something about 

a security guarantee on Germany before the end of the conference. 
(This is the first indication those present have had that the French 
may be thinking of tabling a definite proposal on European securi- 
ty.) 

Conclusions 

1. It was agreed that further thought would be given to the 
French suggestion on offering a Four-Power guarantee against 
anschluss. 

2. In general, it was thought unwise to have the Austrians speak 
first at Saturday’s session although this was a decision for the Min- 

isters. 
8. On general tactics to be followed at tomorrow's session, it was 

agreed that Mr. Molotov’s proposal should be rejected in toto and 
we should, at least for the first round, attempt to return to the 

simple proposal made by Mr. Eden. # 

1 Supra. 
2 FPM(54)55, Document 519. 
8 For Eden’s proposal, see Secto 129, Document 464.
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Discussion on How to Break Off Austrian [tem 

There was some discussion on the proposal to break off the Aus- 
trian item by offering to accept the present draft treaty with the 
Soviet version of the Articles and with the Soviet offer of today to 
accept payment of the $150 million in kind. This offer could per- 
haps be made on Sunday, giving Mr. Molotov only until Tuesday to 
accept. The French rather favor this course, although the British 
do not think so much of the idea in the present circumstances. In 
this connection, the French thought it would be important to em- 
phasize that Article 4 of the treaty contained absolute prohibition 
against anschluss. 

It was agreed that this suggestion for breaking off the Austrian 
discussion would have to be considered further. 

RICHARD H. Davis 

No. 468 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 212: Telegram . 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Secretary of State, at Berlin 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, February 12, 1954—11 a.m. 
NIACT 

Tedul 44. Eyes only for Secretary. Reference: Dulte 64.1 The 
Eden Aide-Mémoire? is wrong on several counts. 

1. Prior to submitting the proposals to Soviets, the general lines 
thereof should be concurred in by the U.K., Canada and France. 
They should also be given to Belgium, Australia, and South Africa, 
not for concurrence but for information. 

2. No decision has yet been taken as to who should participate in 
the negotiations with the Soviets after the proposals have been pre- 
sented to them. The preference indicated thus far is that these ne- 
gotiations should remain, at least initially, solely between the U.S. 
and the USSR. Whether others should be brought in later will 
depend on the way the negotiations go and in part on Soviet de- 
sires on this point. 

3. As regards discussions concerning the Soviet counter proposal 
to ban the use of atomic weapons, our view thus far has been that 
these should be conducted also in diplomatic channels in Washing- 
ton, at least initially, and that they too should be on a bilateral 
basis with the U.S. keeping in close touch with the U.K., Canada 
and France. 

4, There has thus far been no decision taken as to when or 
whether discussions on the Soviet counter proposal should be trans- 
ferred to the United Nations disarmament commission. 

1 Document 455. 
2 Transmitted in Dulte 64.
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It seems plain that Eden is trying to force decisions on which we 
have not yet made up our minds. It would seem highly desirable to 
stress to him that some of these decisions can best be taken only 
after we see how the initial substantive talks with the Soviets pro- 
ceed. 

It is expected that the statement designed to be given the Soviets 
will be fully cleared in the Executive Branch by the end of the 
week and consultations with the British, Canadians, and the 

French can begin early next week. Would very much appreciate, 
therefore, knowing whether the line-up of countries in sub-para- 
graph 1 above is agreeable to you. 

SMITH 

February 13, 1954 

No. 469 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 192 

Minutes of a Meeting of the Tripartite Working Group, Berlin, 
February 13, 1954, 10:30 a.m. 

SECRET 
BER MIN-18 

PRESENT 

UNITED STATES UNITED KINGDOM FRANCE 
Mr. MacArthur Sir Frank Roberts M. Seydoux 

1. Tactics for Today 

It was agreed that Mr. Eden as Chairman would note that the 
Austrians had not had an opportunity to comment on Mr. Molo- 
tov’s and Mr. Eden’s proposals ! and he would ask for the Austrian 
views. Mr. Fig] would give a speech in which he would reject the 
Soviet proposal. Mr. Eden would then turn to Mr. Molotov. Mr. 
Dulles would emphasize the unacceptability of Mr. Molotov’s pro- 
posal and would set forth the thought that agreement on the Aus- 
trian Treaty was possible at this conference. M. Bidault would con- 
centrate on knocking down the Molotov proposal, and Mr. Eden in 
addition rejecting the Soviet proposal will suggest agreement to his 
proposal of yesterday. 

The three western ministers would meet in Mr. Eden’s office 
after the quadripartite session to decide whether tomorrow the 

1For Molotov’s proposal, see Document 521. For Eden’s proposal, see Secto 129, 
Document 463.
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offer could be made to take the long version of the Treaty with the 
Soviet versions of the various unagreed articles. After this decision 

is made, it would be necessary to consult with Fig] on this tactic. In 
the meeting with the Austrians it would be necessary to obtain cer- 

tain verbal assurances. 

Depending on the outcome of tonight’s meeting, a tripartite min- 
isterial meeting would be set up for around noon on Sunday at Mr. 

Eden’s residence. 

2. Other Problems on Austria 

Sir Frank raised the problem of handling Austria in the final tri- 

partite communiqué, the possibility of a separate communiqué on 

Austria, and post-conference problems on Austria. He also noted 

the French suggestion for a four power guarantee regarding an 

Anschluss with Germany. Neither the UK nor the U.S. delegations 
could accept this suggestion. 

3. Post-Conference German Problems 

The report of the German experts was accepted. ? It was believed 
there was no need for ministerial approval of the letters from the 
High Commissioners and Commandants to their Soviet opposite 
numbers but it was agreed that the Commandants and the High 

Commissioners themselves should consider these texts. It was 
pointed out that it would be necessary to consult with the Germans 

before the letters were sent. It was agreed that the chairman of the 
High Commissioners should personally deliver the letter at a meet- 

ing with Semenov to emphasize the importance of the letters. 

4. Possible Final Communiqué 

A UK draft of a final communiqué was circulated. ? The question 
was left open for ministerial decision as to whether several commu- 

niqués would be issued, or whether there would be a tripartite com- 

muniqué at all. The various items suggested for the communiqué to 

cover were: Germany, Austria, Item 1, Berlin, and a statement of 

the effect of the Berlin Conference on relations with the Soviet 
Union. The three delegations would examine the present draft and 

prepare comments. On Monday, machinery would be set up for tri- 
partite consultation. 

2The origin and development of the Tripartite Working Group on Post-Confer- 
ence Moves re Germany is obscure. Its composition and work are described briefly 
in BER MIN-15, Document 448, and BER MIN-17, Document 457. However, the 

report under reference, which presumably stressed the need for amelioration of con- 
ditions in Berlin, has not been identified further. Regarding the letters to be deliv- 
ered to Dengin and Semyenov, see Document 601. 

3 Not found in Department of State files.
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d. Place of Meeting for the Conference Next Week 

It was assumed that the conference would be continued in the 
Unter den Linden Building. Representatives of the three delega- 
tions would ask Mr. Sobelev for his views when they met with him 
this afternoon at 2:40. 4 

6. Conference Schedule 

After the tripartite meeting M. Seydoux proposed that the fol- 
lowing schedule be proposed to Sobelev which changes the schedule 
for Monday and Tuesday worked out at the tripartite official meet- 
ing yesterday: 

Sunday, February 14 
3:30 p.m., plenary, Austria 

Monday, February 15 
11:00 a.m., plenary, Austria 
3:30 p.m., restricted meeting, Agenda Item 1. 

Tuesday, February 16 
aah a.m., restricted meeting or otherwise, if needed and desir- 

able 
3:00 p.m. (or 3:30 depending upon what happens in the morn- 

ing), plenary on Agenda Item 2. 

* At the quadripartite meeting at 2:40 p.m. it was agreed that there would be a 
plenary meeting on Austria later that day and on Feb. 14, a restricted session on 
Item I in the morning, and a plenary session in the afternoon on Item II. Sobelev 
reported that Molotov agreed that the conference would terminate on Feb. 18, but 
the site for future meetings was left to be determined by the Foreign Ministers. 
(Secto 182 from Berlin, Feb. 13, 396.1 BE/2-1354) 

No. 470 

396.1 BE/2-1354: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the President 

TOP SECRET NIACT BERLIN, February 138, 1954—11 a.m. 

Dulte 69. For the President from the Secretary. Eyes only for the 
Acting Secretary. Molotov’s presentation last night? regarding 
Austria seemed to destroy last lingering hope of any substantial 

agreement here. It turned the clock back on Austria and cut heart 
out of proposed treaty by providing for indefinite Soviet occupation 

so that treaty would not be treaty of liberation but of servitude. 

Am seeing Molotov alone this afternoon at his request, presumably 

1 A memorandum, dated Feb. 13, states that a copy of this message was delivered 
to the White House at 12:25 that day. (896.1 BE/2-1354) 

2 Regarding Molotov’s statement on Austria, see Secto 129, Document 464.
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in connection with atomic procedure. Hope to use this meeting to 
get further insight regarding basic Soviet political attitude. 3 

The quadripartite committee mentioned in my message to you of 
February 124 met last night and the three Western representa- 
tives were in general agreement that the conference should termi- 

nate on Thursday afternoon.*> While the Soviet representative 
raised no objection, he simply said he would report this view to 
Molotov and give us the latter’s reaction this afternoon. 

I shall try to stop Bonn to see Adenauer for few hours on way 
back. Best regards. 

DULLES 

3 Regarding Dulles’ meeting with Molotov, see Dulte 71, infra. 
4 Dulte 67, Document 460. 

5 Regarding this meeting, see footnote 5, Document 463. 

No. 471 

Conference files, lot 60°D 627, CF 212: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Department of State } 

TOP SECRET PRIORITY BERLIN, February 14, 1954—noon. 

Dulte 71. From Secretary, eyes only Acting Secretary to deter- 
mine distribution. At Molotov’s request I met with him this after- 

noon (13 Feb.) at the ACA Building before conference plenary ses- 
sion. 2 Molotov (who was accompanied, as before, by Ambassador 
Zarubin and interpreter Troyanovski) opened by saying that he 
had promised to clarify the Soviet views on the question of the par- 
ticipation of other countries at a subsequent stage in the negotia- 

tions. He thereupon handed me an Aide-Meémoire, a verbatim text 
of which follows: 

“1. In the Aide-Mémoire presented by the Ambassador of the 
USSR in Washington to the Secretary of State of the USA on Janu- 
ary 19, 1954, 3 the Soviet Government expressed the view that at a 
subsequent stage of the negotiations on the atomic problem all the 
powers bearing primary responsibility for the maintenance of 
peace and international security should be invited to take part. 

In a private talk with Mr. Dulles on January 30% last, V.M. 
Molotov explained that the powers referred to are the five powers, 

1 Drafted by Merchant. 
2 A memorandum of this conversation, the same in substance as the report below, 

is in Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 203. 
3 Regarding the meeting at Washington on Jan. 19, see telegram 487 to Moscow, 

vol. 11, Part 2, p. 1845. 
* For a report on this meeting, see Dulte 23, Document 393.
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namely the United States of America, the Soviet Union, Britain, 
France and the Chinese People’s Republic. 

2. In that talk Mr. Dulles expressed the view that Britain, 
France and also Canada and Belgium should be invited to join in 
the negotiations on the atomic problem, and he explained that 
Canada and Belgium should take part as countries possessing re- 
sources of atomic materials. 

3. In connection therewith the Soviet Government states that it 
would have no objection to the participation in the negotiations on 
the atomic problem at an appropriate stage, besides the five 
powers, of Canada and Belgium, and also believes it necessary to 
have Czechoslovakia invited to take part in the said negotiations as 
a country possessing atomic materials.” 

I glanced at the document and said that I could only take note of 

it without expressing an opinion on it at this time. I then went on 

to say that we were agreed that the first stage would be bilateral 
and would involve consideration on our part of the memo Molotov 

had given me at our last meeting * together with the consideration 
by the Soviet Government of the U.S. plan now in process of prepa- 
ration which I hoped to hand to the Soviet Ambassador in Wash- 

ington shortly after my return. I added that I hoped we could make 
progress through diplomatic channels in this phase and not, in so 

important a subject, become involved in the procedural difficulties 

which would arise from the question of participation of Communist 
China. 

Molotov merely replied that negotiations in Washington between 
Ambassador Zarubin and myself were in accordance with the U'S. 

proposal. ® 

DULLES 

5 For text of this memorandum, see Dulte 23, Document 393. 

6 On Feb. 16 Secretary Dulles wrote to Bidault and Eden briefing them on his dis- 
cussion with Molotov and enclosing copies of the Soviet aide-mémoire. Copies of 
these messages are in file 600.0012/2-1654.
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No. 472 

Eisenhower Library, John Foster Dulles papers, ‘1951-1959, Berlin” 

The Secretary of State to the President 1 

TOP SECRET BERLIN, February 16, 1954. 
PERSONAL AND PRIVATE 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I enclose herewith a memorandum of a 
conversation which I had with Mr. Molotov alone with the addition 

only of his interpreter Troyanovski. This talk followed a talk which 
I had with him on atomic energy procedure at which Merchant, 
Bohlen and Zarubin were present. 2 At this point they left as indi- 
cated in the enclosed memorandum. 

The fact of having had this private talk is of itself of consider- 

able importance. I particularly wanted to be sure that Molotov ap- 
preciated the seriousness of possible developments in Asia. 

I am not at all certain as to the degree of influence which Soviet 

Russia can exert on this situation. It is entirely possible that the 
Chinese Communists will continue to run amuck until we recognize 
them and deal with them directly rather than through the Soviet 

Union as an intermediary. On the other hand, there can be no as- 

surance that if we do recognize them, they will not continue to mis- 
behave. 

Our conference here breaks up on Thursday. I hope to be back by 
Friday afternoon after stopping off to see Adenauer briefly en 
route. 

I understand that you will be away but that we are having 

breakfast on Wednesday. I will go into these matters more fully at 
that time, but I thought it might be useful and of interest to you in 

the meantime to see the enclosed memorandum, which is of course 

highly secret. Nothing that happened made it seem useful for me 
to report the talk to Eden or Bidault. 

Sincerely yours, 

JOHN FosteR DULLES 

1 The source text was sent as an enclosure to a letter from Dulles to Under Secre- 
tary Smith, dated Feb. 16, which stated that it was the only extant copy and had 
been seen by Merchant, MacArthur, Bowie, and Nash. Smith was instructed to get 
it “into the President’s hands under conditions of complete secrecy.” 

2 For a record of this conversation, see Dulte 71, supra.
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[Enclosure] 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Secretary of State 

TOP SECRET BERLIN, [February 13, 1954?] 
PERSONAL AND PRIVATE 

Participants: Mr. Dulles 
Mr. Molotov 
Mr. Troyanovski (interpreter) 

Mr. Dulles: Disturbed by lack of any concrete substantive agree- 
ment by conference. There has been bilateral agreement as to the 
next procedural phase of atomic talks, but this is no great achieve- 
ment. Had hoped for some positive results at least on Austria until 
yesterday when Soviets made totally unacceptable proposals. ? This 
leaves us with nothing to show as reason for another such confer- 

ence. This regrettable because conferences if they can justify them- 
selves also offer useful opportunities for informal personal contacts 
such as this moment. 

Particularly disturbed about conditions in Asia. Fear Communist 
Chinese regime is recklessly seeking to show off its strength and 
extend its power. This could lead by one step after another to a 
chain of events which would have a result none of us wanted. We 
assume Soviets want peace and we hope Soviet Union will exert 
some restraint upon Communist China. A Korean conference might 

help to begin to normalize the situation and establish in this limit- 
ed sphere some direct high level talks which, if serious, could be a 

useful replacement to the belligerent words and deeds which were 

now characteristic of Communist China. All this is said out of our 
sincere desire for peace. 

Mr. Molotov: Thanks for frankness of Dulles’ expression. Believes 
fact of holding Foreign Ministers conference is itself a gain. It 
would hardly be expected that in a few days much results would 
come, having regard to the long interruption of nearly five years. 
As to Austria, no doubt part of Soviet proposal unwelcome, but it 
went much of the way to give Austria what it wants. At least it 
should make it possible to carry forward the talks in the future 
with good prospect of a positive result. As to Korea, Political Con- 
ference would be possible if US would accept India which has great 
interest in Korean affair. As to Indochina, the trouble does not 

come from Communist China but from bad French colonial prac- 
tices. Molotov had offered Bidault the good offices of the Soviet 
Union and China in effecting an Indochina settlement but Bidault 

made no response. 

8 Regarding the Soviet proposals on Austria, see Secto 129, Document 464.
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Dulles: Agreed there was some advantage in having this FM con- 
ference but difficult to continue the conference method if no posi- 
tive results from the conference. As to Austria, continuing Soviet 
occupation quite unacceptable. Regarding Soviet proposed neutral- 
ization, if Austria wants to be a Switzerland, US will not stand in 

the way, but this should not be imposed. 

As to Korea, Dulles hoped Molotov would not interject India. 

Had thought Soviets accepted the US-French formula as to sub- 
stance of composition of conference, but merely desired to avoid use 

of talk UN formula. As to Indochina, does not desire to use this 

either to criticize Communist China or defend French colonial 
policy. Importance now is not with the past but present and future. 

Whatever be the origins, situation now pregnant with danger of a 
vast scope because while Indochina is not itself of concern to the 

US, it could easily threaten vital interests of US. Therefore re- 
straint should be exercised. It seemed that the danger of war in 
Europe was perhaps less and that the situation was somewhat sta- 
bilized, but the same could not yet be said of Asia. 

Molotov: Thought that this exchange of views was very useful. 
As regards the possibility of a Korean Political Conference, he sug- 
gested that after the next meeting on the matter a representative 
of our two governments might meet to see if some formula on com- 
position could be agreed upon. 

The foregoing took place between 2:30 and 2:55 p.m., February 
13, 1954, at the ACA Building, Berlin. The atmosphere was calm, 

each participant expressing himself soberly with deliberation of 
manner. 

No. 473 

396.1 BE/2-1454: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State 1 

CONFIDENTIAL PRIORITY BERLIN, February 14, 1954—1 a.m. 

Secto 134. Department pass OSD. Following summary of 19th 
Ministers meeting February 13, Eden presiding: 2 

1 Transmitted in two sections. Repeated to Bonn, Frankfurt, London, Paris, 

Moscow, and Vienna. 

2 The U.S. Delegation verbatim record of the sixteenth plenary, USDEL PLEN/16, 
is in Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 195.
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1. Figl: ? Appreciated opportunity speak yesterday; wished em- 

phasize ardent desire Austria for freedom and independence and 
Austria’s willingness accept burdens and sacrifices for sake troop 
withdrawal and termination of military occupation. Necessary ex- 
press disappointment Austrian Government and people over Molo- 
tov’s proposal postpone troop withdrawal from Austria until after 
conclusion German peace treaty. 4 This would destroy all Austrian 
hopes and postpone liberation indefinitely, while imposing upon 
Austria heavy burdens implicit in state treaty. All this for fear 
Austria might again lose its independence and become an unwill- 
ing military ally of Germany or some other power. This impossible 
after Austria’s experience World War II and in view Austria’s firm 
adherence article 4 draft treaty. It unreasonable tie fate of Austria 
to settlement of difficult problem over which Austria has no influ- 
ence. 

2. Molotov: Restricted nature Figl’s remarks fails give clear idea 
Austria’s reactions to total Soviet proposals; assume will discuss 
more fully. Similarly other delegations (not having had time to 
study Soviet proposals) and had not perhaps fully expressed their 
views. Suggested further statement views. 

3. Dulles: Verbatim text Secretary’s remarks transmitted Secto 
133. § 

4. Bidault had studied Soviet proposals carefully and had con- 
cluded they constitute complex and complete argument why it im- 

possible conclude Austrian treaty or restore Austrian independ- 
ence. © In such circumstances, little profit in point-by-point discus- 
sion Soviet proposals; nevertheless would express himself briefly on 
each component so that USSR could appreciate why French 
thought proposals unjustifiable. 

a. Proposal to refer to deputies: Matters already beyond this 
state; Ministers are seized of problem; 47 articles agreed; five not 
agreed plus need for consideration Austrian requests re article 35. 
Anyway if we delegate we admit we renounce our task; we did del- 
egate in 1949; no grounds for optimism that to delegate again 
would serve any useful purpose. 

b. Proposal for linkage to Trieste problem: Trieste already dis- 
cussed tediously at Palais Rose in 1949.7 When agenda for this 
meeting agreed, Trieste not included. 

3 For the full text of Figl’s statement, circulated as FPM(54)59, see Cmd. 9080, p. 
143, or Berlin Discussions, pp. 187-188. 

4 For text of the Soviet proposal, see FPM(54)55, Document 519. 
5 

6 Fer Bidault’s statement, circulated as FPM(54)61, see Cmd. 9080, pp. 146-148, or 
Berlin Discussions, pp. 191-194. 

7 Presumably Bidault is referring to the Four-Power Exploratory Talks, held at 
Paris Mar. 5-June 21, 1951.
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c. No-alliance proposal: This absurd in a treaty purporting rees- 
tablish Austrian independence and sovereignty (but Molotov by 
proposal for continued occupation conceded he not really seeking 
that end). 

d. Proposal link and subordinate Austrian state treaty to 
German treaty: This proposal has no consequence except require 
Austria pay war indemnities without being rid of occupation 
troops, thus leaving Austria worse off than now since four-power 
occupation and control agreements provide some guarantee against 
unilateral pressures on Austria. Specific part of proposal that en- 
tails troop withdrawal from Vienna would leave that city isolated 
and surrounded by Russian armed forces, therefore subject all 
kinds of pressures. 

e. Fears of renewed Anschluss: This fear groundless since article 
4 precludes what Soviet delegation fears; precludes precisely and 
completely; binds four powers as well. Hence this groundless fear, a 
poor excuse for refusing to Austria independence and sovereignty 
promised 10 years ago. 

Concluding: We must work towards a treaty, this treaty, which 
already almost agreed. Western powers had withdrawn proposed 
abbreviated treaty; USSR should accept this as evidence in good 
faith of desire get forward. Soviet proposals attempt link every- 
thing to everything else; but for once we have a clear and relative- 
ly simple problem; we should negotiate on that problem not on 
something else and thus be able to show the world we can agree on 
something. Concluded by urging conference proceed to consider five 
disagreed articles. 

5. Eden: ® Fig] left no doubt that Austria cannot accept Soviet 
proposal. This not surprise since this proposal would postpone set- 
tlement indefinitely. Soviet delegation began yesterday by stressing 

importance Austrian settlement; therefore suggested almost every 
possible way to avoid settlement. He said, e.g. that even after con- 
clusion Austrian treaty occupation troops should stay in Austria 
until German settlement; but in an earlier meeting he had said 

German peace treaty might be impossible; therefore he appears en- 

visage indefinite occupation Austria. This Eden could not accept. 

What right have we to plan to keep troops in Austria pending set- 
tlement an unrelated problem? 

He appreciates and was sure Figl (with his concentration camp 
personal experience) could appreciate Molotov’s fears of a second 
Anschluss and another war; but necessary repeat this covered by 
article 4 to which Fig] and the Austrians adhere. 

Re proposal reference to deputies this not conspicuously success- 
ful in past. Deputies failed once on this Austrian treaty project; if 
we now facing failure, how could they succeed? 

§ For Eden’s statement, circulated as FPM(54)62, see Cmd. 9080, pp. 148-149.
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He considered it important give fair consideration Figl’s requests 
relative article 35 and himself could see no reason why agreement 
could not be reached. Other differences outstanding on present 
draft treaty so slight that there no reason why could not be settled 
in single afternoon. 

Job before us is to conclude a treaty, not make excuses for not 
concluding one. He (Eden) had tabled a procedural proposal yester- 
day. Why could not conference accept this proposal, get on with 
job, justify conference at one stroke, and give fresh hope to world. 

6. Figl: 

a. Principal problem is to end occupation Austria. 
b. Proposal to refer to deputies not appealing after 1949 experi- 

ence. 
c. Austria wants discussion on available draft state treaty which 

up until day before yesterday Austria understood Soviet accepted 
as basic discussion. 

d. Re danger Austria cooperation in resurgent German milita- 
rism, he authorized and prepared say Austrian people want to live 
in freedom and friendship with all countries and have no intention 
enter military pact with any country; willing abide by principles 
UN charter and want to live as respected member that community 
of nations. 

e. Re article 35 Austria happy accept Molotov’s offer receive pay- 
ment in goods deliveries rather than dollar payments; but this not 
completely responsive Austria requests; article 35 contains other 
provisions. 

f. Re Trieste settlement: Austria not competent deal with this 
problem; but it seems to Austria unfair to couple Austrian treaty 
and end of occupation with something which not an Austrian prob- 
lem at all. 

7. Molotov: In lengthy (90 minute) speech characterized by heavy 
sarcasm, much repetition and backtracking, Molotov undertook 

clarify the ‘‘sense” of the Soviet proposals which he said others had 
attempted make as unclear as possible, thus complicating and 
drawing out the matter. His principal points, somewhat rear- 
ranged, were as follows: 

a. Soviet proposals need study. 
b. Essence Soviet proposals is that: (1) there should be immediate 

decision to terminate occupation and, while leaving troops, to leave 
no one with control powers or organisms; (2) there should be imme- 
diate decision to turn over to Austria all former German assets 
committed so to be turned over by provisions existing draft treaty. 

c. USSR unable understand apathy toward Soviet proposal for re- 
ferral to deputies; if three-month period too long, term of deputies 
assignment could be shortened; but after lapse of five years he 
unable understand what harm if three more months spent in en- 
suring that final steps are correct. 

d. Re status troops that under Soviet proposals would remain in 
Austria, perhaps possible devise better formula express Soviet in-
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tention these troops be non-occupational in character; but this 
really unimportant since their presence would be only temporary 
pending completion German treaty. Others around table had insist- 
ed that leaving troops in Austria tantamount to continuing occupa- 
tion; but this interpretation hardly consistent with existence US 
military bases in France, Italy, Greece, Norway, Iceland, et cetera. 
(He said there were 80 such bases in Europe and “adjacent territo- 
ries,’ later upped figure to “almost 100.) Does this represent mili- 
tary occupation France, Italy, et cetera? 

e. He unable understand opposition to Soviet proposal that all 
troops be evacuated from Vienna; doubtless certain “our officials” 
in Vienna would not like this but surely the Austrian people 
would. In any case such evacuation would be simultaneous with 
conclusion Austrian state treaty which by its terms would permit 
Austria have its own army to protect Vienna. 

f. Other delegates had contended that since 47 articles of draft 
treaty already agreed it should be possible conclude other five in 
three days or so; but 47 articles were agreed in 1949 and since then 
certain things have changed e.g. (1) numerous US bases have been 
established in Europe and adjacent territories causing concern for 
European security; (2) plans had been made for establishment EDC 
and resultant resurgence German militarism; (8) there had been 
much significant talk in West German (and indeed in Austrian) cir- 
cles about a new Anschluss evidence cited on this score included an 
alleged statement by a West German Minister, Keyser, expressing 
confidence that 1945 frontiers would fall; frequent meetings, to dis- 
cuss Anschluss, of “hundreds of thousands’ of members Hitler’s 
former armies, now members various soldiers unions; statement by 
Stenderbach, leader of “independent union” in Austrian Parlia- 
ment in August 1953 urging Austria not accept provisions Austrian 
state treaty especially provisions in article 4. 

Therefore, if the three Western powers willing to reject EDC and 
prevent resurgence German militarism; or if German peace treaty 
concluded and signed to provide for peaceful democratic develop- 
ment Germany—then Soviet apprehensions would no longer be in 
force, matters would be facilitated, and some of Soviet proposals re 
Austria might be superfluous. 

g. In discussions thus far, there had been too much guessing 
about what real thoughts of Soviets were, also too much discussion 
in terms moral standards and concepts; matter under discussion 
has nothing to do with moral concepts and indeed such concepts 
better invoked against those who would hamper conclusion treaty. 

h. Only real objection raised to Soviet no-alliance proposal was 
French statement that Austria would object; but if neither we nor 
Austria object to Austria neutrality, why are French attempting 
speak for Austrians. RIAS recently said Austria would not join any 
military alliance; why therefore should anyone attempt convince 
conference and Austrians that Austrians should reject no-alliance 
proposal. 

i. Re linkage Austrian question with Trieste question, significant 
factor is that Trieste is now Anglo-American military base; and 
since this situation directly in conflict with provisions Italian peace 
treaty (to effect that Trieste should be demilitarized and neutral
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and void of armed forces, except as directed by security council), it 
necessary in drafting any new treaty e.g. Austria, to consider meas- 
ure to which existing treaties not being fulfilled. 

j. Austrian statements had emphasized sacrifices and burdens 
imposed upon Austria; but it necessary remember 1,500,000 Austri- 
ans served in Hitler’s army, 17 divisions were active on Soviet- 
German frontier, despite this record USSR makes no claims 
against Austria except what was agreed in draft treaty re former 
German assets. This provision should remain in force but USSR, as 
explained yesterday, will waive dollar payments and accept goods 
deliveries. 

8. After customary recess, procedure discussion developed in 

course of which Molotov kept recurring [referring?] to his conten- 
tion that “the principal points” i.e. the Soviet proposals should be 
considered first before conference allowed itself get bogged down in 
details; while other three ministers kept urging proceed systemati- 

cally with consideration five disagreed articles, plus Austrian re- 

quest re article 35. Both Bidault and Eden said their government 
would accept Soviet counter drafts on all five these articles, (Eden 

qualifying by making conditional on four ministers being able 
reach definitive agreement at this conference; failing such defini- 
tive agreement, UK would have to reserve and reconsider if matter 
were not to be settled until some indefinite future date). Dulles 
said US accepted Soviet draft article 16; did not speak on other 
four. Bidault said Soviet proposals appeared make certain other ar- 

ticles (e.g. article 33 paragraph 3) now disagreed and suggested 

might be necessary draw up new table of disagreed articles. Molo- 
tov said article 9 also now disagreed; and said he still wanted hear 
Austria’s views on sum total Soviet proposals. (Fig] declined speak 

further at this session.) 
Toward end Molotov suggested appointment sub-committee to 

consider, Sunday morning, procedure to be followed Sunday after- 
noon; but after Bidault expressed a reservation that this not be in- 

terpreted as resurrecting procedure of referral to deputies and 
after Dulles said he skeptical whether sub-committee could solve 
problem, Molotov withdrew his proposal. It then agreed that minis- 

ters would reconvene Sunday afternoon to determine their proce- 

dure and then to try complete discussion. 

9. Before adjournment Eden announced schedule tripartitely 

agreed as contained Secto 132. ® 

9 See footnote 4, Document 469.
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No. 474 

396.1 BE/2-1354: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State } 

CONFIDENTIAL BERLIN, February 13, 1954—10 p.m. 

Secto 183. Department pass OSD, IBS/NY. Following is text of 
the Secretary’s statement ? at the 19th plenary session, ? February 
18, on the Austrian question: 

Verbatim text. 

Yesterday afternoon the Soviet Foreign Minister presented us 
with a rather peculiar sandwich. * The top and the bottom of his 

remarks stressed the necessity for the early conclusion of an Aus- 
trian state treaty, which would reestablish a free and independent 

Austria. But in between the top and bottom he inserted some poi- 
sonous proposals. They meant that the treaty, instead of re-estab- 
lishing a free and independent Austria should establish an Austria 
without freedom and without independence. 

I earnestly hope that these new proposals will be withdrawn, so 

that we may in fact conclude an Austrian state treaty at this very 
meeting, as promised in 1943. 

The Soviet Foreign Minister’s statement completely confirms the 
view I expressed yesterday that if we adhere to the present draft of 

the Austrian state treaty there remain only minor differences be- 
tween us. As the Soviet proposals state, that draft treaty ‘was in 

the main agreed among the four-powers in 1949’. Only five articles 
remain partially unagreed, and I am confident that with good will 

those articles could quickly be agreed upon. It will not take, as the 

Soviet Union suggests, three months to reach that agreement. It 

can be reached in three days or even less, so that we can in fact 

conclude the treaty at this conference in accordance with the pro- 
posal made yesterday by the three Western powers. 

However, the Soviet Union has now introduced new proposals 
which would totally alter the situation. They would cut the heart 

out of the proposed treaty and turn the clock back, not to 1949, not 

to 1947, not even to 1948, but to the darker, earlier period when by 
Hitler’s action Austria seemed hopelessly doomed to be forever the 
victim of alien occupation. 

1 Repeated to Bonn, Frankfurt, Paris, London, Moscow, and Vienna. 
2 Secretary Dulles’ statement was circulated as FPM(54)60. 
3 For a report on this session, the sixteenth plenary, see Secto 134, supra. 
* For the Soviet proposal on Austria, see FPM(54)55, Document 519.
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The Soviet Union proposes to continue the military occupation of 
Austria “pending the conclusion of a peace treaty with Germany”. 

Since the Soviet Union has rejected all proposals for the unifica- 

tion of Germany on the basis of free elections, and by its own latest 
German proposal, > treats the division of Germany as a semi-per- 
manent condition, the Soviet Austrian proposal would mean an in- 
definite occupation of Austria. By requiring the withdrawal of all 
allied troops from Vienna, while retaining Soviet forces in the 
Soviet Zone, the capital of Austria would thus be left as a defense- 
less island, surrounded by a sea of Russian soldiers. 

That occupation of Austria could never be terminated by any 
action of her own. It would be wholly within the power of the 

Soviet Union to prolong the occupation forever merely by perpet- 
uating the division of Germany and blocking an all-German peace 
treaty. 

If the Soviet proposal were adopted, it would pervert the Austri- 
an state treaty and require its being rewritten from the preamble 
to the end. 

How could we any longer in the preamble describe the treaty as 

being one designed to liberate Austria and to make it a free and 
independent state? 

How could we any longer stipulate by Article 1 that “Austria 
shall be reestablished as a sovereign, independent and democratic 
state’? 

How could we any longer declare as in Article 2 that we “will 
respect the independence and territorial integrity of Austria’? 

Article 33 entitled ‘withdrawal of allied forces’’ would be obliter- 
ated and have to be replaced by an article entitled “the indefinite 
military occupation of Austria”. 

The treaty would thus become not a treaty for the liberation of 

Austria, but a treaty for the subjection of Austria. 

A second major and related change in the treaty is proposed by 

the Soviet Union in terms of subjecting Austria to “neutralization”. 

A neutral status is an honorable status if it is voluntarily chosen 

by a nation. Switzerland has chosen to be neutral, and as a neutral 

she has achieved an honorable place in the family of nations. 

Under the Austrian state treaty as heretofore drafted, Austria 
would be free to choose for itself to be a neutral state like Switzer- 
land. Certainly the United States would fully respect its choice in 

this respect, as it fully respects the comparable choice of the Swiss 

nation. 

5 For this Soviet proposal, see FPM(54)33, Document 514.
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However, it is one thing for a nation to choose to be neutral and 
it is another thing to have neutrality forcibly imposed on it by 

other nations as a perpetual servitude. 

A state subjected to such imposed neutralization is not in fact a 
sovereign and independent state. Such a demand makes a mockery 

of the language which the Soviet proposal retains that ‘Austria 
shall be reestablished as a sovereign, independent and democratic 

state”’. 

It is difficult to understand why the Soviet Union, at this 
moment when an Austrian state treaty seemed to be on the point 
of realization, should now propose provisions which would basically 
alter the entire character of the treaty and which would violate the 
Moscow declaration on Austria of November 1, 19438, whereby the 
three powers with the subsequent adhesion of France undertook 
“to see re-established a free and independent Austria’. If the 

Soviet proposal were accepted, there would be not a free Austria, 
but an enslaved Austria; not an independent Austria, but a subject 

Austria. 

If this four-power meeting accepted the Soviet proposal, we 

would expose ourselves before the world as being morally and po- 
litically bankrupt. We would have forfeited all right to the confi- 
dence of others in our willingness to fulfill our solemn pledges. 

We do not know, we can only suspect, the reasons which prompt 
the Soviet to make its present proposal. The reasons given are gro- 
tesquely inadequate. 

It is given as a reason that there is lacking a treaty with Germa- 
ny, whereby Germany undertakes to respect the independence of 
Austria. It is said that until that undertaking is given, Austria 
must remain occupied. 

The Soviet Foreign Minister would have us believe that during 
the period when Germany is occupied and totally disarmed—at 
least in the Western zones—the danger to Austria from Germany 
is so great that Austria must be occupied to protect it against that 

German danger; but that once Germany is restored to a unified 
and independent status with a national army of its own, then it 
will be safe to end the occupation of Austria. Such reasoning will 
not carry conviction anywhere. 

A plausible explanation is the fact that Article 22 of the treaty of 

peace with Hungary and Article 21 of the treaty of peace with Rou- 
mania provide that the Soviet Union may maintain armed forces 

on the territory of these countries so long as this is needed for the 
maintenance of the lines of communication of the Soviet army with 
the Soviet zone of occupation in Austria.
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I can understand that the Soviet Union fears a withdrawal from 
Austria which would also require it to withdraw its Red armies 

from Hungary and Roumania. 

Is it, however, really decent that little Austria should have to 

continue to be an occupied state so that the Soviet Union will have 
a pretext for continuing to occupy also Hungary and Roumania. So 
cynical an attitude will surely shock the conscience of the world. 

We have heard from the Soviet Foreign Minister many words 
condemning “militarism”. But everything which he _ proposes, 
whether it be in relation to Germany or in relation to Austria, or 

indirectly in relation to Hungary and Roumania, shows dependence 
on military power. No consideration of humanity prevails as 
against naked force. 

The Soviet Minister has introduced in his Austrian proposal a 
proposal for the four of us to consider the question of Trieste. That 
proposal is unacceptable to the United States. In any event, it has 
no proper relationship to the Austrian question. I hope that its in- 
troduction does not mean that it is the intention of the Soviet For- 
eign Minister to make a conclusion of a state treaty with Austria 
dependent upon the prior solution of all other European questions, 
so that the first victim of Hitlerite aggression would automatically 
be the last to be relieved of the consequences of that aggression. 

I earnestly plead with the Soviet Foreign Minister to withdraw 
the two Austrian proposals which he made yesterday, which, as I 

say, would completely revolutionize not only the text but also the 
character of the Austrian state treaty. If he will make that with- 
drawal, then I have every confidence that the remaining differ- 

ences, which are very slight, can be composed. Then we could in 
fact conclude the Austrian state treaty at this meeting of the For- 
eign Ministers and crown our efforts here with an honorable suc- 

cess. 

No. 475 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 203 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Counselor of Embassy in 

Austria (Davis) } 

SECRET BERLIN, February 18, 1954. 

Participants: French 

M. Lalouette 

1 A notation on the source text indicates that Secretary Dulles saw it.
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U.K. 
Mr. Malcolm 

Mr. Blair 

Austria 

Dr. Schoener 
Dr. Leitmaier 

Dr. Roessler 

Dr. Gudenus 

USA 

Mr. Davis 

Subject: Tactics on Austrian Question at Sunday Session 

Mr. Malcolm began the discussion by asking the impression of 
the Austrians after today’s session. 2 Dr. Schoener expressed a very 
pessimistic attitude toward the possibility of obtaining a State 
Treaty. 

Mr. Malcolm, speaking on behalf of the Tripartite Group on Aus- 
tria, then said he had come to tell the Austrians about our tactical 

plan for tomorrow, though this was of course subject to final ap- 
proval of the Ministers. He said in our view there was practically 
no chance that Mr. Molotov could be deflected from his proposal 
and persuaded to conclude a treaty at this time. Mr. Molotov’s 
speech today made it abundantly clear that he connected the set- 
tlement of the Austrian question with a multitude of other condi- 
tions having little or no relation with the Austrian problem. 

Therefore, Mr. Malcolm continued, we thought the best tactics to 

follow tomorrow were as follows. Mr. Molotov in the Chair would 
open up and would either speak on procedure or would ask Mr. 

Dulles to speak. He might even request the Austrians to speak first 
on the Soviet proposals. ° 

If Mr. Dulles spoke first, he would agree to accept the Soviet ver- 

sions of the five unagreed articles as the French and British al- 

ready have done this afternoon. He would also agree, if Mr. Molo- 
tov insisted, upon the Soviet addition to Article Nine after reading 
the precise text into the minutes. Article 35 with the Soviet amend- 
ment by Mr. Molotov would then be confirmed. This was all that 
was needed to complete the treaty and the above offers were condi- 
tioned upon no additional articles being added to the treaty and 
upon having the treaty concluded at this Conference. 

M. Bidault and Mr. Eden would make similar points. 

Mr. Malcolm then pointed out that undoubtedly Mr. Molotov’s 
tactics would be to have the discussion centered on his proposal, 

2 For a report on the sixteenth plenary session, see Secto 184, Document 473. 

3 For the Soviet proposal on Austria, see FPM(54)55, Document 519.
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particularly the article concerning neutrality. This was a very dan- 
gerous point and we intended to make it absolutely clear that addi- 
tional amendments to the treaty were unacceptable. It was there- 
fore important that we know the position of the Austrian Delega- 
tion which we hoped would be able to support our points. 

