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Preface

The Foreign Relations of the United States series presents the official
documentary historical record of major foreign policy decisions and sig-
nificant diplomatic activity of the United States Government. The series
documents the facts and events that contributed to the formulation of
policies and includes evidence of supporting and alternative views to
the policy positions ultimately adopted.

The Historian of the Department of State is charged with the re-
sponsibility for the preparation of the Foreign Relations series. The staff
of the Office of the Historian, Bureau of Public Affairs, plans, researches,
compiles, and edits the volumes in the series. This documentary editing
proceeds in full accord with the generally accepted standards of histori-
cal scholarship. Official regulations codifying specific standards for the
selection and editing of documents for the series were promulgated by
Secretary of State Frank B. Kellogg on March 26, 1925. A statutory char-
ter for the preparation of the series was established by Title IV of the
Department of State’s Basic Authorities Act of 1956 (22 USC 4351 et seq.),
added by Public Law 102-138, the Foreign Relations Authorization Act,
Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993, which was signed by President George Bush
on October 28, 1991.

The statute requires that the Foreign Relations series be a thorough,
accurate, and reliable record of major United States foreign policy deci-
sions and significant United States diplomatic activity. The volumes of
the series should include all records needed to provide comprehensive
documentation of major foreign policy decisions and actions of the
United States Government, including facts which contributed to the for-
mulation of policies and records providing supporting and alternative
views to the policy positions ultimately adopted.

The statute confirms the editing principles established by Secretary
Kellogg: the Foreign Relations series is guided by the principles of histori-
cal objectivity and accuracy; records should not be altered or deletions
made without indicating in the published text that a deletion has been
made; the published record should omit no facts that were of major im-
portance in reaching a decision; and nothing should be omitted for the
purposes of concealing a defect in policy. The statute also requires that
the Foreign Relations series be published not more than 30 years after the
events recorded.
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IV Preface

The volume presented here, compiled in 1981 and 1982, meets all
the standards of selection and editing prevailing in the Department of
State at that time. This volume records policies and events of more than
30 years ago, but the statute allows the Department until 1996 to reach
the 30-year line in the publication of the series.

Structure and Scope of the Foreign Relations Series

This volume is part of a triennial subseries of volumes of the Foreign
Relations series that documents the most important issues in the foreign
policy of the final 3 years (1958-1960) of the administration of President
Dwight D. Eisenhower. This subseries comprises 19 print volumes total-
ing more than 15,000 pages and 7 microfiche supplements presenting
more than 14,000 additional pages of original documents.

In planning and preparing this 1958-1960 triennium of volumes,
the editors chose to present the official record of U.S. foreign affairs with
respect to Europe, the Soviet Union, and Canada in five print volumes.
Volume VIII presents the record of U.S. policy during the first part of the
Berlin crisis through the end of the Geneva Foreign Ministers Meeting in
August 1959; Volume VII (in two parts) documents U.S. policy on Euro-
pean economic and political integration, NATO, Canada, France, Italy,
Portugal, Scandinavia, Spain, the United Kingdom, and the Vatican.
Volume IX presents documents on U.S. policy toward Berlin following
the Foreign Ministers Meeting with particular attention to the abortive
summit conference in May 1960; U.S. relations with the Federal Repub-
lic of Germany and Austria; and U.S. policy toward the German Demo-
cratic Republic. Volume X (in two parts) documents policies toward
Eastern Europe, the Soviet Union, Finland, Greece, Turkey, and Cyprus.

Sources for the Foreign Relations Series

The original research, compilation, and editing of this volume were
done in 1981 and 1982 under the Department regulation derived from
Secretary Kellogg’s charter of 1925. This regulation prescribed that the
Foreign Relations series include “a comprehensive record of the major
foreign policy decisions within the range of the Department of State’s
responsibilities,” presuming that the records of the Department of State
would constitute the central core of documentation presented in the se-
ries. The Department of State historians have always had complete and
unconditional access to all records and papers of the Department of
State: the central files of the Department; the special decentralized (lot)
files of the policymaking levels; the files of the Department of State’s Ex-
ecutive Secretariat, which included all the official papers created by or
submitted to the Secretary of State; the files of all overseas Foreign Serv-
ice posts and U.S. special missions; and the official correspondence with
foreign governments and with other Federal agencies. Any failure to in-
clude a complete Department of State record in the Foreign Relations se-
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ries cannot be attributed to constraints or limitations placed upon the
Department historians in their access to Department records, informa-
tion security regulations and practices notwithstanding.

Secretary Kellogg's charter of 1925 and Department regulations de-
rived therefrom required that further records “needed to supplement
the documentation in the Department files” be obtained from other gov-
ernment agencies. Department historians preparing the Foreign Rela-
tions volumes documenting the Eisenhower administration, including
the editors of this volume, fully researched the papers of President
Eisenhower and other White House foreign policy records. These Presi-
dential papers have become a major part of the official record published
in the Foreign Relations series.

Presidential papers maintained and preserved at the Presidential
libraries include some of the most significant foreign affairs-related
documentation from other Federal agencies including the National Se-
curity Council and the Central Intelligence Agency. All of this documen-
tation has been routinely made available for use in the Foreign Relations
series thanks to the consent of these agencies and the cooperation and
support of the National Archives and Records Administration. Particu-
lar thanks are due to the Dwight D. Eisenhower Presidential Library for
its assistance in preparing this volume.

Department of State historians have also enjoyed steadily broad-
ened access to the records of the Department of Defense, particularly the
records of the Joints Chief of Staff and the Office of the Secretary of De-
fense. Selective access has been obtained to the records of several other
agencies in order to supplement the official record in particular Foreign
Relations volumes. '

Completion of the declassification of this volume and the final steps
of its preparation for publication coincided with the development since
early 1991 by the Central Intelligence Agency, in cooperation with the
Department of State, of expanded access by Department historians to
high-level intelligence documents from among those records still in the
custody of that Agency. The Department of State chose not to postpone
the publication of this volume to ascertain how such access might affect
the scope of available documentation and the changes that might be
made in the contents of this particular volume. The Department is, how-
ever, using this expanded access, as arranged by the CIA’s History Staff,
for compilation of future volumes in the Foreign Relations series.

The statute of October 28, 1991, requires that the published record
in the Foreign Relations series include all records needed to provide com-
prehensive documentation of all the major foreign policy decisions and
actions of the United States Government. It further requires that govern-
ment agencies, departments, and other entities of the United States Gov-
ernment cooperate with the Department of State Historian by providing
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full and complete access to records pertinent to foreign policy decisions
and actions and by providing copies of selected records. These new
standards go beyond the mandate of the prior Department of State regu-
lations for the preparation of the series and define broadened access to
the records of other government agencies. The research and selection of
documents for this volume were carried out in 1981-1982 in accordance
with the existing Department regulations. The editors decided not to de-
lay publication to conduct the additional research needed to meet the
new standards, but they are confident that the manuscript prepared in
1981-1982 provides a fully accurate record.The List of Sources, pages
XIII-XVII, identifies the particular files and collections used in the
preparation of this volume.

Principles of Selection for Foreign Relations, 1958-1960, Volume VIII

In selecting documents for this volume, the editors placed primary
consideration on the formulation of policy on the “German problem” by
President Eisenhower and his top advisers. The selection also aimed at
bringing together documentation on the most significant U.S. diplo-
matic exchanges with the Soviet Union regarding the status of Berlin.
Memoranda of conversations among the President, the Secretary of
State, and other top officials and the memoranda of discussion and pol-
icy papers of the National Security Council with respect to basic U.S.
policies toward Germany and Berlin were the focus of foreign policy de-
cision making in the Eisenhower administration. These papers have
been presented here as fully as possible.

The editors had complete access to and made use of memoranda of
discussion at National Security Council meetings and other institutional
NSC documents included in the Whitman File at the Dwight D. Eisen-
hower Library, as well as more informal foreign policy materials in that
file and in other collections at the Eisenhower Library. These Presiden-
tial files were supplemented by NSC and White House documents in
Department of State files.

During the years 1958-1959, the White House and the Department
of State worked together closely in the formulation of U.S. policy toward
Berlin. Secretaries of State John Foster Dulles and Christian A. Herter
(after April 1959) advised President Eisenhower and took part in the de-
liberations of the National Security Council, while the White House and
National Security Council directed the preparation of contingency pa-
pers on Berlin that included input from other executive agencies. The
Department of State prepared and coordinated exchanges of views and.
discussions of policy toward Berlin with the French, German, and Brit-
ish Governments and participated in meetings between President
Eisenhower and the leaders of these states.
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The editors have selected from the files of the Department of State,
White House, and National Security Council records of the most impor-
tant meetings between the President and his principal foreign policy ad-
visers and between them and their counterparts in the United Kingdom,
France, and Germany. They have also included internal U.S. Govern-
ment policy recommendations and decision papers relating to the ques-
tion of Berlin; telegrams that document the important policy
recommendations of U.S. representatives at the Missions in London,
Bonn, Paris, Berlin, and Moscow; and the records of the several quadri-
partite working groups that prepared reports on Berlin.

In addition to Department of State, White House, and National Se-
curity Council records, the editors had access to a body of declassified
JCS files at the National Archives and Records Administration. Copies
of classified JCS materials were obtained from the Joint Staff on a re-
quest basis. The editors selected documents that indicated major foreign
policy recommendations of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The editors re-
viewed records on U.S. military planning and dispositions in Germany
and included the most significant of these.

Editorial Methodology

The documents are presented chronologically according to Wash-
ington time or, in the case of conferences, in the order of individual
meetings. Incoming telegrams from U.S. Missions are placed according
to time of receipt in the Department of State or other receiving agency,
rather than the time of transmission; memoranda of conversation are
placed according to the time and date of the conversation, rather than
the date the memorandum was drafted.

Editorial treatment of the documents published in Foreign Relations
series follows office style guidelines, supplemented by guidance from
the General Editor and the chief technical editor. The source text is re-
produced as exactly as possible, including marginalia or other nota-
tions, which are described in the footnotes. Obvious typographical
errors are corrected, but other mistakes and omissions in the source text
are corrected by bracketed insertions: a correction is set in italic type; an
addition in roman type. Bracketed insertions are also used to indicate
omitted text that deals with an unrelated subject (in roman type) or that
remains classified after declassification review (in italic type). The
amount of material not declassified has been noted by indicating the
number of lines or pages of source text that were omitted. The amount of
material omitted because it was unrelated, however, is not accounted
for. All ellipses and brackets that appear in the source text are so identi-
fied by footnotes.

The first unnumbered footnote to each document indicates the
document’s source, original classification, distribution, and drafting in-
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formation. The source footnote also provides the background of impor-
tant documents and policies and indicates if the President or his major
policy advisers read the document. Every effort has been made to deter-
mine if a document has been previously published, and this information
has been included in the source footnote.

Editorial notes and additional annotation summarize pertinent ma-
terial not printed in the volume, indicate the location of additional docu-
mentary sources, provide references to important related documents
printed in other volumes, describe key events, and provide summaries
of and citations to public statements that supplement and elucidate the
printed documents. Information derived from memoirs and other first-
hand accounts have been used when appropriate to supplement or ex-
plicate the official record.

Declassification Review

The initial declassification review of this volume in 1987 and there-
after resulted in the preliminary decision to withhold more than 15 per-
cent of the documents originally selected primarily because of the
continued sensitivity of the Berlin question. Following reunification of
Germany, a second declassification review reduced the amount with-
held to 4.7 percent of the documents. The remaining documentation
provides a full account of the major foreign policy issues confronting,
and the policies undertaken by, the Eisenhower administration on the
question of Berlin.

The Division of Historical Documents Review of the Office of Free-
dom of Information, Privacy, and Classification Review, Bureau of Ad-
ministration, Department of State, conducted the declassification
review of the documents published in this volume. The review was con-
ducted in accordance with the standards set forth in Executive Order
12356 on National Security Information and applicable laws.

Under Executive Order 12356, information that concerns one or
more of the following categories, and the disclosure of which reason-
ably could be expected to cause damage to the national security, re-
quires classification:

1) military plans, weapons, or operations;

2) the vulnerabilities or capabilities of systems, installations, proj-
ects, or plans relating to the national security;

3) foreign government information;

4) intelligence activities (including special activities), or intelligence
sources or methods;

5) foreign relations or foreign activities of the United States;

6) scientific, technological, or economic matters relating to national
security;
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7) U.S. Government programs for safeguarding nuclear materials
or facilities;

8) cryptology; or

9) a confidential source.

The principle guiding declassification review is to release all infor-
mation, subject only to the current requirements of national security and
law. Declassification decisions entailed concurrence of the appropriate
geographic and functional bureaus in the Department of State, other
concerned agencies of the U.S. Government, and the appropriate for-
eign governments regarding specific documents of those governments.
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GER/GPA, Officer in Charge of
German Political Affairs, Office of
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GFR, German Federal Republic
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GOF, Government of France

GPA, Officer in Charge of German
Political Affairs, Department of State

GSFG, Group of Soviet Forces in
Germany

HGP D, Heads of Government Meeting
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HMG, Her (His) Majesty’s Government

HQ, headquarters

TAEA, International Atomic Energy
Agency

IBRD, International Bank for
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ICA, International Cooperation
Administration

IC]J, International Court of Justice

IDO, International Disarmament
Organization

IRBM, Intermediate range ballistic
missile
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ISA, Office of the Assistant Secretary of
Defense for International Security
Affairs
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JCS, Joint Chiefs of Staff

JSSC, Joint Strategic Survey Committee

K, Khrushchev

L, Office of the Legal Adviser,
Department of State

L/EUR, Assistant Legal Adviser for
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LS, Division of Language Services,
Department of State

M, Office of the Under Secretary of
State for Political Affairs

MAAG, Military Assistance Advisory
Group

MAP, Military Assistance Program

MC, Military Committee

MinPres, Minister President

MLM, Military Liaison Mission

MOD, Minister of Defense

MP, military police; Member of
Parliament
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NATO, North Atlantic Treaty
Organization

NBC, National Broadcasting Company

NCO, noncommissioned officer

NEACC, Near East Arms Control
Committee
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recipient at any hour of the day or
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NMM Ref, NATO Ministerial Meeting,
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Noforn, no foreign dissemination

NSC, National Security Council

NYT, New York Times

OAS, Organization of American States

OASDVJISA, Office of the Assistant
Secretary of Defense for International
Security Affairs

OCB, Operations Coordinating Board

OCl, Office of Current Intelligence,
Central Intelligence Agency

OECD, Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Development

OEEC, Organization for European
Economic Cooperation

OSDV/ISA, Office of the Assistant
Secretary of Defense for International
Security Affairs

ourtel, our telegram

P, Bureau of Public Affairs, Department
of State

PermRep, Permanent Representative

PL, Public Law

PM, Prime Minister

POLAD, Political Adviser

Polto, series indicator for telegrams
from the United States Mission to the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization
and European Regional
Organizations

QBAL, Quadripartite Berlin Airlift

RA, Office of European Regional
Affairs, Department of State

reftel, reference telegram

rep, representative

RIAS, Rundfunk in Amerikanische
Sector (Radio in the American Sector)

RM/DOC, Ruunion de Ministéres des
Affaires Etrangés/Document
(Conference of Foreign
Ministers/Document)

S, Office of the Secretary of State

S Bahn, Strassenbahn (streetcar)

SAC, Strategic Air Command

SACEUR, Supreme Allied Commander,
Europe

S/AE, Special Assistant to the Secretary
of State for Disarmament and Atomic
Energy Affairs

SC, United Nations Security Council

SEATO, Southeast Asia Treaty
Organization

SecDel/MC, Secretary’s
Delegation/memorandum of
conversation

SecState, Secretary of State

Secto, series indicator for telegrams
from the Secretary of State while
away from Washington

Secy, Secretary

SED, Sozialistische Einheitspartei
Deutschlands (Socialist Unity Party
of Germany)

SERB, Soviet External Relations Branch

SHAEF, Supreme Headquarters, Allied
Expeditionary Force, Europe

SHAPE, Supreme Headquarters, Allied
Powers, Europe

SNIE, Special National Intelligence
Estimate

SOV, Office of Soviet Union Affairs,
Department of State

SovEmb, Soviet Embassy

S/P, Assistant Secretary of State for
Policy Planning

SPD, Sozialdemokratische Partei
Deutschlands (German Social
Democratic Party)

S/S, Executive Secretariat, Department
of State

S/S-RO, Reports and Operations Staff,
Executive Secretariat, Department of
State

STRAC, Strategic Army Corps

SUNFED, Special United Nations Fund
for Economic Development
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Europe/memorandum of
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SX, series indicator for telegrams from
the United States Army, Europe

SYG, Secretary-General

TAC, Tactical Air Corps

TASS, Telegrafnoe Agentsvo
Sovitskogo Soiuza (Telegraph Agency
of the Soviet Union)

tel, telegram

Tocah, series indicator for telegrams to
Secretary of State Herter while away
from Washington

Topol, series indicator for telegrams to
the United States Mission to the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization
and European Regional
Organizations

Tosec, series indicator for telegrams to
the Secretary of State while away
from Washington

Tousi, series indicator for telegrams to
USIA missions

ttd, temporary travel document

U, Under Secretary of State for Political
Affairs

U/CEA, Special Assistant to the Under
Secretary of State for Communist
Economic Affairs

UKDel, United Kingdom Delegation

UN, United Nations

UNESCO, United Nations Educational,
Scientific and Cultural Organization

UNGA, United Nations General
Assembly

unn, unnumbered

UNP, Office of United Nations Political
and Security Affairs, Department of
State

UNRWA, United Nations Relief and
Works Agency

UPI, United Press International

USA, United States Army

USAF(E), United States Air Force
(Europe)

USAREUR, United States Army,
Europe

USBER, United States Mission at Berlin

USCINCEUR, United States
Commander in Chief, Europe

USCOB, United States Command,
Berlin

USDel(M/C), United States Delegation
(memorandum of conversation)

USEP, United States Escapee Program

USG, United States Government

USIA, United States Information
Agency

USIB, United States Information Board

USMLM, United States Military Liaison
Mission

USRO, Office of the United States
Mission to European Regional
Organizations

USUN, United States Mission to the
United Nations

US/VR(S), United States/Verbatim
Record (Summary)

VOA, Voice of America

Vopo, Volkspolizei (People’s Police)

VP, Vice President

WE, Office of Western European
Affairs, Department of State

WEU, Western European Union

WG, working group

W/MSC, Office of the Special Assistant
to the Secretary of State for Mutual
Affairs Security Coordinator

WWG, Washington Working Group
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Berlin Crisis, 1958-1959

JANUARY-OCTOBER 1958: CONTINUING
SOVIET HARASSMENT OF WESTERN ACCESS
TO BERLIN

1.  Telegram From the Embassy in Germany to the Department
of State

Bonn, January 9, 1958, 7 p.m.

2100. Reference Department to Bonn 1709, December 27.11 believe
it is time we looked at Berlin Allied access problems as a whole and
evaluate actions and principles pertaining to land access in relation to
air access and vice versa. The uninformed public might not draw a dis-
tinction between acceptance of GDR officials at surface checkpoints and
refusal to accept GDR traffic control in the corridors even though our air
rights may be more solidly based on quadripartite agreements. Soviets
have no physical control over movement of aircraft or of passengers,
cargo and mail moving by air comparable to their ability to physically
control other types of traffic. This fact is a limitation on their ability to
harass West Berlin. Some Berliners and Federal Republic officials are
concerned that we are not too sure of our air rights and might not main-
tain strong position on air access in face of Soviet attempts to restrict.

Even though we cannot anticipate nor be prepared for every possi-
ble Soviet move affecting access to Berlin, we must be prepared to deal
quickly with any action impeding access and infringing upon our rights.
While current policy provides for acceptance GDR personnel at check-
points as “agents” of Soviets, planning for contingencies has not gone
beyond assumption that such personnel in this capacity would merely
look at documents and pass train. While such might well be the case in-
itially, we would certainly be naive to think this procedure would go no
further. It is certain that since acceptance of GDR “authority” by West-
ern powers is underlying Soviet objective, continuous pressure to that
end may be expected. The next step would logically and almost inevita-
bly be demand for German translations, questioning status of travel,

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221/1-958. Confidential; Priority.
Repeated to Berlin and Heidelberg.

1See Foreign Relations, 1955-1957, vol. XXVI, p. 530.
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challenging right to move German mail car, insistence on GDR visas, etc.
We can anticipate that protests to Soviets will encounter a referral to
“sovereign” GDR and we would reach an impasse. (While we are not
predicting these events will occur, we would be remiss not to consider
such assumptions in connection with policy planning.)

The above situation poses two problems:

(1) Atwhat point beyond mere “showing” of documents is recogni-
tion of “authority” involved?

(2) What do we do when we turn back trains rather than recognize
GDR “authority”? (Reference to “actual physical interference” in refer-
ence telegram not clear unless refusal to pass train considered physical
interference.)

On the first problem, I feel that acceptance at GDR request of any
condition or procedure not in effect with Soviets would constitute rec-
ognizing GDR “authority”. Furthermore, there would be no channel for
developing a modus vivendi for keeping the trains running when minor
questions arose as there has been with the Soviets. Department’s com-
ments on this problem would be appreciated.

The second problem involves the “self-imposed blockade,” which
raises visions of 1948 airlift, even though in assumed situation only con-
sideration of Allied access (not German) involved. Our ability to take
and hold a strong line with Soviets in this eventuality and to muster
public opinion by dramatizing Soviets” actions blocking our access to
Berlin depends upon how long we can accept cessation of military train
service and official use of autobahn. With this in mind, I asked
USAREUR to estimate what would be required to airlift military surface
traffic and they have supplied the following information:

1. Temporary ground blockade of military supply routes (train
and autobahn) could be accepted logistically for two to three weeks
without serious inconvenience and without instigation of airlift trans-
pglrt other than normal air courier service plus lift for certain perish-
ables.

2. Maintenance normal supéaly conditions in Berlin would require
air transi rt for 4 tons dairy products and 7 tons APO mail daily. After
first week, additional daily requirement 3 tons fresh fruits & vegetables
would exist. Translated into aircraft requirements: For first week, 2
C-540r2C-119 or 1 C-124 daily; for second week, 2 C-54 or 3C-119 or 1
C-124.

3. Presentoverall baggage, freightand U.S. mail daily average ton-
nage on passenger trains is 35 tons. As indicated 2 above, only 11 tons
required for short period. In addition, about 50 tons of German mail car-
ried daily in Bundespost mail cars into Berlin on military trains; similar
amount carried on West bound runs.

4. Trains carry average of 80 passengers daily to Berlin of whom
approximately 40 per cent duty travelers.

5. Passenger train service to and from Berlin costs U.S. $4,000
daily, not including cost of Bundespost mail cars. Paid by Berlin magis-
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trate funds. (In addition, the Bundespost contributes about $1,000 daily
to the Bundesbahn for the continued operation of the Bremerhaven-
Berlin passenger trains on a daily basis as per an agreement with
USAREUR.)

6. U.S. military freight shipments to Berlin, in addition to freight
on passenger trains, averaged during last year 3,250 tons per month, of
which 86 percent coal (15 tons per day other than coal). Such trains regu-
larly scheduled semi-monthly, but last year actual average 7.5 trains per
month.

On basis of above information, I am asking USAFE to explore capa-
bility of handling these movements by air on short notice. The operation
of only one flight per day of one C-124 for 3 weeks would carry us
through the critical period, and even more prolonged air movement
would appear feasible. Department’s comments on this second problem
would also be appreciated.

USAREUR fully concurs desirability considering inter-relationship
air & ground access problems and review of principles to be followed in
local actions.

Bruce

2.  Telegram From the Mission at Berlin to the Embassy in
Germany

Berlin, January 16, 1958, 9 p.m.

775. Allied Political Advisers met with Kotsiuba at Karlshorst this
afternoon. Kotsiuba apologized for being unable to receive American
Political Adviser yesterday, stating he had not had time to brief himself
on subject which he assumed was purpose of visit.

British Chairman for month opened by stating political advisers
had come to protest against unprecedented control measures which
Sovs had tried to impose on Allied military trains night of Jan 14-15.1 He

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221/1-1658. Confidential; Priority.
Transmitted in two sections and repeated to Heidelberg, London, Paris, Moscow, and the
Department of State as telegram 840, which is the source text, and pouched to DCSI
USAFE.

10On the night of January 14-15 U.S. military trains were held at the Marienborn
checkpoint by Soviet officers who insisted that the movement orders of all passengers had
to be stamped by them. Documentation on the incident is ibid., 762.0221.
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said that, after lengthy series of discussions with Kotsiuba new forms of
documentation had been introduced by Allies in effort to eliminate diffi-
culties which had been experienced at Sov checkpoints. This system had
now been disturbed by Sov control officers who had tried to stamp
movement orders of individual travelers on Allied trains. During all
these previous discussions, Kotsiuba had never mentioned any desire
on part of Sovs to stamp movement orders and, during some 12 years of
operation of Allied military trains, no such stamps had been placed on
documentation of travelers. Political Advisers therefore desired to reg-
ister protest against this action and to request that instructions be issued
that Allied trains be permitted to pass checkpoints in accordance with
established procedures.

French and American Political Advisers endorsed statement of
British Political Adviser. We added that we felt conduct of Soviet offi-
cers at checkpoint in obtaining movement orders by subterfuge from
train commander of Berlin-Frankfurt train, and refusing to return them
to him until they had all been stamped in checkpoint office, was undig-
nified and should be protested.

Kotsiuba responded that reasons brought to his attention for Allied
protest were insufficient and therefore he could not accept such protest.
Before answering specifically, he would in turn like to lodge protest
with Americans and British for violation of understanding reached dur-
ing meeting of November 20 last year.? He claimed that at this meeting
he had referred to fact that same procedure would apply to rail travel as
for autobahn. He stated that one of aims of new procedure was to limit
use of travel documentation for one single round-trip. It had appeared
that this had been agreed. Sovs had now observed that movement or-
ders were being used for several trips on military trains by same person.
Moreover, same movement order was being used by personnel initially
traveling on autobahn and making return trip by military train. He cited
case of American sgt who had arrived in Berlin on Jan 4 by autobahn and
left Jan 14 by military train. He said there were many cases of American
soldiers using orders issued with a period of validity of one month for
numerous trips, and he did not think these facts could be denied. This
was reason, Kotsiuba continued, why new measures of control had to be
taken similar to those already in force on autobahn. He could only con-
strue statements made by Political Advisers against these new measures
of control as based on desire to continue such violations on American
and British side.

2 Hillenbrand reported on this meeting in telegram 620, November 19, 1957, but indi-
cated that it had taken place on November 19. (Ibid., 762.0221/11-1957)
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Kotsiuba then launched obviously fabricated tirade against alleged
rudeness and “hysterics” (displayed by American train commanders)
on night Jan 14-15. He went into considerable detail regarding actions
supposed to have taken place which he said “could only cause astonish-
ment”. If in future, American train commander displayed such rude-
ness, he could not be permitted on train, and he (Kotsiuba) would
request that he be relieved of duties. He noted that British and French
trains had passed same evening without incident and with no notable
loss of time. He then referred to conversation on Dec 11 between Soviet
Colonel Safronov and American Colonels Forame and Baxter. During
this meeting, he said, Col Safronov had drawn attention to violations of
movement order procedures which Sovs had noted, and had stated that
Sovs intended to put into effect same procedures for rail travel as for
autobahn.?

Kotsiuba continued that, on night of Jan 14-15, incidents occurred
at checkpoint of kind which had never happened before. Only a techni-
cal matter was really involved which Sovs considered came within
scope of their authority to “control” travel between Berlin and West
Germany. Therefore incidents were entirely fault of United States. In fu-
ture Sovs did not intend to permit any violation of rules, and he there-
fore requested that train commanders be appropriately instructed to
permit observance of same procedures as at autobahn checkpoints, as
well as to avoid rudeness. He recognized that some would be needed to
permit proper dissemination of instructions and hence stamping of
movement orders would go into effect on night Jan 31-Feb 1.

British Chairman responded that they in turn must decline to ac-
cept his protest, which could not be justified. He must repeat that Politi-
cal Advisers were to ask for abandonment of Soviet attempt to propose
new controls. He then asked specific question whether Kotsiuba was ac-
tually arguing that traveler could not proceed to Berlin by autobahn and
then proceed to West Germany by military train on basis of same move-
ment order. Kotsiuba evaded direct answer, stating that movement or-
der was issued for single round-trip. He then rhetorically asked
whether there was any way to insure that movement order was not used
for several trips except by placing stamp thereon to show movement or-
der had previously been used.

He could not see what the objection was to stamping movement or-
ders in the same manner as they were stamped at autobahn checkpoints.

To this British Political Adviser responded that point Allies were
making was that an established procedure was being disturbed. For 12

3 Hillenbrand reported on this meeting in telegram 706, December 12, 1957. (Ibid.,
762.0221/12-1257)
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years Sovs had not thought it necessary to stamp travel orders. Allies
must, accordingly, request that these established procedures remain un-
changed, and that new travel documentation continue to be treated in
same way as between Dec 2, 1957 and Jan 13, 1958.

Kotsiuba once more said that he could not see what the objection
was to stamping movement orders used on military trains, since we did
not object to their being stamped for autobahn travel. Defending old
system was tantamount to defending violations involved in use of same
movement order for repeated trips.

Further inconclusive exchanges of this kind ended with Political
Advisers reiterating that Allies saw no need for change of established
procedures, maintenance of which must be requested.

To straighten out historical record, American Political Adviser
noted that, whatever may have been Col Kotsiuba’s understanding of
meeting of November 20, Allied record of this meeting and understand-
ing was that nothing had been said which implied that procedures on
military trains re handling of movement orders were to be same as those
on autobahn. Also pointed out that visit of Cols Forame and Baxter in-
tended to effect delivery of samples of freight documentation which he
(Kotsiuba) had requested. They were prepared to answer any technical
questions arising out of freight documentation procedures, but had
made it quite clear that they were not competent to discuss any substan-
tive questions.

At this point Kotsiuba expressed hope that today’s meeting would
prove to Allies that there was no real excuse for disturbances which had
taken place, due to very minor importance of issue involved. He then
asked whether night of January 31-Feb 1 provided enough time appro-
priately to instruct train commanders. To this, Political Advisers re-
sponded that Allies objected to introduction of stamping of movement
orders at any time in future, and that their views had been clearly ex-
pressed on this point. When Kotsiuba again said he could see no reason
for Allied objections, British Political Adviser said there would have to
be further communication on these matters, and that Allied position had
been made clear. Kotsiuba concluded by saying he thought night of Jan
31-Feb 1 was sufficient time for issuance of new instructions.

Col Forame, Berlin Command Transportation Officer, who accom-
panied American Political Adviser, concurs in foregoing account.

Hillenbrand
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3.  Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy in
Germany

Washington, January 22, 1958, 7:15 p.m.

1908. Bonn’s 2218 and Deptel 1891.! In view of degree of coordina-
tion which exists in Germany on course of action to be taken in response
to Soviet demand that travel orders of military train passengers be
stamped by Soviet officer at Marienborn, Department reluctant to issue
instructions. Nonetheless we have serious misgiving about two ele-
ments of risk which seem implicit in course of action proposed, which
we believe should be considered tripartitely before conversations begin
with Kotsiuba.

First, proposed course of action appears to accept Soviet thesis
there are abuses in use of travel orders and that existence or elimination
of these abuses is appropriate subject for Allied-Soviet negotiation and
agreement. Principle under which we act is that authorities issuing
travel orders determine who shall proceed to Berlin in connection with
occupation of Berlin and how frequently. It follows that any question of
validity or abuse of travel orders is internal disciplinary matter within
competence these authorities. Any negotiation with Soviets re validity
of travel orders amounts to abandonment of this principle. As conse-
quence such negotiation, we could be drawn into dilemma of either hav-
ing to comply with repeated Soviet demands for procedural changes
which Soviets could exploit as means gradually gaining control over Al-
lied travel or of breaking off discussions with Soviets under circum-
stances in which, having already abandoned above mentioned
principle, we appear to public to be stopping Berlin travel on minor pro-
cedural issue. We wish stress in this connection that recent changes in
form of our travel orders cannot be considered product of negotiation
with Soviets but were instituted by us on our own authority in order
provide more uniform documentation and thus help eliminate misun-
derstandings. Copies of new forms given Soviets for their information
and not for their acceptance.