Dr. Schoener replied that he would have to consult with Dr. Fig] 

and Mr. Kreisky. He remarked that their instructions from Vienna 
would not permit them to go beyond the statement they made 

today declaring it was not the intention of the Austrian govern- 
ment to join any military alliance. This was not, however, an au- 

thority for them to reject any amendment to the treaty. However, 
he understood the import of this point and he thought that Dr. 
Figl, who would see Mr. Eden at 11 a m on Sunday morning, would 

be able to support the position outlined by the Tripartite group. 

H. M. Davis 

No. 476 

396.1 BE/2-1354: Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Secretary of State, at Berlin 

TOP SECRET WASHINGTON, February 138, 1954—2:01 p.m. 

Tedul 45. Limit distribution. Dultes 68 and 70.1 Appreciate diffi- 
culties negotiation with Molotov this subject in light special prob- 
lems of French. We agree, however, it necessary avoid giving Chi- 

nese Communists Great Power status or discussing Indochina 

before Korea. Occurs to us status problem might be finessed by 
device like that we suggested at Panmunjom talks—namely, that 
Berlin Conference resolution might list in alphabetical order all 

states which four Foreign Ministers recommend should participate 

in a Korean Conference at a stipulated time and place if they so 

desire. A second list could also be included for a subsequent confer- 

ence, or second phase of original conference, when discussions at 

Korean Conference and Southeast Asia situation show favorable 

prospects for peace exist. 

We of course not in position know whether negotiating situation 
warrants introduction this idea. If it is feasible it would furnish 

basis for getting rid of undesirable elements in revised Soviet draft 

1 Dulte 68 transmitted a summary of the third restricted session (see U.S. Delega- 
tion record, Document 463). Dulte 70 transmitted the revised paragraph 4 of the 
Soviet proposal for a five-power conference (see footnote 2, ibid.).
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and would demonstrate negotiating flexibility which might be help- 
ful with French. 

SMITH 

February 14, 1954 

No. 477 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 203 

Memorandum for the Record, by the Counselor of the Department of 
State (MacArthur) } 

SECRET BERLIN, February 14, 1954. 

Mr. Roland de Margerie telephoned to me at 9:30 this morning to 

say he wished to call urgently to show me a proposal which Mr. 
Bidault was considering submitting to the Berlin Conference, with 

respect to Agenda Item 2 (Germany and European Security). Mr. 
de Margerie had previously spoken to me about this possibility. 
(See Attachment 1, Memo of Conversation. ?) 

Accordingly, Mr. de Margerie called on Mr. Merchant and myself 
at the U.S. Headquarters at 10:15 a.m. and gave us a copy of the 
French text of the proposal on European Security which Mr. Bi- 
dault was thinking of tabling. (Rough translation by U.S. Delega- 
tion is Attachment 2). Mr. de Margerie explained that the Molotov 

proposal on European Security * had struck no responsive echo in 
terms of French public opinion, and in fact had had a poor recep- 

tion. On the other hand, the situation with respect to the French 
Parliament was quite different, and there was a great deal of in- 
sistence that the West take a positive stand with respect to Europe- 
an security rather than simply refuse to accept the Molotov plan. 

After we had read the Bidault proposal Mr. de Margerie asked 
for our reaction. Mr. Merchant and I said we thought the proposal 
was extremely dangerous on a number of grounds. In the first 
place, it was not a document which could be just tossed in lightly 

to the four-power conference, and as far as the United States was 

concerned, it would require most careful study because there were 

certain implications, notably in paragraph 4 on page 3 (of unofficial 

1 There are no records for meetings of the U.S. Delegation or the Tripartite Work- 
ing Group on Feb. 14. 

2 This memorandum reported that on Feb. 12 de Margerie had informed MacAr- 
thur that Bidault was “toying” with the idea of a new proposal on Germany and 
European security. 

3 For this proposal, see FPM(54)46, Document 516.
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translation) [which] raised very real constitutional considerations 

for the United States. 

Furthermore, and of great importance, was the fact that Molo- 

tov’s proposal on European security had fallen flat in terms of 

Western opinion, and by inserting a new proposal which was broad 
and fuzzy in many details, we would risk taking the focus off the 
fundamental and basic fact that the Molotov proposal was prepos- 
terous, thereby injecting some apparently new and different ideas 
which Molotov would most certainly exploit. For example, he 

might say there were now two proposals for security and that after 
the Foreign Ministers left Deputies should meet to reconcile them. 

This kind of tactic would confuse public opinion, take the heat off 

the Soviets, and might be extremely difficult for the French, for ex- 

ample, to resist. Since we had all agreed that it would be disastrous 
in terms of EDC and other policies for the Conference to break up 
with the work being passed on to Deputies, the Bidault proposal 
seemed a very bad one. 

Mr. de Margerie said while he did not agree with all the reasons 
we had set forth, he would let Mr. Bidault know our reaction, and 

it was left that the three Western Ministers themselves would dis- 
cuss this matter when they met at 3 this afternoon. 

Subsequently, Mr. de Margerie called on Sir Frank Roberts, who 
called me by telephone to tell me that he felt just as strongly as 

Mr. Merchant and myself that the proposal was dangerous. 

The Secretary met with the other two Western Ministers in ac- 
cordance with arrangements made, and the first item discussed 
was Mr. Bidault’s security proposal. * Mr. Bidault opened by saying 
he understood his proposal had had a very poor reception with 

both the United States and United Kingdom Delegations, and that 
in view of this he thought the best thing to do was for him to with- 

draw the suggestion, and that we should forget about the entire 
idea. Mr. Eden welcomed this suggestion, as did Secretary Dulles. 
Accordingly, it was agreed that the proposal would be dropped and 

that Mr. Bidault would concentrate on making a strong speech at 

the afternoon session of February 15 when Agenda Item 2 was 

again to be considered, pointing out the fallacies and illusory char- 

acter of the Molotov proposal. 

4 The three Foreign Ministers met at 3 p.m. in the ACA building. In addition to 
Bidault’s proposal they also discussed Austria and the announcement of the termi- 
nation date for the conference. (Memorandum by MacArthur, Feb. 13, Conference 

files, lot 60 D 627, CF 204)
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[Attachment] 

Proposal by the French Delegation * 

SECRET BERLIN, undated. 

RESOLUTION 

ON THE SUBJECT OF SECURITY 

The Governments of the United States, of France, of the United 

Kingdom, and of the U.S.S.R. 

Renew the expression of their attachment to collective security, 

Reexamine their will to fulfill the obligations which they have 
assumed in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations, 

worldwide security organization, without prejudice to the right 

granted to each of the members of the organization to participate 
in defensive regional associations, 

Recall that the member States are free to define the extension of 
such associations, taking into account the community of ideals and 

of interests which binds them to other peoples, and that they can 
underwrite, with this in view, with other peace-loving States, all 

arrangements of a defensive character which appear desirable to 
them, 

Declare their resolve to pursue their efforts within the frame- 

work of the United Nations with a view to reaching gradually the 
truly satisfactory form of collective security which would be consti- 
tuted by a general disarmament, simultaneous and controlled, 

which would alone be able to eliminate the military preponderance 
of any State in Europe, 

Recall that the success of certain efforts supposes as a prelimi- 

nary condition the cessation of hostilities wherever they are taking 
place. 

The four Governments emphasize that an essential element of se- 

curity would be European settlement through which the free and 
reconcilable peoples would give back this part of the world to its 

true destiny which is to divide and not to unite the world. 

This settlement in their opinion can only be achieved through 

stages, of which the first is necessarily the conclusion of the peace 
treaty with Germany and of the Austrian State treaty. 

They consider that in order to contribute to security and to make 

impossible the rebirth of militarism, the German settlement must 

be inspired by the following principles: 

5 Attached to the source text was the French language version.
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The peace treaty must not be imposed but negotiated with a gov- 

ernment which is representative of the whole of Germany, in no 
case should the freedom of action of this government have the 
result of endangering the security of Germany’s neighbors. 

The four powers therefore agree to uphold, insofar as they are 
concerned, the necessity of inserting the following clauses in the 
German peace settlement: 

1. The four powers undertake to uphold the candidacy of Germa- 
ny for the United Nations so that she will thereafter be bound by 
the obligations of Article 2 of the Charter. 

2. Germany shall not have a national army at its disposal. She 
will be free to furnish a contribution in men and in armaments to 
a regional defense organization of her own choosing. 

The clauses foreseen to this end should, in the opinion of the 
four powers, include guarantees of an organic character without re- 
course to coercive controls. 

3. A united Germany shall never take any initiative susceptible 
of altering the purely defensive character of this organization. 

She shall undertake not to have recourse to force in any case 
whatsoever in order to solve the differences which might arise be- 
tween her and other States. 

4. In the event that Germany should undertake armed action in 
violation of the above commitments, the four governments would 
consider such action as a threat against their own security and 
would take in common all measures necessary to reestablish peace 
within the framework of the United Nations. 

With regard to the period before the peace treaty, the four gov- 

ernments agree not to subordinate to any preliminary conditions 

the organization of free elections in order to achieve the rapid for- 

mation of a German government. 

They note that the maintenance of troops of the four powers in 

the zones up to the time of the peace treaty renders impossible any 

action by the German government which might threaten security. 

They agree consequently to renounce the usage of exceptional 

powers borne up with the protection of the security of troops 

except by unanimous agreement in case of grave threat of internal 

trouble. 

The four governments consider it indispensable to favor the pro- 
gressive reestablishment among the European countries of normal 
relations founded on the respect of the individual and of the funda- 
mental rights of the individual. 

They consider that the objective to be reached in the long run is 
the pulling together among these countries of bonds freely entered 
into and the establishment of relationships which assure the secu- 
rity of all through the rest of the obligations of the Charter. 

They emphasize that the creation of a system of European securi- 
ty will have to take into account the fact that certain states of
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Europe and especially the three great European powers represent- 
ed at this Conference have territories or responsibilities outside of 

Europe. 
They consider it necessary not to interfere with security organi- 

zations in which there are both European and non-European 

States. 
They affirm that such a system of organization of relations be- 

tween the European States in which these States could envisage 
the establishment of common institutions with the aim of making 
impossible any recourse to force on the part of one of them, must 
represent the crowning of an effort tending to put an end to the 
consequences of the war and to stabilize the territorial situation in 
conditions susceptible of assuring in durable form the pacification 
of Europe and of the world. 

No. 478 

Editorial Note 

On Sunday, February 14, before the seventeenth plenary meeting 
(see Sectos 144 and 145, infra and Document 480), Secretary Dulles 

held a press conference in Berlin to respond to questions concern- 
ing the progress of the conference. The United States Delegation 
transmitted the transcript of the press conference in Secto 148 
from Berlin, February 15. (Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 210) 

No. 479 

396.1 BE/2-1554: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State } 

CONFIDENTIAL BERLIN, February 15, 1954—2 p.m. 
PRIORITY 

Secto 144. Department pass OSD. Following summary first part 
of twentieth Ministers’ meeting February 14, Molotov presiding: 2 

Secretary Dulles spoke first and read proposal transmitted Secto 
137. Bidault and Eden then associated themselves with US pro- 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, Bonn, Vienna, Moscow, and CINCEUR. 

2 The U.S. Delegation verbatim record of the seventeenth plenary, USDEL PLEN/ 
17, is in Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 195. The record of the second part of the 

meeting was transmitted in Secto 145, infra. 
3 For the U.S. proposal, see FPM(54)63, Document 520. Secto 137, which transmit- 

ted it, is not printed. (396.1 BE/2-1454)
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posal. Fig] said that before speaking he would like to hear Molo- 
tov’s response to position advanced by US, UK and France. 

Molotov spoke then at some length on theme that while US pro- 

posal removed number of differences between four powers there 
were still several to be overcome; including following: 

1. Article 48 bis. Molotov said this article not agreed because it 
would require an agreement between Austria and Soviet Union, 
which should be concluded prior conclusion of treaty. 
2. Trieste. After withdrawing proposal for meeting of deputies in 

view of agreement on disagreed articles, Molotov submitted propos- 
al on Trieste contained in Secto 138. * 

3. Article 35. Molotov circulated proposed revised text of para- 
graph 6 contained Secto 139. 5 

4. Article 4 bis. Molotov submitted proposed amendment con- 
tained Secto 140. ® 

5. Article 33. Proposed revised text transmitted Secto 141. 7 

Molotov then defended at length Soviet proposals regarding re- 

tention occupation troops in Austria after conclusion of treaty, 

along lines previous statements. ® He stressed that proposals on Ar- 
ticles 4 bis and 33 represent minimum Soviet requirements. He 

concluded by expressing hope signature of treaty would not be pre- 

vented and that Austria would understand that Soviet proposals 
would benefit Austria. 

Figl spoke next and said that he had pointed out repeatedly that 

a number of treaty clauses placed heavy burden on Austria. Aus- 

tria was willing to assume these but wanted in return that occupa- 

tion troops be withdrawn and leave country independent. He wel- 

comed proposal advanced by US, UK and France and said he was 

prepared to sign treaty in that form. With regard to new Soviet 

proposals, Fig] said that his authorization extended only to previ- 

ous draft and that he could make no statement on Articles 38 or 4 

4 Not printed. (396.1 BE/2-1454) This proposal, circulated as FPM(54)64, reads as 
follows: 

“The Conference of the Foreign Ministers of the U.S.S.R., the U.S.A., the U.K. 

and France would like to suggest to the Security Council that it should resume con- 
sideration of the question of implementing that part of the Italian Peace Treaty 
which is concerned with the Free Territory of Trieste.” 

5 Not printed. (396.1 BE/2-1454) For text of this proposal, see FPM(54)67, Docu- 
ment 522. 

6 Not printed. (396.1 BE/2-1454) This proposal, which was circulated as FPM(54) 
65, reads as follows: 

“Austria undertakes not to enter into any coalition or military alliance directed 
against any Power which participated with its armed forces in the war against Ger- 
many and in the liberation of Austria. 

“Austria undertakes further not to permit the establishment on its territory of 
foreign bases, and not to permit the use of foreign military instructors and special- 
ists in Austria.” 

7 Not printed. (896.1 BE/2-1454) For this proposal, see FPM(54)66, Document 521. 

8 For the Soviet proposal, see FPM(54)55, Document 519.



THE BERLIN CONFERENCE 1099 

bis. He stressed however that Austrians want freedom and inde- 
pendence and that main criterion for independence is withdrawal 

of troops. 

Secretary Dulles then made statement transmitted Secto 136. ® 
Bidault, in reference to Molotov’s statement that Article 48 bis 

required negotiation of an agreement between Austria and Soviet 
Union before conclusion of an Austrian treaty, said that this was 
not true if Soviet text were accepted. Bidault pointed out that 
there was no reference to Trieste in Soviet formulation of item 
three of agenda and emphatically declined to discuss Trieste in 
connection with Austria. With regard to Molotov’s new proposals 
for amendments to articles previously agreed, Bidault pointed out 
that deputies had met as recently as February 9, 1953. He said 
there had been no change in European situation since that time 
which would warrant reopening these articles. He deplored fact 
that after discussing the treaty for so many years and just when 
agreement seemed in sight, these new factors should be introduced. 
He wondered if this did not raise some question as to whether all 
of four powers were equally willing to conclude treaty. 

Bidault’s statement was followed by recess. 

® Document 481. 

No. 480 

396.1 BE/2-1554: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State } 

CONFIDENTIAL PRIORITY BERLIN, February 15, 1954—2 p.m. 

Secto 145. Department pass OSD. Following is summary on 
second part plenary session February 14: 2? 

Eden stated West had accepted Soviet text on previously dis- 

agreed articles, thereby showing spirit conciliation but Soviets now 
insist no Austrian treaty until Security Council debated and agreed 
upon Trieste question and Austria not permitted enter into coali- 
tions nor military alliances. This last condition should not be im- 
posed on any independent government. Furthermore, Soviets make 
final departure foreign troops dependent upon signing German 
treaty which they themselves delaying by withholding free elec- 
tions. Molotov also states must get rid of NATO, EDC if you want 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, Bonn, Moscow, and Vienna. 
2 For a report on the first part of the seventeenth plenary, see Secto 144, supra.
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Austrian treaty. This would give Western Europe same kind of se- 
curity and independence as Hungary and Rumania. UK ready to 
sign Austrian treaty accepting Soviet text on disagreed articles. 

Fig] stated Austria ready accept all Soviet proposals but could 

not agree additional burdens. He only authorized to agree old pro- 
posals. 

Molotov spoke at length on US bases abroad maintaining strong 
measures and pressures used before agreement reached to establish 
them. He maintained that proposal to refer Trieste question to Se- 

curity Council need not delay signing Austrian treaty. He again re- 
ferred to proposal leave troops in Austria for short time stating 

that this would not be occupation and would contribute interna- 
tional peace. He continued harp on Anschluss theme and danger 

resurgence German militarism as justification leaving troops Aus- 
tria. He insisted he did not make abandonment EDC as condition 
for Austrian treaty although he did admit that discarding EDC 

plans would facilitate conclusion treaty. He maintained Soviet pro- 
posal was modest one taking into account present situation in 
Europe and laid especial emphasis on leaving certain foreign de- 
tachments in Austria with no occupation functions. He made it 

clear that Soviet proposal prohibiting Austria enter into coalitions 
had not been withdrawn. 

Secretary referred to Molotov’s “upside down” reasoning. He was 
not surprised that much of Molotov speech defending imposition of 
foreign troops upon Austria, was devoted to exposé of what a terri- 
ble system it is when you have foreign troops on soil of another 
sovereign nation. 

Bidault pointed out French delegation had accepted Soviet ver- 
sions of controversial articles, that last meeting of Deputies held 

February 1953. ? Therefore there could be no comparing situation 
with that of five or seven years ago. Questions such as bases in Ice- 
land, Trieste, et cetera, had nothing to do with Austrian matter. 

He agreed that appropriate clause regarding Anschluss should be 

contained in German treaty. 

Eden stated in view certain decisions Security Council he did not 

think it wise to adopt Soviet proposal on Trieste. Furthermore, this 
question had nothing to do with Austrian treaty. Seemed to him 
that Soviets were merely finding new pretext for delay. He ex- 
pressed hope that agreement could be reached on Secretary’s pro- 

posal which would place Berlin Conference in fine position in histo- 
ry and do great service to small country which richly deserves it. 

3 For documentation on the meeting of the Deputies for Austria in February 1953, 
see Documents 843 ff.
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Fig] repeated Austrian delegation had gone as far as possible 

within the limits its authorization. 
Molotov concluded meeting by stating Austrian problem would 

be discussed again at time to be set the next plenary meeting. 

No. 481 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 210: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State } 

BERLIN, February 14, 1954. 

Secto 136. Department pass OSD. Following is text of Secretary’s 
statement, 17th session Foreign Ministers meeting, February 14: ? 

Mr. Chairman, I have listened attentively to your presentation 
and to the proposals which you submitted. Some of the proposals 
involve technical treaty changes, and I cannot fully appraise them 

until I have seen the texts. However, I think I have seized the gen- 
eral import of what you have said. 

The Austrian treaty which we are considering concluding is a 
treaty which imposes very heavy economic burdens upon Austria, 
economic burdens which we believe are not justifiable to be placed 
upon Austria. But the Austrian Foreign Minister has indicated 
that his government is prepared to assume these heavy burdens in 

order to get independence. 
It is the proposal of the Soviet Union as I understand, that Aus- 

tria should be compelled to make all these payments and then get 
nothing in the way of independence at all. The whole heart and 
core of independence is being able, if you want, to have foreign 

troops off your soil; or, if you want, to invite foreign troops to your 
soil as allies. Both of these privileges of sovereignty are denied to 

Austria by the Soviet proposed treaty, so she will have paid, and 

gotten nothing for what she has paid. 

The United States is not prepared to be a party to trying to 
compel Austria to pay a great price for independence, and then de- 
nying that independence. 

We believe that would be a fraud, and we are not prepared to be 
a party to such a fraud. 

The Soviet Foreign Minister makes a very curious argument, yet 
seeks to justify requiring Austria to accept for an indefinite period 

1 Repeated to New York, London, Paris, Bonn, Moscow, Vienna, and CINCEUR. 
en a report on the seventeenth plenary, see Sectos 144 and 145, Document 479 

and supra.
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the presence of foreign troops, which he says are not occupation 

troops. 

But they certainly are occupying Austria. They do not stay sus- 
pended in the air somewhere; they are in Austria. They occupy 
Austria. 

There is no parallel between that and the so-called United States 
bases, which Mr. Molotov is constantly referring to. If having for- 
eign troops in a country is comparable to a base system, and is as 
evil as Mr. Molotov suggests, then why does he insist on perpetuat- 
ing that system and inflicting it upon Austria? 

The United States, and France, and the United Kingdom, want 
the elimination of troops from Austria. That, I would think, would 
be in line with what the Soviet Foreign Minister professes to be 
good international policy. But all of a sudden, he is the one who is 
contending for imposing a base system upon Austria. 

It is, however, not a base system as the United States under- 

stands it, but something infinitely different and infinitely worse. 
There is no sovereign state in the whole world where the United 
States has any troops except at the express invitation and will of 
the sovereign country which asks us to be there as a contribution 
to its own defense. 

There is really a difference, although the Soviet Foreign Minister 

seems not to appreciate it, between being in a country at a freely 

given invitation of that country, and imposing oneself on a country 

forcefully, which is a form of subjugation. This the United States 
will have no part of, and it will have no part of it in relation to 

Austria, an Austria which is subjected to the conditions which the 

Soviet Foreign Minister proposes would not become free and inde- 
pendent Austria which all of us have solemnly promised time after 

time after time. 

It would be an indefinitely subjugated country and that would be 
to make a mockery of all of our promises. 

The Soviet Foreign Minister constantly uses the word “tempo- 
rary’ in order to make his proposals sound a little less harsh and 
brutal than it is. 

But “temporary” is a word which, under the conditions which 
are prescribed, could more accurately be put “indefinitely”. I recall 
the “temporary” nature of the stationing of Soviet forces in Hunga- 
ry and in Rumania. They were only to stay there until an Austrian 
treaty would end the Austrian occupation. Now that an Austrian 
treaty is in sight, the Soviet forces are to stay in Austria until 
there is a German treaty. And no one in the world can tell what 
new conditions will be imposed if it ever seems likely that there 
will be a German treaty—rather Soviet Union to permit the all-



THE BERLIN CONFERENCE 1103 

German free elections which are the indispensable foundation for a 
German treaty. 

Reference has been made to the reason for the delay in the con- 
cluding of a treaty with Austria. Anyone who is familiar with the 
record knows that it has been repeatedly made clear to the Soviet 
delegation over the past several years that the Western allies were 
prepared to accept the provisions of the treaty, to which we now 
formally indicate agreement, and every time that that suggestion 
has been made the Soviet Union has thought up some other reason 
as to why it could not proceed with the treaty— Yugoslavia, Trieste, 
the failure to settle its bill for the dried peas. One after the other 
excuse has been brought up. 

Now we could understand that that shabby performance could be 
carried on at meetings of the deputies, which had largely ceased to 
attract the public’s attention, because they had been going on so 
many years. 

But we really did not think that that performance would be re- 
peated here, at the meeting of the four Foreign Ministers them- 
selves, with the eyes of the world focused on what we do, and that 

new excuses would be thought up, new reasons given, not to con- 

clude the Austrian treaty, just at the moment when it seemed to be 
in our grasp. 

I really would like to urge on the Soviet Union’s Minister that he 
drop these new proposals, which were never heard of before we 
came here a few days ago, and allow this great humanitarian task 
to be completed, redeeming our promise to give freedom and libera- 
tion to Austria. 

In conclusion, I recall that the United States’ proposal * stated 

that the United States was prepared to accept certain articles in 
the form proposed by the Soviet Union on the condition that the 

four Foreign Ministers would confirm their past acceptance of arti- 

cle 4 and article 33, among others. 

The Soviet Foreign Minister has proposed basic changes in both 

article 4 and article 33, which had previously been accepted. I take 

it he refuses to confirm their acceptance as proposed by the United 
States. If that is the case, that would involve a rejection of the 
United States’ proposal, because the United States is not prepared 
itself to accept the changes in articles 4 and 33 which have been 
proposed by the Soviet Foreign Minister to impose “neutralization”’ 
and continuing occupation. 

There are some other changes he has proposed which are techni- 
cal and on which I do not pronounce myself, dealing only with the 

3 FPM(54)63, Document 520.
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two major proposals relating to the change in the previously ac- 

cepted articles 4 and 33. 

No. 482 

396.1 BE/2-1554: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Embassy in Austria } 

SECRET PRIORITY BERLIN, February 15, 1954—1 a.m. 

97. 1. Separate cables? give you comprehensive story today’s 
meeting on Austria and Secretary’s statements. In short West of- 
fered for this conference only and without alterations or additions 
all previously agreed articles, five unagreed articles with Soviet 
versions, article 35 with Soviet amendment allowing payment $150 
million in goods and article 9 with Soviet addition since originally 

agreed. Molotov immediately added requirements in his February 
12 proposal, ? modifying but not basically altering Trieste condi- 
tions. Fig] expressed readiness accept Western proposal in spite 
burdens. 

2. West reiterated its rejection maintenance foreign troops in 
Austria after treaty (Soviets proposed revision article 33 to cover 

their point) and neutrality clause (submitted as article 4-bis using 
exact language February 12 proposal). West also rejected Trieste 

point, requirement that German peace treaty be achieved before 

troop withdrawal and Soviet objections EDC and US bases. 

Fig] asked by Molotov for views and held to line that Austrian 
people ready only accept 1949 draft treaty, retention troops not res- 
toration independence and his instructions do not permit him going 
further than 1949 draft. Meeting closed with inference that Figl 
would take opportunity obtain instructions re Soviet proposals 
before next session on Austria, probably Tuesday. 

3. After meeting tripartite agreement reached on following: 

(a) At dinner tonight Bidault will stress to Fig] importance Aus- 
trian rejection Soviet proposals in spite certainty heavy Soviet 
pressure. 

(b) Acting High Commissioners Vienna should see Raab and 
Schaerf to ascertain their reactions and make sure West views 
clearly understood. Three High Commissioners should concert but 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, Moscow, and Washington. The source text is the 

copy in Department of State files. 
2 Sectos 144, 145, and 136, Documents 479 and 480 and supra. 
3 FPM(54)55, Document 519.
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decide among themselves whether make démarche singly or togeth- 
er. 

4. Generally agreed line most of which obvious to you is: 

(a) After ascertaining reactions, Raab restate West position on 
both troops and imposed neutrality: West rejects both unequivocal- 
ly but equally important, he realize offer sign long draft with 
Soviet versions unagreed articles remains open until end of confer- 
ence but only then. Hope he stands by his February 13 communi- 
qué * though it was slightly weak on neutrality. 

(b) We appreciate pressure he is undergoing but dangers Soviet 
subversion all or part Austria plain if Soviet proposals accepted. 

(c) Important instructions to Fig] treat Soviet proposals as whole. 
Austrian acceptance article 4-bis on neutrality (least difficult for 
Austrians) would not result treaty since Soviet version article 33 
and Trieste problem would remain in path restoration Austrian 
freedom and sovereignty. Moreover, important principle interna- 
tional policies free world would be jeopardized and there would be 
no guarantee Soviets would not merely pocket Austrian concession 
and move on to new demands. 

(d) Retention troops in Austria clearly of paramount importance 
to Soviets and not to be traded for other concessions. (Figl seems 
firm in refusing this point so far.) 

(e) Only if Raab inquires re possible alleviations in lieu of treaty 
should you say that we are beginning cast about for possibilities 
but of course can suggest nothing specific at this time. (Appreciate 
Vienna’s 63, * would like Department’s thoughts and will discuss 
subject at tripartite working group February 15. ®) 

Will do our best here stiffen backs Austrian delegation but play 
obviously now in Vienna. 

*The Embassy in Vienna transmitted a summary of this statement in telegram 
2046, Feb. 13. (663.001/2-13854) 

5 Telegram 63 assumed that there would be no agreement on Austria at the con- 
ference and transmitted a series of suggestions looking to the gradual liberation of 
Austria. (663.001/2-1454) 

6 No record of the discussion at the Tripartite Working Group on Feb. 15 has been 
found in Department of State files.
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No. 483 

396.1 BE/2-1554: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Department of State } 

TOP SECRET BERLIN, February 15, 1954—1 a.m. 

Dulte 75. Limit distribution. Reference Dulte’s 68 and 70. 2 
Slightly revised version French draft sponsored by UK delegation 

with participation of French delegation as to Indochina section, 

was considered by tripartite Foreign Ministers early this evening. 3 

British under cabinet instructions to seek version as unobjectiona- 
ble to Soviets as possible, while standing firm on five-power issue. 

Eden prepared present it at restricted meeting tomorrow. Text fol- 
lows with minor amendments adopted during meeting: 

“The Foreign Ministers of the United States, France, the United 
Kingdom, the USSR, meeting in Berlin, (considering) that the es- 
tablishment, by peaceful means, of a united and independent Korea 
would be an important factor in reducing international tension and 
in restoring peace in other parts of Asia, (propose) a conference of 
representatives of the United States, France, the United Kingdom, 
the USSR, the Chinese People’s Republic, the Republic of Korea, 
the People’s Democratic Republic of Korea and any of those coun- 
tries that contributed forces to the United Nations command in 
Korea which may desire to participate, to meet in Geneva on April 
15 for the purpose of reaching a peaceful settlement of the Korean 
question. 

(Agree), further, that, if and when the discussions of the above- 
mentioned conference and the situation in Southeast Asia show 
that favorable prospects for peace exist, they will jointly agree on 
the conditions for calling another conference for the restoration of 
peace in Indochina, to which representatives of the United States, 
France, the United Kingdom, the USSR, the Chinese People’s Re- 
public, and the appropriate states of Southeast Asia will be invited. 

It is understood that neither the invitation to, nor the holding of, 
the above-mentioned conference on Korea shall be deemed to imply 
diplomatic recognition in any case where it has not already been 
accorded.” 

1 Drafted by McConaughy and repeated to London and Paris. 
2 See footnote 1, Document 476. 
3 McConaughy had met with Allen and Roux during the afternoon to discuss a 

new British draft for which the French had participated in preparing the paragraph 
on Indochina. The British draft mutatis mutandis was presented to the Foreign 
Ministers immediately following the seventeenth plenary (see Sectos 144 and 145, 
Documents 479 and 480) and they approved it with some minor amendments. 
McConaughy recorded these events in a memorandum, dated Feb. 14, not printed. 
(Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 204)
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At the suggestion of Secretary it was agreed to hold this draft in 
reserve for use only if Soviet tactics should make its introduction 
by Eden or Bidault seem advisable. 

Although this draft not as good for our purposes as our own, be- 

lieve we can acquiesce in it if tactical situation seems to call for it, 

since our basic principle is not compromised. 
Note Korean paragraph follows closely suggestion in Tedul 45. 4 

Indochina paragraph somewhat unfortunate in that no countries 
specifically named except five including Communist China. Howev- 
er, specific inclusion of “appropriate states of Southeast Asia” 
clearly maintains principle of no five-power conference. French 

strongly oppose specific mention Associated States because they 
think it would inevitably lead to Soviet demand for specific men- 
tion of Viet Minh, which is unacceptable. 

DULLES 

* Document 476. 

February 15, 1954 

No. 484 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 205 

Minutes of a Meeting of the United States Delegation at the Berlin 

Conference, February 15, 1954, 9:30 a.m. 

SECRET 

USDEL MIN/10 

Present: The Secretary 

Special Advisers 

Advisers 

1. Press Reaction 

Mr. Tyler reported that the conference had received relatively 
lighter treatment in the French press. Most papers headlined the 

fact that the conference would end on Thursday. They described 
the tight deadlock on the Austrian State Treaty giving sympathetic 
treatment to the Western position and attributing the deadlock to 

Soviet intransigence. Most papers commented to the effect that the 

Soviets will not give ground on any question which might involve 

withdrawal of Soviet troops from Austria or Germany. However, 

the neutralist Combat appeals to the West to be more patient with 
Molotov.
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A review of the French press indicates that the attitudes of the 
various groups in France, both inside and outside the government, 
have become more firmly drawn on the question of EDC and Indo- 
China. 

Mr. Boerner said that the Austrian Treaty discussions were the 
top story in the West German press. The majority of the papers 
held little hope for a successful outcome of the conference and 
placed the blame on Molotov for the extreme nature of the Soviet 
demands. However, the SPD papers are still critical of Adenauer, 
particularly his efforts to push the EDC, and still see some ‘“‘posi- 
tive elements’ in Molotov’s proposal for European security. 1 One 
SPD paper even suggested that the problem of German unification 
should be placed before the UN and concerted effort made to 
obtain agreement there. 

With respect to the East German press, the general coverage of 
yesterday's discussions were extraordinarily factual. Mr. Boerner 
added that he could not recall an instance in the East German 
press of a more factual reporting on any subject in which the East 
and the West were directly involved. 

Mr. Jackson stated that the U.S. press all emphasized the sudden 
“surprise move” to achieve the conclusion of an Austrian State 
Treaty. Most papers commented on the high degree of unity among 
the Western Ministers. The stories filed by the wire services last 
night all write off the conference as foredoomed to failure because 

of Molotov’s intransigence. 
The Secretary pointed out the relationship of the negotiations on 

Austria to the German problem. It seemed to him that the experi- 
ment in trying to get Soviet agreement on the Austrian Treaty dis- 
proves the theory that we could obtain an end to the occupation in 
Germany or the withdrawal of troops. Even when the West offered 
the Soviets their own plan for Austria, the Soviets turned it down. 
The Secretary noted that this was a powerful argument which 
could be used in connection with German unification issue. 

Mr. Boerner then reported that the German press had engaged in 
mixed reporting as to a possible meeting between the Secretary 
and Chancellor Adenauer. Some papers had stated that Adenauer 
plans to come to Berlin to see the Secretary and to make a major 
speech aimed primarily at the East Germans. Others stated that 
the Secretary intended to see Chancellor Adenauer in Bonn at the 
conclusion of the conference. The Secretary remarked that he could 
shed no light on this particular subject as yet. However, he was 
concerned regarding the necessity for some statement by the West 
reassuring the Germans of its continuing interest in Berlin. There 

1 FPM(54)46, Document 516.
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was the danger that unless the West strongly re-affirmed its inter- 
ests, the disillusionment following the conference might lead to 
Berlin’s withering on the vine. There then followed a discussion of 
this problem in which it was noted that the UK and France are 
vacillating and weak on this point. Efforts at the working level to 
get French and British agreement to a reaffirmation of the tripar- 
tite declaration of March 1952 2 have been unsuccessful. It was the 
consensus that we should press the UK and France further on this 

point and that in the end they would probably agree to a strong 
statement. 

2 Presumably a reference to the tripartite Foreign Ministers declaration on 
Berlin, May 26, 1952, Document 538. 

No. 485 

396.1 BE/2-1554 

United States Delegation Record of the Fourth Restricted Meeting 
of the Berlin Conference, February 15, 1954, 11 a.m. } 

SECRET 
Present: United States 

Secretary Dulles 
Mr. Merchant 
Mr. Nash 

Mr. Bohlen 
France 

Mr. Bidault 
Mr. Parodi 
Mr. De Margerie 
Mr. Andronikow 

United Kingdom 
Mr. Eden 

Mr. Roberts 
Mr. Allen 

Mr. Birse 
USSR 

Mr. Molotov 
Mr. Gromyko 
Mr. Malik 
Mr. Troyanovski 

1A summary of this meeting was transmitted in Dulte 79 from Berlin, Feb. 16. 
(Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 212)
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The Secretary, as Chairman, said he understood that this re- 

stricted meeting was for further discussion on point one of the 
agenda. There was before them the matter of a resolution concern- 
ing one or more conferences on Far Eastern matters and also there 
was still the problem of disarmament. He inquired whether his col- 
leagues wished to continue the discussion on the possible Far East- 
ern conference. He pointed out, however, that at some time they 

would have to deal with the question of disarmament. 

Mr. Bidault stated that the French Delegation was ready to talk 
on this proposal concerning disarmament but he felt that they had 
not clarified the situation which resulted from their last session on 
Asiatic problems. Consequently, they had an interest in continuing 
discussion of that question. 

Mr. Eden agreed that the Far Eastern conference should be dis- 
cussed. 

Mr. Molotov also agreed and said that there should be later an 
exchange of views on the disarmament conference. 

Mr. Bidault said that there was some uncertainty after their last 
discussion as to exactly what was the substance of the Soviet 
amendments to their original proposal, particularly in regard to 
paragraph 5 of their draft and its relation to paragraph 3 of the 
French proposal. ? He said it seemed obvious to the French Delega- 
tion that there would have to be a different composition for the dis- 
cussions of the two subjects they had in mind—namely, Korea and 

Indochina. He said he felt the reference which had been questioned 

by the Soviet Delegation to “favorable prospects for peace” in the 
French resolution was certainly clear as far as Communist China 
was concerned. What was needed was the creation of a favorable 
climate for the beginning of peace as against hostilities in Asia. 
This climate would affect the whole of Asia. In conclusion, if the 

Soviet proposal, as amended, in regard to the composition of these 
conferences was compatible with the French draft, he would be 

glad to examine it, but he wished to repeat that any text which 
gave China a privileged position was unacceptable. 

Mr. Eden said he had nothing to say at this moment. 

Mr. Molotov said for the Soviet Delegation he could say that they 
had put forward an amendment to their earlier proposal and that 
now he could circulate in written form the full text of their present 
proposal including these amendments. It was true that the original 

proposal was unclear with regard to the participants. For the con- 
sideration of the Korean question and the Indochinese question he 
felt that the draft which he was now circulating would clarify this 

2 For text of the Soviet proposal, see Document 518. For text of the French propos- 
al, see the U.S. Delegation record of the second restricted meeting, Document 459.
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point and respond to Mr. Bidault’s statements (text of amended 

Soviet proposal attached ?). 
The Secretary asked if he could make a few observations. He 

said, as he interpreted the revised Soviet proposal, it contemplates 
a five-power conference which would then itself decide whether, 

when and under what conditions a conference on Korea and simi- 
larly a conference on Indochina would be held. The United States 
had made it clear that it would not participate in a five-power con- 
ferenee as such. The U.S. would be prepared to participate with 
other indispensable parties in a conference on Korea in which 
Communist China would also participate. The original U.S. propos- 
al + had contemplated that they here would actually call a confer- 
ence to deal with the Korean question and this feature was also 

embodied in the French proposal. Both proposals contemplated a 
definite date and place for the meeting of the Korean conference, 
but both date and place were absent in the Soviet amended text. 
Furthermore, the Soviet proposal was unclear as to whether the 
list of states to attend the Korean conference was exclusive and 
was not subject to reexamination when the five powers meet. The 
U.S. and French texts contemplated a possible Indochinese confer- 
ence if and when developments at the Korean political conference 

and in Southeast Asia showed favorable prospects for peace. This 
point is not contained in the Soviet proposal. In summary, the 

Soviet proposal seemed to us to settle nothing but merely contem- 

plated, what apparently had been the Soviet aim from the begin- 
ning, transferring to the five-power conference the problems they 
were struggling with here. For these reasons the United States Del- 

egation could not consider that the Soviet amended proposal was 
much of an advance. 

Mr. Bidault said it was difficult offhand to give views on a pro- 
posal which on the surface was somewhat different but in sub- 

stance appeared to differ little from the original text. It seemed to 

him that paragraph 4 concerning the participants in the confer- 

ence and the conditions under which the various parties would 
meet was not clear. It should not, however, be impossible, taking 
into account what had been said at these meetings, to overcome 
these difficulties. Paragraph 5 (Indochina) was not acceptable to 
the French Delegation and paragraph 6 (final paragraph) was also 
rejected. 

Mr. Eden stated that Mr. Dulles had clearly outlined the difficul- 
ties which they or at least he felt on reading the Soviet text. He 

3 No text of the amended Soviet proposal was found attached to the source text, 

but see Document 523 for this proposal. 
* Transmitted in Dulte 44, Document 436.
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agreed with Mr. Bidault that these difficulties were conceivably 
reconcilable. On the Soviet agenda, point one was the political con- 
ference on Korea. He would like to be clear that when they assem- 
bled at this conference they would not begin to discuss a Korean 
political conference but that such a gathering would, in itself, be a 
political conference and would not merely consider if one was to be 
held. Then, if matters went reasonably well, as they would hope, 
there would follow at a later stage a conference on Indochina. 
When he said “we”, he meant not only the five powers but the 

other powers that would attend. As Mr. Molotov knew, he did not 
want the five powers in any way to have any special position of au- 
thority who would then discuss who else would be entitled to 
attend a Korean political conference. 