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221/1-2258. Confidential; Priority.
Drafted by McKiernan; cleared with Creel, Elbrick, Lisle, Reinstein, and Eleanor Dulles;
and approved by Murphy. Also sent to London and Paris and repeated to Berlin, Heidel-
berg, and Moscow.

! Telegram 2218 reported that the three Western Embassies had agreed to tell Kot-
siuba that their movement orders would not be used more than once and, if this were not
satisfactory, that train commanders or officers would stamp the orders. (Ibid.,
762.0221/1-1758) Telegram 1891 stated that the Department of State had reservations
about either procedure and that the Political Advisers should not meet with Kotsiuba until
the Department’s comments were received. (Ibid., 862B.181/1-2058)
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Second, we believe Soviet demand may be basically motivated by
desire build up system under which effective Soviet or ultimate GDR
control over Allied recognized travel can be established. Stamping of
travel orders by Soviet officers would obviously constitute extension of
Soviet control and is unacceptable. Proposed alternative that train com-
mander stamp or otherwise confirm or limit validity of travel orders in
presence of Soviet officer at Marienborn is in our opinion also highly un-
desirable, for it appears to us to concede principle of Soviet contention.
Making this concession could provide basis further Soviet demands and
is not consistent with principle Soviets must accept travel orders issued
by competent Allied authorities as conclusive evidence traveler is Allied
official personnel and entitled unrestricted access to Berlin on basis
quadripartite agreements.

Although we realize normal procedure envisages tripartite discus-
sion questions this type only in Berlin and Bonn, in view time factor re-
quest Embassies London and Paris convey our views Foreign Offices.?

Herter

20n January 27 the Western Political Advisers met with Kotsiuba who rejected both
proposals put forward by the United States (see footnote 1 above), but extended the dead-
line for stamping the movement orders until February 10. (Telegram 885 from Berlin, Janu-
ary 27; ibid., 762.0221/1-2758)

4. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy in
Germany

Washington, January 31, 1958, 7:41 p.m.

2015. Bonn's 2328 rptd Berlin 497 USAREUR 371 pouched London,
Paris.! As indicated Deptel 19082 Department foresees serious dangers
in present course of developments re military trains. While it is possible

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221/1-2958. Confidential; Priority.
Drafted by Lisle and Creel, cleared with Jandrey and Eleanor Dulles, and approved by
Murphy. Repeated to Berlin, Heidelberg, London, Paris, and Moscow.

1 Telegram 2328, January 29, reported that during a meeting that day of representa-
tives of the three Western Embassies, the British proposed that they agree to Soviet stamp-
ing of movement orders if the stamping were done on the station platforms, there were no
delay in the train schedules, and train crews had 30-day orders. (Ibid., 762.0221/1-2958)

2Document 3.
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that Soviet stamping of orders at checkpoint can be regarded as techni-
cal detail not incompatible with Allied right of access, it probably forms
part of pattern of continuing Soviet effort put themselves in position
control who may travel on military trains. We may therefore merely be
postponing time at which basic issue must be faced in manner likely in-
volve train stoppage and high level protests. Whatever course of action
we may follow on stamping issue, Department considers it imperative
we impress on Soviets as forcefully as possible our determination main-
tain our fundamental position that question of who is to travel on our
military trains is solely for decision by Ambassadors and Commanding
Generals.

Embassy’s and Berlin’s reports of British and French position and
assessment of Soviet firmness indicate we are now faced with alterna-
tive of acceding to Soviet demand re stamping or suffering unilateral
suspension our train travel without UK and French support. Our posi-
tion is weakened further by fact movement orders on US freight trains
have been stamped by Soviets for two years. (We agree entirely with
USAREUR stamping Autobahn orders in no way analogous to that of
passengers traveling on military train). It seems undesirable to make
major issue of this procedure if withdrawal is to follow. These factors
suggest desirability that any change in procedure be effected in such a
way that fundamental principle does not suffer.

If Embassy unable to work out tripartitely any better solution
which would offer reasonable prospect of success, we therefore pre-
pared accept position set forth para 1 a, b, c reftel but suggest that Three
Political Advisers leave with Kotsiuba memorandum making following
points: In deciding to permit Soviets, if they so desire, to put stamp on
movement orders Three Powers consider such procedure meaningless.
Such procedure does not imply any recognition of Soviet authority to
question validity of those orders, either generally or for the particular
travel, or to raise any question regarding individual passengers in con-
nection with train clearance. Ambassadors and Commanders-in-Chief
in Germany have sole competence to determine who may travel to and
from Berlin in connection with occupation of Berlin and whether orders
valid for such travel. Role of Soviet authorities in connection with docu-
mentation these passengers is solely to clear without delay properly
identified Allied Autobahn passengers and properly documented Al-
lied military trains.

Such paper would record officially our position and serve as point
of reference in future communications to Soviets in event of further dif-
ficulties. Technical conditions suggested by British re stamping might
better be presented orally since including them in memorandum stating
basic principles would detract from effect.
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[1 paragraph (2-1/2 lines of source text) not declassified]
Defense concurs this message.?
Herter

3 Following further discussions among the three Western Allies the Political Advis-
ers again met with Kotsiuba on February 7. During this meeting they agreed to Soviet
stamping of movement orders provided that it were done on the train platform, that there
were no delay in the train schedules, that the crews had 30-day orders, and that the orders
were valid for one way by train and one by autobahn if travelers desired. The new proce-
dure would go into effect on February 13-14. (Telegram 936 from Berlin, February 8; De-
partment of State, Central Files, 762.0221/2-858)

5. Editorial Note

On February 7 the President approved Supplement I to NSC 5803
entitled “Statement of Policy on U.S. Policy on Berlin.” The text is virtu-
ally identical to that in Supplement I to NSC 5727, December 13, 1957,
printed in Foreign Relations, 1955-1957, volume XXVI, pages 521-525.

6. Airgram From the Department of State to the Embassy in
Germany

Washington, February 10, 1958.

G-29. Bonn’s 2100 and 2102.! We have deferred replying these two
messages in order take into account series of recent developments re
documentation on military trains and problem of overflights. Your

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221/1-958. Secret. Drafted by
Reinstein and Creel on February 7; cleared by Lisle, Jandrey, and Eleanor Dulles; and ap-
proved by Murphy.

1 Telegram 2100 is Document 1. Telegram 2102 reported that the British and French
were unwilling to consult with the West Germans on the question of dealing with GDR
personnel. (Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221/1-958)




Continuing Soviet Harassment of Western Access 11

message raises number of important issues, on which we have follow-
ing comments:

1. Your 2100 implies there is inconsistency in our plans for han-
dling land and air access problems because of different approach to
question of dealing with GDR personnel. You suggest this may arise
from fact our air access rights are more solidly based on legal grounds
than ground access and that our making distinction may give rise to con-
fusion in mind of public. We believe however that difference in our ap-
proach to surface and air access problems stems primarily from
difference in physical situations, not from feeling our legal rights re air
access are more solidly based than in case ground access. While it is true
the specific modes of exercising these rights are set forth in different
documents, they all in final analysis go back to our basic legal position
arising from unconditional surrender and the occupation of Berlin pur-
suant to EAC agreements? and Truman-Stalin exchange of letters.? In
addition ground access was covered by New York and Paris agree-
ments* and our present legal rights in this regard, whatever their origin,
are confirmed most clearly in these agreements and based on practices
and procedures which they were designed to maintain and protect.

2. Tripartite contingency planning with respect to ground access,
which has governmental approval, envisages acceptance of GDR per-
sonnel at Autobahn and rail checkpoints in sense that we would if neces-
sary be prepared show Allied documentation to GDR personnel as we
are now doing to Soviets. On other hand United States view is that we
should not accept GDR personnel in BASC. If this is in fact difference in
policy as you suggest, in our view it would arise from fundamental dif-
ferences in degree of physical control Soviets or East Germans can exer-
cise over our movements. In case of air access we can continue to fly over
Soviet Zone regardless of Soviet or East German objections unless
physical interference is attempted on scale which could lead to most se-
rious consequences. Furthermore BASC is in our Sector and we can
physically exclude GDR personnel from access to BASC offices. In case
of ground access not only is substitution of GDR personnel for Soviet
personnel in no way under our control but Soviet or East German per-
sonnel can physically block our movements. In our view this distinction
is entirely sound, and assuming that policy in each case is well founded
we see no reason for altering it merely because distinction, in absence

2 Regarding the EAC agreements on Berlin, see Foreign Relations, 1945, vol. 111, pp.
539 passim; for the air access agreements, see ibid., pp. 1576 ff.

3 Presumably these are the letters of June 14 and 16, 1945, printed ibid., pp. 135-137.

4 For text of the New York and Paris agreements of 1949, see ibid., 1949, vol. 111, p. 751
and pp. 1062-1065.
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our explaining it to them, may not be readily apparent to Germans (see
paragraph 6 below).

3. While we recognize that substitution GDR for Soviet personnel
at checkpoints would raise problems of various sorts and would be in
any case an undesirable development, our feeling is that existing tripar-
tite policy as incorporated in basic policy paper HICOM/P(54)5 Re-
vised/Final® (which was worked out not long after Soviets first
announced in 1954 they would treat GDR as sovereign) is basically
sound as representing choice of lesser of two evils. Our legal rights with
respect to Berlin access are essentially to come and go without interfer-
ence. Provided there were no interference with our movements it would
be hard to make a convincing legal argument insofar as rights of access
are concerned that there was a vital difference whether a Soviet or GDR
official looked at our papers. While an argument predicated on quadri-
partite responsibility can be made, it would be directed to a narrow
point on which we would not have support of specific language in perti-
nent agreements. We question whether this is the point over which we
should go to the mat with Soviets. We are inclined to feel that analysis in
Embtel 265 to USAREUR of December 3 repeated Department as Bonn’s
1919 December 176 is fundamentally correct, i.e., that if Soviets turn over
administration of checkpoints to GDR this will reflect a fundamental de-
cision which we are not likely be able get them to change.

4. Basic rationale of existing policy on point under discussion is
that authorizing Allied travelers to identify themselves to East German
personnel at checkpoints and show travel orders on same basis as they
have done in past to Soviet personnel would not involve any serious
compromise of the basic principle that Soviets are responsible for insur-
ing unrestricted access of properly identified Allied Autobahn travel-
ers, convoys and military trains. It does not appear to us accurate to
suggest our planning is based on assumption that if GDR personnel are
substituted for Soviets they would content themselves with looking at
documents. Present planning takes into account possibility that East
German personnel might go beyond this and raise new demands and
conditions of types you suggest. We recognize that practical problems
might be raised regarding channel of communication for discussing
matter. Since our basic position is that personnel at recognized check-
points, regardless of their nationality or whether they are military or

5 This 28-page report, dated August 23, 1954, was divided into five sections: 1) Ac-
cess to Berlin, 2) Passports and Visas Issued by the GDR, 3) Commercial Relations Be-
tween the Western Powers and the GDR, 4) Protection of Nationals and Interests in the
GDR, and 5) Participation of the GDR in International Organizations. (Department of
State, Central Files, 762.0221 /8-2354)

6Not printed. (Ibid., 762.0221/12-1757)
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civilian personnel, are acting under Soviet authority, we would con-
tinue to hold Soviets responsible for any interference with our move-
ments and would continue to discuss matter only with Soviet
authorities. On this basis issue of recognition of “GDR” would not really
arise since by hypothesis it would be immaterial whether these new con-
ditions or procedures were imposed by Soviet authorities themselves or
by others such as East Germans acting under Soviet authority. While
there is of course possibility Soviets might refuse discuss matter with us
and refer us to GDR, our further course of action would be based on fun-
damental principle of Soviet responsibility.

5. Exact point at which we refuse to submit to Communist de-
mands with respect to some question of documentation or procedure is
difficult to draw in advance, given variety of circumstances in which is-
sues have arisen over period of time. In general it seems to us our inter-
est is basically to keep lines of communication open. While situations
may arise in which it will be necessary to suspend travel temporarily,
we think that in borderline case we stand to lose more by dramatizing
situation and later acquiescing than by adjusting to situation at the be-
ginning. Basic position we must defend is that we can not accept any
action by which Communists seek to substitute their decision for ours as
to who can go to Berlin and what can be shipped to Berlin in connection
with our occupation responsibilities.

6. Aswe understand it one of your principal concerns about ques-
tion our existing policy is based on effect its implementation would have
on German opinion. It appears to Department this is matter on which
German views should be sought. We do not suggest Germans be
brought into all details of Allied instructions and planning with regard
to military trains, etc. However fundamental policy re GDR personnel at
checkpoints is related to whole series of matters on which we are con-
stantly dealing with Federal Republic. It is type of problem on which we
agreed to coordinate views as far back as 1954 and we consider it essen-
tial that German comments be sought. In view of nature of Soviet actions
to which we have referred, we believe this should be done at high level
at early date. If British and French Embassies continue to be opposed,
we are prepared raise this matter at governmental level.

7. As for your comments re planning for airlift to meet needs Ber-
lin garrison in event suspension of travel by military train and Auto-
bahn, we are in accord your rationale as to considerations which might
make limited airlift necessary and desirable. Re details of planning you
are now conducting with USAREUR and USAFE, we see nothing in
these details inconsistent with those contained in already agreed quad-
ripartite airlift planning and believe in fact they will constitute useful
supplement thereto.
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8. Inlooking ahead we believe that issue of GDR “sovereignty” is
likely to be thrust at us more and more. Until recently we had not con-
sidered there was any imminent possibility of substitution East German
for Soviet personnel at checkpoints. On other hand various Soviet ac-
tions which have resulted in bringing about standardization of docu-
mentation and practices can be reconciled with possibility Soviets are
endeavoring create situation in which, should they desire turn supervi-
sion of Allied passage over to GDR, this could be done with least possi-
bility of immediate friction or crisis with Allies. Recent Soviet actions
suggest turnover to GDR may be more imminent than previously ap-
peared. Cessation of Soviet visas for Allied personnel for privileged
travel, which was accompanied by publicity, altered practice in way
which would have been possible [impossible] at any time since 1954. Re-
fusal of overflight permit for Ambassador Thompson’s plane”’ which we
assume Soviets were aware would result in publicity, also reached into
established practices. Finally, GDR sovereignty issue was again thrust at
us by publication of exchange of letters on Warsaw courier flight.8 While
we may be reading too much significance into these actions in light of
repeated Soviet posture in recent notes and statements that West must
accept reality of status quo under circumstances, we think we must be
prepared face intensification of introduction GDR sovereignty issue
into Berlin access problem and elsewhere.

9. We agree that elaboration of our detailed contingency planning
with respect to these problems would be useful. We believe however
that planning of this character must be centered in Germany and do not
feel it would be appropriate or useful for us to take matters of detail up
with British and French Governments which have not been discussed
fully in Germany. There is no accepted center for tripartite discussions
among three Governments, and specific problems involved are so much
a function of factual situation in Germany and practices which have de-
veloped on the ground over many years that raising them at govern-
mental level is likely to result only in having British and French
Governments refer them back to Germany for resolution. At any rate
practical responsibility for exercise of retained powers in Germany has
been vested by Three Governments in Ambassadors by tripartite
agreement signed at Paris on October 23, 1954.° Should there be on other

7 On January 18 the Soviet controller at BASC stated that granting permission for a
flight from Berlin to Moscow and return for Ambassador Thompson through the air space
of the German Democratic Republic was a matter that had to be taken up with the East
Germans. (Telegram 848 from Belrin, January 18; ibid., 762B.5411 /1-1858)

8 For texts of these letters, January 18 and 25, see Dokumente, III, Band 4/1958, Erster
Halbband, pp. 161-162 and 444.

9For text of this agreement, see Foreign Relations, 1952-1954, vol. V, Part 2, pp.
1439-1440. :
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hand any reluctance on part British and French Embassies to engage in
discussion of contingency planning with view to preparing for eventu-
ality that issue of GDR sovereignty will be pressed on us more intensely,
Department entirely prepared raise this general issue with British and
French Governments.