Mr. Molotov said he wished to draw the attention of his col- 
leagues to a difficulty which the Soviet Government faced and 
which should not be forgotten. If they were considering the matter 
of participation of the Chinese People’s Republic, they must be sure 
that their invitation would be acceptable to it. The Soviet Union is 

not in a position to speak for the Chinese Communists today and 
China should be asked if the proposal was acceptable to her. His 

second remark was that both the US and French proposals made 
discussion of Indochina dependent upon the Korean political con- 
ference. The Soviet Delegation did not understand this dependence. 
It was proposed that both subjects should be discussed but there 

was no decision as to whether the second question, Indochina, 

would be discussed since it was impossible to know in advance 
what would be the result of the discussions on Korea. We would 
not and could not know what the results of this discussion would 
be in advance. Mr. Dulles has raised a question as to date and 

place. The Soviet Delegation has already stated that this question 
presented a little difficulty and he would again say that it would 
not be hard to agree on these two points. In any event, a fortnight 
more or less would not be serious. The date and the place could be 
agreed after the composition had been decided. Mr. Dulles had said 
it was desirable to decide the membership here. The Soviet Delega- 
tion agreed, but they should be certain that their decision would be 
acceptable. The Soviet Delegation thought their proposal was clear 
concerning the composition of the Korean conference and they had, 
in fact, accepted the substance of the U.S. and French proposals on 
this point. The composition of the Indochinese conference had not 
been clarified but he believed that the wording of the Soviet pro- 
posal would present no difficulty in clarifying this point in a form 

acceptable to all four. 
Mr. Bidault and Mr. Eden had criticized the last part of the 

Soviet proposal. This could be clarified. What would Mr. Bidault
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suggest concerning the composition on point 2? If Mr. Eden object- 

ed to the composition on point 1, how would he propose to amend 

it? In any case, these details should present no great difficulty. Mr. 
Dulles said that it was difficult for the United States to accept a 
five-power conference. The Soviet Delegation understood this diffi- 
culty and has tried to make a proposal which would avoid this diffi- 
culty although their original proposal had provided for a five-power 
conference. The Soviet Government also had its difficulty and Mr. 
Eden had mentioned it. In considering the Korean conference, they 
could not agree to a proposal, the same as that contained in the 
UN resolution, which the Soviet Government had voted against 
and which was unacceptable to the Chinese People’s Republic. He 
felt, however, that both these difficulties could be overcome. 

The Secretary said he appreciated the Soviet reference to the 
problem and certainly he would wish to reciprocate in the same 
spirit expressed by Mr. Molotov. In order to see if some acceptable 
formula could be found, he said he would appreciate it if Mr. Molo- 
tov could clarify three points in regard to paragraph four: 

1) Which country would send out the invitations? Would it be the 
four of them here or would others be involved? 

2) How does Communist China get invited? 
3) Are countries referred to in the paragraph on the Korean con- 

ference the only countries who would be invited? 

He said he had some other observations on other parts of the 
proposal to make, but would Mr. Molotov prefer to answer these 
questions now, or hear his other observations. 

Mr. Molotov said he would be glad to hear Mr. Dulles’ other ob- 

servations. 

The Secretary stated the Soviet Foreign Minister had indicated 
that the questions of time and place could be settled when the com- 
position had been agreed on. He would assume that the time and 

place, however, would be included in the invitation. Acceptance in 

some cases might depend on the time and the place. He said on the 

question of priority, in the U.S. and French drafts, of Korea over 
Indochina, he wished to state that in the U.S. view it was no priori- 
ty at all. The problem of peace in Indochina was one of primary 
importance, but the first step towards peace in Indochina would be 
to find out if the intentions of the Chinese People’s Republic were 
peaceful. The most convenient way of finding this out, in his opin- 
ion, was to find out whether the Chinese were now willing to 
attend a conference on Korea as they had promised and also 
whether the Chinese People’s Republic was prepared to cease its 
military support to the Communist forces in the Associated States. 
These intentions could best be found out by ascertaining whether
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the Chinese would accept and participate in a conference on Korea 

to which they had been committed and in informal conversations 
in connection with this conference which would undoubtedly take 
place there. He could not himself think of any quicker way of find- 
ing out the possibilities of peace in Indochina. Certainly it was the 
case in either the U.S. or French texts that it was contemplated 
there would be no Indochinese conference until the Korean ques- 
tion was settled. In this connection he concluded it was not clear 
from the Soviet text who would determine the persons or countries 

to be invited to the conference on the restoration of peace else- 
where in Asia. Would it be the four powers or five? 

Mr. Molotov said he had one basic observation to make: If re- 
sponsibility in any way was to be placed on the Chinese People’s 
Republic for events in Indochina, this would be unacceptable to the 
Soviet Union and the Soviet Delegation believed that the Chinese 
People’s Republic would not take part in any conference on that 
basis, as could be seen from statements their representatives had 
made. As to Mr. Dulles’ question as to who would invite the Chi- 

nese People’s Republic and others, this was an important question. 
If they were able to reach an agreement on the character of this 
conference, they could find the way out and agree on the form of 
invitation. The Soviet Delegation would like to have the prelimi- 
nary views of its colleagues as to procedure on invitations. If this 

could be ascertained, he believed, in the next few days, they could 

ascertain the Chinese view and if there was no refusal they could 
then find the best form in which to address invitations to the Chi- 
nese People’s Republic and to other countries. One point remains 
unclear, and that is: Does Indochina depend on Korea? It was his 
impression that Mr. Dulles had not been definite on this subject 

nor was Mr. Bidault clear. The Soviet Delegation was prepared on 

the other questions raised by Mr. Dulles to do all it could to meet 
the views of the other delegations. 

The Secretary said that the U.S. views were the same as those 
expressed in the French proposal on this point. If the atmosphere 
of the Korean conference and events in Southeast Asia showed fa- 
vorable prospects for peace, then an Indochinese conference could 
be arranged. He had probably chosen the words badly when he said 
“no priority’. He meant no subordination of importance of the 
Indochinese question to Korea, but on point of time, the Korean po- 
litical conference would presumably occur first since it had already 
been agreed in principle for seven months. The Chinese Commu- 
nists’ participation in this conference would, in itself, be a step to- 
wards an Indochinese conference. Mr. Bidault said, if Mr. Molotov 

would permit him to say, the French government had no doubt as 
to the responsibility of Communist China for events in Indochina;
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but, if he would be good enough to read the French text, he would 

see that no mention was made of this therein and in his opinion 
there was no need for anyone to talk about the feelings and views 
of the French Government on this point. In regard to the relative 

position of Korea and Indochina, he wished to say there was no 

subordination of Indochina to Korea but both questions were subor- 

dinate to the will for peace. It was useless to talk in any other 
terms than that of the need to establish peace. It was for this 
reason that the French text contained the terms to which Mr. 
Molotov previously referred: “favorable prospects for peace”. This 
covers the suspension and end to hostilities. In such a way we 
would be sure that no violation of peace is possible. In regard to 
paragraph 4, it seemed to him possible to assume from Mr. Molo- 
tov’s remarks that the problem of invitations could be resolved. He 
would say again to put Indochina in brackets was not appropriate 
for the one place in the world where war was still going on. The 
agenda as contained in the last paragraph was not acceptable to 
the French Delegation. In conclusion he could say that this subject 
was still very complicated but that the difficulties were not insur- 
mountable and he hoped that they would be overcome. 

Mr. Eden said that each of his colleagues had submitted a draft 

and upon reflection the British Delegation had felt the time had 
come for them to try also. He said he would have a text to distrib- 
ute and apologized that the Russian text would not be ready for an 
hour. He stated that in his proposal the third paragraph in regard 
to Korea stated that the four Ministers in Berlin should propose a 

conference in Geneva on April 15, listing all countries who were to 
attend in order to avoid any distinction between them. In para- 

graph 4, concerning Indochina, it was clear that the Chinese Peo- 

ple’s Republic would participate on an equal basis at that confer- 

ence. Mr. Molotov said he could not speak for the Chinese. The 

British Delegation tried to meet his views on this point and he ex- 

pected that Mr. Molotov would find this a reasonable proposal. ® 

Mr. Molotov said that, insofar as he was concerned, he would 

have to have the Russian text before him. 
After some exchange it was agreed that they might go on to con- 

sider disarmament. 

Disarmament 

Mr. Bidault said that they had two resolutions: one French and 
one Soviet. © The French text in his view avoided many of the diffi- 

5 The British proposal, a copy of which was attached to the source text, is the 
same as that transmitted in Dulte 75, Document 488, except for the deletion of the 
words “further” and “of Southeast Asia” in the second paragraph. 

6 For the Soviet proposal, see Secto 43, Document 3876. For the French proposal, 
see FPM(54)15, Document 509.
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culties which were present in the Soviet text. There is a long histo- 
ry of discussion in the UN on this question and they have before 

them the precedent which they must think over. The Soviet propos- 
al bore witness to the consistency of the Soviet Government on the 
question since a similar proposal had been put in five times, or, if 

not five, several times by Mr. Vishinsky in the United Nations. He 
felt they all were agreed on the principle of a new effort in the 

field of disarmament since they were all conscious of the financial 

and other burdens which armaments put on the peoples of their 

countries and that if some measures in this field could be adopted 

it would increase the well being of all peoples. A conference was 
not, in itself, a reality but a means and it would only justify the 
hopes placed on it if the preparations were adequate. If not, it 
would result in disillusionment. Five years of experience in Geneva 
had indicated that without proper preparations no results except 
war or armistice came out of such discussions. It was probable that 

these conferences had not been properly prepared. Reality must 
not be confused with method and the important thing was ade- 
quate preparation. The French Government felt that the proper 
place for such preparation was the Disarmament Commission in 
the UN. This is the essential theme of the French proposals. 

Mr. Eden said he also had rather bitter memories of the Geneva 
Disarmament Conferences and he agreed with Mr. Bidault that it 
was useless and even dangerous to call a world conference until the 

basic principles had been agreed. He felt the proper method was to 
renew and intensify their efforts in the UN Commission in order to 
agree on these principles, which he thought was in accord with the 

wishes of the General Assembly, before calling a world conference. 
He repeated that without adequate preparation a world conference 
would be useless but that if the fundamental principles could be 

agreed on in the UN Commission then he would take a different 
view of calling a world conference. 

Mr. Molotov said that in view of the lateness of the hour would it 
not be a good idea to postpone this discussion until their next re- 

stricted meeting. 

Further procedures were then discussed and it was agreed that 
the next restricted meeting would be held in the ACA Building at 
11 A.M. on Wednesday but that on Tuesday morning the experts of 
the four powers would get together for a discussion of the new Brit- 
ish proposal on the Far Eastern Conference to report to the re- 
stricted meeting on Wednesday. The Soviet Delegation named Mr. 
Malik as their representative and the French Mr. Joxe. The British 
and American Delegations said they would name their representa- 

tives later.
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No. 486 

396.1 BE/2-1654: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State ! 

CONFIDENTIAL PRIORITY BERLIN, February 16, 1954—2 a.m. 

Secto 151. Department pass OSD. Foreign Ministers’ plenary 
meeting afternoon February 15 held at Soviet residence, Secretary 
presiding. Following is summary of first part of meeting. ? 

Bidault made lengthy prepared statement. ? He remarked that 

exchange of views on this subject has not made it possible to find 

specific and limited fields on which agreements could be reached of 
mutual interest to all. On contrary, during discussions Soviet dele- 
gation had put forth broader and broader proposals which ap- 
peared to be solely for propaganda purposes. Referring to Soviet se- 
curity proposals, + Bidault recalled he had asked which 32 coun- 
tries were to be included. He said that Soviet proposal raised prob- 
lems from viewpoint of neutrals whose positions could not be pre- 
judged by four powers. It also raised questions regarding countries 
with which Soviet does not maintain relations. Molotov had not 
made any answer on this point. 

Bidault characterized Soviet proposals “as Europe for Europe- 
ans’. He said this was formula of superficial attractiveness. Howev- 
er, previous efforts to isolate Europe from rest of world had only 
led to domination of Europe for purpose of dominating world. Con- 
cept of Europe itself was ambiguous one, to which geography is no 
sure guide. Several European powers, including USSR, have re- 
sponsibilities which extend far beyond borders of Europe. France is 
particularly conscious of this dual role. Europe should be, he said, a 
community of spirit, of heart and of will which goes beyond mere 

limits of geography. 

Bidault said that Europe, like world, is divided. Across continent 

is frontier which is not geographic and which divides what have 

been called “the two camps’. This frontier not only limits but iso- 
lates and separates. He hoped that it would not be permanent and 

that gradually through peaceful co-existence it would become possi- 
ble to heal division to which we are not resigned. Bidault said that 
manifesto of Soviet Communist Party on occasion of elections re- 

1 Transmitted in three sections. Repeated to Bonn, Frankfurt, Paris, London, 

Vienna, and Moscow. 

2 The U.S. Delegation verbatim record of the eighteenth plenary, USDEL PLEN/ 
18, is in Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 195. 

3 For Bidault’s statement, circulated as FPM(54)68, see Cmd. 9080, pp. 151-155. 
* Presumably Bidault is referring to FPM(54)46 and 47, Documents 516 and 517.
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ferred to “peace camp” which would “grow and become stronger to- 
gether with USSR’. Such growth could not be reconciled with Eu- 

ropean idea unless all Europe eventually wound up in this camp. 
He intimated that this was general theory upon which Soviet pro- 

posals were based. 

Bidault said that if Europe isolated itself from rest of world, one 

single power which also extends into Asia would have absolute pre- 
ponderance in Europe. It was not necessary to suggest possibility of 

aggression. Fact of military preponderance involves political and 

other consequences which cannot be ignored. In part of Europe 

where this preponderance exists, it has produced striking results. 

Mr. Molotov had contested term “bloc” but not its existence and 
had said that it was directed solely against Germany, which Mr. 
Bidault felt difficult to reconcile with documents which are known 

to all. As far as existence of bloc was concerned, he felt that simple 
criterion could be applied, i.e., whether there was freedom to dis- 

agree or to show difference of opinion. Whole world knows what 
kind of independence exists in Eastern European countries. East 
bloc also includes Germany—politically, economically and militari- 
ly. KVP, which is called police, is in fact army of more than 
100,000 equipped with tanks, planes and heavy weapons. Soviet del- 

egation had reproached French for having ignored Franco-Soviet 
alliance. USSR had not asked French advice on any of matters 
which he had mentioned and in particular on rearmament of East- 

ern Germany. Soviet proposal on security as it relates to Germany, 
Bidault said, legalizes division and perpetuates it. He characterized 

alleged Soviet solution as insubstantial and artificial; one which 

would, without saying so, restore quadripartite control by return to 

Potsdam. Germany would be placed in position of indefinite tute- 
lage. Possibility of sending occupation troops back would constitute 

means of permanent pressure on center of Europe. He did not 

think that any of the four countries could face up to tragic riddle 

of knowing whose troops would arrive back in Germany first. 

As to proposed security treaty ® he remarked the preamble 
stated it was directed at prevention of formation of one group of 

states against others. Not only is such a group present in Eastern 
Europe but is maintained by Article 10. He asked what would 
happen to community of Western countries and to their ties with 

other countries which existed over long time and which they could 
not break. Text of Article 7 was unclear and Soviet comments had 
not clarified it. He asked Molotov point blank whether or not 
Soviet delegation considered NAT compatible with its draft. 

5 See FPM(54)46, Document 516.
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Bidault stated that there were other difficulties. If there were 
frontier incidents between two German states, situation which had 

occurred elsewhere, and these developed into armed conflicts, 

would all European states be able to agree on responsibility for ag- 

gression. He suggested that result would be either to nullify treaty 

or to apply it as desired by strongest party. He did not think solu- 
tion of problem lay in text but in willingness to end division of 
Europe. 

Bidault said that he had already outlined French idea of security 
which took into account legitimate interest of East and West. 

France believes it can only be achieved by limitation and con- 
trolled reduction of arms. In absence of this, one would be brought 

back to conception which does not wholly satisfy anyone, i.e., re- 
signed acceptance of shortcomings of others which is known as 

peaceful co-existence. While West did not regard this as satisfac- 
tory, it would not impose its ideas by force on East. It would never 
accept imposition by others of system it had not chosen. He said 
that Western European countries wished to maintain their alli- 
ances, including those with US. They were seeking solution of 
German problem by collective effort in framework which had been 
imposed on them. Europe would be built on basis of free choice and 
cooperation and not on various geographic or theoretical concepts. 

Unification of Europe is not directed against anyone. It is progres- 

sive and can adapt itself to new situations, and would be accom- 
plished with respect for freedom of choice of each participant. 

While directed toward common well-being, primary aim was main- 
tenance of peace. 

Summing up, Bidault outlined French conceptions on security as 

follows: 

1. Collective security is in first instance assured by World Securi- 
ty Organization, the UN. In this general framework regional orga- 
nizations of purely defensive character, whose limits are deter- 
mined by community of ideals and interests which links certain na- 
tions, naturally find a place. 

2. Regional defense organizations cannot be limited by principle 
of geographical limits of single continent. 

3. General European settlement would be essential contribution 
to general security. Consequences of war and stabilization of terri- 
torial situation in Europe under conditions capable of assuring du- 
rable peace are first requisite. First thing to be done is therefore to 
conclude German settlement and Austrian State treaty. Crowning 
of such territorial settlement would be establishment of common 
institutions among European states designed to strengthen security 
safeguards already provided by existing organizations. Creation of 
such organization requires gradual re-establishment among Euro- 
pean countries of normal relations based upon respect of human 
person and fundamental individual] rights.
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4. As concerns Germany, security of her neighbors must under 
all circumstances be insured. Their security cannot be threatened 
before peace treaty because of presence of allied troops. After 
treaty Germany, included within a binding association, would not 
have independent control of her own military forces. Security re- 
garding Germany would be assured as follows: 

a. Treaties of alliance concluded during war come into oper- 
ation in the case of aggression. 

b. Germany cannot act independently in military field, 
which rules out all possibility of aggression. 

c. Germany, assuming obligations of United Nations Charter 
would participate without restriction in world solidarity 
system. 

d. Government of United Germany should undertake not 
seek to alter rules which restrict its freedom of action in mili- 
tary field. 

Bidault said these provisions would give Germany her rightful 
place in community of peaceful states while eliminating any threat 
by her to security of European peoples. He added that effort should 
be continued within framework of UN to achieve gradually only 
completely satisfactory form of collective security which would be 
general disarmament simultaneous and controlled. 

Bidault said these concepts were new but they appeared to be 
better than methods which had been tried before and which had 
always ended in disaster. Program does not involve effort to change 

things in one single stroke but to introduce the first element of sta- 
bility in the situation which can form solid basis for relationship 
among nations and which would give some hope of eventual stabili- 
zation and true reconciliation in Europe and world. 

Eden recalled his first comment on Molotov proposal on Febru- 
ary 10 that it had been clearly designed to break up NATO. ® At 
the previous session Molotov had said that dissolution of NATO 
was not precondition of this plan and criticized Eden for assuming 
so. Eden pointed out, with reference to paragraph 7 of draft securi- 
ty treaty however, that Molotov had himself referred to NATO as 
directed against USSR and as obstacle to wider European security. 
Furthermore, Molotov had attacked existence of military basis on 
which NATO security depends. Molotov had underscored his inten- 
tion to break up NATO by deliberate exclusion of US which was 
relegated role of observer together with China. Canada, which had 
twice fought in Europe was excluded completely. 

Eden said that while attempting to break up Western security 
system, Soviet proposal clearly permits continuation of Soviet 

6 For a summary of Eden’s comments on Feb. 10, see Secto 117, Document 451. 
For Eden’s remarks on Feb. 15, see Cmd. 9080, pp. 155-156.
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system in Eastern Europe. He said he had never asked Soviet to 
imperil its own security and had twice offered extension of Anglo- 
Soviet treaty. Molotov had professed inability to understand how 
this assurance could have meaning so long US, UK, remain mem- 
bers of NATO. In UK view there is no conflict since NATO can 
never be used [except] for defense purpose. 

Eden recalled that he had offered to consider any other proposals 
Soviet delegation might wish to put forward regarding search for 
common security. Any such proposal, however, must be consistent 

with security in West as well as security of USSR; that is, consist- 
ent with continued existence of NATO. 
Summing up UK position on item 2, Eden said UK has proposed 

as first step practical solution of German problem. Without 
German settlement there can be no effective security system for 
Europe. UK proposals provided only basis on which reunification 
and peace treaty can be achieved. They have been rejected by 
Soviet delegation, which has not offered any practical alternative. 

Eden said all were bound by provisions of UN Charter and that 
NATO and EDC are consistent with Charter, being entirely defen- 
sive in character. He had not come to Berlin to apologize for 
NATO, still less to discuss its dissolution. UK will not cast aside 

means of assuring its own safety and freedom. 
Following is summary of second part of Ministers’ plenary meet- 

ing, February 15: 
Molotov said that Soviet Delegation had submitted two proposals 

on European security; one respecting matters of immediate impor- 
tance, the second dealing with longer range problems. It attached 
importance to both. He remarked Dulles had indicated agreement 

with first paragraph of Soviet proposal in relation to Germany 
which states that four powers will continue their efforts towards 
satisfactory solution of German problem, and noted Eden and Bi- 
dault had not raised objection on this part of proposal. 

Turning to other parts of Soviet proposal, Molotov said objections 
had been raised principally by Bidault and he would answer these. 
With regard to withdrawal of troops, Molotov said that in view of 
disagreement it would obviously take some time to ascertain which 
aspects of German problem it will be possible to reach agreement 
on. Some measures should be taken which would relieve burdens of 
Germans. He saw no reason why withdrawal of forces should not 
be acceptable to all four powers. He suggested that Ministers study 
matter more concretely to determine under what conditions forces 
could be withdrawn. He said Bidault’s suggestion that Soviet 
wished to control system was misunderstanding. He had proposed 
four power supervision of withdrawal on practical grounds but was 
prepared to consider other methods of supervision and in fact to
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discuss dispensing with it, although he was not certain such solu- 
tion would be acceptable. He wished to make clear that USSR 
would oppose anything resembling Control Council which was 
thing of past and out of place under present conditions. 

Molotov noted that paragraph three of Soviet proposal had raised 
great objections. He asked why Pan American organization was un- 

objectionable but European was objectionable. With reference to Bi- 
dault’s question regarding figure of 32 countries and related ques- 
tions which he had asked, Molotov said that all these matters could 
be clarified in mutually acceptable way. Article 9 of Treaty on Se- 
curity contained special clause relating to US which had been ob- 
jected to. Perhaps clause could be formulated in different manner 
or position of US defined differently or clause could be excluded en- 
tirely. He did not understand Eden’s remarks regarding Canada 
which is not member of Pan American organization. Idea Canada 
should be member of European organization surprised him but it 
could be considered. He suggested that other Ministers should not 
limit themselves to criticism but propose specific amendments to 

Soviet draft which could be considered and discussed. 
Regarding Bidault’s comments on two camps, Molotov said that 

while there are two camps from viewpoint of social and economic 
systems, Soviet feels there should be only one camp as far as peace 
is concerned. This thought has motivated Soviet proposals. He said 
Bidault had asked against whom general European security treaty 

is directed. He had concluded it was directed against NATO, as had 

Eden. Bidault had asked for yes or no answer, but this approach 

reflected misrepresentation on subject which one could find in Brit- 
ish and French newspapers. It did not, however, according to Bi- 

dault’s question, he said treaty is alternative to EDC and directed 

against it because EDC aims at German militarism. He suggested 

that France, US, UK were also interested in preventing revival of 

German militarism. It had been stated that proposal was directed 
against NATO. He suggested that matter should be studied to see 
what other treaties organization proposed by Soviet delegation is 
directed against. He reiterated that his reply was that draft Euro- 
pean security treaty is alternative to EDC. He remarked that it 
had been said that certain countries are to enter EDC because they 

have no alternative. 
Molotov remarked that criticism had been directed against cer- 

tain articles of proposed treaty, particularly Articles 7, 9 and 10. 
He was prepared to discuss any amendments which might be de- 
sired on these articles or any other article of the treaty and sug- 
gested that the other Ministers present amendments. He said he 
was also prepared to discuss any proposals which might be directed 
toward apprehensions that one state would dominate entire Euro-
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pean system, or of any other matter. He concluded by asking other 
Ministers whether they accepted or rejected idea of collective secu- 
rity in Europe. 

Secretary made statement, text of which has been telegraphed 
separately. 7 

Bidault said he had already replied that there could be no collec- 
tive security exclusively for one continent or one part of the world, 
however regional agreements which fall within provision of UN 
Charter, such as NATO, must be maintained. This was precisely 

reason for EDC. He said it was impossible for the Four Powers to 
draw up a treaty for 32 signatories, some of whom are unknown. It 
is also difficult to have such a treaty before problem, which the 

Soviet delegation said is most disquieting for Germany’s neighbors, 
that is, German problem, has been solved. 

Bidault pointed out that the question Molotov had imputed to 
him was not correct; what he had asked was whether Soviet delega- 
tion does or does not believe that NATO is compatible with treaty 
it has proposed. Perhaps it was superfluous to ask this question 
since he had statement made by USSR on March 21, 1949 regard- 

ing NATO but he repeated question once more. He said that when 
he had received reply, would discuss EDC and alternatives. 

Discussion followed on agenda for next session. It was agreed to 
ascertain whether Austrian delegation would be ready for meeting, 
in which case Ministers would take up Austrian question. If Austri- 
ans not ready, they would resume consideration of item 2. 

7 Secto 150, infra. 

No. 487 

396.1 BE/2-1554: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State } 

BERLIN, February 15, 1954. 

Secto 150. Department pass OSD. Following is text Secretary’s 
statement February 15: 2 

“TI would like first of all to answer the last questions which the 

Soviet Foreign Minister put. He said, do we want collective security 
in Europe? The answer to that is, we want collective security ev- 

1 Transmitted in two sections. Repeated to New York, London, Moscow, Vienna, 

Paris, Bonn, and CINCEUR. 
2 For a report on the eighteenth plenary, Feb. 15, see Secto 151, supra.
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erywhere in the world. We have tried to get that security during 
the war and postwar years in many different ways. 

-“We tried to get it by the Atlantic Charter, to which all of our 
governments subscribed. I am afraid none of us can feel that the 
provisions of the Atlantic Charter have been lived up to, provisions 
which assure the right of all peoples to choose the form of govern- 
ment under which they will live and to see sovereign rights and 
self-government restored to those who have been deprived of them. 

“We tried to get it by the declaration of Yalta, which provided— 
among other things—a declaration on liberated Europe which pro- 
vided for the establishment of free governments by the free elec- 
tions throughout Europe. 

“And then we tried to get it by the UN Charter, which requires 
all of us—and most of the nations of the world—not to use force 
against the political independence or territorial integrity of other 
states. 

“Why have we not gotten European security and world security 
out of these documents we have signed? Nothing is wrong in the 
wording. 

“What has been wrong is—at least in the opinion of some—that 
other parties to the agreements have not lived up to these agree- 
ments and there has followed a great sense of insecurity in the 
world because of lack of trust and confidence in men’s and nations’ 
will to live up to their pledged word. 

“That is why there has grown up in the world, in addition to the 
proposed universal system of the United Nations, other regional 
collective security arrangements exercising what the Charter calls 
‘the collective right of self-defense’. 

“These special security arrangements do not have any words that 
add anything not already in the United Nations Charter. The addi- 
tion which they provide is that they are agreements between na- 
tions which, over long periods of time, have come to trust and have 
confidence in each other. They provide the element of confidence 
which unfortunately has not been present on a universal basis. 

“The Soviet Foreign Minister has asked why, if the 21 American 
nations had made a Rio pact, is it not equally logical that the mys- 
terious ‘32’ nations of Europe should not make a pact if Rio pact, 
the pact of the Americans, is not just a regional pact. It is a pact 
which, as the treaty itself provides, contains this declaration: 

“Peace is founded on justice and moral order and the moral 
order and the protection of human rights and freedoms. 

“Those are not mere words, in the case of the pact of the Ameri- 
cans, that is an expression of reality which has been demonstrated 
by close association for 150 years. And the ingredient which makes
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the Rio pact a dependable reality is the fact of confidence which is 
based upon 150 years of peaceful association. 

“And so it is that groups of countries have sought to augment 
the words of the United Nations Charter with the essential ele- 
ment of confidence based upon long historic association. 

“That is true of the British Commonwealth of Nations. It is true 
of the nations which are bound together by the North Atlantic 
Treaty. 

“The North Atlantic Treaty is based upon the expressed determi- 
nation of their peoples to safeguard the freedom, common heritage, 
and civilization of their peoples, founded on the principles of De- 
mocracy, individual liberty, and the rule of law. 

“And those words, again, are not just ink on paper. Those words 
are the expression of a reality which has been demonstrated over 
many generations and which are bound not by ink, but by blood 
which has been shed in protecting that common heritage. 

“It is suggested that this North Atlantic Treaty is a cause of divi- 
sion. It is clearly evident that history has revealed that the coming 
into close association of the Western nations is not a cause of dis- 
unity, but is caused by the fear and apprehension which, to an in- 
creasing degree, seized hold of these countries as the result of ac- 
tions which occurred elsewhere. 

“T recall that this postwar coming together had its first major be- 
ginning in the Brussels pact of March 17, 1948. I recall, however, 
that that was preceded by the Communists’ armed efforts to over- 
throw the lawful government of Greece and by the forceable coup 
d ‘état whereby the Czech Government was overthrown and a Com- 
munist Government installed in its place. 

“Then I recall that there was the blockade of Berlin, which 

brought war very close to Europe. 
“And it was during that period that the idea of strengthening 

the Brussels pact by bringing in the United States, Canada, and 
other countries first was conceived, and that treaty, the North At- 

lantic Treaty, was then realized in 1949. 

“Even then, however, it was not thought to be necessary to im- 
plement that treaty with any large military organization. 

“T recall that I was in the US Senate at the time of the ratifica- 
tion of that treaty, and we did not think it would be necessary ac- 
tually to implement any large military organization under the At- 
lantic treaty. 

“But then came the armed aggression in Korea, in June 1950, 
followed by the Chinese Communist aggression of November 1950. 
And these events created fear to such a degree that it seemed nec- 
essary to build a sufficient strength in Europe to create a respecta- 
ble balance of power.
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“General Eisenhower came over at the end of December 1950 to 
be the Supreme Commander of the Allied Powers, and under his 
inspiration there was developed military strength in Europe. Now 

that there is at least a reasonable defensible posture in sight, that 

expense is being leveled off. 

“IT think it would be very difficult for any impartial observer to 
say that the North Atlantic Treaty, or the organizations under it, 
have created the division of Europe. It has been responsive to a di- 

vision of Europe which already existed and the danger of which 
was accentuated by such events as I have outlined. 

“The Soviet Foreign Minister has asked us to study and analyze 
the precise words and drafting of his project. ? I must say in all 

frankness that I am not interested in the words. I could heap this 
table high with past words that are just as fine as the human hand 
and mind can pen. I have referred to some of them this afternoon. 
What I ask is, will these words bring with them confidence? The 

words already exist; they exist in the United Nations Charter. 

They have existed in many other documents. The essence is not the 
words, but whether in fact the proposal will bring a confidence 
which will end the disunity of Europe. 

“T can say with, I hope, assurance that I will be believed, that 

there is no international objective which is as dear to the hearts of 

the American people as real peace and security in Europe. That 
ought to be our wish, because the lack of that has cost us very 

dearly and very heavily in the past. 

“T have, however, grown skeptical of the possibility of solving 
great problems merely by repeating old words or inventing new 
words. I do not believe, myself, that the division of Europe, which 

so desperately needs to be cured can be cured by a formula of 

words. I believe there are some things which need to be done first. 

“One of the things that needs to be done is to end the division of 

Germany. Here is a problem which is our own particular problem. 
It lies here on this table, it is symbolized by the city in which we 
meet. And yet we seem unable to even make that start in ending 

the division of Europe. 

“Mr. Eden has laid before us a plan for the unification of Germa- 
ny, * a reasonable plan which, unhappily, it seems is not accepta- 

ble. And I would be forced in all candor to say that the reasons 
which make it impossible for us four to agree upon the unification 

of Germany are precisely the reasons which deprive the fine words 

3 Presumably Dulles is referring to the Soviet proposals on European security, 
FPM(54)46 and 47, Documents 516 and 517. 

4 FPM(54)17, Document 510.
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which are presented in the Soviet proposal of the value which I 
wish deeply they carried. 

“What is the reason that makes the United Kingdom’s plan un- 
acceptable? It is because it is based upon having supervised free 
elections in Germany and one of us four is not willing to trust the 

results of these elections. That is why the perpetuation of the divi- 
sion must go on. 

“There is unhappily a long history which suggests that the rulers 
of the Soviet Union are not willing to trust anything which they 

cannot themselves control. That is the reason, it seems to me, fun- 

damentally why we around this table have been unable to bring 
about the unification of Germany. And I say if that ground for dis- 

trust exists and if there cannot be unity except by control, control 
by the Soviet Union, then I am very skeptical if any good can come 
out of the plan which has been submitted by the Soviet Foreign 
Minister.” 

February 16, 1954 

No. 488 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 192 

Minutes of a Meeting of the Tripartite Working Group, Berlin, 
February 16, 1954, 10:30 a.m. } 

SECRET 
BER MIN-19 

PRESENT 

UNITED STATES UnitTED KINGDOM FRANCE 

Mr. MacArthur Sir Frank Roberts M. Seydoux 

1. Tactics for Today—Agenda Item 3. 

It was agreed that the Austrians should be asked by M. Bidault 
to explain their new instructions. It would be preferable if Mr. Fig] 
while not mentioning Article 4 bis would explain that his instruc- 
tions confirmed the fact that there could be no discussion of the 
Treaty if the Soviet proposed Article 33 2 was under consideration. 
Mr. Eden will present argumentation noting that still more obsta- 

1 According to the U.S. Delegation Order of the Day, USDEL(OD)23, Secretary 
Dulles met with the staff of the Berlin Element of HICOG at 9:30 and the Austrian 
Experts met at 10 a.m. No record of these meetings has been found in Department 
of State files. (CFM files, lot M 88, box 168) 

2 FPM(54)66, Document 521.
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cles were being placed in the way of obtaining the Treaty. Mr. 
Molotov would probably raise Article 4 bis. Mr. Dulles would say 
that it was impossible for the US to lend itself to something that 
was as fraudulent as Article 4 bis. 

M. Bidault wished to interject a proposal with regard to alleviat- 
ing the situation in Austria. The UK and the US delegations felt 
that this would unnecessarily confuse the unassailable position the 

west were now holding. The Germans would also expect such treat- 
ment. Statements along these lines could be incorporated in the tri- 
partite communiqué on Austria. 

It was agreed that the Ministers should discuss this. It was fur- 

ther agreed that if the consideration of Austria concluded early 
that the meeting should adjourn and the Ministers should not com- 
mence discussion of Item 2. 

2. Item 2. 

M. Seydoux proposed that the Security Declaration and the Dec- 

laration of Intent ? be set forth at the close of the meeting. The US 
and UK strongly objected to the use of these Declarations at this 
time. The US and UK would prefer the presentation of tripartite 

communiqués, one dealing with Austria as a separate matter and 

the other a general one concluding with a statement of present re- 

lations between the USSR and the West. Unless agreement is 
reached with regard to the proposed conference under Item 1, the 

UK and the US believed that the communiqué should be issued in 
the three capitals Friday evening while the Ministers were on their 

way home. It was proposed that the French produce a text of their 
proposal along with a revision of the communiqué which would 

cover their comments. The drafting group would then meet at 5:00 

at the UK Headquarters to consider the texts so that they might be 

submitted to the three Ministers tonight. 

3. Secretary's Departure Plans. 

Mr. MacArthur announced that the Secretary was tentatively 

planning to leave Berlin after the Plenary Session on Thursday 

and would stop at Wahn Airfield to speak with Adenauer for about 

an hour before resuming his flight to Washington. 

4. Four-Power Communique. 

In the event the Soviets suggested a four-power communiqué the 
three powers would maintain that there was nothing the four could 

agree upon to say. 

3 For text of the U.K.-French Draft Security Declaration, see Document 314. Re- 
garding the Declaration of Intent, see BER MIN-3 and -5, Documents 357 and 372.
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5. Further Quadripartite Meetings. 

If Mr. Molotov raised this subject the three Ministers would 

stand firm that there should be no continuing deputies meeting. 
Without precluding future Big Four meetings the Ministers should 
avoid naming a specific date. 

No. 489 

396.1 BE/2-1754: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Department of State 1 

TOP SECRET PRIORITY BERLIN, February 17, 1954—2 a.m. 

Dulte 84. Following summarizes meeting of deputies of Foreign 
Ministers morning February 16 on draft proposals under agenda 
item Number 1.2 Merchant and McConaughy attended for US, 
Malik for USSR, Allen for UK and Joxe and Roux for France. 

Allen gave argument for UK proposal ® saying it made concrete ar- 
rangement for early meeting on specific question of Korea. Confer- 

ence could get down immediately to matters of substance. He criti- 
cized Soviet text * as vague and obscure in its provisions for 
Korean conference. Unclear reference to conference of Foreign 
Ministers was disturbing. Soviet proposal seemed to contemplate 
that initial conference would only deal with arrangements. There 
must be no more long debates over arrangements. Under British 
proposal CPR would not be discriminated against and would be in- 
vited rather than summoned to conference. There was provision for 

conference on Indochina as soon as situation warranted holding it. 

Merchant confirmed original adverse US reaction to Soviet pro- 

posal. It did not abandon five-power conference nor was it clear as 
to issuance of invitations. It did not confirm that composition provi- 
sion was final. There might be possibility late dispute over inclu- 

sion other countries. 
Joxe objected to mere parenthetical mention of Indochina at end 

of Soviet draft and paragraph 4 provision consultations with Com- 
munist China as to matters to be discussed. 

Malik said Soviet revised draft represented attempt to meet 
views of colleagues. Five-power conference phrase avoided, al- 

though CPR would naturally be present at all discussions. USSR 

1 Drafted by McConaughy. 
2 The meeting took place from 11 a.m. to 1:30 p.m. at the ACA building. A more 

detailed summary of the meeting is in file 396.1 BE/2-1654. 
3 Transmitted in Dulte 75, Document 483, except for the minor differences noted 

in footnote 5 to the record of the fourth restricted session, Document 485. 
4 Document 523.
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could not agree that Indochina conference should follow or be relat- 
ed to conference on Korea. Two separate conferences not permissi- 

ble. This would require an interim conference to decide if subse- 
quent conference on Indochina should be called. Reference to 
Southeast Asia not useful. “Favorable prospects for peace” an ob- 
scure phrase and subject to differing interpretations. USSR unable 
to accept any formula which placed on China responsibility for sit- 
uation in Indochina. This responsibility rested entirely on France. 

Requested reference to UN in British draft be deleted since if con- 
ference should result from Berlin conversations it would not rest 
on decision of UN but would be done another way. Hence no refer- 

ence to UN would be necessary. Soviet delegation preferred its ref- 
erence to countries whose forces participated in hostilities in 

Korea. USSR also would want to change paragraph 3 of UK draft 

by calling upon Foreign Ministers of five-countries to consult with 

“representatives” of other countries. He objected to final paragraph 
of UK draft as to no implication of recognition on grounds that it 

was out of place and pointless. He believed conference could be 
held in Geneva and said April date was satisfactory to USSR but 
Peiping should be consulted as to date. Views of Peiping should be 
sought on any agreements reached. 

Merchant said if Soviets had basic objection to paragraph 4 of 
UK draft concerning conditions for conference on Indochina, then 
disagreement was fundamental. Allen and Joxe supported this 

view. Joxe said reference to situation in Southeast Asia was neces- 
sary. French were showing great forbearance in not mentioning re- 
sponsibility of Communist China and not including judgment 

against Communist China. This was a substantial French conces- 
sion. France greatly desired an appropriate conference on Indo- 
china but conditions must be maintained as stated in UK text. 

Allen indicated dissatisfaction with Malik’s evasive replies on in- 
vitation procedure and inconclusive list of countries to be invited. 

He said any conference provided for in Berlin must be real one, not 
merely new forum for endless debates on arrangements. If USSR 
could not accept UK draft on Indochina, indications were no agree- 
ment could be reached and matters could not be advanced much by 

further discussions. 

Malik said he was optimistic and deplored Allen’s pessimism. He 
said we should continue to seek agreement. Said French request for 
deletion of provision in Soviet draft for discussion with CPR as to 
questions to be considered at conference would be taken under ad- 
visement. Only four Ministers could say whether list of countries to 
be invited is a final one. USSR has in effect accepted Western list 
with omission of UN reference.
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Merchant remarked that despite efforts at reconcilement, deep 

division remained. Indochina conference not subordinated to 
Korean conference but conditions prescribed were logical, clear and 

necessary in light of situation. Soviet proposal still contained prin- 
ciple of central meeting of five to which representatives of various 

other countries would be invited according to subject under discus- 
sion. Unnecessary to repeat Secretary’s explicit rejection of such 
five-power conference. Suggestion to invite Foreign Ministers of 

five-countries and mere “representatives” of other countries gave 
impression of five-power representation at high level with other 

countries represented at another level. Impression conveyed by this 
was repugnant. 

Joxe said that any acceptable text must contain specific provi- 
sions for early conference on Korea. No preceding conference with 
CPR as to questions to be considered. Provision for Indochina con- 
ference must include conditions alluded to in UK text. 

Allen and Merchant expressed doubts that their Ministers would 
be able personally to attend protracted Korean conference. Howev- 
er, all three Western representatives agreed to obtain views their 
principals as to mention of five Foreign Ministers in paragraph 3 of 
UK text and also as to requested omission of UN reference in same 
paragraph. 