10. Embassy requested send copies this message to U.S. Mission,
Berlin and USAREUR.
Dulles

7. Memorandum of Conversation

Washington, February 11, 1958.

SUBJECT

Current Status of Berlin and Problem of German Reunification
PARTICIPANTS

Governing Mayor Willy Brandt, Berlin!

Senator Giinter Klein, Senator for Federal Affairs, Berlin

Mr. Albrecht von Kessel, Chargé d’Affaires, German Embassy
The Secretary of State

Mr. Raymond E. Lisle, GER

Mrs. Eleanor Lansing Dulles, GER

The Secretary, after greeting Mayor Brandt, said that we are fully
aware of the importance of Berlin and of the impressive strength, indus-
try and courage of its people. He recalled that his last visit had been in
1954, but that he had also been there during the airlift. He said that Ber-
lin had shown tremendous firmness in its position against Communism,
but unfortunately the Soviets seemed also firm in their position.

He stated, however, that the President and he have made it a prac-
tice, on every possible occasion, to refer to the reunification of Germany.

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/2-1058. Confidential. Drafted by
Eleanor Dulles.

' On November 22, 1957, Mayor Brandt announced that he would visit the United
States in February 1958 as a guest of Lufthansa Airlines. Following his announcement the
Department arranged a series of meetings in Washington for the mayor. Brandt arrived in
Philadelphia on February 7 and, after his conversations in Washington, he visited New
York and Boston. Documentation on planning for the visit is ibid., 033.62A11.
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He believed that constant pressure on this point and hammering away
at the Soviet position would lead the Soviets, at some time, to find that it
was in their interests to yield a point and that this might be reunification.
Experience with the Austrian Treaty had been along these lines. After
hundreds of meetings and constant pressure, they had suddenly de-
cided to grant the State Treaty.2They had done this, in some measure, to
secure a Summit meeting.? At the present time, unfortunately, they
probably did not believe they need pay such a high price for a Summit
meeting in view of the manner in which many countries were willing to
give it to them without a price and were not likely to yield in the German
case. Unfortunately, the German problem, unlike the Austrian case, is
not an isolated problem, but is related to that of other countries, notably
Poland. The Soviets clearly fear the impact of yielding on other coun-
tries, particularly those between West Germany and the Soviet Union.
Khrushchev is a very dangerous man and the Minsk speech showed the
brutality of the Stalin days and many of the doctrines of Lenin.*

The Secretary said that he tried last fall, in a long talk with
Gromyko, to persuade him that this country did not wish Russia to be
surrounded by unfriendly countries. The concept of the Cordon
Sanitaire would not work in the case of a strong nation like Russia. He
told Gromyko that, unfortunately, their actions were such as to create
enemies, rather that friends in the nations surrounding them and that,
unless they yielded before the point of no return had been reached, the
Soviet Union might become the most hated country in the world.

He had been discussing these matters recently, he said, with Am-
bassador Thompson® who stated that there were, in his opinion, many
weaknesses and signs of change within the Soviet Republic. He believed
that Hungary and Poland, where the young had shown their rejection of
Communism, were indications of the unsettled state of affairs and re-
ferred, in this connection, also to the refugees flowing from East Ger-
many to the West. He asked the Mayor what he thought of the purge in
East Germany.¢

Mayor Brandt replied that he believed that Wollweber had tried to
look to the Soviets to circumvent Ulbricht, but the Soviets had con-

2 For documentation on the negotiations leading to the signing of the Austrian State
Treaty, May 15, 1955, see Foreign Relations, 19551957, vol. V, pp. 1 ff.

3 For documentation on the Geneva Summit Conference, July 18-23, 1955, see ibid.,
pp- 119 ff.

4 An extract from Khrushchev’s speech at Minsk on January 22 is in Pravda, January
25,1958, pp. 2-3.

5 Ambassador Thompson had been in Washington for consultations in January and
early February.

6 On February 8 the German Democratic Republic announced that Wollweber, Schir-
dewan, and Oelssner had been expelled from the Central Committee and Politburo of the
Socialist Unity Party for opposition to Ulbricht.
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cluded, quite logically, that they could not tolerate a Gomulka-type” so-
lution in East Germany. He stated that a nationalistic solution, in a
divided Germany, could not be acceptable as a safe situation for the So-
viets because it would certainly go toward the Federal Republic. Since,
however, Ulbricht is the most hated man in all of Germany, they must
rely more than ever on their twenty-two divisions.

Mayor Brandt added that they had recently shown their fear of the
poison of contact with the West by making it even harder for the people
in East Germany to travel to the West and trying to bar students, in par-
ticular, from contacts with their friends and relatives in the Federal Re-
public. Berlin, he said, was, in this case, in the period when it was hard to
make substantial progress toward reunification, the one place where we
can show our conviction of the final solution of a reunified Germany. It
was important, therefore, to establish and increase the links and to
strengthen the political connections between Berlin and the Federal Re-
public and thus maintain Berlin in its assured position with respect to its
meaning for the future of Germany.

The Secretary answered that the United States was absolutely pre-
pared to take a strong position with respect to Berlin. He said, unfortu-
nately, the situation was often clouded by technicalities and minor
details which made it difficult to make our position known. We would
welcome an appropriate opportunity of showing our firmness.

The Secretary then said that he did not know whether the Mayor
would agree, but that he believed that the Soviets would never accept a
solution of a neutral Germany. He said he based his view, in part at least,
on conversations with Molotov, whose ideas still prevail, although he
has disappeared; with Zorin in London; with Gromyko, and others. He
said a genuinely neutralized Germany would be regarded by the Rus-
sians as dangerous and likely to play one party against another in a po-
litical game which would bring with it tremendous risks. It was his
opinion, he stated, that the Soviets would prefer a Germany under the
control of the institutions of the West, WEU, Common Market, and
other restraining Western influences to one which was completely un-
controlled. If they could not themselves exercise control, they would
prefer to see Germany subject to the restraints of Western European or-
ganizations.

The Mayor replied that he understood, indeed, the point made by
the Secretary. The Mayor of Free Berlin could not advocate a weak Ger-
many. A Germany which was a part of Western Europe could only be
safe in a strong Europe. A Germany which was unstable and not in-
cluded in the systems of the Western world would, in fact, lead to an

7 Wladyslaw Gomulka, First Secretary of the Polish United Workers’ Party.
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unpredictable and risky situation. He was not sure, however, that the
system with which Germany should be linked need be exactly that of the
present Western European alliance. He said that there might be adjust-
ments or modifications which would lead to solutions and that one must
keep trying to find such solutions.

The Secretary stated that he, too, felt that some modifications of
present organization and mechanisms of cooperation could be found.
The offers of security and the European Security Treaty of 19558and the
pledges that had been contemplated at that time had never been fully
appreciated and, he believed, some changes could be made which
would make the search for solutions more profitable.

The Secretary concluded by stating that he was well aware of the
astonishing capacity shown by the people of Berlin and that he under-
stood that they were very fortunate in having the leadership of the
Mayor.’

8 Presumably Dulles is referring to the proposal made by the Soviet Delegation on
October 31, 1955, at the Geneva Foreign Ministers meeting.

9In a seven-line memorandum drafted on February 11, McKiernan noted that
Brandt was “strongly in favor of the Federal Government’s proposal for opening Berlin to
international air traffic, provided there should be no adverse effect on Allied air access to
Berlin.” (Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/2-1158)

8. Memorandum of Conversation

Washington, February 11, 1958, 10:59 a.m.

SUBJECT

Berlin

PARTICIPANTS

The President

Governing Mayor Willy Brandt of Berlin

Mr. Albrecht von Kessel, Chargé d’Affaires ad interim, German Embassy
Mr. Raymond E. Lisle—GER

In response to a question from the President, Mayor Brandt
explained that he was in the United States as a guest of the Ford

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 033.62A11/2-1358. Confidential. Drafted
by Lisle.
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Foundation and that a primary purpose of his visit was to convey the
gratitude of the Government and people of Berlin for the aid and other
support and encouragement given to the City by the United States. He
wished to assure the President that American aid had been well used.

The President expressed his confidence that that was the case. He
commented on the glowing reports he had had of the Congress Hall.!
He regretted that he had not seen Berlin for many years and hoped that
when any of his friends next visit Berlin they would send him pictures of
the City as it is today.

The Mayor explained the great progress made by the City since the
end of the blockade. He noted one hundred and ten thousand new
buildings have been constructed-since 1951. Some 20,000 additional
buildings are being built each year. While industrial production has not
increased in as spectacular a manner as in the Federal Republic, the in-
crease has been substantial. Since the blockade, during which industrial
production was only 17% of prewar figures, the index has risen to over
120%. At present the rate of increase is greater than in the Federal Re-
public.

The President inquired whether the people of Berlin experience dif-
ficulty with their travel and trade to and from West Germany. The
Mayor stated there had never been trouble with air travel. At various
times since the blockade there have been difficulties with the Soviets
over use of the railroads, roads and canals. There was no present diffi-
culty so far as German traffic was concerned. How long the present easy
situation would continue he could not say. He understood that the Al-
lies had had occasional difficulties over the military trains.

The President agreed that one never knew what the Soviets were
likely to do. It has always been clear that they would like to cut off access
to Berlin. However, they realize how serious a step this would be. He,
himself, had supported General Clay’s idea in 1949 that force could ap-
propriately be used to re-establish access to the City.2 The Soviets have
broken so many pledges that it is very difficult to put any faith in them.
He, himself, thinks that the Soviets now would like to make and keep a
few pledges. However, we need some hostage, some general type of
guarantee, that any pledges they might give will be kept. He recalled the
thinking with regard to Berlin and the East Zone in 1945. Allied planners
in Europe had thought that Thuringia should be included in the West-
ern zones. Subsequently, they had thought in terms of building a new

! The Berlin Congress Hall, which had been constructed from funds contributed by
the United States, West Germany, and Berlin, opened on September 19, 1957.
2Regarding General Clay’s views in 1948, not 1949, on the use of force to re-establish

access to Berlin, see Jean E. Smith, ed., The Papers of General Lucius D. Clay, Germany
1945-1949, vol. 11, pp. 733-746. )
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capital in Germany at the point where the various zones came together.
It had been contluded, however, that Berlin must be re-established as
the capital. It became apparent soon after the war had ended that the
Soviets were not acting in good faith in Germany.

The President asked what goods were exported from Berlin, and
was told by the Mayor that the main exports were electrical goods and
women’s clothing. Berlin has regained the leading position in Germany
in the women'’s clothing industry. The President inquired about the use
of new synthetic fibers and was assured by the Mayor that Berlin, aftera
late start in this field, was now using them extensively.

The President inquired about the Mayor’s itinerary and expressed
gratification that Mayor Brandt on a previous trip had seen not only the
Eastern seaboard but the West as well.

The President reflected that most of his friends in Germany today
were in the Government. He hoped that Mayor Brandt would convey to
them his greetings and tell them again how strongly this Government
and our people want Germany reunified and a strong and viable nation
in Central Europe. However, strongly as we desire Germany to be
reunified, this must be by free elections and not by the organization of a
confederation of which one part would be controlled by the Soviets.

The Mayor expressed again the gratitude of the people of Berlin for
the assistance and support of the United States. He wished to assure the
President that the people of Berlin were still filled with the same spirit as
during the blockade and that they remain convinced that Berlin is of im-
portance not only because of its local problems but because of its influ-
ence upon the whole of Eastern Germany.

The President said he was convinced from the frequent oral and
written reports he receives on Berlin that it has become a true show-win-
dow for the West. He asked Mayor Brandt when next he had occasion to
address the people of Berlin to transmit his greetings and continuing in-
terest in their problems.
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9. Memorandum of Conversation

Washington, February 12, 1958.

SUBJECT

Berlin

PARTICIPANTS
The Secretary of Defense
Willy Brandt, Governing Mayor of Berlin
Senator Gunter Klein, Berlin
Mr. Albrecht von Kessel, German Chargé d’Affaires
General von Schleinitz, German Military Attaché
General Maxwell D. Taylor, Chief of Staff, United States Army
General L.L. Lemnitzer, Vice Chief of Staff, United States Army
Mr. Raymond E. Lisle, Department of State, Office of German Affairs

During a luncheon given by the Secretary of Defense,’ which was
attended, in addition to those named above, by the Deputy Secretary of
Defense, the Service Secretaries, and senior officers of the Armed Serv-
ices, discussion was of a general character. However, in responding to a
toast, Mayor Brandt explained his views as to one phase of the com-
memorative ceremonies for the Tenth Anniversary of the Berlin Airlift
to be held in Berlin this fall. He said he was going to ask the people of
Berlin to contribute to a fund which would be used: (a) to bring to Berlin
for the ceremonies the widows and children of pilots killed in the airlift;
and (b) to provide scholarships for the children of such pilots at the Free
University of Berlin. :

After the luncheon, General Taylor asked the German visitors, with
the exception of the Chargé, together with General Lemnitzer and Mr.
Lisle, to meet briefly with him in his office. In response to questions,
Mayor Brandt stated there were no present difficulties with regard to
German travel and commercial traffic between Berlin and the Federal

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/2-2158. Confidential. Drafted by
Lisle.

! In a memorandum, dated February 12, Irwin briefed Secretary of Defense McElroy
on the Berlin situation and made the following recommendations:

“In order to dispel any doubts which may be held by Mayor Brandt regarding the
U.S. position on this matter, it is suggested that you emphasize the readiness of our garri-
son in Berlin to take whatever action is necessary for the protection of the city against at-
tacks of any kind from any quarter.

“It is also suggested that you assure the Mayor that the U.S. intends to maintain a
hard line against Soviet interference with travel to and from Berlin, i.e., that despite recent
harassment of U.S. rail traffic, we adhere strongly to the position that U.S. authorities have
the right to determine who travels to and from Berlin and that our rights to an access to the
city are clear and inviolable.” (Washington National Records Center, RG 330, OASD/ISA
Files: FRC 62 A 1698, Germany)
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Republic; that he understood there had been some minor difficulties
with the military trains; that he believed the Soviet Zone authorities
would like to make difficulties for West Berlin but were kept in control
by the Soviets who desire to avoid creating any serious issue with the
Three Western Powers; that the morale of the people of Berlin remained
high; that the spirit of opposition continued strong in the Soviet Zone;
that he had been troubled by the flight to the West of several East Ger-
man clergymen a few weeks ago because he believed it essential that the
clergymen remain with their East German flocks (General Taylor com-
mented at this point that he had read of the flight of these clergymen in
the Berlin Tagesspiegel, which he receives daily); that he had no problem
which he wished to bring to General Taylor’s attention. General Taylor
recalled his service in Berlin. General Lemnitzer spoke of the impression
made on him by Berlin when he visited the city in the company of the
Secretary of Defense earlier this winter.

10. Telegram From the Department of State to the Mission at
Berlin

Washington, February 18, 1958, 7:16 p.m.

479. Berlin’s 968.! Dept has forwarded by pouch copies four memos
of discussions political and economic questions? with Brandt during lat-
ter’s visit here. Brandt meeting with Secretary reported USIA wireless
file Feb 10.

Highlights of discussions:

Berlin aid: Brandt informed levels proposed FY 1959 aid. Aid dis-
cussions here dealt largely with his plans for Technical University and
American hospital but general discussions also touched on other as-
pects of aid. Instruction follows.

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 033.62A11/2-1758. Limited Official Use.
Drafted by McKiernan, cleared by Creel and Eleanor Dulles, and approved by Lisle. Re-
peated to Bonn. :

1 Telegram 968, February 17, asked for a summary of the highlights of Brandt's visit.
(Ibid.)

2Only three memoranda of conversation have been found in Department of State
files: Documents 7-9.
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Budget support: Brandt said he does not expect serious trouble
GFY beginning Apr 1 but believes increasing Fed budget deficit in later
years may lead to situation requiring common discussion of financial
support problem by FedRep, Berlin and Allies. Said his recent statement
recalling Allied interest in Berlin's financial situation had been misinter-
preted in some quarters, for he had no intention put pressure on FedRep
by appealing to Allies to intervene in this year’s budget discussions.

Reaffirmation of guarantee: Following from press release Feb 10:
“Secretary of State assured Mayor that in view city’s unique position
and its significance to rest of world, Berlin is of deep concern to United
States. Moreover, security and welfare of city and its continued progress
are of direct interest to this Government as stated on many occasions in
past. Secretary of State emphasized in particular policy of this Govern-
ment to assure unimpaired access for both persons and goods to and
from Berlin as guaranteed in New York and Paris Four-Power agree-
ments.” 3 In another meeting, Brandt described Kroeger article* as SED-
inspired attempt embolden Soviets take such action as further
harassment Allied access and said it would be useful have assistance in
form Western rebuttal. In all speeches Brandt emphasized Berlin and
FedRep must be associated with West in position of strength (though he
did not use words “position of strength”) as prerequisite to successful
dealings with Soviets.

Voting rights: Brandt reiterated demand for limited voting rights in
Fed Parliament but declared further discussions between Bonn and Ber-
lin necessary before matter raised again with Allied Ambassadors.

Brandt visit here successful in every respect. He met President, Vice
President, Secretary, Secretary of Defense, Senators, and State and De-
fense officials. Exchanges of views were frank and cordial, and we be-
lieve Brandt very satisfied re continuing American interest in and
support for Berlin.5

Dulles

3 For text of this press release, see Department of State Bulletin, March 3, 1958, p. 329.

4 Reference is to Herbert Kroeger’s article, “Zu einigen Fragen des staatsrechtlichen
Status von Berlin,” in Deutsche Aussenpolitik, January 1958, pp. 10-26.

% Similar reactions were reported in the West German press following Brandt’s re-
turn to Berlin.
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11. Editorial Note

Following his participation in the North Atlantic Council meeting
at Copenhagen, May 5-7, Secretary of State Dulles flew to Berlin on May
8 for a one-day visit, before flying to Paris for a meeting of the Western
European Ambassadors.

On May 4 Dulles informed Foreign Secretary Lloyd that he would
reiterate the U.S. adherence to the 1954 declaration on Berlin but rejected
a proposal by the Mission in Berlin that he drive through the eastern
sector of the city unless there was a substantive reason for it. (Secto 25
from Copenhagen, May 6; Department of State, Central Files, 110.11-
DU/5-658)

The Secretary of State arrived at Tempelhof Airport at 11 a.m.
where he was greeted by Mayor Brandt, Ambassador Bruce, and Gen-
eral Hamlett. Following lunch at the Federal President’s house he pro-
ceeded to the Berlin Rathaus for a reception where he repeated the 1954
tripartite declaration on Berlin and stated that it still had the full support
of President Eisenhower and himself. Sometime during the trip to Berlin
the Secretary of State also transmitted his greetings to Chancellor
Adenauer. He departed for Paris at 4:30 p.m.

Documentation on Dulles’ visit to Berlin, including the texts of his
address at the reception, letter to Adenauer, and statement at Tempel-
hof Airport is ibid., Conference Files: Lot 63 D 123, CF 1014. The text of
Dulles’ address is also in Department of State Bulletin, May 26, 1958,
pages 854-857.

12. Telegram From the Commander in Chief, U.S. Army, Europe
(Hodes) to the Berlin Commandant (Hamlett)

Heidelberg, May 23, 1958, 5:32 p.m.

5X—4099. To USCOB for Hamlett, info AmEmb for Bruce and
EUCOM for Palmer. Sgd Hodes.

1. In his office with only General of the Army Zakharov, Major
Spahr, and Lt Vturin present, General Hodes stated that there was one

Source: Washington National Records Center, RG 319, Headquarters Department of
the Army, Communications Center Files. Confidential; Priority. Repeated to Bonn for
Bruce and to Paris and Washington.
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matter of business that he would like to discuss with General Zakharov
as one soldier to another. It was a matter with which General Zakharov
was probably not familiar, therefore an immediate answer was not ex-
pected. General Hodes then stated that it was certain that General
Zakharov, as a soldier, understood General Hodes problems regarding
the United States garrison in Berlin. That garrison had to be supplied
and the troops in that garrison had to be taken out of Berlin to areas in
Western Germany periodically for training. Also existing agreement
provided General Hodes with the right to execute these supply and
troop movements without interference. Marshal Grechko, General
Zakharov’s predecessor, understood and agreed with General Hodes
on these principles.

2. Unfortunately, General Hodes continued, there has developed
amaze of procedures which appear to be purely harassments and which
cannot be accepted. For instance, if it becomes necessary to transport an
officer with 30 troops either into or out of Berlin it should be necessary
only for that officer to present a document at the Soviet checkpoint
showing the 30 troops, under the command of an officer, are proceeding
from Berlin to Helmstedt; in other words, a simple movement order. It
should not be necessary to list the names of the soldiers in uniform or to
show personal identification cards for each soldier. Similarly, if a col-
umn of supply trucks was making the trip it should be only necessary to
show a document which listed the number of vehicles, by type, their
commander, the number of officers and men involved, and the fact that
the vehicles were carrying military supplies and equipment.

3. General Zakharov appeared to agree with General Hodes and
asked what seemed to be the difficulty.

4. General Hodes replied that instead of this simple soldierly pro-
cedure, Soviet personnel at the checkpoints were demanding docu-
ments showing the names of all troops involved in a particular
movement, their identification cards, and detached/detailed lists of
their trucks and cargo. This procedure was unnecessary, ridiculous, and
nothing but harassment.

5. General Zakharov agreed and stated that for troop movements
by truck, all that should be necessary is for the officer in charge to pro-
cure a document showing that he together with a certain number of
troops was going to proceed from checkpoint to checkpoint. This docu-
ment should then be stamped to affirm that passage was made through
the checkpoint if questioned enroute and that was all that should be nec-
essary.

6. Concerning supplies General Zakharov stated that all that
should be necessary was a document stating the number and types of
vehicles and the types of supplies—bread, flour, military supplies, etc.
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7. General Hodes objected stating that he saw no reason to list the
types of supplies since all he would be transporting was military sup-
plies and that lists were cumbersome and unnecessary. There was no
intention to transport German nationals or any type of supplies other
than on military vehicles moving into or out of Berlin.

8. General Zakharov said he meant simply broad categories of
supplies such as food and military supplies and that he had no interest
in the quantities involved.

9. General Hodes repeated that it should be sufficient to state only
that military supplies and/or equipment were being transported.

10. General Zakharov nodded and said that when he returned! he
would gather the personnel who were involved in these matters and
would investigate present procedures.

11. General Hodes stated that the procedures which are used to
clear his personal train were an example of the degree of complexities
involved in present procedures. A translation of an order which was
signed by General Hodes had to be presented at the checkpoint and in
addition a demand was made last week to see his personal identification
card. The reply which was and would be given to the latter demand was
that General Hodes would show his personal identification card to Gen-
eral Zakharov and to General Zakharov only.

12. General Zakharov remarked that General Hodes should give
advance notice of his intention to travel by train. General Hodes replied
that he always gave at least 24 hours notice of his intention to travel by
train.

13. General Zakharov remarked that he had never visited a check-
point but that he would investigate the procedures when he returned to
his headquarters.

14. General Hodes told General Zakharov that he had been certain
that General Zakharov would share his viewpoint on this purely mili-
tary matter and that he hoped that an improvement would result.

15. The meeting lasted approximately 25 minutes.

16. In the opinion of Major Spahr, Lt. Vturin who translated Gen-
eral Hodes’ remarks from English into Russian gave an accurate transla-
tion which fully reflected the spirit as well as the content of what
General Hodes had to say.

1 Zakharov was returning to Moscow for consultations.
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13. Telegram From the Mission at Berlin to the Embassy in
Germany

Berlin, June 30, 1958, 7 p.m.

1341. Bonn pass information priority USAREUR 315. Reference
ourtel sent Bonn 1324, Department 1392, USAREUR 310.! Embassy tele-
gram 832 to Berlin.2 SX 4947.3

1. At meeting today between Allied Political Advisers and Col.
Markushin it quickly became clear that Soviet interpretation of Hodes—
Zakharov exchanges*differs radically from American version.

2. As Chairman for month French opened meeting commenting
that, because of Hodes—Zakharov exchanges plus recent turnback of US
convoy, new elements added to situation which made it desirable that
American political adviser lead discussion for Western powers. At prior
meeting political advisers British and French had agreed to stand on po-
sition A and, if Soviet accepted sample document, that they would rec-
ommend it to their superiors.

3. We referred to recent exchange of messages between Hodes—
Zakharov, noting that these appeared to provide possible basis for
understanding on documentation. Said we had prepared sample docu-
ment coverning all requisite points on one piece paper. Following pe-
rusal of sample document, Markushin stated questions raised by
document appeared broader than discussion at last meeting had indi-
cated.’ He then said he would suggest some amendments to form.

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221/6-3058. Confidential; Priority.
Repeated to Heidelberg and the Department as telegram 1411, which is the source text.

T Telegram 1392, June 25, reported that the Western Political Advisers met the previ-
ous day and agreed on the following three proposals to be used in the next discussion with
Markushin: (1) the procedure discussed by Hodes and Zakharov would be used by all
three Western powers (see Document 12), (2) if this was not acceptable the Political Advis-
ers would suggest a nominal role of personnel and a simple cargo manifest, and (3) in ad-
dition to (2) agree to submit individual identity documents as long as the Soviets did not
attempt to check them against individual soldiers. (Department of State, Central Files,
762.0221/6-2558)

2 Telegram 832, June 28, reported that if the Political Advisers could not reach agree-
ment with Markushin, they should refer the question to their Ambassadors. (Ibid.,
762.0221/6-2858)

8 SX 4947, June 28, transmitted a letter from Zakharov to Hodes rejecting the latter’s
message of June 23 in which he had protested the Soviet refusal to pass a convoy to Berlin.
(Washington National Records Center, RG 319, Headquarters Department of the Army,
Communications Center Files)

*See Document 12.

5 At their previous meeting with Markushin on June 18, the three Western Political
Advisers had agreed to present a sample document stating whether convoy cargo was
military supplies or equipment. (Telegram 1365 from Bonn, June 18; Department of State,
Central Files, 762.0221/6~1858)
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These were:

A. More detailed specifications of type of cargo, that is, a break-
down showing cargo carried as armament, foodstuffs or other equip-
ment. B. Total weight of cargo should be shown and number of cases,
barrels, or other containers.% [C]. If such a listing made Soviet check-
point officer would, of course, reserve right to look into covered trucks
to insure that car§o carried agreed with manifest. He added that in this
way Soviets would be able fully to carry out procedure of control speci-
fied in agreement of June 29, 1945.6

4. We replied we thought that, at previous meeting with Marku-
shin, term “supplies and equipment” had been agreed upon as suffi-
cient in principle. We emphasized that we could not agree to points
made by Markushin regarding listing of cargo and would only report
his position to higher authorities. We did not believe that his suggested
breakdown served any necessary purpose. If cargo certified as military
supplies and equipment by competent military authority that should
suffice. Markushin replied that three categories mentioned were impor-
tant, and if such breakdown not provided suggested documentation
would serve no useful purpose. He added that it was not necessary to
describe in detail type armament carried, i.e. rifles, tank parts, machine
guns, etc. What was important was category of supplies and in case of
foodstuffs (tonnage or kilogram weight) and other equipment (number
of cases or other containers). We again stressed principle involved, em-
phasizing it was Gen Hodes’ (and we had thought Gen Zakharov’s) un-
derstanding if officer certified to General nature of contents, his word
should be enough. As to Soviet claim to inspect cargo vehicles, we
pointed out, this would be completely incompatible with long-standing
precedent and was objectionable in principle.

5. Inreply to request for his comments on remainder of form apart
from section on cargo documentation, Markushin hedged, stating he
had paid particular attention only to disputable item. He did comment,
however, that portion of sample document covering personnel would
represent weakening of Soviet controls as now enforced. He requested
time to study document further and to obtain instructions. Regarding
sufficiency of “officer’'s word”, he said he did not mean his comments to
infer any distrust of Allies. On contrary, if distrust were involved Sovi-
ets would have demanded that individual containers be broken open
for inspection, which not done at present nor intended in future. Soviets
permitted Allies to bring to Berlin via autobahn practically what they
wished. Documentation by cargo type and quantity is necessary
measure of control, and it therefore not clear to Soviets why Political

®Regarding the June 29, 1945, agreement, see Foreign Relations, 1945, vol. 111, pp.
353-361.
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Advisers unwilling agree to have this information on manifest. West has
nothing to lose, and Soviets’ only aim is to make impossible cases of
abuse on part of drivers and NCO’s who travel on trucks. Markushin
did not believe question of cargo documentation of sufficient impor-
tance to necessitate further referral to Commanders-in-Chief. He con-
cluded by stating Soviets would study our draft and at subsequent
meeting he would comment on first part.

6. After stating that he supported U.S. position as presented,
French Political Adviser then noted that Markushin’s suggested proce-
dure appeared much like a customs’ check. This Markushin denied,
stating in customs’ check each individual item examined whereas this
not Soviet purpose. Markushin stated: 1. his suggested procedure
should not be interpreted as intention to impose customs type control;
2. Soviet checkpoint officers would glance at truck contents only to see if
numbers of cases matched numbers listed on manifest. If truck was
open, no need to enter vehicle if cargo readily apparent from outside,
but if truck covered, checkpoint officer must look in to examine cargo.

7. Markushin asked if British had comment, and British Political
Adviser stated only that Soviet proposals represented “a grave depar-
ture from established procedures”. Otherwise he could only stress his
concurrence with U.S.

8. Markushin closed meeting with comment that, if Political Ad-
visers would explain Soviet motives to superiors, he was certain they
would agree with his proposals. He queried whether first part of pro-
posed form intended to cover only groups of trucks. We replied that
sample document could be modified for use either by single truck or
convoy of trucks.

Comment:

9. We have impression that new, stiffer Soviet position on cargo
documentation stems directly from instructions issued from General of
Army Zakharov’s headquarters. Markushin had never previously
hinted that verification of manifests was immediate Soviet objective. On
June 28 British military radio truck turned back at Nowawes checkpoint
when Soviets not permitted have look at contents. In response to protest
by Acting British Political Adviser, Markushin stated that Soviet control
officer at checkpoint had been instructed by General of Army Zakharov
to exercise discretion as to whether he should look at contents of trucks.
However, since Acting British Political Adviser had vouched for mili-
tary nature of contents truck would be allowed to pass in this instance
without inspection.

10. While in good humor and courteous in manner, Markushin pre-

sented Soviet position without hesitation and gave no indication much
scope left for concessions. British and French are obviously not happy
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with direction in which situation developing. They find ominous refer-
ence to military trains in third paragraph June 28 message from
Zakharov to CINCUSAREUR. Also noted with us that reference to
quantity and nature of military cargo second paragraph of Zakharov’s
message forewarned that Sovets would not be satisfied with listing of
cargo merely as “military supplies and equinment”.”

Hillenbrand

7In his diary entry for June 30 Ambassador Bruce wrote: “Earlier in the afternoon,
Hillenbrand reported to me on the meeting, held this morning, of the four political advis-
ers. Soviet Colonel Markushin demanded truck and convoy documentation in terms far
more exacting than we have ever used. This is an unsatisfactory situation, and belies the
understanding General Hodes thought he had reached with General Zakharov. We will
sweat with this one.” (Department of State, Bruce Diaries: Lot 64 D 327)

14. Diary Entry by the Ambassador to Germany (Bruce)

July 11, 1958.

[Here follows a paragraph on an unrelated subject.]