Malik showed strong desire for another meeting of deputies 
before restricted meeting of Foreign Ministers tomorrow. Joxe 
evinced some interest. Merchant and Allen were noncommittal. 

Question was left open. Late this afternoon Malik stated he would 
not press for another meeting of deputies. There will be no further 
quadripartite meeting before restricted session tomorrow. Tripar- 

tite meeting will be held immediately before restricted meeting to 

map western tactics. 

DULLES 

No. 490 
Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 203 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Officer in Charge of Italian 
and Austrian Affairs (Freund) } 

TOP SECRET BERLIN, February 16, 1954. 

Participants: The Secretary 

Minister Fig] 

1 According to a paper dated Feb. 16, Secretary Dulles met with Fig] at 12:30 “to 
stiffen him up before his 1:30 luncheon with Molotov.” This is the only reference to 
the time of this conversation. No record of the meeting between Molotov and Fig] 
has been found in Department of State files.
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Dr. Kreisky 

Dr. Schoener 

Mr. R.B. Freund 
Mr. Lochner—Interpreter 

Subject: Plans for Discussion on Austria at Four-Power Conference 
February 16, 1954 

The Secretary said he had asked to see Dr. Fig] to go over likely 
developments this afternoon. He said Mr. Bidault would be in the 
chair and would ask if Dr. Fig] had anything to say. The Secretary 
supposed that Dr. Fig] would speak about Article 33. Dr. Fig] said 
he would and outlined his “rough draft” statement—main points of 
which are: 

The Austrian Delegation came to Berlin with justified hopes of a 
treaty. Since the three Western Powers had conceded on the out- 
standing points of the present draft, agreement appeared to be 
unanimous. Austria is ready to take on the burdens of the treaty, 
provided all troops are withdrawn. Dr. Fig] will then refer to his 
previous declaration of military neutrality and point out the incon- 
sistency of Mr. Molotov in wanting to erect military bases on Aus- 
trian soil. Dr. Fig] will say that if the Soviets think that this is nec- 
essary to prevent Anchluss, Austria categorically opposes its re- 
sumption. All the burdens of Article 35 will then be listed and once 
more, a solemn appeal made for alleviation. The Austrian Govern- 
ment has instructed him to refuse any changes in the “available” 
draft treaty. Austria requests its freedom for which it will take all 
the burdens in the draft, but no new ones. 

The Secretary pointed out the importance of not weakening on 

the neutrality question unless there has been agreement on full 

troop withdrawal. He cited Soviet negotiating methods. If a conces- 
sion is hinted at, it would be snatched up by the Soviets who will 
go on to new demands. Dr. Fig] agreed. The Secretary reiterated as 
in his opening statement, 2 U.S. willingness for Austria to remain 

neutral as it wishes. Dr. Kreisky intervened to say that Switzer- 
land is more neutral than Austria should be, as Austria wishes to 

join the UN, Council of Europe, and other such organizations. The 
Secretary said that Article 4 bis may prove the most important 
bargaining point and should be saved for the end if it is to be taken 
up at all. Dr. Fig] said he thought his statement was in line with 
that view, and that as negotiations develop we would have to see 
where we went later. 

Dr. Kreisky said that if neutrality is a bargaining point in the 
end and if Molotov withdraws his troop proposal but insists on neu- 
trality in binding form in the treaty, why in Mr. Dulles’ judgment, 

2 For Secretary Dulles’ opening statement, see Secto 24, Document 360.
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should that not be accepted. There are other limits on Austrian 
sovereignty in the treaty, Dr. Kreisky said. The Secretary suggest- 

ed that if that unlikely point is reached, Dr. Fig] should ask for a 
recess to permit consultation with the three powers, in accordance 
with his instructions. He went on to point out the dangers and dis- 

advantages for Austria in staying out of collective security arrange- 

ments and becoming a vacuum, stressing the importance of raising 

an Austrian Army. He noted that Austria could become an inviting 
invasion route to the South comparable to Belgium in 1914. He re- 
iterated that the US would not wish to stand in the way of an Aus- 
trian policy in favor of military neutrality, but said that the cost to 

Austria would be heavier and that the Western Powers and, he 

supposed, the Austrian Government would not wish to leave a 
vacuum in Austria. Dr. Figl and Dr. Kreisky belittled the risks 

once Soviet forces are out of Austria and the Secretary pointed out 
the danger of Soviet military forces returning under the guise of 

techicians in the oil fields. 

It was agreed that should the Soviets withdraw the troop propos- 
al, Dr. Figl would ask for a recess until the next day, giving him 
time for consultation with the three powers and Vienna. 

Dr. Kreisky speaking on behalf only of his own party in the coa- 
lition, considered the neutrality declaration just a device for ob- 
taining a treaty, and expressed a wish to have the security of 

NATO if that were possible. He felt that it is not. The Secretary 
cited the present protection of NATO under the occupation and 

called attention to one disadvantage of the Soviet proposals. If, he 
said, the Western Powers could not keep sufficient forces in Aus- 
tria they might not be effective in putting the NATO treaty into 
force in case of a Soviet attack, since a small number might be by- 
passed and no actual contact made. Dr. Fig] said he understood the 

point. 

The Secretary closed by thanking the Austrian representatives 
for coming to see him and expressed his bitter disappointment over 
the conference results. He said he had hoped that the Soviets 
would wish to bring one positive result out of the conference and 

that they might have chosen an Austrian treaty. Dr. Figl said he 
had had similar hopes.
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No. 491 

396.1 BE/2-1654: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State } 

CONFIDENTIAL PRIORITY BERLIN, February 16, 1954—midnight. 

Secto 155. Department pass OSD. Following is summary Foreign 

Ministers 19th plenary session, Bidault presiding, held ACA build- 
ing afternoon February 16 and devoted to Austrian question. 2 

Bidault called first on Figl, ? who declared new Soviet proposal of 
February 124 would rob Austria of most important advantage of 
state treaty, the withdrawal of all foreign troops from Austria, and 
that Austrian Government had empowered him to state categori- 
cally it could not accept any amendment of draft treaty along this 
line. Fig] reasserted Austria would not grant any military bases to 
foreign powers and would do everything to keep itself free from for- 
eign military influence. Insofar as Molotov had proposed retention 
of troops as safeguard against possible Anschluss, Fig] assured him 
Austrian Government yielded to none in its desire prevent repeti- 
tion of 1938 Anschluss in view memories of catastrophic conse- 
quences that event for Austria. He enumerated again in detail eco- 
nomic burdens Austria was willing undertake as price of freedom 
under articles 35, 38, and 48 of draft treaty. He concluded with 

appeal to Ministers not to leave this conference without giving 

Austria its state treaty and freedom; signing of treaty, he said, 

would constitute act of peace visible throughout world. 

Eden spoke briefly,*® reaffirming unacceptability of proposed 
Soviet amendment to article 33 and recommending account be 

taken of Austria’s wish not to have foreign troops on its soil after 

treaty in effect, particularly since Molotov himself had said several 
times it was wrong to maintain troops in countries where they 
were not wanted. After attacking Molotov’s argumentations regard- 
ing supplementary agreements between Soviet Union and Austria 
allegedly required under articles 48 bis and 35, Eden stated that 

1 Transmitted in two sections. Repeated to Bonn, Frankfurt, London, Paris, 

Vienna, and Moscow. 
2 The U.S. Delegation verbatim record of the nineteenth plenary, 19 PLEN, which 

began at 3 p.m., is in Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 195. No record of the West- 
ern Foreign Ministers meeting at 2:30 p.m. has been found in Department of State 

MS ror the full text of Figl’s statement, which was circulated as FPM(54)71, see 

Cmd. 9080, pp. 159-160, or Berlin Discussions, pp. 200-202. 
4 For this proposal, see the record of the third restricted session, Document 463. 
5 For Eden’s statement, circulated as FPM(54)72, see Cmd. 9080, pp. 160-161, or 

Berlin Discussions, pp. 202-208.
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Soviet proposals, taken individually or as a whole, left little hope 

for early conclusion of state treaty, and urged Molotov to withdraw 
his new demands. 

Molotov said he wished emphasize at outset that after action of 
three Western ministers in withdrawing their long-standing objec- 
tions to certain articles of draft treaty, way was now cleared to 
sign treaty. He said conclusion of financial agreement under article 
48 bis would involve no difficulty and that only problem was to 
find acceptable wording for articles 4 bis and 38. As for article 4 
bis, Molotov said he believed Secretary Dulles had supported idea 
Austria should be neutralized and should therefore be able accept 
Soviet version of this article; also Figl’s statement that no foreign 

military bases would be allowed on Austrian territory was wel- 
comed by Soviet delegation and seemed to present no conflict with 
Soviet proposal. As for article 33, Molotov said he believed Soviet 
proposed text was necessary in view of changed state of world af- 
fairs. § While it would limit somewhat Austria’s rights this would 
be only temporary and matter of wording could be worked out. 
Basic reason for proposed amendment, Molotov said, was to take 
account of plans now in progress for establishment of EDC, which 
would open road to revival German militarism and in turn create 
danger of new Anschluss; latter would not, as history has shown, 

be entirely dependent on will of Austrian Government. 

Molotov then chided Figl for having said nothing new today and 
asserted he would have expected Austrian Foreign Minister to be 
more interested in concluding treaty than was shown by his state- 
ment. It was not true, Molotov said, that acceptance of Soviet pro- 

posal would, as alleged, mean indefinite stay of foreign troops on 
Austrian territory; they could be withdrawn once peace treaty with 

Germany concluded, and Soviet Union would do its part to make 
term a short one. Soviet delegation did not insist on every word of 
its formula and there appeared no reason why Austrian Govern- 

ment should not accept “modest” proposal of Soviet Union. Molotov 
concluded by appealing that all cooperate to conclude Austrian 

treaty “within next few days’. 

Secretary's statement, which followed, likening Austrian state 
treaty to mythological Sisyphus, telegraphed separately in Secto 
154. 7 

In brief statement Bidault said Soviet behavior in bringing up 
new obstacles after 300 meetings of deputies and western conces- 
sions in Berlin was “extremely disturbing’? and would discredit 

6 For this Soviet proposal, see FPM(54)66, Document 521. 
7 Not printed. (396.1 BE/2-1654) For Dulles’ statement, circulated as FPM(54)74, 

see Cmd. 9080, pp. 161-168, or Berlin Discussions, pp. 203-207.
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whole concept of international conferences. As for Soviet concern 
over Anschluss, first step to pervent such development was to rec- 
ognize independence and integrity of Austria; it was also important 
not to link Austrian and German problems together in our discus- 
sions because this gives impression of solidarity between these two 
questions, which was precisely what we wished to avoid. Bidault 
said independence could not be measured in percentages and that 
nothing less than total independence for Austria would suffice. He 
reiterated that Soviet proposal regarding article 33 was unaccept- 

able and urged treaty should now be signed without further delay. 

Fig] then said merely he could only repeat this request and urge 

ministers to do their action of peace and give Austria her state 
treaty. 

After brief recess, Eden said he only wished to make preliminary 
comment on article 4 bis: It was one thing for a government to 

make a public declaration to its own parliament or elsewhere of 

what its policies are and quite another for such a declaration to be 
put into a treaty with other powers; in latter event there might be 
questioning later by other powers as to whether treaty engage- 
ments were being fulfilled, and by giving such engagement power 
would thus be limiting its sovereignty. Eden then repeated previ- 
ous objections to Soviet text Article 38, and queried Molotov why 
he had suddenly and for first time raised Anschluss problem within 
context of EDC, which had been signed almost three years ago. He 

again appealed to Molotov to withdraw his new proposals and sign 
treaty. 

Molotov then made lengthy statement largely covering previous 
ground regarding Soviet dislike for EDC and fear of German mili- 

tarism, Anschluss and establishment military bases on foreign soil. 

In latter connection he made giving reference to Bidault’s state- 

ment that independence should be 100 percent and implied 
France’s sovereignty limited by foreign bases on its territory. Molo- 
tov then said Eden had made some interesting observations regard- 
ing Article 4 bis and that he would like to postpone his remarks on 
these until he had had a chance to familiarize himself with text of 
these remarks. 

At this point, Molotov submitted amendment to his proposal re- 
garding Article 33. Proposed new text as follows: 

“In connection with the delay in the conclusion of a peace treaty 
with Germany, the Governments of the USA, the United Kingdom, 
France and the Soviet Union shall have the right, after the coming 
into force of the treaty with Austria, to postpone temporarily the 
withdrawal of their troops from the territory of the respective 
zones of Austria. At the same time the governments of the four 
powers deem it necessary to reconsider again, not later than 1955,
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the question of the date of the withdrawal of the troops of the four 
powers from the territory of Austria.” § 

Secretary then said new amendment did not alter fact Soviet 
Union would have right to maintain troops indefinitely on Austri- 
an soil and fact that matter could be reconsidered meant nothing; 
proposed amendment therefore did not appear to alter original pro- 
posal to any material degree. 

Bidault then took sharp issue with Molotov’s intimations regard- 
ing France’s lack of complete independence; again urged avoiding 

giving impression Austrian and German problems were linked; ex- 

pressed distaste for imposing neutrality on Austria since “whole 
course of history has taught us that things which are imposed are 
not respected and observed;” and said he could not assume respon- 
sibility for postponing to 1955, as proposed by Molotov, what should 
be done in February 1954. 

Fig] said he could not sign treaty which on one hand recognizes 
Austria as sovereign, independent and democratic state and on 
other talks about withdrawing foreign troops on basis of discus- 
sions in 1955; he was not in position to agree to this in name his 
government. 

Eden said he wished make it plain that principle he could not 
accept was that foreign troops should remain on Austrian soil after 
treaty signed and therefore new Soviet text no improvement and 
unacceptable. 

Molotov again said he would study Eden’s observations regarding 
Article 4 bis and state his views subsequently. Molotov suggested 
other delegations also study his new proposal and said that if these 
“modest” Soviet proposals were rejected responsibility for failure of 
treaty would lie on those doing the rejecting. 

Secretary expressed interest in Molotov’s twice-repeated refer- 
ence to Eden’s remarks regarding Article 4 bis and inquired wheth- 
er he correct in understanding Eden had made no proposal for 
changing Article 4 bis. 

Molotov said Soviet delegation believed we should not make 

haste but consider patiently matters before us; he repeated he 

would like to study attentively Eden’s observations on Article 4 bis. 

Eden then emphasized he had made no proposal of any kind re- 
garding Article 4 bis and that to best of belief he had said nothing 

not already said at least once around this table; he wished to state 

again he could not accept Soviet amendments to Articles 4 bis or 
33. 

§ This proposal was circulated as FPM(54)73.
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After some rather confusing discussion between Bidault and 

Molotov as to which agenda item would be discussed in next plena- 
ry session, it was agreed that item two would be discussed Febru- 
ary 17 but that time would be left on February 18 for consideration 
of Austrian question. 

Meeting adjourned at 1845 hours. 

No. 492 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 204 

Memorandum of Conversation, by Robert Lochner of the United 
States Delegation at the Berlin Conference ! 

TOP SECRET BERLIN, February 17, 1954. 

Participants: Austrian Delegation—Foreign Minister Fig] 

State Secretary Kreisky 
Ambassador Bischoff 
Dr. Schoener 

United States Delegation—Secretary Dulles 
Mr. Merchant 

Mr. Nash 
Mr. Jackson 
[Mr. Lochner] 

Subject: Conversation between Secretary Dulles and the Austrian 
Foreign Minister, Dr. Figl at the Secretary’s house, evening of 
February 16, 1954 

Dr. Fig] stated he and his staff felt under pressure to come up 

with some kind of counter-proposal at Thursday’s 2 meeting in view 
of Molotov’s insistence that the Austrian delegation should make 

known its ideas and in view of the danger that Communist propa- 
ganda in Austria could exploit the alleged sterile attitude of the 
Austrian delegation at the Berlin conference where it said nothing 
but that it had no instructions allowing it really to negotiate. Dr. 
Fig] outlined what he called a very rough idea he and his staff had 
hastily thought about in the car and in the hotel and which they 
wouldn’t even discuss with Vienna before they had heard what Mr. 
Dulles thought about it. 

To prevent the Soviets from saying that the Austrian delegation 

had been completely rigid and had not made any allowance for 

1 Merchant also prepared a memorandum of this conversation, but since he ar- 
rived after the meeting started, it does not cover the entire session. (Eisenhower Li- 

brary, 2 Jackson papers)
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Molotov’s fear of Anschluss, the Austrian delegation might propose 
a supervisory, Allied military commission roughly similar to that 
of 1918-9 with which, Dr. Fig] said, Austria had not had bad expe- 
riences at all. This commission, which would have no actual control 

powers and no right to interfere in the political etc. life of the 

country, would be stationed in Vienna, the seat of all political de- 

velopments, but be free to roam the country. It would be charged 
with supervising Austria’s adherence to the prohibitions against 
Anschluss, foreign military bases in the country and the like. Each 
of the four powers could have a maximum of 250 members (Austria 
would start out by proposing 100 each), entitled to wear uniforms, 
but really forming an enlarged military attaché’s staff of an Em- 
bassy with the one difference that they would, together, form a 

commission. There would be a time limit to the existence of this 
commission—1 Jan. or at most 1 April 1955. 

If, as Dr. Fig] thought likely, the Soviets were to turn this down, 
too, then it would be apparent to every last Austrian that they 
simply were not willing to give Austria its independence. 

Mr. Dulles saw the danger in this proposal that such a conces- 
sion might mean abandoning the whole basic principle that the 
limitations on Anschluss and the like laid down in the original 
treaty draft, eg. Art. 4, are sufficient and that Austria can be 

trusted to abide by them. If the need for supervision during a limit- 
ed time is conceded, Molotov could argue that this proves Austria 
cannot be trusted fully and if supervision for a year, why not su- 
pervision over a longer period? 

Mr. Dulles agreed with Dr. Figl that the Berlin conference must 

not end on the note that the Austrian problem is insoluble. An- 
swering Dr. Figl’s suggestion that the Four Foreign Ministers 
should set a date for another conference say in May or June at 
which they would continue where they had left off in Berlin, i.e. 
Austria would be the first point on the agenda, Mr. Dulles said he 

himself just could not afford to waste another month or even 
longer this year in such futile discussions with Molotov as the ones 
just being concluded. On the other hand he agreed the Austrian 
problem must not be referred back to the Deputies. He said he and 
his staff were trying to find some formula in between these two al- 
ternatives and that he agreed that the Austrian question must be 
kept alive. 

In general, Mr. Dulles said, he was doubtful concerning the ad- 

visability of rushing into the conference with concrete counter-pro- 
posals in the last dying hours since careful study and deliberation 
was required in working out such counter-proposals, particularly in 
view of the tricky Soviet conference tactics.
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Dr. Fig] did not give the impression of having abandoned the 

idea after hearing Mr. Dulles’ attitude but suggested at one stage 
that maybe Mr. Dulles could discuss the idea with his British and 
French colleagues and then send a staff member to let the Austri- 
an delegation know. 

No. 493 

600.0012/2-1654 

The Secretary of State to Foreign Secretary Eden 

TOP SECRET PERSONAL BERLIN, February 16, 1954. 

DEAR ANTHONY: I am writing in reply to the Aide-Mémoire which 
you handed me on February 10, on the subject of President Eisen- 
hower’s atomic energy proposals. ! 

With respect to the third paragraph of that Aide-Mémoire, it has 

been our thought that our first substantive presentation to the 
Soviet Union by diplomatic channels should be along general lines 
and that prior to its submission to the Soviets, through Ambassa- 
dor Zarubin in Washington, the essential lines of that plan should 
have been concurred in by the United Kingdom, Canadian and 
French Governments. It would also be given to the Governments of 
Belgium, Australia and South Africa, not for concurrence but for 

information. 

We, for our part, have not reached any conclusions as to other 

countries participating in any subsequent negotiations. We would 
naturally desire that you, the Canadians and the French partici- 
pate with us in the study of the Soviet plan and in the preparation 

of any reply thereteo. The manner of negotiation beyond that stage 
of course in part will depend upon the Soviets’ views. 

I believe the foregoing substantially answers the fourth para- 
graph of your Aide-Mémoire since the Soviet counter proposal deals 
with the question of banning atomic weapons. It is, also, my under- 
standing, arising from my talks in Washington with Ambassador 
Zarubin, that any of the participants in the talks may propose, at 
any future stage, that the discussion on this phase of the problem 
be transferred to the United Nations Disarmament Commission. 

In closing I desire to emphasize the importance I attach to con- 
ducting these exchanges step by step, with maximum privacy and 
with a flexibility which will permit us to reach procedural deci- 
sions as they arise, without binding ourselves too far in advance as 

1 Transmitted in Dulte 64, Document 455.
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to methods. It is unnecessary of course to repeat our desire and in- 

tention to work on terms of extreme intimacy with your Govern- 

ment in this matter. 

Incidentally, I have had word from Washington that the state- 

ment under preparation for transmission to the Soviets will prob- 
ably be in form to enable us to pass it to you, the Canadians and 

the French for study this week. 

Sincerely yours, 

JOHN FOSTER DULLES 

February 17, 1954 

No. 494 

396.1 BE/2-1754: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Embassy in Austria } 

SECRET PRIORITY BERLIN, February 17, 1954—2 a.m. 

105. Re Secto 155.2 No reason believe Soviets prepared retreat 

from basic insistence maintain troops in post-treaty Austria, al- 
though they may well produce proposal Thursday, making situa- 

tion less unattractive Austrians. On other hand, believe Molotov’s 

tactics re 4 bis were not purely to gain time. Likely he will attempt 

maneuver Austrians into acceptance military neutrality in some 
form in treaty. Even should west refuse he will have established 

partial concession for use in future negotiations should he succeed 
with Austrians. 

Regardless what tactics we develop here (we have dropped notion 

submitting alleviation plan until after conference) basic plan will 
be that west continues reject imposition neutrality on any nation 

to whom sovereignty being returned. Above all, no point discussing 

neutrality seriously so long as Soviets refuse withdraw proposal 
maintain forces in Austria after treaty. 

Appreciate effectiveness your dealings with Raab Monday and 
hope you, and if so instructed other two HICOMs, can repeat per- 
formance stressing foregoing. ? Austrians obviously have little to 

1 Repeated to Washington, Paris, and London; the source text is the copy in De- 
partment of State files. 

2 Document 491. 
3 The “dealings” under reference have not been identified further, but presum- 

ably a meeting took place on Feb. 15 between Embassy officials and Raab during 
which proposals for the alleviation of conditions in Austria were discussed.
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lose in their view by accepting neutrality in treaty, and weight of 
argument should continue be that Soviet version Article 33 no 
matter how dressed up is unacceptable and that there is no point 
discussing neutrality question unless it is withdrawn. 

No. 495 

396.1 BE/2-1754 

United States Delegation Record of the Fifth Restricted Meeting of 
the Berlin Conference, February 17, 1954, 11 a.m. 

TOP SECRET 

Present: United States 

Secretary Dulles 
Mr. Merchant 

Mr. Nash 

Mr. Bohlen 

France 

M. Bidault 

M. Parodi 
M. DeMargerie 

M. Andronikof 

United Kingdom 
Mr. Eden 
Mr. Roberts 

Mr. Allen 
Mr. Birse 

USSR 
Mr. Molotov 

Mr. Gromyko 
Mr. Malik 

Mr. Troyanovski 

Mr. Eden, as Chairman, stated that they had two items before 

them; disarmament and the Far East. On disarmament, Mr. Bi- 

dault had made a speech in support of his proposal! and he in- 
quired what his colleagues wished to do: to finish the disarmament 
discussion and then go on to Far Eastern questions, or what. 

It was agreed to start with disarmament. 
The Secretary said he had nothing to say on the disarmament 

question. They had two proposals—one from Mr. Molotov, ? and 

1 For the French proposal, see FPM(54)15, Document 509. 
2 For the Soviet proposal, see Secto 43, Document 376.
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one from Mr. Bidault. Perhaps Mr. Molotov would wish to explain 

his proposal and then, subject to what the Chairman might wish to 
say, they could go on to the Far Eastern matter. 

Mr. Molotov said that it appeared to the Soviet Delegation valua- 
ble to have a short exchange of views on disarmament even though 

they had little time left. It was worthy of note that two of the dele- 

gations had considered it important to discuss this matter and had 

submitted proposals. World public opinion expected them to devote 
some attention to this important question and this fact should be 

taken into account as well as the general desire they all had to see 

some reduction in international tension. The Soviet proposal had 
been of a specific nature and, while it had not been rejected in toto, 

it had not been accepted. The French proposal in many respects 
was not satisfactory but at least it did favor the general idea of dis- 

armament. The Soviet Delegation therefore could accept the first 

two paragraphs of the French proposal with the addition in the 

second of the words “or at least on a substantial reduction of arma- 

ments.’ To this could be added an additional paragraph stating 
that they would want an exchange of views to contribute to a satis- 
factory solution of this problem. 

The Secretary said he wished to be sure that this new Soviet pro- 

posal was in conformity with the UN resolution calling on a small- 
er group of powers to explore the disarmament question. 

Mr. Bidault said he did not think there was any incompatibility 
with the Soviet amendment to the French draft and the point Mr. 

Dulles had made. He thought they could accept the Soviet proposal 
subject to drafting changes to bring it into harmony with the 
French text. 

Mr. Eden said he saw no incompatibility either. 

Mr. Molotov said the Soviet Delegation had tried to reduce the 
armaments question to a minimum and he saw no contradiction 

with any UN matter. 

Mr. Dulles suggested that possibly this might be made clearer by 
inclusion of specific reference to GA resolution of November 28, 
1953. 3 

[Mr. Bidault had been under a misconception as to the meaning 

of the Soviet proposal which was intended to replace all the bal- 

ance of the French draft with the exception of paragraphs 1 and 
2.| 4 

3 For this resolution, see United Nations General Assembly, Eighth Session, Sup- 
plement No. 17, Resolutions, pp. 3-4, or Department of State Bulletin, Dec. 14, 1953, 

° * Brackets in the source text.
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Mr. Molotov stated that the Soviet Delegation wished to avoid 
disputed questions and that there were several points of dispute in 
the French resolution. To meet the views of the US Delegation he 
was prepared to add a sentence to the effect that these exchanges 
of views would take place within the framework of the United Na- 
tions. 

The Secretary then said he wished to be sure that the exchange 
of views envisaged between the four were not designed to replace 
or affect the current discussions on atomic energy matters which at 
this stage were being conducted bilaterally between the US and the 
USSR. 

Mr. Molotov said that the Soviet Delegation agreed with Mr. 
Dulles and that the proposed exchange on disarmament did not 
affect in any way the current talks on atomic matters. 

Mr. Bidault, referring to the radical alteration of the French 
draft said it was not an amendment but an amputation of the 

French draft. 

The Secretary said he was bound to say that while he saw no se- 
rious objection to the Soviet proposal, it would not evoke much en- 
thusiasm in the world or at least in the United States. He felt that 
the French draft had had a substantive paragraph on the nonen- 

couragement of aggression and that it was too bad this substantive 
point would be lost. 

Mr. Bidault said that he must say that the Soviet proposal did 

not give evidence of the interest in this subject which the French 
put in their own proposal. He wondered if the Soviet amendment 
could not be added to the French text. 

Mr. Molotov said that the new Soviet text does not satisfy them 

completely and they preferred their original, but this was the 

amendment. The French text had certain disputed questions—for 
example: the definition of aggression on which no agreement exist- 

ed between them. If they began to debate that they would be led 
into a jungle from which they would hardly have time to get out. 
He felt that their version was the minimum which would indicate 
that the conference had not neglected the question of disarmament. 

Mr. Eden then proposed that a specific reference to paragraph 6 
of the UN resolution of November 28, 1953 should be added. 

Mr. Molotov asked for the views of his colleagues on Mr. Eden’s 
amendment. 

The Secretary said he felt if it was not practical to adopt the 
French text that Mr. Eden’s amendment would strengthen the doc- 
ument. 

Mr. Bidault said he had rather strong feelings on this subject. In 
fact, only three lines were left of the French resolution and those 
dealt with the obvious—peace is strengthened by disarmament. He
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felt that Mr. Eden’s addition improved the Soviet suggestion and 
that while he had no objection, he had little enthusiasm for the 
text. 

Mr. Molotov said the Soviet Delegation could accept Mr. Eden’s 
amendment. 

Mr. Bidault said he thought they wished to be clear that the 
draft they were at present discussing provided that they must 
reach agreement on disarmament or at least on reduction of arma- 
ments. 

The text was then agreed with the inclusion of Mr. Eden’s 
amendment (text attached). 

Mr. Eden asked Mr. Molotov if he had any comments on the UK 
proposal put in at the last meeting. °® 

Mr. Molotov said that the Soviet Delegation could agree on the 

third paragraph of the UK draft provided that there were included 
the words “Soviet draft dealing with the countries who had partici- 
pated in hostilities in Korea,” in place of the reference to forces 
placed under UN Command, so it would then read “countries 
whose forces had taken part in hostilities in Korea.” 

The Secretary said this form was acceptable to the US Delega- 
tion. 

Mr. Eden likewise agreed. 

Mr. Molotov then said, as to time and place, the Soviet Delega- 
tion could accept Geneva as the place and April as the month and 
he hoped before the end of the day to be able to give a final answer 
on the exact date. 

Mr. Eden remarked that there appeared to be nothing more in 

paragraph three. 

Mr. Molotov said he had one more question—namely, what was 
meant by the word “representatives ’. 

Mr. Eden said, as it was his draft, he could state that he had in 

mind not committing the Foreign Ministers definitely at this stage; 
they could of course, however, attend. The word “representatives” 

could cover attendance by the Foreign Ministers or by other offi- 
cials. 

Mr. Molotov remarked that this left the question vague. 

The Secretary stated that if this conference was held, he hoped 
to attend at least for the opening; but since it might be a long con- 
ference, he could not undertake to commit himself to stay for the 
duration. He added that it was our custom to appoint special repre- 
sentatives for conferences. For example: He had been the special 
representative for the US charged with negotiating the Japanese 

5 For the British proposal, see Dulte 75, Document 483.
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Peace Treaty and that only at the final stage had the Secretary of 
State taken part. 

Mr. Bidault said it seemed to him that the word ‘‘representa- 
tives’ certainly did not exclude Ministers and simply meant that 
they were not bound to come. He said the problem was easier for 
France since they were in a privileged position insofar as distance 
was concerned. 

Mr. Eden said that if he personally was not able to attend or to 
stay for the whole conference, he envisaged a British representa- 
tive of Ministerial rank. 

Mr. Molotov said he thought this point could be accepted but he 

would like a little time to think it over and possibly the wording 
might be improved. The discussion then turned to paragraph 4 of 
the British text. 

Mr. Molotov, turning to paragraph 4 of the British text, said he 

thought it should be shortened and improved. As written, it dealt 
with many problems in a few words; he thought they should try to 
find some simpler form which would make matters clearer. In 
reply to Mr. Eden’s suggestion, Mr. Molotov said he would have 
some thoughts to offer. 

The Secretary said that he agreed and that the original US para- 
graph on this point was more precise. ® 

Mr. Molotov said that the Soviet Delegation likewise favored 
their original draft. He then said that if the British paragraph was 

amended, excluding the words beginning “if and when” and ending 
with “Indochina,” and the following wording substituted—namely: 
“the problem of restoring peace in Indochina will also be discussed 
at a conference,” the balance of the paragraph could be accepted. 

Mr. Bidault said that this was a question in which his Govern- 
ment was deeply interested. He would therefore like to think it 
over and possibly consult with his Government and then maybe 

later in the day or tomorrow he could give a final reply. 
The Secretary said they all recognized that this was a question of 

particular importance to the French and he would await the words 
of the French Delegation before expressing his. 

Mr. Eden said he held the same view. He added that there only 
remained the last paragraph which should not encounter objection. 

Mr. Molotov said he felt this statement might best be left to 
those delegations who wished to make such a declaration. 

The Secretary said that the United States could not join in this 
resolution which seemed to imply recognition of the Chinese Peo- 
ple’s Republic as the legal Government of China unless this reser- 
vation was included. He thought that the Soviet Union would wish 

6 Transmitted in Dulte 44, Document 436.



THE BERLIN CONFERENCE 1147 

to take a similar position in regard to other countries such as the 
Republic of Korea. He said this reservation did not involve only 

China but other countries as well—for example, the countries 

which would be involved in the Indochinese discussion including 

the Associated States. 

Mr. Molotov said that the Soviet Delegation understood that this 
reservation affected other countries as well as China and that it 
also would affect countries other than the four represented here. 
He would have to repeat therefore what he had said earlier— 

namely, that the Soviet Delegation could not speak for the Chinese 
People’s Republic or for the Korean People’s Democratic Republic. 

He felt that if they could reach an agreement here on the confer- 

ence it would not be difficult to avoid undermining the authority or 

national dignity of any of its participants. He felt that agreement 

could be reached on this point not only by the four but by others. 
The Soviet Delegation did not consider it desirable to include the 
last paragraph but if the United States considered it desirable the 
Soviet Delegation will study the question and see if they could find 
some acceptable language. Possibly the United States Delegation 

might think it over and might find it possible not to insist on this 
point. 

Mr. Bidault said that he saw in this paragraph merely a state- 
ment of the status quo with no obligation either way. It merely 

meant that the preceding paragraph did not have any meaning 

beyond what it says. He said the French attitude towards the Chi- 
nese People’s Republic was well known and he did not have to ex- 
plain it. 

Mr. Eden said he agreed it was a statement of fact that added 

nothing and bound no one. He said the UK position was likewise 
known—namely, that they recognized the Chinese People’s Repub- 

lic, but they don’t seem to recognize them much. 

The Secretary said he wished to be clear that the first two para- 

graphs of the UK resolution were accepted by the Soviet Govern- 
ment. 

Mr. Molotov confirmed this view. 

It was agreed that they would meet again tomorrow morning in 
restricted session and would merely tell the press that the discus- 

sion on point one had been continued today and would be resumed 
tomorrow. 

At the restricted session this morning the Secretary pointed out 

again that he had heard that he might encounter headwinds on 
return flight to the United States and therefore he would like to be 

able to take off from Berlin at about 7:30 p.m. tomorrow evening.
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The Ministers also discussed the last day’s session which it was 
agreed would begin at 3 p.m. and there would be time at the end 
for each Minister to make some remarks of a general nature. 

Mr. Molotov inquired whether there was any joint or common 

conclusion that they would record and how they were to express 
such agreements as may have been reached. 

The Secretary said he thought this was worth considering and 
the Ministers agreed to appoint a Committee of Mr. MacArthur, 

Mr. Malik, Mr. Roberts and Mr. Seydoux to consider the question 

of how they would record officially any agreements reached. 7 

[Attachment] 

Resolution on Disarmament Agreed by the Foreign Ministers of the 
United States, the United Kingdom, France, and the Soviet Union 

BERLIN, undated. 

The Governments of the United States of America, of France, 
and of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and of the United 

Kingdom, 

Convinced that the solution of international controversies, neces- 

sary for the establishment of a lasting peace would be considerably 
aided by an agreement on disarmament, or at least on a substan- 

tial reduction of armaments, 

Will subsequently hold an exchange of views to promote a suc- 
cessful solution of this problem as provided for in paragraph 6 of 

the United Nations Resolution of November 28, 1953. § 

7 For a report on the work of this committee, see the memorandum by MacAr- 

thur, Document 501. 
8 The text of this resolution was transmitted in Secto 164 from Berlin, Feb. 18. 

(896.1 BE/2-1854)
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No. 496 

396.1 BE/2-1754: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Department of State 

TOP SECRET NIACT BERLIN, February 17, 1954—11 p.m. 

Dulte 86. For the Acting Secretary. Re Dultes 75 and 77.1 Fol- 

lowing is revision proposed by Soviets today of UK draft. 2 This is 
the text which is being seriously considered overnight and which 
will be accepted or rejected at final restricted meeting tomorrow 
morning. Soviets may insist upon deletion of final paragraph. Their 
commitment to accept other three paragraphs is firm although 

exact date April 15 subject to confirmation, probably tomorrow. 

“The Foreign Ministers of the United States, France, the United 
Kingdom and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, meeting in 
Berlin, 

Considering that the establishment, by peaceful means, of a 
united and independent Korea would be an important factor in re- 
ducing international tension and in restoring peace in other parts 
of Asia, 

Propose that a conference of representatives of the United States, 
France, the United Kingdom, the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub- 
lics, the Chinese People’s Republic, the Republic of Korea, the Peo- 
ple’s Democratic Republic of Korea and the other countries, the 
armed forces of which participated in the hostilities in Korea, and 
which desire to do so, shall meet in Geneva on April 15 for the pur- 
pose of reaching a peaceful settlement of the Korean question, 

Agree that the problem of restoring peace in Indochina will also 
be discussed at the conference, to which representatives of the 
United States, France, the United Kingdom, the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, the Chinese People’s Republic and other inter- 
ested states will be invited. 

It is understood that neither the invitation to, nor the holding of, 
the above-mentioned conference shall be deemed to imply diplomat- 
ic recognition in any case where it has not already been accorded.” 

DULLES 

1 Dulte 75, Document 483. Dulte 77 transmitted the Soviet proposal submitted at 
the fourth restricted meeting on Feb. 15. For a record of this meeting, see Document 

485. 

2 For a record of the fifth restricted session at which this proposal was made, see 
the U.S. Delegation record, supra.
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No. 497 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 203 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Secretary of State } 

TOP SECRET BERLIN, February 17, 1954. 

Participants: 

The Secretary of State M. Bidault 
Mr. Merchant M. Alphand 

The four French prerequisites to EDC 2 are: 

1. Accord with the UK. 
2. US undertaking re troops. 
3. Saar settlement. 
4, Question of “democratic control’’ of EDC Army. 

Regarding 1, Bidault felt that the arrangements now practically 
agreed upon would suffice provided there was a satisfactory under- 
standing under 2. The British would not give adequate undertak- 
ings if they thought the US was going to pull out. Bidault ex- 
pressed the personal view that if they started out with close asso- 
ciation with EDC, the UK would end up with membership. 

Regarding 2, there should be some undertaking to maintain 
Anglo-American forces on the Continent; also, some declaration 
that we did not regard the North Atlantic Treaty as expiring in 

twenty years, but as an agreement which normally would continue. 
There should be agreement on maintenance of the forward strat- 

egy rather than peripheral strategy and acceptance of the concept 
of some contribution by the US to maintaining an appropriate bal- 

ance of strength on the Continent. Also, it would be desirable that 

the US would indicate its willingness to sit in on talks which would 
otherwise confront the French with the Germans so that the 

French would not be left alone. There was some discussion as to 
the possible form the US action might take. Alphand suggested a 

Congressional resolution. I said that this matter of troop disposi- 
tion was under our Constitution primarily a matter for the Presi- 
dent. Even the proposed constitutional amendment would probably 
expressly reaffirm the authority of the President to make agree- 
ments as Commander-in-Chief without the necessity for any Con- 
gressional participation. I thought that an appropriate communica- 
tion from the President, perhaps sent with the knowledge and in- 

1 Attached to the source text was a message from Merchant to O’Connor, dated 
Feb. 24, which stated that Merchant had compared the memorandum with his notes 

and had found nothing to add or modify. This conversation took place at the Secre- 
tary’s residence at lunch on Feb. 17. 

2 For documentation on the EDC, see vol. v, Part 1, pp. 571 ff.
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formal approval of some of the Congressional committees, would 
give the maximum that could be expected under our constitutional 
provisions. 

With regard to 3, there would have to be a general settlement of 

the Saar matter, although not every detail would have to be set- 

tled. It could be contingent upon the EDC, as obviously you could 
not Europeanize the Saar unless there was going to be a Europe. 
Adenauer should realize the importance of this Saar matter and be 
willing to talk about it seriously and above all soon and quietly. Bi- 
dault complained that there had always been too much publicity, 
even by Adenauer to prior talks with him and with Francois- 
Poncet. ® 

As to 4, there was long discussion between Bidault and Alphand 
as to where the most votes could be gotten—whether by playing to 
the socialists in favor of establishing democratic control or from 
the right which feared an all-European political organ. Since this 
was not a matter on which the US could be helpful, we did not 
take any part in this discussion. However, Bidault indicated he 
thought this was the most difficult point of all to solve. 

Regarding procedure, Bidault indicated his belief that the 
present government would probably hold on until the EDC vote. He 
thought that whatever was done under points 1, 2 and 8 should, as 
far as possible, be done simultaneously at the moment when they 
would have the greatest impact. I asked as to whether we could 

work this out in Washington with Bonnet. Bidault said Bonnet had 
his full confidence, but that he lacked technical qualifications. Al- 
phand suggested working these things out with Bruce in Paris, but 

I said I doubted whether this was the best place. It should prefer- 

ably be done where the President and I could be in personal touch 
with the matter. Also, Bruce, as former Under Secretary, could not, 

from a Congressional standpoint, usefully be given too great a role 
in this matter. Bidault agreed and said that he would send Al- 

phand to Washington, but wanted him to come under some cover 
which would avoid wide-spread speculation in France. 

I said that I wanted Bidault to know that we wanted to do every- 
thing possible to help put the EDC through. I saw no acceptable 
alternative. Some want to proceed at once to arm the Germans to a 
large extent and to proceed to put the contractuals in force without 
French concurrence. Others would want to adopt a peripheral 
strategy based on Britain and Spain primarily. Others would want 
to return to isolationism. I could not see what the outcome would 
be, but surely it would not be anything good, and it would almost 
surely mark the end to the role of France as a great power. Bidault 

3 Regarding these talks, see Documents 607 ff.
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said he fully accepted all of this, and he was dedicated to accom- 

plishment of the EDC. It was not precisely what he would have 
liked, but it was better than any alternative. I said EDC was not 
precisely in the form I would have negotiated it, but the President 

and I either had to elect to go ahead on what was or had to try to 
make a fresh start, and the first course seemed preferable. Bidault 

said it was the same with him. 4 

JOHN FosTER DULLES 

4 According to Secto 165 from Berlin, Feb. 18, Secretary Dulles also asked Bidault 
to instruct the French High Commissioner for Austria to proceed with planning for 
the use of Austrian manpower in the event of an emergency. (Conference files, lot 
60 D 627, CF 210) According to another telegram, Dulles also stated during the 
lunch “that if EDC failed ratification in France many unpleasant things would 
happen, including great pressure in certain American quarters for resumption of 
special US-UK relationship which had existed during World War II.” (Dulte 89 
from Berlin, Feb. 18, Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 212) 

No. 498 

396.1 BE/2-1754: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State } 

CONFIDENTIAL BERLIN, February 17, 1954—10 p.m. 

Secto 159. Department pass OSD. Following summary first part 

February 17 For Minister’s meeting, Eden presiding: ? 
Molotov spoke first on European security. He asked that other 

Ministers address themselves to Soviet proposal for partial with- 

drawal of troops from Germany. ® He insisted that this would both 
reduce international tensions and would alleviate situation of 
German people. Molotov then turned to Soviet proposal for Europe- 
an security treaty. * Referring to Bidault’s inquiry as to whether 
Soviet Union considered its security proposal compatible with 
NATO, he once again avoided direct reply. He repeated previous 
statement that security treaty was alternative to EDC, with which 
it was incompatible. He said Soviet Union willing study question 
whether security treaty compatible with NATO and intimated that 
latter might be so amended as to overcome difference of views be- 
tween East and West regarding its defensive nature. Finally, in 

1 Repeated to London, Paris, Bonn, Moscow, and Vienna. 
2The meeting began at 3:30 p.m. The U.S. Delegation verbatim record of the 

twentieth plenary, USDEL PLEN/20, is in Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 195. 

For a record of the second part of the plenary, see Secto 162, infra. 
3 For this proposal, see FPM(54)46, Document 516. 
4 For this proposal, see FPM(54)47, Document 517.
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reply to previous statements by Bidault regarding the garrisoned 
people’s police in Soviet Zone, Molotov suggested that joint effort 

be made introduce clarity into this question. He then read follow- 

ing proposal: 

“The Governments of France, the United Kingdom, the USA and 
the USSR, consider it desirable to have agreement achieved by the 
parties (storon) on the German police, both in Eastern and Western 
Germany, involving matters relating to the strength and arma- 
ment of all types of police.” > 

Secretary Dulles then made statement transmitted Secto 160. 6 

Bidault pointed out again that Soviet proposals would destroy 

Western security system, while leaving own unimpaired. He insist- 
ed European security arrangements must crown a European settle- 
ment, which would involve settlement of German and Austrian 

questions. We find ourselves however in situation where cannot 

face breaking up security arrangements, and it will not help to sub- 
stitute for these agreements with countries which make statements 

that are anything but reassuring. Bidault then drew attention to 
fact that Soviet security proposals provided for participation of one 

country which stretches from Europe to the Pacific and is allied 
with Communist China. He saw no reason therefore to exclude 

other non-European powers which have historically been concerned 

with Europe. 

Bidault observed that Molotov had again failed to answer his 
question regarding compatibility of NATO and Soviet security pro- 
posal. He recalled then various statements made since 1949 in 

Soviet notes regarding the aggressive aims of NATO. He insisted 
that security must be considered in intercontinental framework 
and could not be predicted upon withdrawal US troops. He conclud- 
ed by expressing hope Soviets would give careful consideration to 
proposals on European security advanced by French delegation. 

During course this statement, Bidault referred to question garri- 

soned peoples police and said that, whatever Molotov said, troops 
in barracks are generally considered an army. 

Meeting recessed following Bidault’s statement. 

5 This proposal was circulated as FPM(54)76. 
6 Document 500.
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No. 499 

396.1 BE/2-1854: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State } 

CONFIDENTIAL BERLIN, February 18, 1954—1 a.m. 

Secto 162. Department pass OSD. Following summary second 
part February [17] session Foreign Ministers, Eden presiding. 2 

Discussion resumed by Eden after intermission. Remarked he 
would consider Soviet proposal on German police (see first part 
summary) especially since Soviet figures on East German police 

conflict with those available to British. In view previous Soviet 
comments on security, he considered Soviet plan aimed at NATO 
and as alternative to EDC. But these not aimed at anyone. Troop 
withdrawal according to Soviet plan ? would greatly weaken West. 
Latter had fitted security into broader framework which Soviets 
had rejected. Referring to earlier Soviet speeches Eden concluded 
Soviets placed both NATO and EDC in same category of condemna- 
tion. Agreed with Secretary no useful results could be achieved re- 
garding security until German problem settled for this is main 
cause of European insecurity. If this not done, further discussion 
on security unrealistic. Concrete British proposal made early in 
conference because German problem is key to effort for peace. * So- 

viets did not accept proposal for discussion and rejected principles, 

and reasons for their doing so are clear from Soviet speeches. Fur- 
ther discussions this subject thus theoretical. In conclusion Eden 
reaffirmed firmness of West alliances and their defensive charac- 
ter. 

Molotov then gave police figures for West German (230,000 mili- 
tarized detachments plus 150,000 under control of occupation 
powers which were cadres of German militarism). NATO and EDC 
not same thing. One exists; the other only on paper. Germany not 
in NATO but will be in EDC. Present differences between powers 

will be increased by EDC. Agreed solution of German problem was 
biggest problem and admitted little progress made on reconciling 
differences of two plans. Still troops must be withdrawn before 
elections to insure their freedom. USSR wanted to continue efforts 
to reach solution and others should do likewise. Despite delay on 
principal aspects no need to postpone certain practical matters, 

1 Repeated to Bonn, Frankfurt, London, Paris, Vienna, and Moscow. 

2 For a record of the first part of the twentieth plenary, see Secto 159, supra. 
3 For this Soviet proposal, see FPM(54)46, Document 516. 
4 For the text of this British proposal, see FPM(54)17, Document 510.
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viz., those facilitating connection between two sections of Germany. 
Then tabled proposal to establish two committees to facilitate eco- 

nomic and political ties between East and West Germany (for text 

see Secto 161 5). 

Secretary quoted from Senate Foreign Relations Committee’s 

NATO report (section on European integration) ® to show US con- 
cept on NATO from start was that it would facilitate integration of 
Germany into Europe which is essential to insure security. Glad to 
note Soviet proposal to relieve unnecessary and unwarranted hard- 

ships on people in East Germany but by 1949 CFM communiqué? 
ministers already committed to alleviate effects of division of Ger- 
many and Berlin. Would consider proposal overnight which seemed 

feeble substitute for Eden proposal to establish all-German Govern- 
ment after free elections. Has little confidence in dealings with 

regime which tyrannizes its people. 

Bidault said he would consider proposal to improve conditions 
which were recognizably bad. Matters in proposal were no longer 

for allied powers to handle but could be done by two German re- 
gimes. 

Eden thought his original proposal much best solution but this 
failing he would consider Soviet proposal. Did colleagues consider 
discussion of item finished? 

Molotov stated he would like consideration of his proposals on 
police and East-West German cooperation so that they can be 
agreed February 18. 

In Secretary’s view proposals called for more consideration than 
time permitted. He suggested their consideration through diplomat- 
ic channels; Eden thought HICOMers could handle matter. 

Molotov proposed ministers indicate February 18 their views on 
disposition of his proposals. 

February 18 agenda—restricted session in morning and Austrian 
item in afternoon. 

5 Not printed. (396.1 BE/2-1754) For this proposal, see FPM(54)75, Document 524. 
6 The quote under reference here is in the verbatim record of this plenary, 

USDEL PLEN/20, in Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 195. 

7 Foreign Relations, 1949, vol. 1m, p. 1062.
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No. 500 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 210: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State 

PRIORITY BERLIN, February 17, 1954. 

Secto 160. Department pass OSD. Following is text of Secretary’s 
statement February 17: 2 

“T will comment on the observations made by the Soviet Foreign 
Minister. 

He supports his proposal for troop withdrawal? in East and 
West Germany on the basis that this would give satisfaction to the 
German people. 

I am sure he can speak with authority as far as the Eastern Zone 

is concerned; I doubt whether he can speak with the same author- 

ity as far as the Western Zone is concerned. 

I can say that there has been no intimation of any kind received 
from the authorities of West Germany, or from the people of West 
Germany, that they would like to see the withdrawal of troops of 
the Western powers which are in Germany. 

On the contrary, there is evidence that there would be very con- 
siderable concern if these troops were withdrawn, given the situa- 
tion which exists in the East. 

Therefore, I am afraid that, while the proposal might give satis- 

faction in the Eastern Zone, it would not give satisfaction in the 
Western Zone. 

If the Soviet Union is eager to give people satisfaction by troop 

withdrawals, I would suggest that a good place to begin would be in 
Austria, where there is no question but what all the people eagerly 

desire all the troops to be withdrawn. There we are assured of a 
chance to give satisfaction. The Soviet delegation might give fur- 

ther consideration to that matter and perhaps indicate their ac- 

ceptance of the Austrian State Treaty when we take that up tomor- 
row afternoon. 

There is, however, a reason more fundamental than any I have 
indicated so far why the United States does not feel itself able to 
accept the Soviet proposal which is entitled, “on ensuring Europe- 
an security’. That is the paper which calls for the final withdrawal 
of forces. 

1 Repeated to New York, London, Paris, Vienna, Moscow, Bonn, and CINCEUR. 
2 For a record of the twentieth plenary on Feb. 17, see Sectos 159 and 162, Docu- 

ment 498 and supra. Secretary Dulles’ statement was circulated as FPM(54)77. 
3 For this proposal, see FPM(54)46, Document 516.
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What the Soviet Union asks the Western powers to do, presum- 

ably in the name of European security, is what we did under very 
analogous circumstances in Korea immediately preceding 1950. 
Our withdrawal in that case did not produce security; it produced 

war. 
Korea, like Germany, was divided. Korea, like Germany, was di- 

vided under conditions so that roughly two-thirds of Korea was oc- 
cupied by Western forces and the other third occupied by the non- 
Western forces. 

The analogy is closer because the indigenous forces in North 
Korea, like the forces in Eastern Germany, were highly organized 
and trained, whereas those in Southern Korea and in Western Ger- 

many were only police forces. 
Moreover, Molotov has questioned Mr. Eden’s statements with 

reference to the East German military personnel. The United 
States has very reliable information to reveal that the East 
German military personnel now total 140,200 men under arms. Of 

this number 100,000 are in the ground forces with an additional 
25,000 serving in security formations. There are seven organized di- 
visions of which three are mechanized. Air forces constitute 60 jet 
fighters manned and trained by 5,000 officers. These forces are 

commanded by ex-officers of the Nazi Wehrmacht and of the SS. 
They are additional to 100,000 East German police. 

I can assure the Soviet Foreign Minister that there is nothing 
comparable in West Germany. 

There are ample means of access to information so that anyone 
can ascertain that fact readily for himself. 

There is in West Germany a total of 150,000 police, none of 

whom have any more than normal police armament. That number 
is to be thought of in terms of the population of the Western Zone, 

which is, of course, many times that of the Eastern Zone. 
The situation in Germany is thus comparable to the situation 

which existed in Korea prior to 1947. Up to that time the United 
States had its own armed forces in South Korea; and there was 

peace. The United States took its troops out of South Korea in 
1949, and in 1950 there was war. 

It is not necessary at this point to indulge in argument as to just 
where the responsibility for that war lay. No one can dispute the 
two facts: First, that the United States troops were taken out; and, 

immediately following that, there was war. 
Therefore, I am sure that Mr. Molotov will understand, even if 

he does not agree with our state of mind, when we say that we are 
highly skeptical of a proposal put forward in the name of peace 
which involves our following the same course of action which, 
under remarkably similar circumstances, in fact led to war.
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It is to fly in the face of the teachings of history, and indeed of 

elemental reasoning to seek peace by continuing the disunity of a 
people who are bound together by sentiments of patriotism and by 
ethnic unity. 

The way to get peace and promote peace in Europe is not simply 

to think of various devices whereby we can mitigate the dangers of 
a disunited Germany. We should seek a united Germany. 

That is why I regret that in this topic of Item Two the Soviet 
Union has gotten lost in its great grandiose scheme, piling words 
upon words, and it has left the central problem, which is the peace- 

ful unification of Germany. 

It is not an accident that the three Western Ministers, under this 

Item Two, have concentrated their attention on the problem of 
Germany and the creation of a united Germany through free elec- 
tions. It is because we believe that this goes to the heart of the 
problem of security for Europe. 

We are also convinced that a united Germany should be allowed 
to develop along peaceful lines of its own choosing. A Germany 
which is coerced, which is told what it cannot do, is a Germany 

which almost surely will follow the same course that was followed 
by the Germany which succeeded the Treaty of Versailles. There 
the restrictions which were imposed were the very thing that en- 
abled the extreme nationalists to come to power. 

Therefore, our second point is that Germany must be allowed to 

pursue her inclinations so long as these are peaceful and compati- 

ble with the security of the rest of us. Since, in fact, Germany 
wishes to associate herself with the Western countries of Europe, it 

is essential to peace that she be allowed to do so. If she had wished 
to associate herself with the powers of Eastern Europe, we would 

not have wanted to force her otherwise. The main point is that we 

should not attempt to apply such a coercion to Germans that they 
will not feel that Germany is an independent sovereign state. In 
that way, I repeat, lies great danger. 

It is a fact, which all of us who really want peace should eagerly 
welcome, that certainly the greater part of the Germans want to 
adopt a course which will end, for at least 50 years, and I believe 
for all time, a distinctively national army, and equally end the 
German general staff. The fact that the Germans want to do this 
gives us a unique opportunity to go to meet them, and to consoll- 
date that present will. That will may not always be with us. If 
today we reject that will of the German people which goes in the 
direction of peace, if we try to substitute provisions which will be 
forcibly imposed upon Germany, if we perpetuate the division of 
Germany, if we impose limitation and controls of the nature of the
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Versailles Treaty, then, I say we would be accepting a heavy re- 

sponsibility before history.” 

No. 501 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 203 

Memorandum by the Counselor of the Department of State 
(MacArthur) to the Secretary of State } 

SECRET BERLIN, February 17, 1954. 

I met with Malik, Roberts, and Seydoux after the plenary session 
this afternoon. 2 Malik produced a paper from which he read, 
saying it was a rough outline of a communiqué. It was blocked out 
along the following lines: 

An opening sentence said the four Foreign Ministers had met 
from January 25 to February 18 in Berlin to consider (the agreed 
agenda of the Conference was listed here). 

There was then, apparently, four paragraphs following. The first 
one said the four Ministers met to consider Agenda Item 1 (which 
was listed again in full). There was a blank to be filled in tomor- 
row, depending on the outcome of the restricted session tomorrow 
morning. The next paragraph dealt with Agenda Item 2 and said 
the Ministers had discussed this matter and it would be useful to 
continue examination of German questions in the interests of peace 
and European security, etc. The next paragraph dealt with Agenda 
Item 3 and was to be filled in following the discussion on Austria 
tomorrow. A final paragraph in essence said the Berlin Conference 
had been useful in enabling the Ministers to exchange views and 
would greatly facilitate the future consideration and solution of the 
problems examined. 

It is perfectly obvious that the Soviets are doing what we expect- 
ed they would do and are trying to build up expectations that we 
have made real progress and that solution of Germany and Europe 

is just around the corner. This would be seized upon in France by 
neutralists and opponents of EDC to block EDC. 

I told Malik I believed he was under a misapprehension about 
the purposes of our meeting. As I understood it, there had been no 
agreement by the Ministers this morning * to a quadripartite com- 

1 A handwritten notation on the source text indicates that Secretary Dulles saw 
it. Copies of this memorandum were also sent to Merchant, Bowie, Tyler, Morris, 

and Nagle. 
2 For a report on the twentieth plenary, see Sectos 159, 162, and 160, Documents 

498, 499, and supra. 
3 For a report on the fifth restricted session, see the U.S. Delegation verbatim 

record, Document 495.
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muniqué. The purpose of the meeting of the four of us, as I under- 
stood it, was to exchange views as to whether in the event of fur- 

ther agreement were reached tomorrow, in what form these agree- 
ments might be published. One possibility was simply that they 
would be agreed Conference documents and released to the press at 
the conclusion of the session. I added that if the only agreement 

that is registered is the one on disarmament, it would hardly be 

worthwhile issuing a communiqué. On the other hand, if an agree- 
ment were reached on Agenda Item 1, it might be worth register- 

ing this agreement publicly in some way, but as we saw it, under 

any circumstances any communiqué that might be issued would be 

a simple announcement of the agreed decisions of the four Minis- 
ters and nothing more. 

Seydoux and Roberts took a somewhat similar line, although 
Roberts was perhaps a little bit more “diplomatic” and left the 
door open a bit, it seemed. 

I feel very strongly that if there is to be any communiqué it 
should be simply: an opening sentence to the effect that the four 

Ministers have reached the following agreement (or agreements)— 
the item on disarmament as agreed this morning would then be 
listed, and if there is an agreement on Item 1, that would be listed, 

and that would be all. Do you agree? 

I should add that Alphand is desperately worried that if we 

imply that Berlin will result in a solution by further discussions of 
the problem of Germany and European Security, EDC is a dead, 

dead duck. 
DouGcLas MacArtuur II 

No. 502 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 212: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Department of State } 

TOP SECRET NIACT BERLIN, February 18, 1954—11 a.m. 

Dulte 90. For Acting Secretary for discretionary distribution 

from Secretary. Eden met with me tonight with the following re- 

sults: 

1 Drafted by Secretary Dulles.
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1. EDC. We reviewed together conditions precedent to EDC and 

found ourselves in substantial agreement along lines of my lunch 

with Bidault and Alphand. 2 Cable follows. 

2. Egypt. Eden indicated that if Iran could be included with 
Turkey, he personally would be satisfied and ready to make conces- 

sion on uniforms. 

However, he said Churchill was very difficult on this subject, and 
he could not be confident of result until he saw situation after 
return to London. He said that if no new agreement could be 

reached, they would have to get along as best they could under the 
present treaty, and I said I thought we would then have to give 

economic aid to Egypt, particularly having regard to Soviet propos- 

al regarding upper dam. Eden seemed acquiescent. 

3. Iran. I said I did not think Anglo-Iranian could hold 50 percent 

position. We were not trying to get larger US position, but only 
trying to meet political realities in Iran. Eden said that he had 

thought 50 percent probably unobtainable, but hoped to get as close 
to this as possible with position for Dutch Shell. I emphasized US 

companies were not themselves seeking large participation, but 
only going along at government request and that our judgment 

would be entirely a political judgment based on estimate Iran situ- 
ation. 

4. East-West Trade. I urged only gradual relaxation on item-to- 

item basis, and Eden said he completely concurred in this ap- 
proach, and would look into the matter on his return. 

d. Middle East Defense. I said we were encouraged by degree to 
which Turkey, Pakistan plus possibly Iran and Iraq had developed 

spontaneously on basis of mild suggestion our part. I felt this very 

encouraging but recognized UK had problems in relation to India. 

Eden said he recognized these problems, but felt that on balance 

the project was good. 

DULLES 

2 For a report on Dulles’ luncheon meeting with Bidault, see the memorandum of 
conversation, Document 497. 

3 Presumably a reference to Dulte 91 from Berlin, Feb. 18, which stated that 
Dulles had had lunch with Bidault and that he was bringing a memorandum of the 
oon GR Din with him when he returned to Washington. (Conference files, lot 60 D
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February 18, 1954 

No. 503 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 212: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Department of State ! 

TOP SECRET PRIORITY BERLIN, February 18, 1954—1 a.m. 
NIACT 

Dulte 87. For Acting Secretary from Secretary. Re Dulte 86 2 Bi- 
dault is instructed by Cabinet to accept this latest Soviet offer and 
we consider it acceptable in itself apart from necessity avoiding 
break with France which would imperil both Indochina and EDC. 

(1) Principle of no five power conference is upheld; (2) there is no 
promotion of Communist China to position of authority and pres- 
tige; (8) we are negotiating with Communist China only on de facto 
basis in relation to concrete local problems of war and peace where 
that regime is a necessary party; (4) composition for Korea is as we 

sought and India is excluded; and (5) our choice of place is accept- 
ed. 

I have emphasized to Bidault that prospect of conference on 
Indochina will increase Communist effort for knock out this season 
and must be met with corresponding determination to win good ne- 
gotiating position. 

DULLES 

1 Drafted by Secretary Dulles. 
2 Document 496. 

No. 504 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 206 

United States Delegation Record of the Sixth Restricted Meeting of 
the Berlin Conference, February 18, 1954, 11 a.m. 

TOP SECRET 
Present: United States 

Secretary Dulles 
Mr. Merchant 
Mr. Nash 
Mr. Bohlen 

France 

Mr. Bidault 
Mr. Parodi
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Mr. De Margerie 

Mr. Andronikof 

United Kingdom 
Mr. Eden 
Mr. Roberts 

Mr. Birse 

USSR 
Mr. Molotov 

Mr. Gromyko 

Mr. Malik 

Mr. Troyanovski 

Mr. Molotov was in the chair. 

Mr. Bidault said that, as he stated yesterday, he wished to con- 
sult his Government concerning yesterday’s meeting and the paper 
they had discussed: that is, the United Kingdom resolution as 

amended by the Soviet Delegation. 1 It seemed to the French Gov- 
ernment that this was the result of a joint effort to deal with the 
problems and the French Government found it acceptable as a 
whole. As to the date, it was only three days before Easter which 

would be difficult and therefore he would suggest Monday, April 26 
instead. He pointed out that the experts would meet to verify the 
text in all languages since it now existed in only one. 

Mr. Molotov said he would like to examine the text and after 
study inquired whether the last paragraph was really necessary. 

The Secretary said from the point of view of the United States it 
was indispensable. 

Mr. Molotov stated that the Soviet Delegation considered this 
text acceptable. They would like to think over the last paragraph 

before the plenary session this afternoon but he wished to express 
the hope that it would not cause any difficulty. 

Mr. Eden recalled that at yesterday's meeting Mr. Molotov had 
wished to think over the use of the word “representatives. ’’ 

Mr. Molotov said the Soviet Delegation had gained a definite im- 
pression which he hoped was not merely subjective but was a re- 
flection of objective reality. He said the Soviet Delegation under- 
stood they would meet in Geneva at least for the beginning. He 
said he felt this was important not so much from the point of view 
of interest of the Soviet Union but from the point of view of inter- 
est of the questions to be discussed. In reply to a question of the 
Secretary he stated that the date proposed by Mr. Bidault, namely, 
April 26, was acceptable. 

1 For a report on the fifth restricted session, see the U.S. Delegation record, Docu- 
ment 495.
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The Ministers then discussed the problem of inquiring of the 

Swiss Government whether they would be agreeable to having such 
a conference and it was decided that the French Delegation should 

communicate immediately by telephone with their Ambassador in 

Bern who is Doyen of the Corps there in an endeavor to obtain a 

reply from the Swiss Government today before this afternoon’s 
meeting. 

Mr. Bidault then raised the question about the manner of send- 

ing invitations and proposed that the Soviet Government should 

transmit the invitation to the Chinese People’s Republic and to the 
North Korean Government; that the United States should invite 

the Republic of Korea and all other countries who participated in 
the war in Korea; and that France and Great Britain would merely 
invite themselves. 

This proposal was accepted.2 The Ministers agreed that nothing 

would be given to the press on this morning’s meeting and that the 
agreed text would be tabled this afternoon. 

Mr. Molotov again repeated that he hoped there would be no dif- 
ficulty concerning the last paragraph. 

At today’s closed session the Ministers discussed certain matters 
connected with the close of the conference. Mr. Molotov said that 
he would like to hear the views of his colleagues concerning the 
two proposals on Germany put in by the Soviet Delegation yester- 

day—namely, one on police and the other for the establishment of 
two committees. ? He said he did this since Mr. Dulles indicated 

that he would have to leave this evening and that possibly, if they 
exchanged views now, their experts might have something to work 

on before the afternoon session. 

The Secretary said he was not in a position to express an opinion 
on these points at the moment. However, one of his advisers was 

studying it and he doubted that time would permit a decision on 
these questions; but, as he suggested yesterday, it could be pursued 
through diplomatic channels or as Mr. Eden stated by the High 

Commissioners. There were certain aspects of these questions 
which from our point of view at least would require reference to 

the Federal Government since some of these points were not within 
the competence of the High Commissioners. 

Mr. Bidault said he was in the same situation and his advisers 

were working on a procedure as to how to handle these questions. 

He therefore couldn’t either take any decision on the matter now 

2 This proposal is printed as an attachment below. 
3 For text of these Soviet proposals, see Secto 159 and FPM(54)75, Documents 498 

and 524.



THE BERLIN CONFERENCE 1165 

or give any indication as to how these questions should be handled 
in the future. 

Mr. Eden said he was also in the same position and that he ex- 
pected to talk to his High Commissioner this morning. He inquired 
therefore whether it wouldn’t be best if the present meeting ad- 

journed in order to give them time to consult with their experts 
before the afternoon session. 

The Secretary then raised the question of a communiqué and 
stated that he thought it should really merely contain the agree- 
ments that they reached here, since he felt that to deal with other 
questions would merely raise the same differences that they had 
encountered at the conference. 

Mr. Bidault agreed with this statement and said that he thought 
the agreements only should be registered in the final communiqué; 
that seemed to him more reasonable than attempting to deal with 

what had not been accomplished at the conference. 
Mr. Eden also agreed and thought there was nothing to gain in 

trying to reproduce their arguments and differences. 
Mr. Molotov said he agreed that the communiqué should register 

the agreements that they had reached and should not include 
statements of their differences or polemics. The chief part there- 
fore would be the two agreements they reached on Item 1. As to 
the second point on Germany, if after consultation with their ex- 
perts the heads of the delegations agreed on something, this should 
also be in the communiqué. He said each delegation would, of 
course, have an opportunity to express its views on any of the sub- 
jects under discussion at the conference. He was not sure, however, 

that the people that surrounded them, namely, the Germans, 

would understand if there was no mention in the final communi- 
qué of the German problem. From the exchange of views on this 

subject, the Soviet Delegation believed that they might express the 

general idea which emerged from this exchange without referring 
to their disagreements. He had in mind a sentence somewhat as 

follows: “That the Governments of France, the United States, 

United Kingdom and USSR will continue their efforts for a satis- 
‘factory solution of the German question in the interest of strength- 
ening peace and security in Europe.” 

The Secretary said he was in general agreement with Mr. Molo- 
tov but not in detail. Under Item 1 they had two agreements, on an 
Asian Conference and on Disarmament, which would be in the 
communiqué. Under Item 2 they might have some agreement 
which would be reflected and something in any event might be said 
that they all recognized they had not discharged their responsibil- 
ities towards Germany and that they would continue their efforts 
to make possible the fulfillment of these responsibilities. He
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thought Mr. Molotov’s wording was not acceptable since it seemed 

to imply a greater measure of common understanding on Germany 
than in fact existed. He felt it was very important not to create a 

sense of false illusion that there had been greater agreement here 
than in fact had taken place. On the third point, Austria, he had 

not abandoned all hope that the Soviet Union this afternoon would 
make it possible to conclude a treaty. But, if not, here again we 

should recognize that our responsibilities to Austria had not been 

discharged and some reference should be made to our intention to 
continue our efforts in that direction. 

Mr. Bidault said he had no thoughts on the text but was in gen- 
eral agreement with Mr. Dulles. He felt that what they had done 
here would have more effect than any expression of hope. It would 
seem therefore wise to limit the communiqué to what has been 
done and possibly in regard to Germany give some modest but real- 
istic indication of what might be done. He felt that the feelings of 
the people would be better satisfied by an honest indication of what 

had been done than by cloudy phrases of hope for the future. He 

said the German people know full well the extent of their disagree- 
ments and he doubted if any general words of hope would be well 

received. 

Mr. Eden said he agreed with Mr. Bidault and suggested that 
their experts should be asked to give them a draft since in general 

he felt their views were not too far apart. 

Mr. Molotov agreed with Mr. Dulles that we should not create 

the illusion of more results than had been achieved and also agreed 

that the formula on Germany would be very limited. He inquired 
whether they did or did not intend to continue their efforts on this 
question. He believed this was their intention and it therefore 

should be reflected in the communiqué. He said it is not enough 

merely to state that an agreement to hold a conference in Geneva 

had been reached but the conclusion should be drawn from the 

present conference which would facilitate the achievement of the 

desired results not only in Berlin but also in Geneva. As to Austria, 
the Soviet position is well known and the only point of importance 
that remains is to fix the period, which should be as short as possi- 
ble, for which troops should be left in Austria after the conclusion 

of the treaty. He felt that the other questions presented no great 

obstacles. 4 

The Meeting then adjourned. 

4For the final four-power communiqué of the Berlin Conference, see Document 

525.
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[Attachment] 

Text of Agreement Reached With Respect to Conference on Korea 
and Indochina 

TOP SECRET BERLIN, February 18, 1954. 

The Foreign Ministers of the United States, France, the United 

Kingdom and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, meeting in 
Berlin, 

Considering that the establishment, by peaceful means, of a 
united and independent Korea would be an important factor in re- 
ducing international tension and in restoring peace in other parts 
of Asia, 

Propose that a conference of representatives of the United States, 
France, the United Kingdom, the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub- 

lics, the Chinese People’s Republic, the Republic of Korea, the Peo- 
ple’s Democratic Republic of Korea, and the other countries the 
armed forces of which participated in the hostilities in Korea, and 
which desire to attend, shall meet in Geneva on April ——— for 
the purpose of reaching a peaceful settlement of the Korean ques- 
tion. 

Agree that the problem of restoring peace in Indochina will also 
be discussed at the conference, to which representatives of the 

United States, France, the United Kingdom, the Union of Soviet 

Socialist Republics, the Chinese People’s Republic and other inter- 
ested states will be invited. 

It is understood that neither the invitation to, nor the holding of, 

the above-mentioned conference shall be deemed to imply diplomat- 
ic recognition in any case where it has not already been accorded. 

No. 505 

396.1 BE/2-1954: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 
Department of State } 

CONFIDENTIAL BERLIN, February 19, 1954—1 a.m. 

Secto 176. Department pass OSD. 21st (and final) quadripartite 
plenary, Molotov presiding: 2 

1 Transmitted in two sections. Repeated to Bonn, Frankfurt, Paris, London, 
Vienna, and Moscow. 

2 The meeting began at 3:10 p.m. The U.S. Delegation verbatim record of this ple- 
nary, USDEL PLEN/21, is in Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 195.
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I. Item 3—Austria. 

a. Fig] said reluctantly and with misgivings Austria would agree 
extend period of occupation; but not to some indeterminate uncon- 
trollable date, e.g., conclusion German peace treaty; rather to some 

definite date, e.g., 30 June 1955. 3 

b. Molotov had three points: 

_1. Soviet delegation willing accept implication Eden’s observa- 
tions, i.e., willing accept unilateral Austrian declaration intent not 
enter military alliances; such declaration possible as appendage 
treaty. 

2. Soviet delegation reiterated its proposal that postponement 
troop withdrawal be indefinite but be reconsidered some time 1955. 
_3. Figl’s proposals met situation to some extent, but not suffi- 

ciently. Hope Austrians after further discussion may be willing 
accept latest Soviet version Article 33. 4 

c. Dulles expressed profound regret that even after considerable 
and “sacrificial” efforts by Austrians, Soviet delegation still unable 
conclude treaty. Since treaty not to be signed at this conference, 
US delegation reserves right reconsider its acceptance previously 
disputed articles; therefore withdraws earlier concessions. 

d. Bidault made three points: 

1. France cannot accept (re Article 33) any subordination Austri- 
an independence to extraneous issues, i.e., German peace treaty, 
since to link Austrian and German issues is in nature of an An- 
schluss. 

2. Since treaty not being concluded, necessary French delegation 
withdraw its concessions on disputed articles. 

3. Under terms Article 35 Austria cannot regain control and ben- 
efit its oil resources until fixed period after conclusion treaty. Be- 
ginning this fixed period now in indefinite future; but oil resources 
not inexhaustible; hence this an additional argument for promptest 
possible conclusion treaty. 

e. Eden: (1) Expressed regret nonacceptance Austrian offer. (2) 
Said Article 33 is essential point and UK Government could never 
accept Soviet version. (3) Re current Soviet offer substitute declara- 
tion intent for Article 4-bis, Austrians had already made declara- 

3.On Feb. 17 the Embassy in Vienna had informed the U.S. Delegation that new 
instructions were being sent to Fig] including authority to offer the proposals made 
in this final plenary. (Telegram 71 to Berlin, 663.001/2-1754) The Tripartite Group 
on Austria met with the Austrian Delegation late on the evening of Feb. 17 to dis- 
cuss these instructions and the U.S. Delegation reported that it was faced with the 
following dilemma: to satisfy Austrian public opinion with the counterproposals or 
to deny Molotov any opportunity for creating uncertainty as to who was to blame 
for the conference ending without a treaty. (Secto 163 from Berlin, Feb. 18, 396.1 
BE/2-1854) Apparently the U.S. Delegation decided that it was better to allow Figl 
to make these proposals in the hope that Molotov would reject them. 

4 For the Soviet proposal on Article 33, see FPM(54)66, Document 521.
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tion—“which should suffice,’ therefore, UK entirely opposed ap- 
pending any such declaration to treaty. Eden withdrew UK conces- 

sions on disputed articles. 

f. Fig] made alternative proposal, i.e., extend (from 18 months to 
indefinite) period for residual supervision by four-power Ambassa- 

dors. 

g. Molotov took note positions other governments which he said 

Soviet delegation would study; but with view to concluding discus- 
sion this agenda item, tabled draft resolution to effect that confer- 
ence deems it advisable continue efforts conclude Austrian treaty 
through diplomatic channels in Vienna. °® 

h. The three Foreign Ministers studied Molotov’s draft resolu- 

tion, Fig] made terminal speech voicing regret at no settlement and 
hoping for better outcome earliest possible. 

i. Dulles proposed amendment Molotov resolution to make it pro- 
vide for resumption discussion through diplomatic channels in 

Vienna whenever USSR prepared name definite date at which it 

would agree to troop withdrawals; pointed out that it would be 
most misleading to imply, as Soviet resolution does, that solution is 

possible by continuing negotiation. This implication completely 
wrong since prime obstacle has been Soviet desire keep troops Aus- 
tria fundamentally incompatible with purposes treaty. This diffi- 
culty not removable by talk but only by change Soviet attitude 
which could be evidenced by willingness fix definite date for troop 
withdrawals. Bidault and Eden seconded Dulles amendment. Molo- 
tov “took note” Dulles resolution and UK French support thereof. 
It, however, hampered conclusion treaty. He reiterated real diffi- 

culties are attempted revival German militarism, EDC, danger 

Anschluss, etc.—all of which not fault of Soviet Government. 

IT, Agenda item 2—Germany and European security. 

a. Molotov called for views on two latest Soviet proposals. (Secto 
159 and Secto 161 §). 

b. Dulles’ comment confined to proposals for study police forces 

in Germany. Said they did not seem, as drafted, have sufficient 
substance be worth pursuing. Wondered if they indicated USSR 
now willing reconsider 1948 UN proposal for general census mili- 
tary forces. Such inquiry would be more useful since enumeration 
forces and armaments in GDR would only touch part of total prob- 
lem of forces as causing international tensions. 

5 For this proposal, circulated as FPM(54)80, see Berlin Discussions, p. 241, or 
Cmd. 9080, p. 173. 

6 Secto 159, Document 498. Secto 161 is not printed, but see FPM(54)75, Document 
524, for the second Soviet proposal.
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c. Bidault agreed with Dulles re Soviet proposal for study police 
forces. Thought both proposals consistent with Soviet position 

throughout conference which had single purpose promoting appear- 
ance unification while perpetuating division Germany in fact. Re 

Soviet second proposal, of little value since facilities already exist 
for promoting commercial, cultural, etc, contacts which anyway 
primarily business of Germans, not occupying powers. With view to 
facilitating “small solution” (since a big one seemed impossible) 
Western authorities were preparing a concrete program which they 
would communicate shortly, through their High Commissioners, to 

their Soviet colleagues. 

d. Eden dismissed police proposal on grounds it needs more time 

for study than we now have. On two-committee proposal, he ampli- 
fied Bidault remarks by saying Western study, now nearing com- 
pletion, would cover these points. 

1. Re inter-zonal: 

a. Abolition residence permits. 
b. Opening zonal crossing points. 
c. Liberalization transport services. 
d. Control procedures over inter-zonal transit. 
e. Relaxation restrictions on circulation printed matter. 

2. Re Berlin: 

a. Reduction formalities on inter-sectoral movement of per- 
sons. 

b. Elimination obstacles for movement of goods. 
c. Relaxation of frontier control between sectors. 
d. Improvement communication facilities. 

These proposals would and should be taken up by High Commis- 
sioners in normal conduct their business. Soviet proposal establish 

two committees improper since occupying powers should not go 
beyond their area present responsibilities in order enlarge area 
purely formal contacts between governments East and West Ger- 

many. 

e. Molotov briefly defended both Soviet proposals; police pro- 
posal on ground it desirable tamp down rumors re militariza- 
tion police forces in East and West Germany: two-committee 
proposal on ground four Foreign Ministers ought be able agree 
something as simple as that. He then introduced new resolu- 
tion to effect four governments would continue their efforts 
reach satisfactory solution German problem for purpose insur- 
ing peace in Europe.”7 All three Western Ministers objected to 

7For this proposal, circulated as FPM(54)81, see Berlin Discussions, p. 230, or 
Cmd. 9080, p. 130.
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introducing this late date an illusory and over-optimistic state- 
ment which not an accurate reflection of area of disagreement. 

ITT. Agenda item 1—Disarmament; five-power meeting. 

Conference considered two draft resolutions (see Secto 164 and 

Secto 171 8). Both accepted without discussion. Dulles pointed out 
disarmament resolution does not supplant or interrupt current dis- 
cussions including those re Eisenhower atomic pool proposal. ® Bi- 

dault advised conference that Swiss Government had confirmed to 
French Ambassador Bern Swiss Government willingness confer- 
ence be held Geneva. 

IV. Quadripartite communiqué. 

Accepted without discussion. For text, see Secto 171. 

V. Concluding statements. 

a. Dulles verbatim text, see Secto 175. !° 

b. Bidault’s statement 1! largely lecture on ‘realism.’ Said it 
necessary recognize great differences not only on policies but on 
facts and interpretations thereof. It necessary recognize division of 
world not remediable by waving magic wand. Given fundamental 

differences, it desirable try find practical solutions where possible 
and proceed step by step concretely on basis of inescapable facts. 

c. Eden statement 12 quite brief, containing these points: 

1. Recognition problems Germany and Austria was basis Western 
approach. They still basic and sooner or later it will be recognized 
that we must start there rather than with wider, more pretentious 
security schemes. 

2. Until such recognition, it clearly desirable do what possible in 
way of small solutions through High Commissioners in Germany 
and Austria. 

3. Failure conclude Austrian treaty most regrettable. 
4, On other side of ledger: 

A. Disarmament resolution not great thing but shows seri- 
ousness with which powers view this problem. 

B. Korea-Indochina resolution may break an existing dead- 
lock and open way for constructive solution tangible problems. 

8 Secto 164 transmitted the text of the agreed resolution on disarmament; see Doc- 
ument 495. Secto 171 transmitted the text of the final four-power communiqué 
which included the agreement on the conference on Korea and Indochina. (Both 
396.1 BE/2-1854) For the text of this communiqué, see Document 525. 

9 See footnote 2, Document 326. 
10 Infra. 

11 For Bidault’s closing statement, circulated as FPM(54)88, see Berlin Discus- 

sions, pp. 211-212, or Cmd. 9080, pp. 175-176. 