General Hodes arrived at lunch time, preceded by General Ham-
lett, Martin Hillenbrand and others interested in the Berlin access affair.
I had a long talk alone with Hodes regarding the future course of nego-
tiations on military convoy and individual truck movements, but could
not reconcile in all particulars our differing points of view. Later we ad-
journed to the conference room to have a general discussion. I sympa-
thize with Hank’s desire to yield nothing to the Soviets but do not think
it is probable they will accept looser documentation than we have been
in the habit of giving them. He believes perhaps they will. Atany rate, if
they refuse he is in favor of stalling the talks as long as possible and his
view of “possible” is a period of many months. The British and French
would never accept such a postponement if it were to interfere, as it
probably would, with their present traffic. We finally decided to let the
political advisers in Berlin take one more crack at this problem and insist
upon the so-called simple document as presented by General Hodes to
General Zakharov.!

Source: Department of State, Bruce Diaries: Lot 64 D 327. Secret.

! The Political Advisers met again with Markushin on July 18. In addition to arriving
at no final agreement on documentation, the Soviet Deputy Commandant stated that, be-
ginning August 1, Soviet officials would begin to inspect the vehicles in Western convoys.
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15. Telegram From the Embassy in Germany to the Mission at
Berlin

Bonn, July 31, 1958, 1 p.m.

65. Reference: USAREUR’s SX 5761.1 On basis reftel, have obtained
British and French agreement to following revised message to Mar-
kushin which will be telephoned to him by British Political Adviser to-
day:

Begin text—With reference to your telephone message of July 29, I
am instructed to inform you on behalf of my French and American col-
leagues as well as myself that we will not agree to Soviet inspection,
even in occasional cases, of any vehicles in a military convoy or of indi-
vidual military vehicles.

However, we will accept the sample form for documentation as
submitted by General Zaharov. It will be necessary to work out certain
details such as agreed translations, etc., and therefore the date of August
1, proposed for the introduction of the new documentation, is clearly
impracticable. We will send you sample copies of the new forms as soon
as they can be duplicated and notify you of the date on which they can
be introduced. Meanwhile we expect that military convoys and individ-
ual trucks will continue to be cleared through the Soviet checkpoints in
accordance with existing procedures.—End text.>

It was further agreed here that best place for working out tripar-
titely agreed translations and other details regarding new movement or-
ders would be Berlin.

Bruce

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221/7-3158. Confidential; Niact. Re-
peated to Heidelberg and the Department as telegram 296, which is the source text.

1On July 29 Markushin had telephoned the U.S. Mission to say that effective August
1 Soviet officials would inspect the vehicles of convoys going to Berlin. In SX 5761, July 31,
Hodes stated: “The Soviets should be told in the strongest possible language that any form
of inspection of our convoys or vehicles is completely unacceptable.” (A copy of this mes-
sage was transmitted in telegram 297 from Bonn, July 31; ibid.)

2The Western Political Advisers had met on July 29 to work out a draft reply to
Markushin, but their draft was rejected by Bruce who strengthened the language concern-
ing Soviet inspection and put it at the beginning of the message. (Telegrams 98 from Berlin,
July 29, and 296 from Bonn, July 31; ibid., 762.0221/7-2958 and 7-3158)
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16. Telegram From the Mission at Berlin to the Embassy in
Germany

Berlin, August 8, 1958, 4 p.m.

117. At his request Soviet Commandant General Zakharov called
on General Hamlett this morning. Former opened discussion by saying
he had some questions to ask about freight on autobahn. First of these
was whether, during his exchanges with Chief Group Soviet Forces Ger-
many General Zakharov, General Hodes had been speaking for British
and French commanders as well as for himself. He asked this question
in view of recent British protests. General Hamlett said that he was not
in a position to answer questions since he did not know, but he was able
to assure General Zakharov that, since Hodes—Zakharov conversation, !
matter had been fully discussed tripartitely.

General Hamlett continued that, while simplified form of docu-
mentation was step in right direction, Allies have objected to two as-
pects of Soviet position: (1) their precipitous introduction of new
procedures on August 1 which provided inadequate time for Allies to
make preparations, and (2) their insistence on right of inspection of Al-
lied vehicles.

Markushin, who accompanied Zakharov, remarked at this point
that all Soviets really intended was occasionally to request that Ameri-
can in charge of convoy or vehicle lift up rear covering of truck to permit
Soviet control officer to look in. Markushin said he would reveal to us
confidentially that actually Soviets had issued instructions to check-
points to apply only partial controls on convoys and trucks until August
10. He insinuated this action taken by Soviet commandant without ref-
erence to higher headquarters.

General Hamlett responded that issue was not whether attempt to
look into vehicles was to be occasional or regular. He objected in princi-
ple to any maintenance of right to inspect military vehicles. This in-
volved in effect questioning of word of responsible American officers,
who would enforce disciplinary measures against any personnel at-
tempt to falsify cargo documentation. To Zakharov’s rejoinder that So-
viets contemplated action necessary to enable such officers to know
whether falsification taking place, General Hamlett said that this was a
matter of internal discipline to be controlled by convoy commander. He
added that General Zakharov obviously would not wish Americans un-
der similar circumstances to inspect Soviet vehicles.

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221/8-858. Confidential; Priority.
Repeated to the Department as telegram 124, which is the source text.

1See Document 12.
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After further exchange along same lines, discussion this subject
ended with General Zakharov saying that he could only report General
Hamlett’s position to his own higher authorities.?

Similar message being sent by USCOB to USAREUR through mili-
tary channels.

Gulfler

2 After this part of the meeting, the two Commandants discussed an incident at
Steinstuecken on August 7. (Telegram 123 from Berlin, August 8; Department of State,
Central Files, 762.0221/8-858) Regarding this incident, see Document 17.

17. Telegram From the Embassy in Germany to the Department
of State

Bonn, August 28, 1958, 5 p.m.

505. Reference: Deptel 408, August 21.? Main point is we will not be
able endure another invasion Steinstuecken without taking more posi-
tive and forceful action unless we are willing accept sharp and perhaps
vital blow to our position Berlin and West Germany. This, we believe,
remains true despite (a) uproar in Berlin aggravated by newspapers and
politicians intent on forthcoming elections, and (b) would seem improb-
able there will be another comparable incident in near future.

Following are answers specific questions reftel:

(1) West German authorities admit their police fell down badly on
job and facts have been difficult to ascertain. It seems a man whose iden-
tity not clearly ascertained entered Steinstuecken early morning and
asked lamplighter if he were in West Berlin. Latter simply replied af-
firmatively whereupon man telephoned West Berlin police.

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221/8-2858. Secret; Limited Distri-
bution.

1On August 7 an armed group of Volkspolizei had entered Steinstuecken, a U.S. en-
clave of Berlin, and forcibly removed an East German deserter following a protest by West
Berlin authorities. General Hamlett protested this incursion to Zakharov. (Telegram 121
from Berlin, August 7; ibid., 762.0221/8-758) The resulting reaction in the German press
resulted in the Department’s request in telegram 408 for details on the incident. (Ibid.,
762.0221/8-2858)
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Inadequacy of latter and undoubtedly tapped lines brought Vopos
instead. Apparently at some point as many as 800 may have surrounded
Steinstuecken but very few entered. Man’s whereabouts as well as iden-
tity unknown and residents Steinstuecken afraid to talk.

(2) West German authorities have ordered a police radio car posted
Berlin border at crossing point into zone and setting up permanent po-
lice post there. Also planning two officers, possibly retired policemen,
live in Steinstuecken and be equipped appropriate communication de-
vices. We do not wish request Soviets assure unhindered passage US
patrols because (a) Soviets will, we believe, refer such request GDR;
(b) we wish request nothing which may be refused unless we are pre-
pared use force fulfill our requirements.

(3) Have no indication attitude British and French re possible use of
force and consider it inadvisable discuss such measures with them until
we have firm US position.

(4) We consider this advisable but are not yet ready recommend
how or when and of course would do so only after US position deter-
mined.?

(5) Re other US sector enclaves,

(a) Wuestemark uninhabited but partly cultivated by farmer resid-
ing Zehlendorf. In June telephone message sent Markushin following
this farmer’s complaint to Zehlendorf mayor that Vopos preventing ac-
cess to his Auzstemark [Wuestemark] land. Subsequent Vgest Berlin po-
lice investigation revealed probability farmer arrested by Vopos
because involvement illegal currency transactions. Rathaus official then
requested Wuestemark access difficulty not be publicized.

(b) Third US sector enclave, Nuthewiese, is both uninhabited and
unused.

(c) Under circumstances, unlikely policy would have to be applied
these two enclaves.

Bruce

2Question 4 in telegram 408 reads:

“Is it contemplated steps would be taken make sure Soviets and GDR would be
aware our intention cross Soviet Zone territory by force if necessary to preserve order in
and protect Steinstuecken?”
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18. Telegram From the Embassy in Germany to the Department
of State

Bonn, September 3, 1958, 7 p.m.

534. Repeated information USAREUR 144 for USPolAd by other
means. Reference Berlin’s telegram 175 to Department.! Question Soviet
insistence inspection military convoys and trucks on autobahn dis-
cussed tripartite meeting this morning.

Wilkinson, British Political Counselor, said British feel unless we
prepared submit Soviet inspection procedures we will probably be
blockading ourselves in Berlin and in effect helping Soviets accomplish
purpose obstructing our access Berlin. British, he added, inclined view
Soviet insistence inspection as administrative matter and one which we
probably will have to accept. [1-1/2 lines of source text not declassified]

We said we considered inspection question political matter not
merely administrative problem and not prepared yield Soviet inspec-
tion demand. By conceding this Soviet demand we would be jeopardiz-
ing position in Berlin.

French Political Counselor supported our view. He argued that if
we yielded Soviet inspection demands re closed trucks, we would im-
mediately be confronted with Soviet insistence inspection trains and
that if we kept yielding on these questions we would soon find our-
selves backed up against wall. It was one thing he said compromise on
questions of administrative detail but important that we take strong
stand matters principle, e.g. inspection. British Counselor said he would
like additional time reflect on matter and suggested later meeting on
subject.

Re publicity inspection problem, however it tripartitely agreed
preferable avoid publicizing matter as long as situation remained fluid
and there was possibility further discussions with Soviets.

Bruce

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221 /9-358. Confidential. Repeated
to Berlin, Paris, Moscow, and Heidelberg.

! Telegram 175, August 26, reported on a meeting of the Political Advisers on August
22 at which the British had proposed sending a letter to Zakharov that would point up the
inaccuracy of the Soviet claim that the Western powers had agreed to inspection, and that
further discussion of the question should be referred to Bonn. (Ibid., 762.0221/8-2658)
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19. Operations Coordinating Board Report

Washington, September 3, 1958.

OPERATIONS COORDINATING BOARD
REPORT ON GERMANY (BERLIN)

(NSC 5803—Supplement I)

A.  Summary Evaluation

1. This period brought no basic change in the situation in Berlin.
The Western position was successfully maintained. The U.S.S.R., no
doubt deterred by a clear realization that the city could be made unten-
able to the Western Powers only at the risk of major war, appeared dis-
inclined to resort to drastic measures to bring Berlin within its area of
control, preferring instead to try to effect a gradual erosion of the West-
ern position and of Berlin’s resistance. Chronic Communist harassment
continued to be one of the prices of maintaining Berlin as an outpost of
freedom. However, this harassment came in the main from Communist
attempts to bolster the prestige of the GDR regime and the economy of
the Soviet Zone rather than measures directed primarily at undermin-
ing the Western position in Berlin.

2. The continued advance in West Berlin’s economic situation was
best symbolized by the drop in unemployment to a postwar low, but the
rate of economic recovery appeared to be levelling off. West Berlin’s
standard of living is now 98% of the Federal Republic average. The Ber-
linaid program is effectively demonstrating American support in tangi-
ble form.

3. A review of policy is not recommended.

B.  Major Operating Problems or Difficulties Facing the United States

4. Communist Pressures. The year was replete with rumors and
threats of Communist action directed against Berlin, with particular em-
phasis on the elimination of the remaining contacts between Western
Sectors and the Soviet Sector and Zone. Concern reached a critical pe-
riod in October and November 1957, following the currency reform in
the Soviet Zone. The only threatened measure which has materialized to
date was the rerouting of through rapid transit (S-Bahn) passenger
traffic from the Soviet Zone to the Soviet Sector to bypass the Western

Source: Department of State, OCB Files: Lot 62 D 430, NSC 5803 Series. Secret. A par-
enthetical note on the report indicates that it covered July 17, 1957-September 3, 1958. Re-
ports on the Federal Republic of Germany and German Democratic Republic of the same
date are printed in vol. IX, Documents 246 and 279.
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Sectors. However, there are still indications that the Communists are at-
tempting to find ways to stop the flight of refugees to West Berlin, to
prevent East Germans from working in West Berlin, to prevent pur-
chases by East Germans in West Berlin, to hamper anti-Communist
propaganda activities directed from West Berlin, and in general to
eliminate, insofar as possible without incurring grave risks, the adverse
influence which Free Berlin exerts on their attempts to communize East
Germany.

5. Access to Berlin.

a. Berlin’s geographic isolation continued to be its weakest point,
and the maintenance of free access to the city continued to be the most
urgent problem. In general, the movement of persons and goods be-
tween the Federal Republic and West Berlin proceeded on a larger scale
and with less difficulties than at any time since the war, but minor ha-
rassments continued and the vulnerability of Berlin’s line of communi-
cations was demonstrated anew. All German surface traffic was
stopped by the GDR for one day in October 1957 to facilitate the East
German currency conversion. At the same time the East Germans de-
tained, examined, and in some cases confiscated, West German parcel
post shipments. In May 1958 new tolls were arbitrarily imposed by the
GDR on interzonal waterways traffic, ostensibly to obtain funds to cover
expenses which would be incurred through the construction by the Fed-
eral Republic of a dam on the Elbe but in fact also as a means of pressur-
ing the Federal Republic to enter high-level negotiations with the GDR.
The waterway toll issue developed in the same unproductive fashion as
had the Soviet Zone highway toll issue in 1955. The Soviets rejected the
Western Powers’ protest that the Paris Agreement of 1949! had been
violated and insisted that the question was solely within the competence
of the Germans, while the Federal Republic declined to give serious con-
sideration to economic countermeasures and decided to reimburse the
carriers to cover the toll increase.

b. After a year of threats, minor difficulties, and discussion, the
Western Powers and the Soviets agreed on new documentation for Al-
lied official travelers between Berlin and the Federal Republic effective
December 1957. The Soviets thereupon shifted their attention to the
documentation and nature of freight shipments via military trains and
trucks. Although the Soviets are now shown documentation (e.g., the
travel orders and identity documents of Allied travelers) which they
had not seen before, there has been no significant change in the types or
volume of Allied travel and goods shipments to and from Berlin.

1See Foreign Relations, 1949, vol. 111, pp. 1052-1065.



38 Foreign Relations, 1958-1960, Volume VIII

Occasional minor harassments continued, but on the whole Allied ac-
cess problems are at the moment quiescent.

6. Contingency Planning. After three years of effort on our part to
persuade them, the British explicitly and the French implicitly have not
only refused to commit themselves in advance to the use of limited mili-
tary force to maintain access to Berlin but have also refused to engage in
further hypothetical contingency planning on this subject.

7. Aviation Problems. (See para. 21 of the Federal Republic Report
dated September 3, 1958.)

a. Although the contingency does not now appear imminent,
planning has been undertaken to deal with a situation in which the Sovi-
ets refuse to cooperate in the Berlin Air Safety Center, for example, by
refusing to accept flight plans for Western Allied aircraft.

b. It appears likely that flights of East German aircraft in the air-
space of the Berlin air corridors may occur in the future on an increasing
scale, and planning to deal with this situation has been initiated.

d. The Soviets are attempting, in violation of quadripartite agree-
ments, to limit the Western Powers’ use of the Berlin air corridors to alti-
tudes between 2,500 and 10,000 feet. Although these altitudes have
generally been adequate to date, the introduction of new jet and turbo-
prop aircraft will create an operational need for higher altitudes. The
possibility of asserting Western rights to use high altitudes by having
U.S. Air Force aircraft conduct test flights above 10,000 feet is under
study.

[1 paragraph (9 lines of source text) not declassified]

Note: See latest National Intelligence Estimate, 11-3-56, dated 28
February 1956, “Probable Short-Term Communist Capabilities and In-
tentions Regarding Berlin”.?