12 For Eden’s closing statement, circulated as FPM(54)87, see Berlin Discussions, 
pp. 212-213, or Cmd. 9080, pp. 176-177.
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d). Even in area where policies fundamentally opposed discussion 
at this conference not valueless inasmuch as understanding of op- 
posing views was increased. 

d. Molotov’s statement 13 largely repetitive points previously 
made in specific context. Re Germany, gave brief summary Soviet 
position as stated many times before—elections should be super- 
vised by Germany; dangers of military groupings; EDC; Anschluss, 
et cetera. Re Austria, again reiterated EDC, Anschluss, German 

militarism themes. Expressed gratification re disarmament Korea- 
Indochina resolution. Took occasion to emphasize conflicts of inter- 
est between munitions merchants on one hand and masses of 
people on the other. Suggested “some governments’ influenced by 
former, USSR only by latter. In conclusion stated that resumption 
of direct contact was good since it facilitated consideration urgent 
problems and itself went part way toward reducing tensions. Hoped 
unsolved problems would remain on four-power agenda and further 
efforts be made find solutions. !4 

13 For Molotov’s closing statement, circulated as FPM(54)89, see Berlin Discus- 

sions, pp. 213-216, or Cmd. 9080, pp. 177-179. 
14 The plenary adjourned at 7:01 p.m. 

No. 506 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 210: Telegram 

The United States Delegation at the Berlin Conference to the 

Department of State } 

BERLIN, February 18, 1954. 

Secto 175. Department pass OSD. Following is text Secretary’s 

statement at closing session February 18. ? 

“As I speak for the last time at this conference, I cannot but 
record a large measure of regret. We have failed to satisfy the 
hopes which many throughout the world placed in us. I refer par- 
ticularly to the peoples of East and West Germany and of Austria. 

It seems to me that our failures are not however due to lack of 

effort, or to inadequacies of detail. Our failures are of a kind which 
could not have been avoided by mere diplomatic or negotiating 
skills at this conference. We encountered a fundamental difference 
between the views of the East and the West. 

1 Repeated to New York, London, Paris, Bonn, Vienna, Moscow, and CINCEUR. 

2 Circulated as FPM(54)83. For a record of the twenty-first (final) plenary, see 

Secto 176, supra.
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This is not the time or the place to discuss philosophies or creeds. 
It is, however, important to observe that all of our basic differences 
here have revolved around the question of whether it was right, or 
indeed safe, to give man and nations a genuine freedom of choice. 

The Western powers were willing to place trust in the German 
and Austrian peoples. The Soviet Union was not. Its delegation 
pointed out that the Germans, if given freedom, might again follow 
such warlike leadership as was presented by the Kaiser and by 
Hitler; and that the Austrians, if left alone, might not abide by 

their solemn engagement to maintain their independence and to 
avoid absorption by Germany. 

The Western powers realize that no one can know with certainty 
the use to which men and nations will put their freedom. History 
records abuses of freedom. Doubtless it will do so again. Neverthe- 
less, we are convinced that no social system has ever been invented 
which is better than that which puts its trust in human freedom, 
guided by education and by religion. 

The Soviet delegation, in multiple ways, has made manifest its 
fears of freedom and its determination, through its occupation 

forces and its control of election processes, to try to make certain 
that freedom cannot be exercised in a way which might be prejudi- 
cial to it. 

That is why, it seems, the Soviet Foreign Minister found it im- 
possible to agree to the unification of Germany through genuinely 
free all-German elections, as we proposed, and why he has insisted 
that Soviet troops must remain indefinitely in Austria. 

Our discussion of European security has revealed that the Soviet 
Union believes that its security depends upon maintaining such a 
huge preponderance of power that every other country of Europe 
will in fact be subject to its coercion. The Soviet Union opposes any 
integration of the Western European countries, or any association 
with the United States, which would create sufficient defensive 

strength so that the peoples of Western Europe would in fact feel 
that they are masters within their own homes and can develop 
their own distinctive ways of life. 

The Atlantic Charter, to which we all subscribed, called for ‘free- 

dom from fear’. Today, unhappily, the dominant note in much of 
the world is ‘fear of freedom’. It is the conflict between those two 
concepts which has made it impossible here to achieve any large 
measure of agreement. 

We are confident that the impasse which we reached here will 
not be permanent. We do not believe that the peoples of Germany 
and Austria, or for that matter of other neighboring nations, need 

to bury their hopes. The Soviet leaders will surely come to see that 
freedom is not so greatly to be feared. It develops in men a basic



1174 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME VII 

respect for the rights of others, a sense of human dignity, a longing 
for fellowship and community welfare, which are the most solid 
props of peace. 

I am confident that if these basic realities become better under- 
stood by the Soviet Union, it will become possible to achieve the 

free and independent Austria which we promised in 1948, and the 
unified Germany which, we said in 1945, was a purpose of our occu- 
pation. 

Despite our conflicts of basic principle, we have made some 

progress here. 

The four of us have reached an agreement, which we hope will 
be acceptable to the others concerned, which will permit the hold- 
ing of a Korean political conference. * The possibility emerges of ef- 
fecting the unification of Korea, in freedom, as had been promised. 

There is also provided the chance, if Communist China wants it, 

of restoring peace and order in Indochina and thus enabling the 
three Associated [States] of Indochina to have freedom and enjoy it 
in security. 

We have agreed to pursue the four power search of agreement on 
reduction of armaments, as recommended by the United Nations. 4 

We shall pursue means to alleviate the plight of peoples of Ger- 
many and of Austria. 

In addition to what we have done here, we have learned much. 

That has a value which is not to be ignored. It makes it less likely 
that any of us should by inadvertence and miscalculation do what 
would risk another war. 

This does not mean that the Western nations will suspend the 
doing of what strengthens freedom and makes apparent its glorious 

potentials. If this conference were to result in a paralysis of free- 

dom, then indeed it would be a tragic failure. 

The three Western Ministers, each acting freely for his sovereign 
and independent nation, have found agreement on every aspect of 
our work. Thus we have exemplified a society of consent. If, in that 
spirit, our nations go on with others of like mind, to build the 
strength of freedom, then we shall win, everywhere, respect. It will 

be shared by all who look to us for leadership, for we shall be 
guarding and serving their freedom, with our own. 

Let me, in conclusion, say a personal word. I thank each of my 
three colleagues for the clarity and candor of their participations 
in this conference, and for the uniform courtesy and consideration 

which each has shown me.” 

3 For this agreement, see part (a) of the final four-power communiqué, Document 

” For this agreement, see part (b) of the final four-power communiqué.
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C. DOCUMENTS OF THE CONFERENCE 

No. 507 

Editorial Note 

In addition to the documents presented in this section, many of 
the conference documents appear in the records of the 21 plenaries 

and in various memoranda and telegrams printed in Section B. Ad- 

ditionally most of the statements of the four Foreign Ministers 

were circulated as conference documents and these have been iden- 
tified at the appropriate places in the records of the meetings. 

No. 508 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 196 

Proposal of the Soviet Delegation } 

[Translation] 

FPM(54)4 BERLIN, January 25, 1954. 

Drart AGENDA 

1. Measures for reducing tension in international relations and 
the convening of a meeting of Ministers for Foreign Affairs of 
France, Britain, the Soviet Union, the United States and the Chi- 
nese People’s Republic. 

2. The German question and the problems of ensuring European 
security. 

3. The Austrian State Treaty. 

1 This proposal was made at the first plenary on Jan. 25 and adopted at the 
second on Jan. 26. For records of these meetings, see Sectos 17 and 29, Documents 
355 and 359.
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No. 509 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 196 

Proposal of the French Delegation ! 

[Translation] 

FPM(54)15 BERLIN, January 29, 1954. 

DraFt RESOLUTION REGARDING THE CALLING OF A GENERAL 
DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE 

The Governments of the United States of America, of France, of 

the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and of the United Kingdom, 

Convinced that the solution of international controversies, neces- 

sary for the establishment of a lasting peace, would be considerably 
aided by an agreement on disarmament, 

Persuaded that such an agreement on a coordinated disarma- 

ment programme, accompanied by indispensable guarantees, placed 
under international control and authorizing only those armaments 
necessary for the individual or collective security of the different 

States, would lessen the burden which military expenditure entails 
for the different countries, and would contribute to the re-establish- 

ment of confidence among the nations, 

Declaring that any sincere effort to attain this goal demands 
that, in order to achieve the ending of all hostilities, the encourage- 

ment and support of aggression be condemned and outlawed every- 
where, 

Pledge themselves to join their efforts to those of the United Na- 
tions Disarmament Commission in order that the latter may reach 
substantial agreement on the general principles of disarmament 
which would permit the convening of a general disarmament con- 

ference, in conditions favorable to its success, in conformity with 

the resolution of the United Nations General Assembly of January 

11, 1952. 2 

1 This proposal was introduced at the fifth plenary on Jan. 29. For a record of this 
meeting, see Secto 53, Document 383. 

2 For this resolution, see Department of State Bulletin, Mar. 31, 1952, pp. 507-508.
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No. 510 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 196 

Proposal of the British Delegation } 

CONFIDENTIAL BERLIN, January 29, 1954. 
FPM(54)17 

PLAN FOR GERMAN REUNIFICATION IN FREEDOM 

METHOD OF REUNIFICATION 

German reunification and the conclusion of a freely negotiated 
Peace Treaty with a united Germany should be achieved in the fol- 
lowing stages: 

I. Free elections throughout Germany. 
II. The convocation of a National Assembly resulting from those 

elections. 
III. The drafting of a Constitution and the preparation of Peace 

Treaty negotiations. 
IV. The adoption of the Constitution and the formation of an all- 

German Government responsible for the negotiation of the Peace 
Treaty. 

V. The signature and entry into force of the Peace Treaty. 

I. FREE ELECTIONS THROUGHOUT GERMANY 

Free and secret elections should be held throughout Germany in- 
cluding Berlin at the earliest possible date. These elections must be 
held in conditions of genuine freedom. Safeguards must be agreed 
to assure this freedom before, after and during the elections. The 

elections must also be supervised in such a manner as to make 

sure that these safeguards are observed and that the elections are 

properly conducted. 

(1) Preparation for the Elections 

(a) The Electoral Law 

The Electoral Law should be prepared by the Four Occupying 
Powers, taking into consideration the electoral laws already draft- 
ed for this purpose by the Federal Bundestag and the Soviet Zone 
Volkskammer. When approved, it should be promulgated through- 
out Germany by the Four Powers. Elections should take place as 
soon as possible thereafter. 

1 This proposal was introduced at the fifth plenary on Jan. 29. For a record of 
that meeting, see Secto 53, Document 383. This proposal was initially agreed by the 
three Western powers on Jan. 27, submitted to representatives of the Federal Re- 
public that day, and then revised slightly on Jan. 29 before being introduced by For- 
eign Secretary Eden. (Secto 34 from Berlin, Jan. 27, 396.1 BE/1-2754)
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(b) Guarantees for Free Elections 
The draft electoral law must contain provisions which will guar- 

antee the genuine freedom of the elections. These include, amongst 
others: 

Freedom of movement throughout Germany. 
Freedom of presentation of candidates. 
Immunity of candidates. 
Freedom from arbitrary arrest or victimisation. 
Freedom of association and political meetings. 
Freedom of expression for all. 
Freedom of the press, radio and television and free circulation of 

newspapers, periodicals, etc. 
Secrecy of the vote. 
Security of polling stations and ballot boxes. 

(c) Supervision of the Elections 

Supervision should be carried out by a Supervisory Commission 
throughout the whole of Germany. There should be a central body 
with subordinate bodies at Land and local levels. All votes should 

be counted and verified at local headquarters in the presence of the 
Supervisory Commission. 

(i) Composition of Supervisory Commission 
The Commission should be composed of representatives of the 

Four Powers, with or without the participation of neutrals. 
(ii) Organisation of the Commission 
The Commission should work on a Committee basis. Its decisions 

should be taken by majority vote. 
(iii) Functions and Powers of the Commission 
The principal task of the Commission will be to ensure that the 

elections take place in genuine freedom and in strict conformity 
with the provisions of the Electoral Law. 

(2) Method for Completing the above Preparations 

The Foreign Ministers must in the first place agree on the princi- 

ples contained in this Plan. They will then give instructions accord- 
ingly to a Working Group, consisting of the High Commissioners in 

Germany of the Four Powers, or their representatives, which will 

work out the necessary details and submit a report. 

This report should include, in particular: 

(1) the draft of the all-German Electoral Law; 
(2) detailed recommendations regarding the supervision of the 

elections. 

The Working Group should begin work not later than two weeks 

after the conclusion of the Berlin Conference. It should submit its 
report to the Four Governments not later than one month after be- 

ginning its work.
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Il. THE NATIONAL ASSEMBLY 

The all-German elections will establish an all-German National 
Assembly. The first task of this Assembly will be the preparation 
of a Constitution. 

During the period between the end of the elections and the full 
assumption of control by the all-German Government, it will be de- 
sirable for part of the Supervisory machinery to remain in oper- 
ation, in order to prevent action after the elections which would 
impair the conditions of genuine freedom under which they will 
have been held. Recommendations on this subject should be includ- 
ed in the report of the Working Group. 

III. DRAFTING OF THE CONSTITUTION AND ESTABLISHMENT OF A 
PROVISIONAL ALL-GERMAN AUTHORITY 

The National Assembly will begin drafting the Constitution as 
soon as possible after its meeting. Meanwhile, it may form a provi- 
sional all-German Authority charged with assisting the Assembly 
in drafting the Constitution and with preparing the nucleus of the 
future all-German Ministries. If the Assembly so decides, the Au- 
thority may also open with the Four Powers, on a preliminary 
basis, negotiations for the Peace Treaty. 

IV. ADOPTION OF THE CONSTITUTION AND FORMATION OF 4N ALL- 
GERMAN GOVERNMENT RESPONSIBLE FOR THE NEGOTIATIONS OF THE 
PEACE TREATY 

The Constitution will be submitted to the Assembly as soon as 
possible after the final draft has been agreed. Immediately it has 

been adopted an all-German Government will be formed. This Gov- 

ernment will then be responsible for the negotiations and conclu- 
sion of the Peace Treaty. At the same time, such other institutions 
as may be provided for in the Constitution shall be established. 

As soon as the all-German Government has been formed, the Na- 
tional Assembly will determine how the powers of the Federal Gov- 
ernment and the German authorities in the Soviet Zone shall be 
transferred to the all-German Government, and how the two 

former shall be brought to an end. 

The all-German Government shall have authority to assume the 
international rights and obligations of the Federal Republic and 
the Soviet Zone of Germany and to conclude such other interna- 
tional agreements as it may wish. 

Until the entry into force of the Peace Treaty, each of the four 

Powers will exercise, with respect to the National Assembly and 
the all-German Government, only those of its rights which relate to 
the stationing of armed forces in Germany and the protection of
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their security; Berlin; the reunification of Germany; and a Peace 

Treaty. 

Decisions of the National Assembly and the all-German Govern- 

ment in carrying out this Plan will not require the approval of the 
Four Powers. Such decisions may not be disapproved except by a 
majority vote of the Four Powers. 

V. SIGNATURE AND ENTRY INTO FORCE OF THE PEACE TREATY 

The signatories to the Treaty should include all States, or the 
successors thereof, which were at war with Germany. The Treaty 
should enter into force when ratified by the Four Powers and by 
Germany. 

No. 511 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 200 

Position Paper Agreed by the Delegations of the United States, the 
United Kingdom, and France } 

SECRET BERLIN, February 1, 1954. 

[BER D-4/4c] 

DECLARATION OF INTENT REGARDING GERMAN PEACE TREATY 

FOUR-POWER MEETING IN BERLIN, JANUARY 1954 

I. On January 29, 1954 the United Kingdom Delegation tabled 
proposals for free elections to be held throughout Germany at the 
earliest possible date with a view to forming a National Assembly 
and an all-German government which would proceed to negotiate 
with the four occupying powers a peace treaty for Germany. ? The 
Delegation therefore recommends that the four occupying powers 
should hold themselves ready to open negotiations for a German 

peace treaty as soon as representatives of a reunited Germany 
have been appointed in the manner envisaged in the proposal of 

the United Kingdom Delegation. 

1 Attached to the source text was a cover sheet which indicates that it was circu- 
lated in the records of the U.S. Delegation as BER D-4/4c and that it represented a 
slightly revised version of BER D-4/4b, a copy of which has not been found in De- 
partment of State files. The cover sheet indicates further that it had not been shown 
to the Federal Government and that it had not been decided whether or when to 
use the declaration. The text was agreed at a meeting of the Tripartite Working 
Group on Feb. 1 (see BER MIN-8, Document 397), but there is no indication in the 
records of the conference that it was ever introduced. 

2 FPM(54)17, supra.
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II. The Delegation considers that such a peace treaty should 

embody the following principles: 

1. Germany shall be recognized as a sovereign State. 
2. Germany shall apply for membership in the United Nations. 

The other Powers signatory to the peace treaty will undertake to 
support this application. 

3. Pending admission to the United Nations, Germany shall de- 
clare her intention of conforming to the principles of the Charter 
and shall undertake to conduct her foreign relations in accordance 
therewith. Germany shall also be authorized to assure her defense 
as provided by Article 51 of the Charter. Germany shall accept the 
obligations set forth in Article 2 of the Charter, in particular: 

(a) to settle her international disputes by peaceful means in 
such a manner that international peace and security, and 
justice, are not endangered; 

(b) to refrain in her international relations from the threat or 
use of force against the territorial integrity or political inde- 
pendence of any State or in any other manner inconsistent 
with the purposes of the United Nations; 

(c) to give the United Nations every assistance in any action it 
takes in accordance with the Charter and to refrain from 
giving assistance to any State against which the United Na- 
tions may take preventive or enforcement action; 

For their part, the Signatory Powers would be guided by the 
principles of Article 2 of the United Nations Charter in their 
relations with Germany. 

4. The question of frontiers shall be settled by the peace treaty as 
a result of free negotiations between the interested powers, includ- 
ing the government of a unified Germany, in the spirit of points 1 
and 2 of the Atlantic Charter and Article 1 of the UN Charter. 

5. The return of all remaining German prisoners of war and ci- 
vilian internees should be carried out within the shortest possible 
time and shall be completed without exception not later than 90 
days after the coming into force of the peace treaty. 

6. The all-German Government, subject to the provisions of the 
peace treaty, shall determine whether to put into force, with re- 
spect to unified Germany, international agreements concluded 
after May 8, 1945, and before its assumption of office, with the con- 
sent of the other parties to those agreements. 

7. The peace treaty should contain no provisions which might 
prevent the people of unified Germany from building and main- 
taining a sound economy. The treaty should ensure to Germany, 
subject to its international obligations, the unfettered freedom to 
regulate its own economy, which is the normal prerogative of every 
sovereign State. 

The treaty should dispose finally of all claims arising out of the 
war and occupation. Any industrial enterprises in Germany whose 
ownership or control was acquired after May 8, 1945, by or on 
behalf of any foreign government, should be surrendered and dis- 
posed of in accordance with appropriate German legislation unless
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such acquisition has quadripartite approval and the interest so ap- 
proved is subject to German law. 

8. The signatory powers to the peace treaty should include all 
States, or the successors thereof, which were at war with Germany. 

No. 512 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 196 

Proposal of the Soviet Delegation ! 

[Translation] 

CONFIDENTIAL BERLIN, February 1, 1954. 

FPM(54)24 

THE SOVIET GOVERNMENT'S DRAFT PEACE TREATY WITH GERMANY 

Almost nine years have elapsed since the end of the war with 

Germany, and Germany still has no peace treaty, it is still divided, 
and continues to be in a position of inequality in relation to other 

States. It is necessary to put an end to such an abnormal! situation. 

This is consonant with the aspirations of all peace-loving peoples. 

Without the speedy conclusion of a peace treaty with Germany, it 
is impossible to ensure equitable treatment of the German people’s 

legitimate national interests. 

The conclusion of a peace treaty with Germany is essential for 
the reinforcement of peace in Europe. A peace treaty with Germa- 

ny would permit a final solution of the problems resulting from the 
second world war. The States of Europe, which suffered from Hit- 
ler’s aggression, and especially Germany’s neighbours, are vitally 
interested in a solution of these problems. The conclusion of a 
peace treaty with Germany would contribute to the improvement 

of the international situation as a whole and thus facilitate the es- 

tablishment of lasting peace. 

The need to expedite the conclusion of a peace treaty with Ger- 
many is dictated by the fact that the danger of the re-establish- 
ment of German militarism, which twice unleashed a world war, 

has not been removed, owing to the fact that certain provisions of 

the Potsdam Conference have not yet been complied with. A peace 
treaty with Germany should ensure the elimination of the possibili- 

ty of a rebirth of German militarism and of German aggression. 

1 This proposal was introduced at the seventh plenary on Feb. 1. For a record of 
that meeting, see Sectos 65 and 66, Documents 398 and 399.
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The conclusion of a peace treaty with Germany will create last- 
ing conditions of peace for the German people, will further the de- 
velopment of Germany as a unified, independent, democratic and 
peace-loving State in accordance with the terms of the Potsdam 
provisions and will afford the German people the possibility of 

peaceful cooperation with other peoples. 

Accordingly, the Governments of the Soviet Union, of the U.S.A., 
of Great Britain and of France have decided to start without delay 
on the problem of working out a peace treaty with Germany. 

The Governments of the U.S.S.R., of the U.S.A., of Great Britain 

and of France consider that Germany, as represented by an all- 
German government, should participate in the preparation of a 
peace treaty and that a peace treaty with Germany should be 
based on the following principles: 

I. Basic Points of a peace treaty with Germany 

Participants: 

Great Britain, the U.S.S.R., the U.S.A., France, Poland, Czecho- 

slovakia, Belgium, Holland and those other States whose armed 

forces participated in the war against Germany. 

IT. Political Provisions 

1. Germany shall be restored as a unified State. Thus, the divi- 
sion of Germany shall end and a unified Germany shall be given 
the opportunity to develop as an independent, democratic and 
peace-loving State. 

2. All the armed forces of the Occupying Powers shall be with- 
drawn from Germany, not later than one year after the date of the 

coming into force of a peace treaty. All foreign military bases on 

the territory of Germany shall be liquidated simultaneously. 

3. Democratic rights shall be guaranteed to the German people, 
so that all persons under German jurisdiction, without distinction 

as to race, sex, language or religion, may enjoy human rights and 

basic freedoms, including freedom of speech, press, religious creed, 

political convictions and assembly. 

4. The unfettered activity of democratic parties and of organisa- 
tions shall be ensured and they shall be accorded the right freely to 
decide their internal affairs, to hold meetings and assemblies, and 
to have freedom of press and publications. 

d. The existence of organisations hostile to democracy and to the 
preservation of peace shall not be permitted on German territory. 

6. All former members of the German army, including officers 
and generals, all former Nazis, excepting those who are serving 
court sentences for crimes committed by them, shall be accorded 
the same civil and political rights as all other German citizens so
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that they may participate in the re-building of a peace-loving, 
democratic Germany. 

7. Germany shall undertake not to enter into any coalition or 

military alliance directed against any Power whose armed forces 
took part in the war against Germany. 

8. Germany will not be required to take over any obligations of a 
political or military character resulting from treaties or agree- 

ments concluded by the governments of the German Federal Re- 
public and of the German Democratic Republic before the conclu- 

sion of a peace treaty with Germany and the restoration of Germa- 
ny as a unified state. 

II. Territory 

The boundaries of the territory of Germany are to be those estab- 
lished by the decisions of the Potsdam Conference of the Great 
Powers. 

IV. Economic Provisions 

1. Germany shall not be subject to any limitations on the develo- 
ment of its peaceful economy which shall promote the welfare of 

the German people. 

Neither shall Germany be subject to any limitations on trade 

with other countries, on shipping, or on access to world markets. 

2. Germany shall be fully released from the payment to the 

U.S.A., to Great Britain, to France and to the U.S.S.R. of her post- 

war State debts with the exception of her trade indebtedness. 

V. Military Clauses 

1. Germany shall be permitted to have her own national, armed 
forces (land, air and naval) necessary for the defence of the coun- 
try. The strength of these armed forces shall be limited in accord- 

ance with requirements of an internal nature, local defence of fron- 

tiers, and anti-aircraft defence. 

2. Germany shall be permitted to produce military supplies and 

equipment, the number and types of which shall not exceed the 

needs of her armed forces, as established by the peace treaty. 

VI. Germany and the United Nations Organisation 

Those States which conclude a peace treaty with Germany shall 

support Germany’s application for membership in the United Na- 

tions Organisation.
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No. 513 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 196 

Proposal of the Soviet Delegation ' 

[Translation] 

CONFIDENTIAL BERLIN, February 1, 1954. 

FPM(54)25 

PREPARATION OF A PEACE TREATY WITH GERMANY AND CONVENING 
OF A CONFERENCE ON A GERMAN PEACE TREATY 

1. In conformity with the understanding previously reached by 
the Governments of the U.S.A., Great Britain, France and the 

U.S.S.R. on the procedure for the preparation of a peace treaty 
with Germany, the Deputies of the Foreign Ministers of the Four 

Powers will be instructed to prepare, within three months, a Draft 

peace treaty with Germany. 

2. The Allied States whose armed forces took part in the war 

against Germany will be given the opportunity of presenting their 
views on a peace treaty with Germany while the Draft peace treaty 
is In preparation; 

3. Provision will be made for appropriate participation of repre- 

sentatives of Germany at all stages in the preparation of the peace 
treaty. Pending formation of a provisional all-German Government, 
representatives of the existing Governments of Eastern Germany 
and Western Germany will participate in the preparation of the 
Draft peace treaty with Germany; 

4. A Peace Conference will be convened within six months, and 

in any case not later than October, 1954, with the participation of 

the States duly concerned and also of representatives of Germany, 
to consider the Draft peace treaty. 

1 This proposal was introduced at the seventh plenary on Feb. 1. For a record of 
that meeting, see Sectos 65 and 66, Documents 398 and 399.
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No. 514 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 196 

Proposal of the Soviet Delegation ! 

[Translation] 

CONFIDENTIAL BERLIN, February 4, 1954. 
FPM(54)33 

FORMATION OF A PROVISIONAL ALL-GERMAN GOVERNMENT AND THE 

CARRYING OuT OF FREE ALL-GERMAN ELECTIONS 

Considering it necessary to end the division of Germany and, in 

accordance with the agreements reached between the Four Powers, 
to achieve a national reunification of Germany on a democratic 

and peace-loving basis, the governments of the U.S.S.R., France, 
the United Kingdom and the U.S.A. have arrived at the following 
agreement: 

1. To consider as a task which cannot be postponed the formation 
of a Provisional All-German Government by the parliaments of the 
German Democratic Republic and of the German Federal Republic, 
with a wide participation of democratic organisations. 

Such a Provisional All-German Government may be set up to re- 

place the existing governments of Eastern and Western Germany, 
or, should this prove difficult at the present time, those two govern- 
ments may temporarily remain in existence. 

2. The main task of the Provisional All-German Government 

shall be the preparation and the carrying out of free All-German 
elections, namely: 

(a) the working out of a draft all-German electoral law ensuring 
that all-German elections are really democratic in nature with the 
participation of all the democratic organisations and the carrying 
out of these elections in conditions of real freedom, which would 
eliminate the possibility of any pressure by powerful monopolies on 
the voters; 

(b) should it be considered necessary, the carrying out of an in- 
vestigation to determine the presence throughout Germany of con- 
ditions essential for the carrying out of democratic elections, and 
the application of adequate measures to ensure the existence of 
such conditions; 

(c) the carrying out of all-German elections, as a result of which 
the German people would take their decisions, without any inter- 
ference on the part of foreign countries, concerning the social and 

1This proposal was introduced at the tenth plenary on Feb. 4. For a record of 
that meeting, see Sectos 86 and 87, Documents 419 and 420.
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state organisation of a democratic Germany, and on the basis of 
which shall be formed an all-German Government. 

3. To establish as the tasks of the Provisional All-German Gov- 

ernment the following: 

(a) representation of Germany in the preparation of a peace 
treaty and German representation in international organisations; 

(b) prevention of Germany’s being drawn into coalitions or mili- 
tary alliances directed against any Power whose armed forces par- 
ticipated in the war against Hitler’s Germany; 

(c) questions of German citizenship; 
(d) ensuring the free activities of democratic parties and organi- 

sations, and banning of the existence of fascist, militarist and other 
organisations hostile to democracy and to the preservation of 
eace; 
(e) development of economic, trade and cultural relations be- 

tween Eastern and Western Germany; questions of transport, of 
postal and telegraph services, questions of the free movement of 
people and goods throughout the whole territory of Germany and 
other questions concerning the interests of the German people as a 
whole. 

4. With a view to ensuring that the German people should have 

the right to solve their national affairs independently, to recom- 

mend to the Government of the German Democratic Republic and 
to the Government of the German Federal Republic to immediately 

convene a conference of plenipotentiary representatives of Eastern 
and Western Germany, in order to agree on a procedure for setting 
up a Provisional All-German Government, its composition, func- 
tions, tasks and powers. 

5. The governments of the U.S.S.R., France, the United Kingdom 

and the U.S.A., on their part, will take measures directed at the 

establishment of conditions which would contribute to the success- 
ful execution by the Provisional All-German Government of the 
tasks imposed upon it, and would eliminate any interference and 
pressure on the part of foreign powers in the carrying out of all- 

German elections. For these purposes the governments of the Four 

Powers have agreed to withdraw, prior to the holding of elections, 
their occupation forces from both the territory of Eastern Germany 
and the territory of Western Germany, with the exception of limit- 

ed contingents which would remain to carry out guard duties aris- 
ing from the control responsibilities of the Four Powers: those of 

the U.S.S.R.—for Eastern Germany, those of the U.S.A., the United 
Kingdom and France—for Western Germany.
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No. 515 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 196 

Proposal of the Soviet Delegation ! 

[Translation] 

CONFIDENTIAL BERLIN, February 6, 1954. 
FPM(54)38 

MEASURES To ALLEVIATE THE FINANCIAL-ECONOMIC OBLIGATIONS OF 
GERMANY, ARISING FROM CONSEQUENCES OF THE WAR 

Considering that Germany has already fulfilled a major part of 
her financialeconomic obligations to the United States of America, 

the United Kingdom, France and the Soviet Union, arising from 

the consequences of the war, 

recognising that measures for the alleviation of the financial- 

economic obligations of Germany, arising from the consequences of 
the war, will prove to be of real assistance in the development of 

Germany’s peaceful economy and in the improvement of the mate- 
rial welfare of her population, 

the Governments of the U.S.A., France, the United Kingdom and 

the U.S.S.R. have agreed that, beginning January 1, 1954: 

1. Germany is completely released from the payment of repara- 
tions in any form and also from the repayment to the Four 
Powers—the U.S.A., France, the United Kingdom and_ the 
U.S.S.R.—of postwar state debts, with the exception of debts aris- 
ing from trade obligations. 

2. The payment of expenses connected with the presence of 
troops of the Four Powers on German territory is reduced to an 
annual limit not to exceed five per cent of the revenue of the state 
budgets of the German Democratic Republic and the German Fed- 
eral Republic. 

3. Germany is fully released from the payment of the indebted- 
ness for external occupational costs of the Four Powers which has 
accumulated since 1945. 

1 This proposal was introduced at the twelfth plenary on Feb. 6. For a record of 
that meeting, see Secto 100, Document 435.
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No. 516 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 197 

Proposal of the Soviet Delegation 1 

[Translation] 

CONFIDENTIAL BERLIN, February 10, 1954. 

FPM(54)46 

On ENSURING EUROPEAN SECURITY 

1. The Governments of France, the United Kingdom, the U.S.A. 

and the U.S.S.R. undertake to continue their efforts towards a sat- 
isfactory solution of the German problem in conformity with the 
principles of national freedom and the maintenance of peace and 
also towards the recognition of the rights of all other European 
states seeking protection against the violation of their national in- 
terests and security by any other state. 

2. Pending the conclusion of a Peace Treaty with Germany and 
the re-unification of Germany on a democratic and peace-loving 
basis, the following measures will be implemented: 

(a) Within six months, occupation forces shall be simultaneously 
withdrawn from the territory of both Eastern and Western Germa- 
ny, with the exception of such limited contingents as are necessary 
for the performance of protective functions connected with the con- 
trol responsibilities of the Four Powers: the U.S.S.R. with regard to 
Eastern Germany; the United States, U.K. and France with regard 
to Western Germany. 

The size of such contingents shall be subject to agreement among 
the governments of the Four Powers. 

(b) In the event that a threat to security in either part of Germa- 
ny should arise, the Powers at present performing occupational 
functions in Germany shall have the right to call in their troops: 
the U.S.S.R. into Eastern Germany and the U.S.A., U.K. and 
France into Western Germany. 

(c) For the maintenance of internal order and frontier defense 
the German Democratic Republic and the German Federal Repub- 
lic shall have police units, the strength and armament of which 
shall be determined by agreement between the Four Powers. 

In order to ensure compliance with this Agreement in Eastern 
and Western Germany, inspection teams composed of representa- 
tives of the Four Powers shall be formed. 

3. In conformity with the provisions set forth above, the imple- 
mentation of which will ensure that neutralisation of Germany and 

1 This proposal was introduced at the fourteenth plenary on Feb. 10. For a record 
of that meeting, see Secto 117, Document 451.
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the creation of conditions favourable to a solution of the German 

problem in the interest of stabilizing peace in Europe, the Four 

Powers shall take immediate steps to facilitate the conclusion be- 
tween European states of a Treaty on Collective Security providing 
adequate guarantees against aggression and violation of peace in 
Europe. To this end the Four Powers agree to take the initiative in 
calling an appropriate conference of European states. 

No. 517 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 197 

Proposal of the Soviet Delegation } 

[Translation] 

CONFIDENTIAL BERLIN, February 10, 1954. 

FPM(54)47 

GENERAL EUROPEAN TREATY ON COLLECTIVE SECURITY IN EUROPE 

(BASIC PRINCIPLES) 

For the purpose of ensuring peace and security and of preventing 

aggression against any state in Europe, 

for the purpose of strengthening international co-operation in 

conformity with the principles of respect for the independence and 

sovereignty of states and of non-interference in their internal af- 

fairs, 

striving to prevent the formation of groupings of some European 

states directed against other European states, which gives rise to 

friction and strained relations among nations, and to achieve con- 

certed efforts by all European states in ensuring collective security 

in Europe, 

the European states, guided by the purposes and principles of the 

United Nations Charter, shall conclude a General European Treaty 
on Collective Security in Europe, the basic provisions of which 

shall be as follows: 

1. All European states, irrespective of their social systems, may 
become party to the Treaty provided they recognise the purposes 
and assume the obligations set forth in the Treaty. 

Until the formation of a united, peace-loving, democratic 

German state, the German Democratic Republic and the German 

1 This proposal was introduced at the fourteenth plenary on Feb. 10. For a record 
of that meeting, see Secto 117, Document 451.
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Federal Republic may be parties to the Treaty enjoying equal 
rights with other parties thereto. It is understood that after the 
unification of Germany the united German State may become a 
party to the Treaty on an equal footing with any other European 
state. 

The conclusion of the Treaty on Collective Security in Europe 
shall not affect the competence of the four powers—the U.S.S.R., 
the U.S.A., the United Kingdom and France—to deal with the 
German problem which shall be settled in accordance with deci- 
sions previously taken by the Four Powers. 

2. The Parties to the Treaty undertake to refrain from aggression 
against one another and also to refrain from having recourse to the 
threat or the use of force in their international relations and, in 

accordance with the United Nations Charter, to settle by peaceful 

means and in such a way as not to endanger international peace 
and security in Europe any dispute that may arise among them. 

3. Whenever, in the view of any Party to the Treaty, there is 
danger of an armed attack in Europe against one or more of the 
Parties to the Treaty, the latter shall consult each other in order to 
take effective steps to remove the danger and to maintain security 
in Europe. 

4, An armed attack in Europe against one or more of the Parties 
to the Treaty by any state or group of states shall be deemed to be 
an attack against all the Parties. In the event of such an attack, 
each of the Parties, exercising the right of individual or collective 
self-defence, shall assist the state or states so attacked by all the 
means at its disposal, including the use of armed force, for the pur- 

pose of re-establishing and maintaining international peace and se- 

curity in Europe. 

5. The Parties to the Treaty undertake jointly to discuss and de- 
termine as soon as possible the procedure under which assistance, 

including military assistance, shall be provided by the Parties in 
the event of there arising in Europe a situation requiring a collec- 

tive effort for the re-establishment and maintenance of peace in 
Europe. 

6. The Parties to the Treaty, in conformity with the provisions of 
the United Nations Charter, shall immediately inform the Security 
Council of the United Nations of any action taken or envisaged for 
the purpose of exercising the right of self-defence or of maintaining 
peace and security in Europe. 

7. The Parties to the Treaty undertake not to participate in any 
coalition or alliance nor to conclude agreements the objectives of 
which are contrary to the purposes of the Treaty on Collective Se- 
curity in Europe.
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8. In order to implement the provisions of the Treaty concerning 
consultation among its Parties and to consider questions arising in 
connection with the task of ensuring security in Europe, the follow- 
ing shall be provided for: 

(a) regular or, when required, special conferences at which each 
State shall be represented by a member of its government or by 
some other specially designated representative; 

(b) the setting up of a permanent consultative political committee 
the duty of which shall be the preparation of appropriate recom- 
mendations to the governments of the states which are Parties to 
the Treaty; : 

(c) the setting up of a military consultative organ the terms of 
reference of which shall be determined in due course. 

9. Recognising the special responsibility of the permanent mem- 
bers of the United Nations Security Council for the maintenance of 
international peace and security, the Parties to the Treaty shall 
invite the Governments of the U.S.A. and the Chinese People’s Re- 
public to designate representatives to the organs set up in accord- 
ance with the Treaty in the capacity of observers. 

10. The present Treaty shall not impair in any way the obliga- 
tions of European states under international treaties and agree- 
ments to which they are party, provided the principles and pur- 
poses of such agreements are in conformity with those of the 

present Treaty. 
11. The duration of the Treaty shall be 50 years. 

No. 518 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 212 

Proposal of the Soviet Delegation ' 

[Translation] 

TOP SECRET BERLIN, February 11, 1954. 

1. The Foreign Ministers of France, the United Kingdom, the 

USSR and the United States, meeting in Berlin, 
2. Taking into account the need to settle definitively the Korean 

problem on the basis of establishing a unified, independent and 
democratic Korea as an important step toward the reduction of 

1 This proposal was introduced at the second restricted meeting of the conference 

on Feb. 11. For the U.S. Delegation record of that session, see Document 459. This 

proposal was transmitted in Dulte 65 from Berlin, Feb. 12. On the evening of Feb. 

11, Bohlen was given a revision of the fourth and fifth paragraphs. For their texts, 

see footnote 2, Document 463.
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international tensions, and the need to consider other urgent prob- 
lems, in particular those relating to the re-establishment of peace 

in the areas of Asia; 

8. Noting, in connection therewith, the difficulties which have 
been encountered in concluding the requisite arrangements for the 

convening of a Political Conference on Korea, pursuant to para- 

graph 60 of the Korean Armistice Agreement; 

4, Agree to convene at a Conference of the Ministers of Foreign 
Affairs of the United States, France, the United Kingdom, the 
USSR and the Chinese People’s Republic; 

5. Agree further that the other countries concerned shall also be 
invited to take part in the said Conference during considerations of 
appropriate matters thereat; 

6. Agree moreover that the following items shall be considered at 
the Conference: 

1. Statements by the delegations of the above-mentioned coun- 
tries which would take part in the Conference and an exchange of 
views on such statements; 

2. Political Conference on Korea. 

No. 519 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 197 

Proposal of the Soviet Delegation } 

[Translation] 

CONFIDENTIAL BERLIN, February 12, 1954. 

FPM(54)55 

CONCLUSION OF THE STATE TREATY FOR THE RE-ESTABLISHMENT OF 

AN INDEPENDENT AND DEMOCRATIC AUSTRIA 

The Governments of the USSR, France, the United Kingdom and 

the USA recognize that the consolidation of peace in Europe and 

the need for ensuring the national rights of the Austrian people re- 

quire an early re-establishment of a free and independent Austria, 

and that, the settlement of the Austrian question should be in con- 

formity with the existing Four-Power agreements. 

Accordingly the Governments of the Four Powers agree: 

1. To instruct the Deputy Ministers for Foreign Affairs to draft, 
within a period of three months, the final text of “The State Treaty 

1 This proposal was introduced at the fifteenth plenary on Feb. 12. For a record of 
that meeting, see Secto 129, Document 464.
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for the Re-establishment of an Independent and Democratic Aus- 
tria’’, on the following lines: 

a) To conclude the preparation of the draft State Treaty with 
Austria, which was in the main agreed among the Four Powers 
in 1949, according to which Austria shall be re-established as a 
sovereign, independent and democratic state and shall be freed 
from control by the Four Powers, the existing control machin- 
ery—the Allied Commission for Austria and all its organs— 
being abolished and the occupation of Austria being terminat- 
ed. 

b) To insert in the text of the State Treaty with Austria the 
following additional article: 

“Austria undertakes not to enter into any coalition or military 
alliance directed against any Power which participated with 
its armed forces in the war against Germany and in the 
liberation of Austria. 

“Austria undertakes further not to permit the establishment 
on its territory of foreign military bases and not to permit 
the use of foreign military instructors and specialists in Aus- 
tria’”’. 

The Governments of the USA, the United Kingdom, France 
and the USSR on their part shall assume the obligation to ob- 
serve the provisions of this Article; 

c) Note shall be taken of the communication of the Soviet 
Government to the effect that, being desirous of meeting the 
wishes of the Austrian Government, it agrees that Austria 
shall pay, in the form of deliveries of goods the sum which, in 
accordance with Article 35 of the draft State Treaty, is due to 
the Soviet Union on account of the former German assets. 

2. In order to prevent any attempt at a new Anschluss, to post- 
pone, pending the conclusion of a peace treaty with Germany, the 
withdrawal of the troops of the Four Powers stationed in the terri- 
tory of the respective zones of Austria. 

To withdraw from the city of Vienna all foreign troops simulta- 
neously with the abolition of the Allied Commission. 

The troops of the Four Powers temporarily left in Austria shall 
not be occupation troops and shall not perform the functions of oc- 
cupation, nor shall they interfere in the affairs of the Austrian Ad- 
ministration nor in the social and political life of the country. 

The legal status of these troops shall be determined by a special 
agreement which shall be prepared by the Four Powers with the 
participation of Austria, and which shall enter into force simulta- 
neously with the coming into force of the State Treaty with Aus- 
tria. 

8. To instruct the Deputy Ministers for Foreign Affairs to consid- 
er the question of Trieste in connection with the proposal of the 
Soviet Government that the City of Trieste and the territory adja- 
cent to it shall not be used as a military base.
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Proposal of the United States Delegation 1 

CONFIDENTIAL BERLIN, February 14, 1954. 

FPM(54)63 

BASIS FOR IMMEDIATE CONCLUSION OF AUSTRIAN STATE TREATY 

Considering that the draft Austrian State Treaty was agreed by 
the Deputies of the United States, United Kingdom, France and 

the U.S.S.R. in 1949, with the exception of Articles 16, 27, 42, 48 

and 48 bis; ? and 

Convinced that the signing of this Treaty at the present Confer- 

ence is essential in justice to Austria; 

The Four Foreign Ministers: 

1. Confirm their acceptance, in the form agreed by their Depu- 
ties, of the Preamble and Articles 1-7; 7 bis; 8; 10-15; 16 bis; 17-19; 
21; 25; 26; 28; 30-34; 36; 88; 39; 44; 45; 49; 50; 52; 52 bis; 538-59; An- 
nexes I; II; VIII; IX; X. 

2. Agree to accept Articles 9, 16, 27, 42, 48 and 48 bis; in the form 
proposed by the Soviet Deputy in the course of the negotiations and 
reproduced in the English version in the Annex attached hereto. 

3. Agree to Article 35, with the modification proposed by the 
Soviet delegation, to authorize payment by Austria in goods deliv- 
eries of the amount due to the Soviet Union for former German 
assets under Article 35 of the draft State Treaty. 

4. Agree to sign the Treaty in the foregoing form on Thursday, 
February 18, at 3 p.m. 

5. Direct their representatives to prepare the final text of the 
Treaty in the Russian, English, French and German languages in 
time for such signature. 

Note: This proposal is submitted as an interdependent whole. 

1This proposal was introduced at the seventeenth plenary on Feb. 14. For a 
record of that meeting, see Sectos 144 and 145, Documents 479 and 480. 

2 For the unagreed articles of the Austrian Treaty as they stood in 1949, see For- 
eign Relations, 1949, vol. m1, p. 1181.
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Annex 

Text of Articles 9, 16, 27, 42, 48, 48-bis as Proposed by the Soviet 

Deputy 

BERLIN, undated. 

ARTICLE 9 

DISSOLUTION OF NAZI ORGANIZATIONS 

Austria shall complete the measures, already begun by the enact- 
ment of appropriate legislation approved by the Allied Commission 
for Austria, to destroy the National Socialist Party and its affili- 
ated and supervised organizations, including political, military and 
para-military organizations, on Austrian territory. Austria shall 
also continue the efforts to eliminate from Austrian political, eco- 
nomic and cultural life all traces of Nazism, to ensure that the 

above-mentioned organizations are not revived in any form, and to 
prevent all Nazi and militarist activity and propaganda in Austria. 

Austria undertakes to dissolve all Fascist type organizations ex- 
isting on its territory: Political, military, para-military as well as 
other organizations which carry on activity hostile to any United 
Nation or which intend to deprive the people of their democratic 
rights. 

Austria undertakes not to let, under threat of penal punishment 

which shall be immediately determined in accordance with order 
established by the Austrian Laws, the existence and the activity on 
Austrian territory of the above-mentioned organizations. 

ARTICLE 16 

DISPLACED PERSONS 

1. Austria undertakes within the period determined by the Allied 
Commission for Austria to take all necessary measures to complete 
the voluntary repatriation of Displaced Persons within its territory. 

2. Austria undertakes to render full assistance to the Allied and 
Associated Powers concerned in regard to the voluntary repatri- 
ation of their nationals and will enter into direct bilateral negotia- 

tions for this purpose. 
3. Austria further undertakes: 

(a) to permit accredited representatives of any Allied or Associat- 
ed Power whose nationals are in camps or assembly centers allot- 
ted to Displaced Persons now in Austria to visit freely such camps 
or centers for the purpose of conferring with its nationals; 

(b) to prohibit in such camps or centers any propaganda hostile 
to the interests of the Allied and Associated Powers and any activi-
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ties designed to induce such Displaced Persons not to return to the 
countries of which they are nationals; 

(c) to dissolve immediately any ‘committees,’ “centers” and 
other similar organizations existing in those camps and assembly 
centers that may be found to be engaged in activities opposed to 
the interests of the Allied and Associated Powers; 

(d) to prohibit the recruiting of Displaced Persons into military 
or para-military organizations; 

(e) to provide the means of transportation necessary for the 
transfer of repatriates to the frontier of their countries of origin 
nearest Austria. 

4. Austria undertakes to grant to such Displaced Persons the 
same rights in all respects as those normally accorded to non-Aus- 
trians who have been legally admitted into Austria. 

5. No relief shall be given by Austria to persons who refuse to 
return to their native countries, if these persons fought on the side 
of the enemies of the Allied and Associated Powers, or voluntarily 
collaborated with the enemies of these Powers, or engaged in hos- 
tile activities against their countries of origin, as well as against 
any of the United Nations, or are members of organizations and 
groups which encourage Displaced Persons not to return to their 
countries of origin. 

6. This Article shall be applied without prejudice to the provi- 
sions of Article 11 of the present Treaty. 

ARTICLE 27 

PREVENTION OF GERMAN REARMAMENT 

1. Austria shall co-operate fully with the Allied and Associated 

Powers in order to ensure that Germany is unable to take steps 
outside German territory towards rearmament. 

2. Austria shall not employ or train in military or civil aviation 
or in the experimentation, design, production or maintenance of 

war matériel: 

persons who are, or were at any time previous to March 13, 1938, 
nationals of Germany; 

or Austrian nationals precluded from serving in the Armed 
Forces under Article 18; 

or persons who are not Austrian nationals. 

ARTICLE 42 

UNITED NATIONS PROPERTY IN AUSTRIA 

1. In so far as Austria has not already done so, Austria shall re- 

store all legal rights and interests in Austria of the United Nations 
and their nationals as they existed on the day hostilities com- 
menced between Germany and the United Nation concerned, and
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shall return all property in Austria of the United Nations and 

their nationals as it now exists. 
2. The Austrian Government undertakes that all property, rights 

and interests passing under this Article shall be restored free of all 
encumbrances and charges of any kind to which they may have 
become subject as a result of the war with Germany and without 
the imposition of any charges by the Austrian Government in con- 
nection with their return. The Austrian Government shall nullify 
all measures of seizure, sequestration or control taken against 
United Nations property between the day of commencement of hos- 
tilities between Germany and the United Nation concerned and the 
coming into force of the present Treaty. In cases where the proper- 
ty has not been returned within six months from the coming into 
force of the present Treaty, application shall be made to the Aus- 
trian authorities not later than twelve months from the coming 
into force of the Treaty, except in cases in which the claimant is 

able to show that he could not file his application within this 
period. 

3. The Austrian Government shall invalidate transfers involving 
property, rights and interests of any description belonging to 
United Nations nationals, where such transfers resulted from force 

exerted by Axis Governments or their agencies between the begin- 
ning of hostilities between Germany and the United Nation con- 
cerned and May 8, 1945. 

4.(a) In cases in which the Austrian Government provides com- 

pensation for losses suffered by reason of injury or damage to prop- 
erty in Austria which occurred during the German occupation of 
Austria or during the war, United Nations nationals shall in no 

event receive less favorable treatment than that accorded to Aus- 
trian nationals; and in such cases United Nations nationals who 

hold, directly or indirectly, ownership interests in corporations or 

associations which are not United Nations nationals within the 
meaning of paragraph 8 (a) of this Article shall receive compensa- 

tion based on the total loss or damage suffered by the corporations 
or associations and bearing the same proportion to such loss or 
damage as the beneficial interest of such nationals bear to the cap- 
ital of the corporation or association. 

(b) The Austrian Government shall accord to United Nations na- 
tionals the same treatment in the allocation of materials for the 
repair or rehabilitation of their property in Austria and in the allo- 
cation of foreign exchange for the importation of such materials as 
applies to Austrian nationals. 

5. All reasonable expenses incurred in Austria in establishing 
claims, including the assessment of loss or damage, shall be borne 

by the Austrian Government.



THE BERLIN CONFERENCE 1199 

6. United Nations nationals and their property shall be exempted 
from any exceptional taxes, levies, or imposts imposed on their cap- 
ital assets in Austria by the Austrian Government or any Austrian 
authority between the date of the surrender of the German armed 
forces and the coming into force of the present Treaty for the spe- 
cific purpose of meeting charges arising out of the war or of meet- 

ing the costs of occupying forces. Any sums which have been so 
paid shall be refunded. 

7. The owner of the property concerned and the Austrian Gov- 
ernment may agree upon arrangements in lieu of the provisions of 

this Article. 

8. As used in this Article: 

(a) ‘United Nations nationals’ means individuals who are na- 
tionals of any of the United Nations, or corporations or associations 
organized under the laws of any of the United Nations, at the 
coming into force of the present Treaty, provided that the said indi- 
viduals, corporations or associations also had this status on May 8, 

The term “United Nations nationals’ also includes all individ- 
uals, corporations or associations which, under the laws in force in 
Austria during the war, have been treated as enemy. 

Only those United Nations nationals who possessed United Na- 
tions nationality prior to the date on which their property suffered 
damage in Austria shall, however, be entitled to compensation in 
accordance with paragraph 4 of this Article. 

(b) “Owner” means the United Nation, or the United Nations na- 
tional, as defined in sub-paragraph (a) above, who is entitled to the 
property in question, and includes a successor of the owner, provid- 
ed that the successor is also a United Nation or a United Nations 
national as defined in sub-paragraph (a). If the successor has pur- 
chased the property in its damaged state, the transferor shall 
retain his rights to compensation under this Article, without preju- 
dice to obligations between the transferor and the purchaser under 
domestic law. 

(c) “Property” means all movable or immovable property, wheth- 
er tangible or intangible, including industrial, literary and artistic 
property, as well as all rights or interests of any kind in property. 

9. The provisions of this Article do not apply to transfers of prop- 
erty, rights or interests of United Nations or United Nations na- 
tionals in Austria made in accordance with laws and enactments 
which were in force as Austrian Law on June 28, 1946. 

10. The Austrian Government recognizes that the Brioni Agree- 
ment of August 10, 1942, is null and void. It undertakes to partici- 

pate with the other signatories of the Rome Agreement of March 
29, 1923, in any negotiations having the purpose of introducing into 
its provisions the modifications necessary to ensure the equitable 
settlement of the annuities which it provides.
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ARTICLE 48 

DEBTS 

1. The annexation of Austria by Germany shall not be deemed to 
have affected the obligations of the Austrian Government in re- 

spect of external loans issued prior to March 13, 1938. The Allied 

and Associated Powers recognize that the Government of Austria 
has no obligation in respect of German Government securities 
freely accepted by the holders thereof in exchange for securities of 
the Government of Austria, or in respect of these Austrian securi- 
ties regarding which after March 13, 1938, payment agreements 
were concluded between Germany and the creditor States. 

2. The Allied and Associated Powers recognize that interest pay- 
ments and similar charges on Austrian Government securities fall- 
ing due after March 12, 1938, and before May 8, 1945, constitute a 

claim on Germany and not on Austria. 

3. The Allied and Associated Powers declare their intention not 
to avail themselves of the provisions of loan agreements made by 

the Government of Austria before March 138, 1988, in so far as 

those provisions granted to the creditors a right of control over the 
government finances of Austria. 

4. The existence of the state of war between the Allied and Asso- 
ciated Powers and Germany shall not, in itself, be regarded as af- 

fecting the obligation to pay pecuniary debts arising out of obliga- 

tions and contracts which existed, and rights which were acquired 
before the existence of the state of war, which became payable 

prior to the coming into force of the present Treaty, and which are 
due by the Government or nationals of Austria to the Government 
or nationals of one of the Allied and Associated Powers or are due 
by the Government or nationals of one of the Allied and Associated 

Powers to the Government or nationals of Austria. 

5. Except as otherwise expressly provided in the present Treaty, 

nothing therein shall be construed as impairing debtor-creditor re- 
lationships arising out of contracts concluded at any time prior to 

September 1, 1939, by either the Government of Austria or persons 
who were nationals of Austria on March 12, 1938. 

ARTICLE 48-BIS 

Austria acknowledges as a debt, payable by her, monetary loans 
and also the value of all supplies and services delivered to the Aus- 

trian Government by any of the Allied or Associated Powers be- 

tween May 8, 1945, and the coming into force of the present 

Treaty.
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Proposal of the Soviet Delegation ' 

[Translation] 

CONFIDENTIAL BERLIN, February 14, 1954. 

FPM(54)66 

ITEM 3 OF THE AGENDA: 

THE AUSTRIAN PEACE TREATY 

ARTICLE 33 

1. The Agreement of 28th June, 1946, on the Control mechanism 

in Austria 2 will terminate on the date of the entry into force of 
the present Treaty. 

2. On the entry into force of the present Treaty, the Interallied 
Kommandatura set up in accordance with Clause 4 of the Agree- 
ment of 9th July, 1945, on occupation zones in Austria and the ad- 
ministration of the town of Vienna will terminate all its adminis- 
trative functions in Vienna. The troops of the Allied and associated 
Powers will be removed from Vienna not later than 90 days from 
the date of the entry into force of the present Treaty. 

3. The personnel of the Allied Control Commission for Austria 
will be recalled from Austria at the earliest possible date and in 
any case within 90 days from the date of the entry into force of the 

present Treaty. 
4. The Allied and associated Powers undertake to restore to the 

Austrian Government, within the specified period of 90 days, all 
Austrian property, requisitioned by the Allied Control Commission 

for its needs and those of its organs throughout Austrian territory 

and also all property that was requisitioned by the Interallied 
Kommandatura and the troops stationed in Vienna which is still in 

their possession. 

The obligations assumed in accordance with this clause will be 
implemented without prejudice to Article 35 of the present Treaty. 

5. The Governments of the U.S.A., the U.K., France and the 
Soviet Union will have the right, after the entry into force of the 
Austrian Treaty, to postpone temporarily the withdrawal of their 

1This proposal was introduced at the seventeenth plenary on Feb. 14. For a 
record of that meeting, see Sectos 144 and 145, Documents 479 and 480. 

2 For text of the agreement, signed June 28, 1946, see A Decade of American For- 
eign Policy: Basic Documents, 1941-1949 (revised edition) (Washington, 1985), p. 255.
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troops stationed on the territory of the respective zones of Austria 
pending the conclusion of a Peace Treaty with Germany. 

The troops temporarily left in Austria shall not perform occupa- 
tion functions nor shall they interfere in the affairs of the Austrian 
Administration nor in the social and political life of the country. 
The legal status of these troops shall be determined by a special 
agreement which shall be accepted by the Governments of the 
U.S.A., the U.K., France, the U.S.S.R. and the Austrian Govern- 

ment and will enter into force simultaneously with the entry into 
force of the Austrian State Treaty. 

No. 522 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 197 

Proposal of the Soviet Delegation } 

CONFIDENTIAL BERLIN, February 14, 1954. 

FPM(54)67 

ITEM 3 OF THE AGENDA: 

THE AUSTRIAN STATE TREATY 

ARTICLE 35 (CLAUSE 6) 

6. The Soviet Government will hand over to Austria property, 
rights and interests withheld or claimed as German assets together 

with available installations and will also hand over war-industry 

enterprises, together with their available equipment, residential 

houses and other real estate, including landed property situated in 
Austria which is withheld or claimed as war booty, excepting the 
assets indicated in clauses 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 of the present Article. 

Austria on the other hand undertakes to pay the Soviet Union 150 
million U.S.A. dollars in the form of deliveries of goods over six 

years in equal yearly parts. 

The designation and quantity of goods to be delivered, together 
with the exact dates and conditions of delivery, will be specified by 
supplementary agreement between the Governments of the 
U.S.S.R. and Austria and will enter into force simultaneously with 
the present agreement. - 

The prices for the goods delivered by Austria will be fixed ac- 
cording to world prices. | 

1This proposal was introduced at the seventeenth plenary on Feb. 14. For a 
record of that meeting, see Sectos 144 and 145, Documents 479 and 480.
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The U.S.A. dollar, calculated on its gold parity on January l, 
1954, i.e. 25 U.S.A. dollars for one ounce of gold, will serve as basis 

for the transactions provided for in the present Article. 

In order to ensure timely deliveries of goods due to the U.S.S.R., 
the Austrian National Bank will issue promissory notes to the 

U.S.S.R. State Bank within a fortnight from the date of the entry 

into force of the present agreement, for the total sum of 150 mil- 

lion U.S.A. dollars payable in installments of 25 million dollars 
every lst January for the six years during which the deliveries of 

goods will be effected. 

The promissory notes issued by Austria will be interest free. The 

U.S.S.R. State Bank has no intention of discounting the promissory 
notes if the Austrian Government and the Austrain National Bank 
duly fulfill their obligations at the periods fixed. 

No. 523 

396 1 BE/2-1554 

Proposal of the Soviet Delegation } 

TOP SECRET BERLIN, February 15, 1954. 

The Foreign Ministers of France, the UK, the USSR and the 

USA, meeting in Berlin, 

Taking into account the need to settle definitively the Korean 
problem on the basis of establishing a unified, independent and 
democratic Korea as an important step toward the reduction of 
international tensions and the re-establishment of peace elsewhere 

in Asia; 

Agree to convene a conference of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs 

of the countries concerned; 

Agree further that besides the USA, France, the UK, the USSR 
and the Chinese Peoples Republic, which shall participate in dis- 

cussing the questions to be considered at this conference, invita- 

tions shall be addressed to the Republic of Korea, the Korean Peo- 

ples Democratic Republic and the other countries, the armed forces 

of which participated in the hostilities in Korea and which would 

desire to do so, to take part in the conference when the Korean 
question is considered, 

1 This proposal was introduced at the fourth restricted meeting on Feb. 15. For a 
record of that session, see Document 485. This proposal represents a slight revision 
of the Soviet proposal introduced on Feb. 11, Document 518.
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And to the representatives of the appropriate areas of Asia in 

connection with the consideration of questions regarding the re-es- 
tablishment of peace elsewhere in Asia (Indochina); 

Agree moreover that the following items shall be considered at 
the conference: 

1. Political conference on Korea; 

2. Statements by the delegations on other questions mentioned 
above and an exchange of views on such statements. 

No. 523 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 197 

Proposal of the Soviet Delegation } 

[Translation] 

CONFIDENTIAL BERLIN, February 17, 1954. 

FPM(54)75 

ItEM 2 OF THE AGENDA: 

THE GERMAN QUESTION AND THE PROBLEM OF ENSURING EUROPEAN 

SECURITY 

Realising the importance for Germany of easing and expanding 
economic ties between Western and Eastern Germany as well as of 
creating more favourable conditions for developing German nation- 
al culture, a recommendation should be made to the appropriate 
organs of Western and Eastern Germany that: 

(a) an all-German Committee should be constituted whose func- 
tions would be to agree and co-ordinate all questions relating to 
trade, financial transactions, transport, frontiers and such other 
questions as are connected with economic relations; 

(b) an all-German Committee should be constituted for promoting 
the development of cultural and scientific ties and of sporting 
events in order to remove obstacles in the way of the development 
of German national ‘culture. 

1 This proposal was introduced at the twentieth plenary on Feb. 17. For a record 
of that meeting, see Sectos 159 and 162, Documents 488 and 489.
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No. 524 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 197 

Final Communiqué of the Berlin Conference } 

CONFIDENTIAL BERLIN, February 18, 1954. 

FPM(54)86 

A meeting of the Foreign Ministers of the United States, France, 

the United Kingdom and the Soviet Union, Mr. John Foster Dulles, 

M. Georges Bidault, Mr. Anthony Eden and M. Vyacheslav Molo- 

tov, took place in Berlin between January 25 and February 18, 
1954. They reached the following agreements: 

(a) 

The Foreign Ministers of the United States, France, the United 

Kingdom and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, meeting in 
Berlin, 

Considering that the establishment, by peaceful means, of a 
united and independent Korea would be an important factor in re- 

ducing international tension and in restoring peace in other parts 
of Asia, 

Propose that a conference of representatives of the United States, 
France, the United Kingdom, the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub- 

lics, the Chinese People’s Republic, the Republic of Korea, the Peo- 

ple’s Democratic Republic of Korea and the other countries the 
armed forces of which participated in the hostilities in Korea, and 
which desire to attend, shall meet in Geneva on April 26th for the 

purpose of reaching a peaceful settlement of the Korean question; 

Agree that the problem of restoring peace in Indo-China will also 

be discussed at the conference, to which representatives of the 

United States, France, the United Kingdom, the Union of Soviet 

Socialist Republics, the Chinese People’s Republic and other inter- 
ested states will be invited. 

It is understood that neither the invitation to, nor the holding of, 

the above-mentioned Conference shall be deemed to imply diplo- 
matic recognition in any case where it has not already been accord- 
ed. 

1 The final communiqué was discussed at the sixth restricted meeting and adopted 
at the twenty-first plenary on Feb. 18. For records of these meetings, see the U.S. 
Delegation record, Document 504, and Secto 176, Document 505. For the final tripar- 
tite communiqué, see infra.
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(b) 

The Governments of the United States of America, of France, of 

the United Kingdom, and of the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub- 
lics, 

Convinced that the solution of international controversies neces- 
sary for the establishment of a lasting peace would be considerably 
aided by an agreement on disarmament, or at least on a substan- 
tial reduction of armaments, 

Will subsequently hold an exchange of views to promote a suc- 
cessful solution of this problem as provided for in paragraph 6 of 
the United Nations Resolution of November 28, 1953. 2 

The four Ministers have had a full exchange of views on the 
German question, on the problems of European security and on the 

Austrian question but they were unable to reach agreement upon 

these matters. 

2 For this resolution, see United Nations General Assembly, Eighth Session, Sup- 
plement No. 17, Resolutions, pp. 3-4, or Department of State Bulletin, Dec. 14, 1953, 
p. . 

No. 526 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 213 

Tripartite Communiqué on the Berlin Conference } 

No. 80 BERLIN, February 19, 1954. 

The major problem facing the Berlin Conference was that of Ger- 

many. The three Western Delegations urged that the reunification 
of Germany should be achieved through free elections, leading to 

the creation of an all-German Government with which a peace 

treaty could be concluded. They put forward a practical plan to this 
end. Their proposals were not accepted by the Soviet Delegation, 
even as a basis for discussion, and they were forced to the conclu- 

sion that the Soviet Government is not now ready to permit free 
all-German elections, or to abandon its control over Eastern Ger- 

many. 

The three Western Governments will continue their efforts to 

achieve German reunification in freedom and by peaceful means. 
In the meantime, they have suggested certain measures which 

could reduce the effect of the present division of Germany and its 
consequences for Berlin. They have proposed that the three High 
Commissioners should study these questions with the Soviet High 

1 Released to the press on Feb. 19 with an embargo until the following day.
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Commissioner. As regards Berlin, the three Governments reaffirm 

their abiding interest in the security of the city as expressed in the 
Tripartite Declaration of May 27, 1952. 2 They will do all in their 

power to improve conditions in Berlin and to promote the economic 
welfare of the city. 

The three Western Ministers did their utmost to secure agree- 
ment upon the Austrian State Treaty. They accepted the Soviet 

version of all the remaining disagreed articles. The Austrian For- 

eign Minister, who was present at all the discussions on this ques- 
tion, declared himself ready to sign the Treaty in this form. The 

Soviet Foreign Minister, however, insisted upon adding new provi- 
sions to the Treaty. The effect of these would have been to leave 

foreign troops in Austria for an indefinite period after the entry 
into force of the Treaty, and to impair Austria’s right to play her 
full part in international life. 

The Treaty could therefore not be concluded in Berlin, despite an 

Austrian offer accepted by the Western Ministers, that troops of 

the Four Powers should remain in Austria until the 30th of June 
1955. The three Governments are prepared to continue their efforts 
to conclude the Austrian State Treaty, but progress depends on the 
Soviet Union modifying its attitude. Meanwhile, they will continue 
to seek every means of lightening the burden of occupation on Aus- 
tria. 

The three Governments remain ready to take advantage of any 
further opportunity which may arise to promote, by renewal of the 

contacts established at Berlin or by other means, a solution of the 

German and Austrian problems. 

The three Ministers explained and reaffirmed the purely defen- 

sive character of Western security arrangements. 

Offers were made to discuss how the undertakings which already 

protect the Soviet Union against aggression could be reinforced. 

The Soviet Delegation made no response to these offers. Their own 

proposals would have involved the dissolution of the Western secu- 

rity system, while the military power of the Soviet bloc in Europe 

remained intact. The three Powers do not intend to be deflected 
from their efforts to develop the system of defense on which their 
survival depends. 

2 For the Tripartite Declaration of May 27, 1952, see vol. v, Part 1, p. 686.
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D. REPORTS AND ANALYSES OF THE CONFERENCE 

No. 527 

Conference files, lot 60 D 627, CF 204 

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Counselor of the Department 
of State (MacArthur) } 

TOP SECRET [WASHINGTON, February 20, 1954.] 

Participants: 

Secretary Dulles Chancellor Adenauer 

Ambassador Conant Dr. Walter Hallstein 

Mr. Merchant Mr. Hans Heinrich von 

Mr. MacArthur Herwarth (Interpreter) 

Chancellor Adenauer opened the conversation by saying that he 
wished to express his most heartfelt thanks to Secretary Dulles for 
all he had done at the Berlin Conference. He said he spoke from 
the bottom of his heart. 

Secretary Dulles thanked the Chancellor and said he had just 
concluded four very difficult weeks. The three Western Powers had 
gone into the Berlin meeting with some hopes and some fears. 
While the hopes had not been realized neither had been the fears. 

Chancellor Adenauer said that in his opinion the Secretary had 
done more than could have been hoped for or expected. A satisfac- 

tory four power communiqué had been issued. 2? But even more im- 
portant the communiqué had made reference to Indo-China. This 

latter point was most important because of the good effect it would 

have in Paris which in turn would help with French action on 
EDC. The date of April 26th for the Far Eastern Conference in 

Geneva was well chosen because before that date EDC will have 
been acted on in France. The Chancellor believed EDC would be 
settled by the end of March. He felt that the Berlin Conference was 
new evidence of the fact that present Western policy was the only 
possible policy vis-a-vis the Soviet Union. He believed that the 
Berlin Conference will prove the basic soundness of the Western 
position and, in this connection, he believed the Soviets did not 
want increased tension with the West. 

Secretary Dulles said the Conference was very revealing of 
Soviet unwillingness to let go its hold of any territory it has seized 
and also the continuance of Soviet desire to extend its control. He 

1 Following the adjournment of the final plenary Secretary Dulles left Berlin at 
7:16 p.m. for the flight to Wahn Airport near Bonn where this conversation took 
place. Dulles subsequently departed from Wahn at 10:30 p.m. for Washington. 

2 Document 525.
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believed the Soviet rulers had a real fear of freedom as we under- 
stand that word. The Secretary said that he had had private talks 
with Molotov during which the Secretary had expressed the opin- 
ion that the concept of Versailles, that is to try to control Germany 

by imposed restrictions was wrong and would not work since the 

very controls resulted in a resurgence of extreme nationalism and 
a revival of militarism. Molotov had replied that the only thing 
wrong with the Versailles Treaty was that it had not been en- 
forced. If it had been properly enforced the German Government 
would have lived up to it. This observation of Molotov summed up 
the way the Soviets looked at areas which had come under their 
control. It was evident in the Soviet attitude towards German unifi- 
cation resulting from free elections. The Soviets would only be will- 
ing to have elections if they could control the electoral machinery, 
insure that the “right” people were chosen, and thus have a gov- 
ernment which could in turn be controlled. 

The Secretary said that the Soviet attitude towards Austria told 
the whole story. It was a good example of what he had been saying. 
Austria was a small inoffensive country. The Austrians had given 
an undertaking not to join NATO or EDC. However, the Soviets 
were unwilling to relinquish their control in Austria and insisted 
on maintaining their military power there for an indefinite time. 
The case of Austria, the Secretary said, should be the answer to 
those people in Germany who believe that in return for a neutral- 
ized Germany the Soviets would relinquish their control. The Sovi- 
ets will accept every concession and then find reasons to continue 
their control. The Secretary said he knew the Chancellor had 
thought it important to have the Berlin Conference to demonstrate 

that the Soviets were unwilling to compromise. The Soviets had 
certainly demonstrated this. He did not know what the public opin- 

ion reactions in Western Germany had been, but he had the im- 
pression from such summaries of opinion as he had seen that there 

was an understanding that no compromise was possible on the 

basis of neutralism. He had much appreciated being kept informed 

of the Chancellor’s views by Blankenhorn who had been most help- 
ful. 

Chancellor Adenauer said that he fully agreed with the Secre- 
tary and that it was impossible to find any compromise on a neu- 

tralization formula. The Soviets were only willing to talk with the 
strong. The Berlin Conference had been useful and had proved this. 
Once EDC has been consummated there will be a new situation of 
strength in Europe which will cause the Soviets to reconsider mat- 
ters and adopt a new policy. 

The Secretary said that new and stable conditions will not devel- 
op in Europe till it unites and develops real strength. After this
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happens the Soviets will eventually be forced to reanalyze their 

policy towards the satellite states and give them some form of 

semi-autonomous character. In other words when there is a really 
united and strong Western Europe the Soviets will not be able to 
maintain their total control of the satellite states by their present 

methods but will probably have to transform them into buffer 
states, perhaps they will evolve into a status somewhat similar to 

Finland. It is after there is evolution in this direction that East 
Germany may be able to join with West Germany. For then condi- 
tions in East Germany and West Germany would not be such a 
startling contrast as at present. If the Soviets are obliged to grant 

more independence to Poland and Czechoslovakia they would be 
almost forced to give Germany to avoid an unfortunate comparison 
between East Germany and its satellite neighbors. This would in 
effect be the beginning of a form of revolutionary process. 

The biggest obstacle today in the path of East Germany being 
able to join the West is the impact that the Soviets know this 
would have on the satellites. The Soviets are not ready now to 
remove their iron grip from East Germany but when they feel 
obliged to give more freedom to the satellites it will also come to 

East Germany. 

The Chancellor said, ‘I think what you have just said is absolute- 
ly correct. As long as Western Europe remains weak and divided 

the Soviets can carry out any policies that they wish because they 

are faced with no real strength.” The Chancellor added that he was 
in full accord with the Secretary’s views which had been stated 
simply and clearly. 

The Secretary then said he had had luncheon privately on 

Wednesday with Mr. Bidault and Mr. Alphand with only himself 
and Mr. Merchant present. ? The Secretary said Bidault had han- 
dled himself at Berlin courageously and had grown in stature. The 

Secretary said he had known Mr. Bidault since San Francisco in 
1945, and had seen him subsequently at meetings in London and 
elsewhere. Mr. Bidault had developed remarkably since those days 
and was conducting himself with statesmanship and courage. 

Chancellor Adenauer agreed and said that Mr. Bidault had 
changed greatly in recent months and had shown qualities which 
he understood had caused him to rise in the esteem of the French. 

This was good and important. 

The Secretary said Mr. Bidault’s prestige had increased very 
much in the U.S. and he understood the same thing was true in 

the United Kingdom. 

3 For a record of this luncheon meeting, see the memorandum of conversation, 

Document 497.
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The Secretary then reverted to his lunch with Bidault on 
Wednesday and said that Mr. Bidault had discussed with him the 
four points which must be dealt with if EDC is to be ratified. 

The first was a closer relationship between the U.K. and the 
EDC. 

The second involved some form of assurances regarding the 
maintenance of substantial U.S. military forces in Europe and the 
continued acceptance by the U.S. of the forward strategy concept of 
NATO. The Secretary said he believed we could do something 
along these lines but there were constitutional and Congressional 
questions that would have to be handled carefully. Furthermore 
the U.S. obviously couldn’t commit itself to maintain a specific 
number of forces anywhere for 50 years or any protracted period. 
(At this point Chancellor Adenauer interrupted to make a com- 
ment about the French asking for commitments from others that 

they were unwilling to give themselves. The Secretary said he 
knew the French reserved the right to withdraw forces if they were 
needed in France’s overseas possessions. This, however, was under- 

standable.) The Secretary went on to say that it is the intention of 
the U.S. to maintain substantial elements of its armed forces on 
the European continent. He believed there were ways that we 
could do something to meet the French problem and he believed 
that if we did so it would help to persuade the British to do some- 
thing similar and take further constructive steps which would be 
helpful in obtaining EDC ratification in France. 

The third problem which Mr. Bidault had discussed in connec- 
tion with EDC ratification was the Saar. Mr. Bidault had expressed 
the strong hope that Adenauer would make a great effort to reach 

a satisfactory Saar settlement. Bidault did not envisage that every 

detail must be settled. What he had in mind was a broad general 

settlement. Bidault hoped there would be an early occasion to talk 

to Adenauer quietly and inconspicuously about the Saar, since a 

settlement of this issue was essential to French ratification. The 
Secretary said he had the impression that Mr. Bidault recognized 
that the Germans could not be expected to make definitive conces- 
sions on the Saar prior to EDC ratification and he felt sure the 
French would agree that any Saar settlement would come into 
effect only when EDC was ratified. 

The Secretary then said there was no point in any of the inter- 
ested countries making a final contribution to meet the French re- 
quirements on these three problems which he had discussed with 
Mr. Bidault until their respective contributions would have a maxi- 
mum impact and effect on French ratification of EDC. If the contri- 
butions are made too early the French parliament will accept them 
and ask for more and we will have nothing more to give. The Brit-
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ish share this view. Therefore the U.S., the U.K. and Germany 
must make their final contribution to French ratification of the 
EDC at about the same time and when they will be decisive with 
the French. We understand from Mr. Bidault that serious French 
parliamentary consideration of EDC will occur about mid-March 
and in the meantime we will keep in close touch with the situation 
through the French Ambassador in Washington. Mr. Eden, on his 
part, will send someone to Paris about the end of next week to 
follow developments and be in touch with the French. We should 
focus on making our real effort about mid-March to have a decisive 
effect. 

The Secretary had asked Bidault about the life of the present 
French government and whether it would survive and be in office 
to bring about a vote on EDC. Bidault believes the Government 
will be in power. Should it fall, however, a new situation involving 

further delays would occur. 

Chancellor Adenauer replied that he hoped to reach an under- 
standing with France on the Saar. He was now inclined to take the 
Van der Goes report (of the Council of Europe) as a basis for a set- 
tlement. * One point in this report, however, makes it very difficult 
for the Germans to accept. He would discuss this in detail with 
Ambassador Conant. (Hallstein indicated the problem was that the 
Van der Goes report in paragraph 19 envisaged the U.S., U.K., 
France and Germany agreeing now that the Saar would be Euro- 

peanized and separated from Germany and that its frontiers would 

be definitively accepted. If the Federal Republic accepted the defin- 
itive settlement of its Western frontier with respect to the Saar, 

the GDR would be provided with the pretext to finalize the Oder- 
Neiser [Neisse] line and turn over definitively the territory to the 

east over to Poland. Therefore, while the Germans might use the 

Van der Goes report as the basis of a settlement there should be a 
provision that final settlement of the Saar frontier could only be 
reached at the time of the Peace Treaty by an all-German Govern- 
ment.) 

The Secretary replied that he did not know anything about the 
details of the Saar problem. Nor did he wish to. He recognized that 
it was a very complicated and technical problem. The point he was 
making was that to secure EDC ratification the U.S., the U.K. and 

Germany each had to make a contribution. For the U.S. it was 
some arrangement about the continuation of armed forces in 
Europe which would be extremely difficult to formulate because of 
Congress. For the U.K. it would perhaps be some improvement in 
the form of association with EDC which the U.K. would develop. 

4 Regarding the van der Goes van Naters report on the Saar, see Document 640.
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The Secretary said we counted on Germany to make its contribu- 
tion and its contribution is a Saar settlement. The Secretary said: 
“I plead with you to make the necessary contribution.” He said 
that both he and President Eisenhower recalled the Chancellor’s 
assurances given in Washington last April that the Chancellor 

would not permit the Saar to stand in the way of EDC. > They had 
confidence that the Chancellor would find the way since he was 
one of the world’s ablest international statesmen. 

Chancellor Adenauer replied: “I maintain and stand by what I 
told you and the President in Washington.” 

The Secretary said that this was all he wanted to know and that 
he would so inform the President. 

The Secretary then said that he wanted to report to the Chancel- 
lor about the Spandau affair. The three Western Foreign Ministers 
had decided that it would be unwise to raise it with Molotov at the 
Council table. Accordingly it had been taken up with Molotov out- 
side the Conference. Eden had done most of the talking to Molotov 
and had gone into the question of the disposition of the remains of 
prisoners who died as well as improving living conditions in the 
prison. Molotov had replied that he was not familiar with the de- 
tails but would inquire of Semenov. ® The Secretary said he could 
not promise that anything would come of this but an effort had 

been made. 

Chancellor Adenauer asked whether publicity could be given to 
the fact that the matter had been taken up with Molotov. 

The Secretary replied that he thought this would not be wise. We 
should wait at least for about a month and see what came of the 

request to Molotov. Adenauer said he supposed this was right. 

Chancellor Adenauer then asked if the three Western Ministers 
had taken up with Molotov the question of German war prisoners 
who are held in the Soviet Union. 

The Secretary replied that he had not taken up this question but 

that the three Ministers had let Molotov know that the Western 
High Commissioners would take up with the Soviet High Commis- 
sioner a number of measures designed to ameliorate the situation 
resulting from the division of Germany and the controls in the 
Eastern Zone and that we hoped something constructive could be 
done. 

Ambassador Conant then briefly explained what the Western 
High Commissioners had in mind. 

5 For documentation on Chancellor Adenauer’s visit to Washington in April 1953, 
see Documents 177 ff. 

6 The conversation had taken place on the night of Feb. 17. The U.S. Delegation 
reported briefly on it in Secto 167 from Berlin, Feb. 18. (896.1 BE/2-1854)



1214 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME VII 

The Secretary then referred to the German amendment to the 

constitution necessitated by EDC and asked when the parliamenta- 
ry action would be completed. The Chancellor replied that he be- 

lieved it would be done on Friday, February 26. The Secretary said 
he hoped Belgian ratification would soon be completed and men- 
tioned that he had written Van Zeeland a long letter from Berlin 

which he hoped would be helpful in rectifying some of the latter’s 
misapprehensions. 7 

The Secretary then mentioned that he had come away from the 

Berlin Conference with the impression that the Soviets were con- 

cerned about their relations with the Chinese Communists. The 
Chancellor said he had had interesting reports from missionaries 

returning from China. He hoped the U.S. would succeed in getting 
a foothold in China. Social conditions there were very bad. He 
added 500 million discontented Chinese represented a problem 
which could cause difficulties for all of us. 

The Chancellor then said he had been asked by Washington 
whether it would be good to give food to the East Zone of Germany. 
He would like to. He said that the influx of refugees from the East 

Zone was increasing and that he would like to dam this influx so 

as to avoid a shortage of population in the East Zone. He said the 

U.S. had helped with the refugee problem and he hoped they could 
continue to do so. 

The Secretary asked whether contributions of food would help 
keep people in the East Zone and thus prevent refugeeism. The 

Chancellor said this would be a great help and mentioned that co- 

operation between the Church authorities of the two zones was im- 

portant both materially and psychologically in coping with the ref- 

ugee problem. 

The Chancellor mentioned he understood that a sub-committee of 
the Senate was considering the German property question and that 

favorable action on this was very important. 

The Chancellor said he had only one final thing to say. Article 7, 

[paragraph] 38 of the Bonn Treaty involving the right of an all- 

German Government to make its choice had caused a great reac- 
tion in Paris. § With this in mind he would make a statement to 

the Bundestag next week saying that when an all-German Govern- 
ment was formed it was the strong intention of the Bonn Govern- 

ment to urge that the all-German Government maintain the EDC 

Treaty. 