Annex A3

ADDITIONAL MAJOR DEVELOPMENTS
8. New Governing Mayor. The election of Willy Brandt as Govern-
ing Mayor in October 1957 following the death of Otto Suhr infused new
vigor into the administration of the city. Brandt has subsequently
replaced Franz Neumann as the Chairman of Berlin’s SPD and as a

2 For text, see ibid., 1955-1957, vol. V, pp. 414-423.
3 Secret.
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member of the Executive Board of the national SPD, and he appears
likely to play an increasingly important role in national politics. A visit
to the United States by Brandt in February 19584 confirmed the close ties
which both Berlin and its Governing Mayor have with this country and
also served to increase Brandt’s stature within both Germany and the
Us.

9. Assurances to Berlin. The determination of the United States to
maintain the status and security of Berlin was re-stated on appropriate
occasions, notably by the President to Governing Mayor Brandt during
the latter’s visit and by the Secretary of State during a visit to Berlin in
May 1958.5

10. Aid Program.

a. The continuing program of aid to Berlin is proving a very effec-
tive means of demonstrating in tangible form American support for all
that free Berlin has come to represent in opposition to Soviet imperial-
ism. In Fiscal Year 1958, the “impact projects” selected for U.S. assist-
ance included student housing for the Ernst Reuter Foundation and the
Technical University, both of which have been endorsed by an ICA
housing survey team. U.S. assistance will be given in the construction of
a modern hospital to operate in conjunction with the Free University
Medical School.

b. The Berlin aid appropriation finances also the special Soviet
Zone projects designed to focus and intensify Western influences on the
population of the Soviet Zone.

11. Congress Hall. The Benjamin Franklin Congress Hall, turned
over to the City of Berlin in April 1958, was the outstanding feature of
the 1957 International Building Exposition and has become the most
strikingly effective symbol of American support for Berlin. Together
with the Hilton and other hotels now under construction, the Congress
Hall is expected to be of key importance in the City’s drive to exploit its
tourist potential.

12. Relations with the Federal Republic. The increasingly close rela-
tionship between Berlin and the Federal Republic was exemplified by
the election of the Governing Mayor of Berlin, in turn among the Minis-
ter-Presidents of the States of the Federal Republic, as President of the
Bundesrat. In this capacity Governing Mayor Brandt served as acting
Federal President during President Heuss’ visits abroad. The Third
Bundestag held its constituent session in Berlin in October 1957.

13. Violation of Steinstuecken Border. Members of the East German
police (the exact number involved is not clear) entered the tiny U.S.

4See Documents 7-10.
5See Document 11.
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Sector exclave of Steinstuecken on August 7, 1958 to apprehend a defec-
tor. In reply to an American protest, the Soviets denied in effect that the
border violation had occurred. The West German and West Berlin press,
apparently inspired in part by exaggerated accounts of the incident and
confused by a lack of understanding of the isolation of and situation in
the exclave, not only violently denounced the Soviets but also sharply
criticized the U.S. authorities for not taking more effective action. Con-
cern about the situation was also expressed by the Berlin Senat and the
Federal German Foreign Office. Means of preventing a recurrence of
such violations or coping with them more effectively are now being
studied. The key problem is how to get West Berlin police or American
troops across the 1000 yards of well-guarded Soviet Zone territory
which separate the U.S. Sector proper from the Steinstuecken exclave.

20. Memorandum From the Joint Chiefs of Staff to Secretary of
Defense Quarles

Washington, September 12, 1958.

SUBJECT
USCINCEUR Air Contingency Plan Berlin

1. Reference is made to a memorandum forwarded to you to-
gether with a copy of a memorandum to USCINCEUR, subject “Guid-
ance Concerning Air Access to Berlin”, dated 7 May 1958.!

2. Inresponse to guidance by the Joint Chiefs of Staff USCINCEUR
submitted a U.S. Air Contingency Plan Berlin which has been reviewed
and approved by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. In addition, USCINCEUR has
requested additional guidance in the following areas:

a. Recommendations for supplemental planning and implementa-
tion of subject plan including plan implementation date.

b. Latitude afforded commanders to effect immediate and aggres-
sive protective and countermeasures, including if necessary and fgeasi-
ble }fot Pursuit, in view of the proviso contained in subparagraph 4 (a),
page 2, NSC 5604, dated 23 April 1956.2

Source: Department of State, JCS Files. Top Secret.

1 A copy of the memorandum to USCINCEUR, SM-330-58, May 7, is attached to the
two-paragraph memorandum to Secretary Quarles, ibid.

2Foreign Relations, 1955-1957, vol. XIX, pp. 300-301.
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c. Degree and order of magnitude of U.S. limited military force
(air) action authorized to counter Soviet and/or German Democratic
Republic (GDR) restrictions on U.S. air access to Berlin.

3. Inview of the implications concerning U.S. national security in-
volved in the implementation of USCINCEUR's Air Contingency Plan,
it is considered that the guidance to be provided USCINCEUR should
be a final U.S. position.

4. Indeveloping the final U.S. position, it is recommended that the
Department of State be consulted. The following considerations and rec-
ommendations concerning implementing guidance are furnished:

a. Implementation of the testing of intentions phase of USCIN-
CEUR’s Air Contingency Plan will be made at an appropriate date
which is advantageous to the United States in achieving its cold war ob-
jectives. An early date is recommended due to the recent advent of the
C-130 aircraft into the European theater and the fact that any delay in the
initiation of the proposed flights above 10,000 feet would only tend to
weaken our position.

b. Based upon the introduction of turboprop type aircraft (C-130)
into USAFE, the USSR, through the Berlin Air Sagty Iéenter, will be no-
tified of contemplated flights into the Berlin corridors in excess of alti-
tudes normally flown by propeller type aircraft. This notification will be
made with sufficient advanced warning to provide the Soviets/GDR an
0 portunigl to revise their communications and air control procedures.

e exact date of the initial flight would not be given, but they will be
notified that after a specified date it is the intention of the United States
to conduct flights within the Berlin air corridors as set forth above. How-
ever, the initial flights will be conducted under Visual Flight Rules. Af-
ter initial visual flights, instrument flights above 10,00 feet will be
initiated.

c. NSC 5604 provides appropriate policy guidance on U.S. actions
in the event of unprovoked Communist attack against U.S. aircraft. The
proviso contained in subparagraph 4 (a) of NSC 5604 is based on a situ-
ation in which a definite pattern of continued interference with or at-
tacks on U.S. aircraft is encountered in areas outside Communist
control. USCINCEUR should be governed by paragraphs 1 and 2 of the
policy outlined in NSC 5604 until Soviet or GDR intentions have been
disclosed and a pattern of substantial interference has been established.

d. Thedegree and order of magnitude of U.S. military air action in
this situation is dependent upon the reaction of the Soviets and /or the
German Democratic Republic. If the USSR and/or the GDR were to es-
tablish a complete air b}l)ockade of the Berlin Air Corridors, full use of
their jet fighters, antiaircraft weapons, and electronic countermeasures
might be required. Hostile acts of the magnitude required to establish a
complete air blockade will indicate that general war is probably immi-
nent and the action to be taken by USCINCEUR under such circum-
stances will be directed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

e. USCINCEUR should be delegated the authority to determine
the air effort apgroiriate to cope with possible contingencies other than
a complete air blockade of the Berlin air corridors.

f. Supplemental planning should cover antiaircraft artillery
(AAA) firing by the Soviet or GDR on allied aircraft from positions
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above ground located within or outside the corridor. It is considered
that the Hot Pursuit policy contained in NSC 5604 should be extended to
include retaliatory action by combat aircraft against the AAA units con-
cerned.

5. The Joint Chiefs of Staff request that they be informed of the fi-
nal U.S. position at an early date.
For the Joint Chiefs of Staff:
N.F. Twining?
Chairman
Joint Chiefs of Staff

3 Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature.

21. Telegram From the Embassy in Germany to the Department
of State

Bonn, September 22, 1958, 6 p.m.

680. Department pass Defense. Reference Berlin’s tel 156 to Depart-
ment.! After further careful reflection exclave (i.e. Steinstuecken) situ-
ation Berlin, I remain firmly convinced for political and morale reasons
it absolutely necessary we be in position take immediate action deal
with any future Communist incursions and deliberate violations ex-
clave borders.

To accomplish this, I do not think essential USCOB be given prior
and unconditional authority undertake military action deal with any
eventuality. On other hand, I feel strongly we must have specific contin-
gency plan making possible USCOB take prompt and decisive action if
faced with another Communist action against Steinstuecken.

I have read USCINCEUR’s EC 94696 September 102 carefully but
do not share view that background of present exclave situation

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221/9-2258. Top Secret. Repeated to
Berlin, Heidelberg, Paris, USAREUR and USCINCEUR.

1 Telegram 156, August 19, reported that the United States was legally and morally
responsible for Steinstuecken in the same manner as any other part of the U.S. sector of
Berlin. Bruce reported further that General Hodes had suggested issuing an instruction to
the Berlin Commandant authorizing him “to use such force as is necessary to preserve
order in and protect” Steinstuecken. Bruce endorsed the proposal and stated that another
incident like the one on August 7 would “be most destructive of U.S. prestige in Berlin and
elsewhere.” (Ibid., 762.0221/8-1958)

2Not found.
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constitutes “long established modus vivendi” and implication that
(1) August 7 incident of limited importance; (2) more serious incidents
future unlikely; and (3) it therefore unnecessary prepare deal possible
future incidents.

As I see it, one constant factor is there really is no stable modus
vivendi in Berlin. (This applies not only West Berlin itself but in equal
measure West Berlin exclaves.) We are confronted by persistent Com-
munist attempts undermine and erode our position there. Therefore
think important we take firm position assure we cannot permit or facili-
tate by lack of preparation deliberate physical violation by Communists
our positions whose [in those] parts West Berlin and West Berlin ex-
claves for which we responsible.

USCINCEUR says it cannot recommend change in policy which
would authorize counteractions “only after fact” but would be “particu-
larly pleased hear any proposals which would improve situation before
fact.”

Only proposal that might improve situation before fact would be to
have it generally known that if incursion took place US armed force
would be used to restore situation. Also we might assert our implicit
right to overland access to exclave though this involves complex ques-
tions which no doubt Defense and State will wish to explore.

For all practical purposes our position Berlin is not such we can im-
prove it fundamentally from military standpoint. Situation hardly con-
ducive to that. However, we must do everything possible preserve our
position by reacting promptly and effectively when it is jeopardized.
Unless we are clearly prepared take prompt and effective actions, seems
to me we inviting if not encouraging further Communist actions of in-
creasingly serious character, especially since I think we must assume
they are conscious of widespread doubts as to whether we have any set-
tled policy regarding exercise of jurisdiction over exclaves.

With these considerations in mind I fully supported General

Hodes’ first recommendation (reftel). I therefore hope State and De-
fense will examine problem in this context.?

Bruce

3 In telegram 642, September 26, the Department replied to this telegram, stating that
it intended to examine the problem in all its aspects but was awaiting the final views of the
Commander in Chief of the U.S. Army in Europe. (Department of State, Central Files,
762.0221/9-2258)
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22. Memorandum of Conversation

Washington, October 8, 1958.

SUBJECT
Comparison of Quemoy with Berlin
PARTICIPANTS

Ambassador Wilhelm C. Grewe, German Embassy
The Secretary

Mr. Frederick W. Jandrey—EUR

Mr. Martin J. Hillenbrand—GER

At his request Ambassador Grewe called on the Secretary today to
discuss primarily the de Gaulle proposals (see separate memorandum
of conversation).! However, Grewe thereafter also noted that he had
been instructed to express German concern over comparisons being
made between Quemoy and Berlin. He had already taken the occasion
of his recent meeting with Mr. Murphy? to express this concern. What
particularly bothered his Government was that, if there were to be any
change in American plans involving, for example, withdrawal of forces
from Quemoy, there might be unfavorable repercussions on our posi-
tion in Berlin. Grewe said that he had been satisfied with the explana-
tions given by Mr. Murphy, but would be glad to have the Secretary’s
views on this subject.

The Secretary commented that Quemoy and Matsu were militarily
indefensible, which was likewise the case with Berlin. Nevertheless, we
were prepared to defend them. Grewe commented that this was much
appreciated in Berlin. The Secretary continued that he would not con-
ceal from the German Ambassador that, if American policy were to be
dominated by those who tried to find excuses for falling back, and this
became the general mood, the same school of thought might find itself in
the same frame of mind about Berlin. Such a mood was contagious. This
was one reason why the German Government should back American
policy. Many columnists and other critics of our policy were prepared to
fall back and back until they were all the way back home. No one who
has an area to be defended by us should favor our falling back in the Far
East. This would only encourage the very forces that would ask “Why

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/10-858. Secret. Drafted by Hil-
lenbrand and initialed by Jandrey.

INo memorandum of this part of the conversation has been found; however, it was
summarized in telegram 728 to Bonn, October 8. (Ibid., 740.5/10-858) The de Gaulle
memorandum, September 17, is printed in vol. VII, Part 2, Document 45.

2 Murphy and Grewe last met on October 3; the telegraphic summary of that conver-
sation contains no reference to Berlin. (Telegram 697 to Bonn, October 10; Department of
State, Central Files, 396.1/10-358)
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should we risk war over Berlin?” We are willing to take such a risk
wherever the Communists are trying to invoke force in order to obtain
something which they did not have before. The Allies must stand to-
gether on this. The Secretary referred to the recent Spaak statement in
Boston, to which he had alluded in his recent press conference, stress-
ing the need to stand together. It was therefore important, if the United
States were expected to carry out its commitments in Berlin, that it notbe
urged to give way elsewhere.

Grewe said he could assure the Secretary that the American posi-
tion had German Government support. In response to a query from the
Secretary as to whether this had been made clear, Grewe said he was not
certain. The Secretary emphasized that it would be helpful if the Ger-
man Government could make its support clear. We would like to have
something we could point to. Many critics of American policy have
claimed that we have no support elsewhere in the free world. Hence,
this was important. Grewe said he would try to get something.

[Here follow five paragraphs on the Far Eastern situation.]

3 For a transcript of Dulles’ press conference on September 30 and Spaak’s address to
the Atlantic Treaty Association in Boston on September 27, see Department of State Bulle-
tin, October 20, 1958, pp. 597604 and 607-611.

23. Editorial Note

At his press conference on November 7, Secretary of State Dulles
was asked the following question:

“Mr. Secretary, East German Communists have begun to say re-
peatedly that West Berlin belongs to East Germany and have begun to
compare it to Quemoy. Do you see any potential danger in this kind of
propaganda campaign?”

Dulles replied:

“No. I see no danger in it, because, as I pointed out, we are most
solemnly committed to hold West Berlin, if need be by military force.
That is a very solemn and formal three-power commitment to which the
United States stands bound. I think as long as we stand firm there, and
the Communists know we will stand firm, that there is no danger to
West Berlin.”

For the transcript of this press conference, see Department of State
Bulletin, November 24, 1958, pages 809-814.



NOVEMBER-DECEMBER 1958: U.S. RESPONSE
TO SOVIET THREATS TO TRANSFER ITS
FUNCTIONS IN BERLIN TO THE GERMAN
DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC

WESTERN REACTION TO KHRUSHCHEV’S NOVEMBER 10
SPEECH

24. Editorial Note

On November 10 Soviet Premier and First Party Secretary Nikita S.
Khrushchev addressed a friendship meeting of the peoples of the Soviet
Union and Poland at the Sports Palace in Moscow. During this address,
he stated that because of their violations of the Potsdam Agreement, the
Western Allies had forfeited their legal basis to remain in Berlin. The
Premier declared that the time had come for the powers that signed the
Potsdam Agreement to give up the remnants of the occupation regime
in Berlin, and to that end the Soviet Union would hand over to the Ger-
man Democratic Republic those functions that the Soviet Government
still exercised in Berlin. In concluding Khrushchev called upon the
Western Allies to establish their own relations with East Germany if
they were interested in questions connected with Berlin. An extract of
Khrushchev’s address is printed in Documents on Germany, 1944-1985,
pages 542-546.