7 Not identified further. 
8 For text of the Convention on Relations between the Three Powers and the Fed- 

eral Republic of Germany, see Document 51.
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The Secretary said this would be very helpful and that he him- 
self would take a similar line. If EDC came into being the judicial 
question of the right of an all-German Government to choose was 

incidental. If EDC was in existence and Europe united, obviously 
the all-German Government would opt for its place in the Europe- 

an community. ® 

8On Feb. 25 Secretary Dulles briefed Ambassador Makins on his conversation 
with Adenauer. (Memorandum of conversation, by Merchant, Feb. 25, 611.62A/2- 

2504) 

No. 528 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file 

Memorandum by the Special Assistant to the President (Jackson) ' 

SECRET (WASHINGTON, | February 22, 1954. 

Post-BERLIN THOUGHTS ON THE CURRENT SOVIET PSYCHE 

If Berlin did nothing else, it removed quite a few question marks 
with respect to Soviet attitudes and policies toward the West. 

We went to Berlin wondering if the so-called “New Look” had 
any sincerity behind it or could lead to any practical negotiated re- 
sults. 

We also wondered if the recent talk about Army ascendancy in 
the Kremlin was more than a rumor. 

The relationship between the Soviet Union and the Chinese Com- 

munist regime was another big question mark. 

Another vast ‘guess’ area was how much the internal agricul- 
tural and economic stresses so clearly stated by Khrushchev might 
affect external Soviet policy. 

We also wondered whether the death of Stalin had in any way 

affected the traditional Soviet inflexibility in negotiation, and if 
the passing of this almost Asian tyrant would permit top Soviet 
Foreign Office personalities to be more relaxed among themselves 
and in their relations with ‘foreigners’. 

To some of these questions some pretty clear answers emerged 

during the Berlin Conference. To others, the answers, although not 
completely clear, may be estimated with considerably more accura- 

cy than before Berlin. 

1 Attached to a copy of this memorandum in the C. D. Jackson papers at the Ei- 
senhower Library was a cover sheet transmitting it to President Eisenhower and 
stating that another copy had been sent to the members of the Operations Coordi- 
nating Board.
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The Soviet Delegation was unquestionably their first team. In 

the front row of the Soviet Delegation where Molotov, Gromyko, 

Malik, and Zarubin, with Vinogradov and Semenov being frequent- 
ly consulted in the second row, and Sobolev, head of the Foreign 
Office North American Desk, always present. 

The atmosphere between themselves seemed to be quite relaxed. 
The passing of notes and the whispered advice during the confer- 
ences was spontaneous and the advisers volunteered information 

and advice to Molotov just as easily as he turned to consult them. 
Gromyko, who incidentally looked like death taking a holiday, 

was unquestionably the chief consultant-adviser, and frequently 
showed considerably less deference toward Molotov than, for in- 
stance, Frank Roberts toward Eden, or the top French toward Bi- 

dault. 

During the social gatherings, whether in the Soviet Embassy or 
when we were hosts, the Soviet mood was one of great personal 
friendliness, sometimes verging on an almost pathetic eagerness to 
be liked personally even though professionally the gap between us 
was as great as ever. 

Molotov, with Troianovsky at his side, was by far the most enter- 
taining member of the Soviet group. Compared to the others, his 

humor was sharp, subtle, and fast, and he seemed to derive genu- 

ine pleasure from being able to throw the switch and have verbal 
fun. 

On the other hand, none of the Russians ever really forgot the 
party line, and if they found themselves on the edge of any kind of 
personal admission, the party line reappeared very fast—in Molo- 

tov’s case with an occasional twinkle; in the case of the others, 

with heavy-footed solemnity. 

Anthony Nutting of the British Delegation reported that during 

one of his conversations with the Soviet Chinese expert, he was 

urging the Soviets to have the Chinese Communists relax their im- 
possible attitude and regulations against British businessmen in 
China, who were being held as virtual prisoners because of the fi- 
nancial demands made upon them. Nutting reported that his 
Soviet vis-a-vis appeared about to say the equivalent of ‘Well, I'll 
see what I can do about it’, when all of a sudden his face changed, 
he drew himself up, and said “If you would accept the Chinese Peo- 
ple’s Republic as a member of the Big Five, such matters could be 
more easily handled’. 

This policy of personal friendliness within a framework of unre- 
mittingly tough foreign policy, is about the only visible evidence of 
the hoped-for, or at least puzzled-over, ““New Look’ in Soviet for- 

eign policy. Nowhere else could any sign of it be found. In fact, the 
whole Molotov performance in Berlin was, if anything, almost
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needlessly tough, and actually helped us not only to preserve West- 
ern unity, but to further our propaganda out of the mouth of Molo- 
tov rather than out of our own. 

For instance, Molotov came to Berlin with quite a few potential 
customers—to name some of the important ones . . . 2 the East Ger- 

mans, the West Germans, the German Socialists, Austria, French 

fears, French neutralists, British public opinion. It would have 

been a very difficult job to sell all of these customers, but it would 

not have been too difficult to select a few and sacrifice the rest. 
Instead, day after day Molotov made absolutely no effort to sell 

or even salvage any of these possible customers, and wound up by 
having all Germans disappointed, if not enraged, with the German 
Socialists in such a quandary that their leaders didn’t know what 
to do or say, and frequently contradicting themselves in print, with 
even Le Monde squirming in public, with the French so scared of 
losing NATO that they actually felt better about EDC, with the 
British by and large behind Eden, with all but the most doctrinaire 
neutralists on very rocky ground, and with Austria, the cheapest 
sale of all, dumbfounded and desperate. 

Furthermore, when Molotov’s early attempts to split the French 
and British away from us on the very touchy Asian and Chinese 
matter failed, Western solidarity won a tremendous victory, from 
which Bidault, Eden, and Dulles all derived new strength in their 
determination to stick together. And toward the end of the Confer- 
ence, the three Western Ministers hardly needed any signal prac- 
tice at all in order to compliment each other in reply to Soviet tac- 
tics. 

Admittedly, my flat statement regarding Molotov’s having lost 
all his possible customers is quite an oversimplification. The world 

press’ during the period of the Conference was not 100% for us, nor 

were all Parliamentarians in Paris, London, Washington, and Bonn 

uniform in their reactions. There was criticism of what they consid- 

ered Western intransigence and unwillingness to compromise, but 
on balance, I believe the oversimplification will stand up. It was in- 
teresting to note that some of Molotov’s trial balloons on Asia and 
on the German referendum never took real root, and never held 

the headlines for more than 24 hours. 
This ruthless and total disregard of public opinion and propagan- 

da dividends on Molotov’s part could not have been accidental. 
Soviet expert Bohlen several times said that this was a perfect il- 
lustration of the Soviet technique that although the Soviets give 
more thought to propaganda than anyone else, nevertheless when 
propaganda and policy come into conflict, propaganda is sacrificed 

2 Ellipsis in the source text.
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without a second thought. The Molotov behaviour in Berlin certain- 

ly confirms the Bohlen thesis. 
What, then, was this overriding policy point which controlled ev- 

erything? 

It was a military point. And whether the Soviet military dictated 
to the Soviet civilians, or whether the Soviet civilians thought that 

self-preservation indicated reliance on military considerations is 
not really important. Whoever thought of it first, the fact remains 
that military considerations controlled. 

This was particularly obvious in the case of the Austrian Peace 
Treaty. 

What was at stake here? Certainly the loss of 7-million easy- 
going Austrians without overwhelmingly important agriculture or 
industry could not be considered a major threat to the USSR. Fur- 
thermore, although the letter of Treaties with Hungary and Ruma- 

nia called for the withdrawal of Soviet troops from those two coun- 

tries once peace was concluded with Austria, a simple invitation 
from the Hungarian and Rumanian puppet regimes to have Soviet 

troops remain would easily have taken care of that problem. 
But Soviet military considerations and the Soviet military equiv- 

alent of “J’y suis; j’'y reste’ apparently dictated the absurdity of 
the Soviet position with respect to the Austrian Peace Treaty. Not 
a square inch of occupied or controlled territory was to be given up. 

In the case of German unification and German elections, Molotov 

passed up the fairly easy opportunity to say that he could live with 

NATO but could not live with EDC. Had he done this, he would 

undoubtedly have scuttled EDC with the French and the Germans. 

Instead, he chose the most extreme position that could be taken, 

namely, that EDC must be abandoned, NATO must be dismantled, 

the U.S. must become nothing more than an observer in European 

affairs, and all possible regional defensive alliances must be forbid- 
den. 

Here again was an extreme military reaction without regard for 

political or propaganda consequences, inasmuch as by the state- 

ment of that position he got a horse laugh from the Americans, he 
really scared the French and the British, and he convinced German 
Socialists and neutralists that compromise on some middle ground 
was impossible. 

Their military men told them that there is no way of appeasing 
themselves out of their problem—that if they grant the inch of 

Austria they will eventually be forced to grant the ell of Eastern 
Germany and all the European satellites. The flywheel of history 
can only turn in one direction at a time—therefore, they should 

hold on to what they have no matter what the cost in bitterness, 
seething discontent, and negative world opinion.
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As to Soviet relations with Communist China, when we went to 

Berlin it was pretty generally agreed that Molotov would have to 
make a major pitch for the elevation of Communist China to the 
position of a full-fledged Big Five club member, but some of us felt 
that he would not carry it beyond the point at which he could say 
to the Chinese Communists, “I did everything I could for you.” 

Instead, he carried this proposal to the absolute bitter end. With 

the single exception of the Austrian Peace Treaty, there was no 
discussion of any item during the entire month into which Commu- 
nist China was not injected at some time or other. Molotov even 

insisted that the Chinese Communists should participate in the dis- 

cussions on the President’s “‘atomic pool for peaceful purposes” pro- 
posal, ? and it was not until 6 P M of the last day of the Conference 
that Molotov finally accepted our language for the final clause of 

the proposal for the Geneva Conference, which stated that the pro- 
posal did not imply recognition of Communist China. 4 

In other words, Molotov’s solicitude for the social standing of his 
ally went well beyond the call of either friendship or expediency. 

For the first time since the war—in fact, since 1918—the Russian 

Soviets have to look over their shoulders at 400-million Chinese 
when they are negotiating with the West, and this may have im- 
portant implications. 

How Peiping will react to Molotov’s failure to have them accept- 
ed in the club, how they will react to our underscoring that failure 
in the language of the final clause of the proposal for the Geneva 

Conference, is not yet known. It is to be doubted, however, that 

they will be pleased at the lack of performance on the part of their 

Russian ally, which always advertised itself as almost omnipotent. 

What, then, is the composite Soviet picture emerging from 

Berlin? 

It would appear that on the one hand the Soviet leaders are a 

group of men slowly relaxing in the absence of the whip of the 

Stalin tyranny—anxious to be liked as individuals, and eager to 

give every personal evidence of their desire to be accepted as 
human beings. 

On the other hand, another tyranny is in process of forming, and 
that is the tyranny of fear that their expansionist conquests will 

melt away unless they are willing to impose almost absurd condi- 

tions for what they call the relaxation of world tensions. Everybody 

could really relax if the Soviet world extended from Kamchatka to 

3 See footnote 2, Document 326. 
*For text of the agreement convoking the Geneva Conference, see FPM(54)86, 

part (a), Document 525.
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the English Channel, and the U.S. promised to remain within its 
own continental limits. 

Furthermore, these Soviet rulers haven’t even begun to chew the 
China mouthful, let alone swallow it—but they know they’ve got 
something big and tough in their mouths, something that may 
prove troublesome and something that cannot be ignored. 

And all of this against the backdrop of a very complicated and 
possibly dangerous internal agricultural and economic situation 
which has assumed sufficient gravity to force them to reverse the 
policy of decades and overnight to attempt to placate the peasant 
and the consumer. 

This adds to their extraordinary fear, and is one more reason for 
no external relaxation. They do not feel that they can appease both 
inside and outside at the same time. 

But here they are in a very real sense prisoners of their own slo- 
gans. If Khrushchev can say publicly, as he did last fall, that there 
is less livestock in the USSR today than there was under the Czars, 
he can afford to say it because some miraculous Soviet Plan will fix 
everything so that in 1954 there will be more livestock in the 
USSR than there was under the Czars. Similarly, a Plan can con- 
vert a factory from machine guns to nylons in a few months. 

These things are not going to come about, and 1954 looms as a 
very important year in the Soviet scheme of things. 

If, during 1954, we have the guts and the skill to maintain con- 

stant pressure at all points of the Soviet orbit, we will get divi- 

dends from such a policy. Furthermore, our pressure can take the 
form of much bolder harassment than we have yet felt advisable, 
the reason being that the chances of Soviet military aggression, at 

least during 1954, are probably lower than they have been for a 
long time. 

At some time or other during 1954, the combination of external 

discontent and the fruits of internal unfulfilled appeasement will 
start working in our favor in a great big way. 

If this is true—and I believe that it is true—the Berlin Confer- 
ence will have been the most important and most successful en- 
counter between the East and the West in ten years. ® 

5 On Mar. 2 the Department of State prepared a two-page commentary on Jack- 
son’s memorandum, which was drafted by the “Russian desk people.” It concurred 
in the conclusion “that the only evidence of a ‘New Look’ in Soviet foreign policy 
revealed at the conference was the attempt of the Soviet representatives to appear 
personally friendly.”” The commentary went on to say that the Soviet position at 
Berlin was in the best Stalinist tradition and felt that undue stress should not be 
placed on the idea that the Soviet position was primarily military. The commentary 
concluded that it would be very dangerous to conclude that the Soviet Union was, 

because of internal or satellite difficulties, so weakened that it would “not under 
any circumstances resort to war.’ (Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whit- 
man file)
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No. 529 

Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower papers, Whitman file 

Memorandum of Discussion at the 186th Meeting of the National 
Security Council, Friday, February 26, 1954 

TOP SECRET EYES ONLY 

Present at this meeting were the President of the United States, 
presiding; the Vice President of the United States; the Secretary of 
State; the Acting Secretary of Defense; the Acting Director, For- 
eign Operations Administration; and the Director, Office of Defense 
Mobilization. Also present were the Secretary of the Treasury; the 
Director, Bureau of the Budget; the Chairman, Atomic Energy 

Commission; the Under Secretary of State; the U.S. Representative 

to the United Nations; the Secretary of the Army; Mr. Smith for 
the Secretary of the Navy; the Secretary of the Air Force; the 
Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; the Chief of Staff, U.S. Army; the 

Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force; Robert R. Bowie, Department of 

State; the Director of Central Intelligence; the Assistant to the 

President; Mr. Cutler and Mr. Jackson, Special Assistants to the 

President; the Deputy Assistant to the President; Bryce Harlow, 

Administrative Assistant to the President; the Executive Secretary, 
NSC; and the Deputy Executive Secretary, NSC. 

Following is a summary of the report and discussion at the meet- 
ing and the main points taken. 

1. Meeting of the Four Foreign Ministers 

Secretary Dulles indicated that he would not make his report in 
narrative form, even though this would be the most interesting 

way, but would single out those elements in the picture which 

would be of particular interest to the National Security Council. 

The frequent meetings at Berlin provided an opportunity for the 

United States delegation to learn a great deal by direct contact— 
even with Molotov himself. Molotov had spoken with an evident 

show of personal authority. The Soviet Foreign Minister no longer 
appeared a mere subordinate, as he had when Stalin was alive. He 
appeared, comparatively at least, free to make his own decisions, 

with a minimum of reporting back to Moscow for instructions. 

I. EUROPE 

In the first instance, said Secretary Dulles, one thing was made 
crystal clear. There is no disposition on the part of the Russians to 
accept any terms which would relax the grip on the areas of 
Europe that they now control. They may pretend to be willing to 
relax this grip, but only as a means of extending it. This very shal-
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low pretense deceived only those who wished to be deceived by it. 

Thus we anticipated before the meeting that we would be obliged 
to make certain very difficult decisions if the Russians actually of- 

fered the basis of a genuine settlement with regard to East Germa- 
ny and Austria. In point of fact, however, we were not obliged to 
face such tough problems as the neutralization of a united Germa- 
ny and an independent Austria. Neither now nor in the foreseeable 
future will we have to face up to the possibility that these coun- 
tries will be neutralized. The Austrians were quite prepared to 
agree to neutralize their country if this proved the only way to 
secure a treaty and rid themselves of the occupation forces. They 
would have preferred to have incorporated their neutral status in a 
specific declaration, but if they had been pressed they would have 
even incorporated their neutral status in the treaty itself. Howev- 
er, the Soviets dismissed any and all such suggestions out of hand. 
At the last meeting at which the Austrians were present, their del- 
egation strongly hinted Austria’s willingness to neutralize itself. } 

Molotov brushed aside the hint in the most brutal fashion. Chan- 
cellor Fig] and his colleagues walked out of the room almost in 
tears. The whole episode was shocking, but it was a clear revela- 

tion of Soviet intention. After killing the Austrian treaty the Sovi- 
ets did try to give the corpse a decent burial by suggesting further 
study of the peace treaty at the Ambassadorial level. Secretary 
Dulles said that he prevented this decent burial by making it per- 
fectly clear to the Soviets that he was unwilling to refer the prob- 

lem to the Ambassadors until the Russians agreed to the removal 

of their forces from Austria. 
The net result of this phase of the discussions was to make it 

clear that neutralization is no substitute for the European Defense 

Community, as many Western Europeans believed or would like to 

believe. A study of the record shows that the Soviets will not 
accept neutralization, and there is accordingly no use whatsoever 

to consider it as a substitute for EDC. 

There was one other significant point, said Secretary Dulles, 
which came out in connection with the negotiations on Germany 

and Austria. The Soviets made no effort to play up to public opin- 
ion in these countries. Indeed, they appeared almost contemptuous 

of the thinking of the Germans and the Austrians. A trend in this 
direction had been apparent in the exchange of notes prior to the 
Berlin conference, but the trend became very clear at the confer- 
ence itself. From this, Secretary Dulles deduced that the Soviets 
proposed to hold on to East Germany for a very long time and by 

1 For a record of the last plenary of the conference, see Secto 176, Document 505.
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means of force. They do not expect to depend on public opinion as a 
means of retaining their hold in these areas. 

In the course of the meeting it became apparent that Molotov in- 
creasingly focussed his efforts on the defeat of the EDC. In his 
mind this was the principal purpose of the Berlin meeting and the 

chief means to the end was to create disunity among the Western 
powers. Initially, Molotov’s attacks on the Western powers had 
been of a very general nature, including East-West trade, USS. 
bases in Europe, and NATO. At the end, however, he focussed his 

efforts almost completely on EDC. The line he took was that EDC 
was the great obstacle to a solution of European problems. If the 
Europeans would give up EDC, all these problems could be readily 
solved. Eden and Bidault grasped this very clearly. 

The big Soviet move, then, was their all-European security 

plan. 2 This, said Secretary Dulles, was modeled on the Rio Pact 
and was represented by Molotov as a Monroe Doctrine for Europe 
which would exclude the influence of the United States. Molotov 
had indicated that 32 different countries would have membership 

in the pact, but it never was possible to get him to specify the 
actual countries. Since 82 independent states would obviously have 
to include not only the Soviet satellites but a number of the con- 
stituent republics of the Soviet Union, it was easy to deduce that 

the Soviets would have so rigged the European security organiza- 
tion as to ensure a working majority for themselves. The Soviet 
leaders, continued Secretary Dulles, really believe that the United 

States completely dominates the Latin American countries and 
that the Rio Pact is the instrument by which we effect this domina- 
tion. Accordingly, they wish to use the Pact as a model for achiev- 

ing their own domination of Europe. 

While in a sense this all-European pact was the big Soviet move, 

back of it one could see their real conception of how the world 

should be divided. There were to be two great powers—the United 

States controlling the Western Hemisphere, and Russia dominating 

the Eurasian continent. As this conception became clear, Secretary 
Dulles said, he was at once reminded of the meetings between 
Hitler and Molotov at Berlin during the Nazi-Soviet collaboration. 
At one of these meetings Hitler and Molotov had discussed dividing 
up the world much in the fashion of Russia’s present conception. 
Accordingly, Secretary Dulles was tempted to point out to Molotov 

that he had learned his lessons well from Hitler. With difficulty 
Secretary Dulles had refrained from saying so. 

Molotov proved himself very clever and artful throughout the 
meeting. He is one of the shrewdest and wiliest diplomats of this 

2 For text of this proposal, see FPM(54)47, Document 517.



1224 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1952-1954, VOLUME VII 

century or, indeed, of any century. He spared no efforts to sow dis- 
cord between the United States and its allies. One of the most po- 
tentially dangerous of these efforts related to the question whether 
or not a unified Germany was bound to remain a member of EDC. 
This could have posed a serious dilemma for us. Our general under- 
standing with Adenauer is that legally, at any rate, a unified Ger- 
many could exercise the option of accepting the commitments of 
the present West German Government or rejecting them. This 
legal technicality was exploited by Molotov to prove that all the 
rest of the EDC countries were bound by their commitments but 
that Germany was free to do as it chose. In counteracting this 
Soviet line, Secretary Dulles took the position that while this was 
an interesting legal point to discuss, it was of no practical conse- 

quence. Nevertheless, Secretary Dulles predicted that there would 
be repercussions of Molotov’s argument when the French Parlia- 
ment entered its discussions of ratification of EDC. 

Secretary Dulles said that we had learned a lot also with regard 
to the attitude of the British and French on the Berlin question. 
They are not nearly as convinced and determined as we are that it 
is essential to maintain the position of the Western powers in 
Berlin. Secretary Dulles said that he had tried very hard to induce 
Eden and Bidault to make public statements which would reassure 
the population of Berlin that it would not be abandoned. With 
great difficulty he did succeed in inducing Eden and Bidault, at the 

end of the conference, to make a call on the Mayor of West Berlin. 

Bidault had even been willing to make a very nice statement on 
this occasion. Nevertheless, the difficulties he encountered were 

significant. It was, for instance, particularly difficult to induce 

Eden and Bidault to reaffirm the specific language of the Tripartite 

Declaration of 1952 on Berlin. ? The best that we could do, said Sec- 

retary Dulles, was to get the British and French Foreign Ministers 
to reaffirm the Declaration in very general language. Secretary 
Dulles himself made a specific reaffirmation, but his experience on 
this issue confirmed the doubts that had been expressed in the Na- 
tional Security Council meeting which had discussed our policy in 
Berlin prior to the Foreign Ministers conference. + Clearly, a diffi- 
cult educational job remains to be done with the British and 
French on the importance of the Western position in Berlin. 

II. ASIA 

Molotov’s big proposal with regard to Asia was, of course, to call 
for a five-power conference including Communist China. This pro- 

3 See footnote 2, Document 526. 
4 For a memorandum of this discussion on Jan. 21, see Document 343.
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posal had been embodied in the Soviet note of last November, * in 

which the five-power conference was set up as a condition prece- 
dent to any discussion of German and Austrian problems at Berlin. 
After Secretary Dulles had made absolutely clear from the outset 
that he would have nothing to do with any conference including 

Communist China except as it related to the specific problems of a 
settlement in Korea and Indochina, Molotov backed down from his 

insistence on a five-power conference to discuss world problems. He 
then indicated his willingness to accept a five-power conference on 
Asian as opposed to world problems. When we refused this also, 
Molotov came up with a formula for a conference which would dis- 
cuss Korean questions, etc. As we knew from experience, said Sec- 

retary Dulles, the ‘et cetera’ was merely a trick to enable the So- 
viets to drag into the conference any and all Asian matters. 

After much argument, we finally boiled down the terms for a 
conference to deal with Korea to pretty much what we ourselves 
wanted, namely, a free, independent and united Korea. The Soviets 

had tried to insert the term ‘‘democratic” into this formula, but 

since everyone was aware of the special meaning of this word in 
Communist mouths, we refused to accept it, together with the 

“etc.”. The long and short of it was, therefore, that all the prob- 
lems with respect to membership and agenda which we had en- 
countered for so many months at Panmunjon, were finally settled. 
While it is very unlikely, concluded Secretary Dulles, that the 
Geneva conference would achieve a free and independent Korea, at 
least we did not lose anything by agreeing to take part in this con- 
ference. Secretary Dulles stated his belief that if we handled our- 

selves skillfully at Geneva—and he was sure we would—we should 

be able to make the same kind of gains that had been ours at 
Berlin. If the Communists turn down every decent and reasonable 
proposal which we make at Geneva, this will prove an asset to our 

cause in the long run. 

The single most difficult issue with regard to Asia was, of course, 
Indochina. The French felt that it was politically indispensable for 
them to secure some reference to the possibility of a truce. Most of 
the French can’t or won’t understand why they must persevere in 
their struggle against the Communists after we have achieved an 
armistice in Korea. Bidault, however, clearly understands the great 

difference between the conditions for an armistice in Korea and 
those in Indochina. He has no illusions on this subject at all, but he 

also knows that the Laniel Government will fall if he cannot make 
some kind of gesture. 

5 For the Soviet note of Nov. 3, 1953, see Document 280.
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Molotov himself had not put forward any proposal for negotia- 
tions on Indochina. Indeed, for a long time he refused even to refer 
specifically to Indochina, and chose to play “very hard to get” on 
this subject. He played the game very smart, and at the end it was 
Bidault who was trying to force Molotov to include a reference to 
Indochina. Molotov had finally suggested that the formula include 
reference to Indochina in parentheses. When Bidault complained 
that it would be no use to take Indochina back to Paris in a paren- 
theses, Molotov finally agreed to remove the parentheses. Secretary 
Dulles had made an earnest effort to include in the terms of refer- 
ence for the discussion of Indochina, conditions relating to the good 
behaviour and decent intentions of the Chinese Communists prior 
to the meeting. These statements were acceptable enough to Bi- 
dault, but Eden became a problem. He did not wish to have the res- 
olution contain any language which appeared to impugn the good 
faith of the Chinese Communist Government. In the end, the lan- 

guage with respect to Chinese behaviour was omitted from the res- 
olution, although the condition can be read implicitly in the lan- 
guage if not explicitly. Secretary Dulles said he believed it to be 
apparent that if Bidault had not gone back to Paris with something 
to show on Indochina, the Laniel Government would have fallen at 

once and would have been replaced by a government which would 
not only have had a mandate to end the war in Indochina on any 
terms, but also to oppose French ratification of EDC. In general, 
said Secretary Dulles, the French are divided into two main catego- 

ries—those who are prepared to write off Indochina but want 
France to join EDC, and those who wish to have France remain in 

Indochina, more or less as a colonial power, and are opposed to 

EDC. Furthermore, Secretary Dulles couldn’t see the makings of a 
French government which would replace Laniel and continue the 

fight in Indochina. Accordingly, if we had vetoed the resolution re- 

garding Indochina, it would have probably cost us French member- 
ship in EDC as well as Indochina itself. Our present position, there- 
fore, at least offers the fair probability of salvaging both French 
membership in EDC and the continuation of the struggle in Indo- 

china. 
There had been no agreement, said Secretary Dulles, on the 

exact composition and form of the discussion on Indochina at the 
Geneva conference. It was his guess that we would encounter diffi- 
culties in this matter every bit as bad as those we have experienced 
in the past with regard to the composition of a conference to settle 
the Korean problem. For example, the French desire to keep out 

the representatives of the Associated States, lest their presence at 
Geneva also bring in Ho Chi Minh. Accordingly, both Bidault and 
Secretary Dulles are approaching the forthcoming Geneva confer-
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ence with considerable equanimity. Secretary Dulles didn’t believe 
that the French would push too hard for a negotiated settlement 
provided there was no real military disaster in Indochina prior to 

and during the conference. Moreover, the heat would be off when 
the fighting season ended in May. If the present French Govern- 

ment can hold on, and there was no serious military reverse or ap- 
parent military reverse, Secretary Dulles did not anticipate too 
much difficulty. 

One of the most interesting aspects of the meeting was the light 

thrown on the relationship between Communist China and the 
Soviet Union. While this relationship was still obscure, it did seem 
clear that the Soviets do not feel in a position merely to hand out 
orders to Peiping. They treat the Chinese Communist regime as a 
partner who has to be consulted and, in certain instances, even re- 

strained by persuasion and by economic pressures. It seems quite 

possible that the Soviet Union is worried over the possibility of 
new aggression by the Chinese Communists. The Soviets are anx- 
ious to avoid a major war, and they realize that the Chinese Com- 
munists are in a position to initiate such a war if they choose to do 
so. Secretary Dulles said that he had tried to make clear to Molo- 
tov that if the Chinese Communists used their military power for 
aggressive purposes they were bound to clash with the vital inter- 
ests of the United States, and that he was not in a position to esti- 
mate the consequences of such a clash. It had seemed worthwhile 
to seize this opportunity thus to pressure the Soviets, who in turn 
might put pressure on the Chinese Communists to behave them- 
selves. 

Secretary Dulles warned that one could not be sure that the 

above was the correct diagnosis of the relations between the Chi- 

nese and the Russians, but from a number of impressions and little 

signs, this appeared at least to be a likely appraisal. 

III. EAST-WEST TRADE 

This issue was not discussed to the extent that Secretary Dulles 

had anticipated. The Soviets, of course, had dangled the bait and 
prospect of a greatly enhanced East-West trade before the British 
and the French, but Molotov had never come forward with any 
concrete proposal, as we feared he would, in his effort to create dis- 
unity among us. Indeed, the American delegation got together 
every morning at nine o'clock to try to figure out what bombshell 
Molotov would drop in the course of the day’s discussion. But he 
wasn’t as aware of our own weaknesses as we ourselves were, and 

accordingly could not exploit them to the degree which we feared. 
Nevertheless, Secretary Dulles had taken the opportunity to urge 
Eden not to retreat hastily from the agreed controls on East-West
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trade, but to remove the controls, if necessary, only gradually. 
Eden agreed to this. Incidentally, continued Secretary Dulles, in 

talking about this matter with Senator Capehart, he was aston- 

ished to have the Senator take the position that the United States 
would either have to loosen up on East-West trade or face the loss 
of all its major allies. 

IV. ATOMIC ENERGY MATTERS 

Secretary Dulles said that he had had two full talks plus a 
dinner talk with Molotov on the subject of the President’s speech 
to the United Nations on the peaceful uses of atomic energy. ® The 
next step will be the submission, through normal diplomatic chan- 
nels, of a fairly elaborate statement of our plan to follow through 
on the President’s proposal. Molotov had pointed out that if we 
were to have any conference on this subject, it would have to in- 
clude Communist China. So, said Secretary Dulles, we can antici- 
pate all the usual procedural hurdles before we ever get into a real 
negotiation with the Soviets on this subject. At every step the 
USSR invariably drags in Communist China, in order to convince 
the world that it is only our stubbornness on this issue which 
blocks the solution of all the great problems that afflict the world. 

The French, and especially the British, are very anxious to get 
into these talks on atomic energy more fully. We hope to have our 

own plan completed soon, a statement which Admiral Strauss con- 

firmed. Secretary Dulles said that he had already agreed that the 

British and the Canadians should be brought into the talks when 

they had reached a certain level, since they were actually engaged 
in the production of atomic weapons. The French, the Belgians, 

and the South Africans, as suppliers of raw materials, would have 
to be brought in at a different level. But in any event, said Secre- 
tary Dulles, we must move ahead on this front very rapidly if we 
are to avoid embarrassment. 

Ambassador Lodge confirmed Secretary Dulles’ position by 
noting that he was under constant pressure to get this matter 

before the UN Disarmament Commission. 

Secretary Dulles explained that the disarmament plan to which 
Ambassador Lodge was referring was quite a different issue from 
the President’s proposal with regard to the peaceful uses of atomic 
energy. He had made this distinction very clear in his discussions 
at Berlin, though the British had pointed out that if the two prob- 
lems could be combined and submitted to the UN Disarmament 
Commission, the issue of Communist Chinese participation could be 

6 For a record of Secretary Dulles’ two talks with Molotov on atomic energy mat- 
ters, see Dultes 23 and 71, Documents 393 and 471.
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avoided. Secretary Dulles, however, doubted whether the Russians 
could ever be induced to agree to this procedure. 

The President expressed some doubt as to whether the problem 
was as urgent as Secretary Dulles seemed to think. Secretary 
Dulles replied that he believed world opinion was very anxious to 
hear the follow-up on the President’s proposal, and he very much 
hoped that our own U.S. position would be clear in no more than 

three weeks. 
The President, pointing out that the problem was a vast one to 

deal with at one blow, inquired whether it could not go forward in 

a series of phases. Secretary Dulles said that this might be possible, 
but that the matter had already progressed so far that it was more 
desirable to rely on the present plan and to complete this plan as a 
matter of urgency. 

V. EDC 

On his way back home, Secretary Dulles had talked with Chan- 

cellor Adenauer for an hour and a half.?7 The Chancellor was ex- 
tremely pleased with the outcome of the conference and, oddly 
enough, expressed the most particular pleasure over the inclusion 
of the reference to negotiations regarding Indochina, since he 

thought that this would assist in bringing EDC into existence. 
Chancellor Adenauer’s view, said Secretary Dulles, was a reflection 

of the widespread concern in Europe over the diversion of French 
military strength and the consequent difficulties which it posed for 
French ratification of EDC. 

With respect to the status of EDC, Secretary Dulles indicated 
that he had reached an understanding with Bidault that the debate 
in the French Parliament would be pushed ahead at once and not 
await the conclusion of the Geneva conference. Whether Bidault 

would actually be able to deliver on this commitment was, of 

course, a serious question. Bidault had informed Secretary Dulles 

that four points needed to be clarified at once. Three of these were 

external—the Saar, the British relationship to EDC, and the U.S. 

relationship with EDC, with assurances that we will not pull our 
troops out of Europe when EDC is ratified and that we do not 
intend to terminate our membership in NATO when this option is 
presented to us at the end of the first twenty years. Secretary 
Dulles said that he would do what could be done to provide the de- 
sired assurances. The fourth point, which was internal to French 

politics, was how far and how fast to push for the European Politi- 
cal Community. The French Socialists were seeking commitments 

7 For a record of Secretary Dulles’ conversation with Chancellor Adenauer at 
Wahn Airport on Feb. 18, see the memorandum of conversation, Document 527.
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that the French Government would move ahead vigorously to bring 

the EDC into existence. Bidault pointed out, however, that if a 

French Government were to do this in order to gain Socialist sup- 
port, it would involve a loss of votes from the right-of-center parties 

in favor of EDC. 

The British, said Secretary Dulles, were apparently prepared to 
go quite far in making commitments to the French with regard to 

their own part in EDC. As far as the Saar was concerned, Secre- 
tary Dulles told Adenauer that he really knew very little about the 
problem and didn’t know what the best solution was, but that he 

merely desired from Adenauer strong assurance that somehow or 
other the Chancellor would reach an acceptable agreement with 
the French on this subject. This, Secretary Dulles told Adenauer, 

was the German contribution to getting EDC ratified, comparable 
to the U.S. and British assurances to the French. Accordingly, Sec- 

retary Dulles asked the President for his approval for the designa- 

tion by the Secretaries of State and Defense of representatives to 
work together over the next few days to see what could be formu- 

lated in answer to the French request for new assurances. 

The President reluctantly agreed, indicating that the whole thing 
made him feel a little tired. After all that we have done to try to 
help Europe to help itself—and that, of course, was what EDC 
was—the Europeans come back to us seeking further commitments. 
They are absolute masters of the art of getting us to do for them 

things which they ought to do for themselves. 

Secretary Dulles said that of course he agreed with the President 

that this was exasperating, but that after all, it was a big step for 

the French to submerge their national identity in the new Europe- 

an Defense Community. Moreover, he assured the President that 

we really would not have to do very much more by way of new as- 

surances to the French than we have repeatedly said we would do 
in the past. Actually, all we need is a new package tied up with a 
new ribbon. Secretary Dulles said that he had pointed out to Bi- 
dault, who was seeking ironclad assurances, that there could be no 

question of a treaty or an executive agreement, since the deploy- 
ment of United States military forces was a prerogative of the 

President and not of the Congress. The French seemed to under- 
stand this argument, and it really boils down to furnishing them 
something that looks like a new package, however old the contents 
may be. The whole issue was extremely critical from the stand- 

point of our own policy. 

The President said he understood, but he was certainly getting 
sick and tired of being blackmailed into performing services for the 

French.
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The President then inquired who actually was responsible for the 
formulation of the plans to follow through on his UN speech re- 
garding peaceful uses of atomic energy. 

Admiral Strauss replied that he had already prepared the Plan 
and that it had been cleared up to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, who 

had had it under consideration for only one week. 

Then the President inquired whose job it was to keep pushing to 

ensure progress, and Admiral Strauss replied that the primary re- 
sponsibility was his. Secretary Dulles reminded Admiral Strauss to 

inform him at what point the British and Canadians were to be 

brought in. 

Secretary Dulles then stated that this was about all he had to 
say with respect to the Foreign Ministers conference, except to 

point out the admirable performance of Bidault. The latter had 
done a much better job than Eden, who seemed to have lost some 

of his boldness and conviction, and who appeared to be seeking a 
compromise which would assure a political triumph when he re- 
turned home. Bidault, on the other hand, behaved courageously, as 

one who had burned his bridges behind him. 

The President inquired, with respect to Secretary Dulles’ conver- 

sations with Molotov, whether anyone ever got up and accused the 
Soviets of having their own EDC in the shape of the satellites 
which they held together by brute force. Secretary Dulles indicated 
that such remarks would have had absolutely no effect on the Rus- 

slans. 

The President replied that he rather wished that Secretary 
Dulles had made his allusion to the Hitler-Molotov discussions on 

dividing up the world. An occasional dig like that might scare the 

Russians into believing that we had a lot more information on this 

point than we actually had. 

The National Security Council: 

a. Noted an oral report by the Secretary of State on the meeting 
of the four Foreign Ministers at Berlin. 

b. Noted the President’s directive that the Secretaries of State 
and Defense each designate a representative to prepare, for Council 
consideration at its next meeting, recommendations as to assur- 
ances which might be given the French, in connection with the Eu- 
ropean Defense Community, as to the retention of U.S. forces in 
Europe and continued U.S. participation in the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization. 

c. Noted the President’s desire that the Chairman, Atomic 
Energy Commission, be responsible for expediting the completion 
of the report outlining the program to carry out the President’s 
proposal in his speech to the United Nations on the peaceful uses 
of atomic energy.
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Note: The action in b above subsequently transmitted to the Sec- 
retaries of State and Defense for implementation. The action in c 
above subsequently transmitted to the Chairman, Atomic Energy 
Commission, for implementation. 

No. 530 

Editorial Note 

On February 24 Secretary of State Dulles made a national ad- 
dress over radio and television giving his analysis of the Berlin 

Conference. For this address, see Department of State Bulletin, 

March 8, 1954, pp. 343-347. On March 3 Walter McConaughy, Di- 
rector of the Office of Chinese Affairs, in an address before the 

International Affairs Committee of the Women’s National Republi- 
can Club, gave his analysis of the significance of the conference. 
For the text of his address, see ibid., March 15, 1954, pages 402- 

406. 

E. FURTHER EXCHANGES OF NOTES WITH THE SOVIET UNION 

CONCERNING EUROPEAN SECURITY AND THE GERMAN QUESTION 

No. 531 

Editorial Note 

Following the completion of the Berlin Conference three ex- 

changes of notes with the Soviet Union took place during 1954 con- 

cerning European security and the German question. In a note 

dated March 31, the Soviet Union proposed that it join NATO and 

suggested that the United States might join its projected European 
Security Treaty. This proposal was rejected immediately in public 
statements and in a formal reply of the three Western powers 
dated May 7. For further documentation on this exchange of notes, 

see volume V, Part 1, pages 487 ff. 

On July 24 the Soviet Union transmitted a second note to the 
Western powers, this time calling for a meeting to discuss collec- 
tive security in Europe. The pact arising from such a meeting 
would include Eastern and Western Germany, would unite Germa- 
ny, and would provide for the withdrawal of occupation forces. 
When no answer to this note was immediately forthcoming, the 
Soviet Union on August 4 proposed a four-power meeting for 
August or September to do the preliminary work for the security 
conference. The Western reply came on September 10. In it the



THE BERLIN CONFERENCE 1233 

United States, the United Kingdom, and France agreed to a four- 
power meeting provided that the Soviet Union signed the Austrian 

Treaty and agreed to free elections in Germany as preconditions. 
For text of the Soviet note, the August 4 proposal, and the tripar- 

tite reply, see Department of State Bulletin, September 20, 1954, 

pages 397-402. Documentation on the drafting of the reply is in file 
396.1. 

The Soviet Union responded with two further notes. The first, 

dated October 23, proposed a four-power conference to be held in 
November to discuss German unity, the withdrawal of occupation 

forces, and the calling of an all-European security conference. The 
second, dated November 13, issued invitations to a conference, 

which would open on November 29, to discuss the creation of a Eu- 

ropean collective security system. The Western reply, dated No- 
vember 29, again asked for preconditions including the signing of 
the Austrian Treaty, a Soviet declaration on free elections for Ger- 
many, and a meeting of the four powers only after the Paris Agree- 

ments (see volume V, Part 1, page 684) had been signed. For the 
texts of the Soviet notes and the Western reply, see Department of 
State Bulletin, December 138, 1954, pages 901-907. Documentation 

on the drafting of the tripartite reply is in file 396.1. Since the 
Western powers had rejected the Soviet invitation, the European 

Security Conference that opened November 29 at Moscow was lim- 
ited to the Soviet Union and its satellites with a Chinese observer. 

Index for Parts 1 and 2 appears at end of Part 2. 
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