The immediate response to this address was made by Department
of State spokesman Lincoln White on the same day when he stated that
none of the four powers could walk out on the occupation agreement on
its own, and reiterated that the three Western powers were prepared to
fight, if necessary, to defend West Berlin’s freedom. A copy of White’s
statement is in Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/11-1058.

46
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25. Telegram From the Embassy in the Soviet Union to the
Department of State

Moscow, November 11, 1958, 5 p.m.

1052. Following are my preliminary reactions to Khrushchev
speech! on German question, which may wish modify after study East
German document which I have not yet seen.?

Threat to end quadripartite status Berlin appears to have been de-
liberately stated in equivocal manner and may be only trial balloon. Dif-
ficult to see, however, how Soviets could simply let matter drop
particularly in view coordinated action of East German note and memo-
randum. I therefore consider that speech represents a most dangerous
move on part of Khrushchev. Itis true that this is only one of a number of
recent indications of hardening of Soviet policy which appears to be
aiming at deliberate increase of tension and in that respect may be less
serious than if German question alone were singled out for maximum
pressure.

It is probable that Khrushchev has several motives in pursuing this
general hard line. One may be that having failed to secure summit meet-
ing by soft approach he intends to force meeting by building up tension
to almost intolerable pitch. If this is primary motive, however, German
problem is ill chosen since this is the one of two problems Soviets refuse
to discuss with US. I believe that more likely explanation of general So-
viet policy is that Khrushchev has concluded that he cannot achieve his
objectives by top level negotiations with present American administra-
tion and that he intends to see what effect strong pressure and height-
ened tension will have on cohesion of Western powers. We may expect
that such pressure will as usual alternate with friendly gestures and dec-
larations of sweet reasonableness.

A further reason for deliberate heightening of tension may be
that Khrushchev considers this will serve his personal objectives at
21st Party Congress.?> German Ambassador thinks this is so but that
Khrushchev fails realize that other members of Presidium are already

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221/11-1153. Secret; Priority. Re-

ceived at 1:15 p.m. Repeated to London, Bonn, Paris, and Berlin.
See Document 24.

2 Reference is to an East German circular note and 20-page memorandum on the
threat to peace represented by the armament policy of West Germany. A copy of the
memorandum, which was also delivered to the Embassy in Prague, was transmitted as an
enclosure to despatch 221, November 13. (Department of State, Central Files, 601.62B49/
11-1358)

3 The 21st Party Congress met at Moscow, January 27-February 5, 1959.
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worried by his tendency to take unnecessary risks in field foreign af-
fairs. [8-1/2 lines of source text not declassified]

So far as the German question itself is concerned Khrushchev
clearly is aiming at forcing our recognition in some form of the East Ger-
man regime. I believe he sees that with the completion in the next few
years of West German rearmament, including the stationing of atomic
weapons there, the position of the East German regime will become
even more precarious and he fears that West German intervention in an
East German revolt under such circumstances might face the Soviet Un-
ion with the choice of almost certain world war or the loss of East Ger-
many and subsequently of most or all of his satellite empire. Having
failed to maneuver the West into at least tacit recognition of the status
quo in Eastern Europe through summit talks he feels compelled to re-
solve this issue now before West German rearmament is completed. An
added factor is the failure of the East German regime to win any popular
support and the dilemma the Soviets face in attempting to carry out a
Stalinist policy in the rest of Eastern Europe, and in Poland in particular,
so0 long as the East German situation is so unstable.

German Ambassador thinks that speech will undoubtedly change
character of German note to Soviet Government* but doubts that this
was important consideration in Soviet action. His general conclusion is
that we are moving from a diplomatic war of position into one of
manoeuvre and he agrees with me that this faces us with an exceedingly
dangerous situation.

I'shall submit shortly comments on possible U.S. actions to counter
latest Soviet moves.®

Thompson

4 For text of the West German note on the reunification of Germany as delivered on
November 17, see Moskau Bonn, p. 459.

%In telegram 1058 the following day, Thompson suggested that in the absence of a
prompt tripartite reply to Khrushchev’s speech on Berlin the United States should make
its own response in the form of a statement by the President or Secretary of State making it
unmistakably clear that the United States would defend its rights in Berlin. This should be
coupled with a vigorous propaganda campaign against the German Democratic Republic.
In any serious private conversations with the Soviet Union, however, the United States
should recognize the problem that the Soviets had created for themselves by setting up the
East German regime and stress its willingness to take this into account in a settlement of
the German problem. (Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/11-1258)
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26. Telegram From the Embassy in the United Kingdom to the
Department of State

London, November 12, 1958, 5 p.m.

2603. Paris for Embassy and USRO. Responsible American journal-
ist says he talked with three representatives Soviet Embassy including
Fedorov (TASS representative) at Polish reception November 11. He got
impression all were well briefed on line to follow about Khrushchev
speech on German question. All “talked tough”. When asked if Soviets
intended to surrender control of communications to West Berlin to GDR
they replied logical to assume so. When journalist asserted Western
rights not dependent upon Potsdam, Fedorov said this was a quibble,
West had violated Potsdam and so far as Soviets concerned it is non-ex-
istent. When journalist said Berlin especially sensitive subject in US and
Khrushchev therefore creating a dangerous situation Fedorov replied
“if there is going to be a war we had better have it now and get it over
with”.

Whitney

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/11-1253. Secret. Repeated to
Paris, Bonn, and Moscow.

27. Telegram From the Mission at Berlin to the Department of
State

Berlin, November 12, 1958, 6 p.m.

320. Bonn pass USAREUR and USAFE. Paris pass Topol. Following
is mission reaction to Khrushchev speech:

Speech seems to aim at several objectives, but only Berlin situation
appropriate for our comment. We see as most important point in this
part of speech a warning directed primarily to US, UK and France to

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221/11-1258. Secret; Priority; Lim-
ited Distribution. Transmitted in two sections and also sent to London, Paris, Bonn, and
Moscow.
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recognize GDR or face increasing pressure on access to Berlin This
theme is not new, but when Khrushchev says it, presumably Soviets
have moved close to, and if not all the way to, a decision to implement it.

Soviet objectives in trying to force allied recognition GDR well
known. There is objective in connection their German reunification pol-
icy. There is also fact that if allies can be forced into even de facto recog-
nition GDR, basis on which allies occupy Berlin would be seriously
undermined. Furthermore de facto recognition would give Commu-
nists improved stranglehold on allied access and place them in better
position try to force eventual allied de jure recognition GDR position.
De jure recognition tantamount to official signing away our rights to oc-
cupy Berlin.

We think a key sentence re Berlin situation is that which reads: “For
its part, Soviet Union will transfer to sovereign GDR those functions in
Berlin which are now handled by Soviet organs.” We interpret “will” to
mean “are going to, whether other three powers do or not” rather than
“would if other three powers will.” From other passages in speech we
conclude that “Berlin” is intended to include access thereto. Soviets
have already in theory abolished occupation in Soviet zone, except for
allied access which is under administrative controls of Berlin Komman-
datura.

We have every reason believe Soviets take very seriously our secu-
rity guarantee Berlin. We anticipate that turn over to GDR would be im-
plemented gradually, and though GDR pressure would be applied in
stages, avoid any action which Communists think would bring into
force our security guarantee. Gradual implementation would also pre-
sumably offer advantage of enabling Communists to test us from time to
time to determine how much more pressure they think would be
needed to force us to come to terms with GDR.

It appears to us, therefore, that in forseeable future East Germans
may appear in place of Soviets at the several access checkpoints—more
likely on surface routes at first than at Berlin air safety center. Also, at
first, East Germans may pass allied official travellers with same docu-
mentation and formalities as Soviets do now. Our standing instructions
are to accept this arrangement under protest.

As time goes on, however, we think screws will be tightened. Per-
haps next step would be GDR effort try to stamp GDR visa on allied
travel documents. Under our standing instructions, we refuse accept
GDR visa. Should we at this point decide not impose on ourselves a sur-
face blockade, we would in final analysis have to be prepared reopen
access at gunpoint.

If we do permit GDR visas to be stamped on allied travel docu-
ments, next Communist step might be to require that allied official
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travellers obtain their GDR visas in advance of travel at GDR Foreign
Office. This would put Communists in position to deny transit travel
when they chose. And so on.

It hard for us believe that after experience of 194849 Communists
would not try to interfere with air traffic, although here we are better
situated to contend with interference. Most likely first step in this direc-
tion appears to us to be substitution East Germans for Soviet controller
BASC. Our standing instructions are to usher East Germans out. We
continue to fly without Communist “flight safety guarantee” and onus
is on them to fire first shot if they are in earnest in trying to stop us.

Mission is not in position to judge how far Communists might go in
employing force to implement access harassment. We would observe,
however, that in the air they would be the aggressors and the security
guarantees should give them pause before they employ force to try to
stop flights. On surface access they might maneuver us into a seemingly
“aggressor” position, but even the Communists must be aware that
dialections [sic] of this sort are not going to affect our decision to imple-
ment the security guarantee if we think such action necessary. Since it
would be the GDR rather than the Soviet Union which would be faced
with implementation of access harassment by force, failure to do so
would presumably not involve the same prestige considerations for
Communist world as would be case were Soviet forces directly in-
volved. And the Communists might feel resultant loss of prestige to
GDR could to some extent be offset by propaganda blasts to effect that
three Western powers have committed armed aggression against small
but sovereign GDR all because they would not accept a visa.

Until Soviets do take action there is opportunity for solemn warn-
ing to Soviets at high levels of the serious consequences that would en-
sue were they to implement Khrushchev’s threat. We feel that contact
with Karlshorst on this matter would be waste of time and possibly
counter-productive.

We believe status US military liaison mission Potsdam will con-
tinue to be decided in future as it has presumably been decided in
past—i.e., on considerations having nothing to do with allied position
Berlin, such as benefits Soviets consider they derive from having Soviet
MLM in Frankfurt.

Above comments based on German text Khrushchev speech Neues
Deutschland. We are conscious of inherent defects in any translation and
will be happy if our reading of speech to effect Soviets have probably
decided to turn over access control to GDR is shown to be wrong.

Burns
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28. Memorandum of Conversation

Washington, November 12, 1958.

SUBJECT
Khrushchev Statement on Berlin

PARTICIPANTS

Ambassador Wilhelm C. Grewe, German Embassy
Acting Secretary Herter

Mr. C. Burke Elbrick—EUR

Mr. Martin J. Hillenbrand—GER

At his request Ambassador Grewe called on the Acting Secretary
today to discuss the Khrushchev statement on Berlin made in Moscow
on November 10. Dr. Grewe said that he was carrying out instructions
received from his Foreign Office on Monday to approach the Depart-
ment at the highest possible level to express the deep concern of the Fed-
eral Government at the implications of the Khrushchev statement.! That
he should do this was not surprising; far more surprising would have
been his failure to do this. He would appreciate an expression of the Act-
ing Secretary’s views.

The Acting Secretary said that we understood the reasons for Ger-
man concern, and referred Dr. Grewe to the statement made late on No-
vember 10 by the Press Officer of the Department.? We were considering
what might be the best way to reaffirm our position, and would, of
course, keep in close touch with the German Embassy as the situation
developed. In response to the Acting Secretary’s query, Dr. Grewe said
he had no specific points to make at this stage as to the views of his Gov-
ernment. Mr. Elbrick asked what had been the reaction in the Federal
Republic to our press statement. Dr. Grewe stated that it had caused
great satisfaction and added his personal view that the Khrushchev
speech was in line with the Soviet policy of probing and creating tension
around the world.

The Acting Secretary concluded the conversation by suggesting
that Mr. Elbrick might inform Dr. Grewe in some detail of the views of
our Ambassador in Moscow.?

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/11-1258. Secret. Drafted by Hil-
lenbrand on November 13 and initialed by Elbrick.

Late on November 10 German Counselor Pauls informed the Department of State
that Grewe had been instructed by the Foreign Ministry to express “at high level” the Fed-
eral Republic’s concern over Khrushchev’s speech. Grewe sent Pauls instead, who was
informed that there was no need for panic, and that the Embassy would be informed as the
situation developed. (Telegram 964 to Bonn, November 11; ibid., 762.00/11-1158)

%See Document 24.

3 See Document 29.
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29. Memorandum of Conversation

Washington, November 12, 1958.

SUBJECT
Khrushchev Statement on Berlin

PARTICIPANTS

Ambassador Wilhelm C. Grewe, German Embassy
Mr. C. Burke Elbrick—EUR
Mr. Martin J. Hillenbrand—GER

After his conversation with the Acting Secretary (covered in a sepa-
rate memorandum of conversation),! Dr. Grewe went with Mr. Elbrick

. to the latter’s office to continue the discussion of the Khrushchev state-

ment on Berlin made in Moscow on November 10. Mr. Elbrick stated
that, as the Acting Secretary had mentioned, we were considering the
possibility of further action by the Western three powers, and also
whether it might not be desirable to have some later confirmatory action
by all the NATO countries at the December ministerial meeting in Paris.

Dr. Grewe commented that this would be in line with the parallel
action taken by the NATO countries after the tripartite statement on Ber-
lin issued at the London Conference in 1954.2

Mr. Elbrick then reviewed in some detail the views of our Ambassa-
dor in Moscow contained in the Embassy’s telegram No. 1052 of No-
vember 11.2 He added that we agree this is potentially a dangerous
situation but it would be even more dangerous if we did not all show a
firm and united front in face of the threat. Hence the desirability of con-
sidering some form of tripartite action to be confirmed by NATO in De-
cember. A ringing treatment of the subject in a communiqué would be
one way of doing this.

In response to Mr. Elbrick’s question as to the reactions of other
NATO countries, Dr. Grewe said he did not expect there would be much
deviation from the common position. Mr. Elbrick commented that un-
der normal circumstances they might be expected to favor such com-
mon action, but the present circumstances were not normal and we were
accordingly interested in how they might be expected to react. Dr.

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/11-1258. Secret. Drafted by Hil-
lenbrand on November 13.

1 See Document 28.

2For text of the tripartite declaration, see section V of the Final Act of the Nine-
Power Conference in Foreign Relations, 1952-1954, vol. V, Part 2, pp. 1352-1354.

3 Document 25.
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Grewe noted that failure to mention Berlin in the NATO communiqué
might lead to misunderstanding. He had received no word from his
Government as to what it anticipated might happen next, but he could
conceive that the Soviets might turn over their remaining functions in
East Berlin to the GDR, or turn over to GDR officials their functions at
the border checkpoints. Mr. Elbrick commented that there were, of
course, tripartite plans to meet various possible contingencies. Dr.
Grewe indicated that he was not too familiar with how much the Ger-
man Government might be informed of Allied planning in Bonn in this
connection.

Dr. Grewe then went on to make the point that the Soviet contention
the Allies were in Berlin on the basis of the Potsdam Agreement should
be rejected. Mr. Elbrick said we were giving thought to the possibility of
a statement on this subject.*

CBE

# Elbrick also talked with Alphand about the Berlin situation along these lines on No-
vember 12. A summary of their conversation was transmitted to Paris in telegram 1739,
November 13. (Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/11-1158)

30. Telegram From the Mission in Berlin to the Department of
State

Berlin, November 13, 1958, 8§ p.m.

323. From Trimble. Accompanied by Burns and Muller I called on
Mayors Brandt and Amrehn this morning. I said Khrushchev presum-
ably had several objectives in mind in making statement re Germany:
raise stature GDR, enhance world tension, probe allied determination re
Berlin, weaken Western cohesion, etc. In circumstances it essential West
should not be alarmed or permit any weakening its unity. Our power
posture greater than that of Sovs and latter aware this.

Mayor Brandt expressed his gratitude for my assurances. He espe-
cially pleased Secretary’s Nov 7 and press officer White’s Nov 11 state-
ments.! He analyzed situation from two points of view: (1) as far as GDR

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221/11-1358. Confidential. Also
sent to Bonn and repeated to Moscow, London, and Paris.

! Regarding White's statement, see Document 24; regarding Secretary Dulles’ press
conference on November 7, see Document 23.
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concerned, East Germans have impression they were driving force be-
hind Khrushchev’s move. Reportedly, senior GDR officials had con-
ferred with Sov Ambassador Pervukhin and were assured of Sov
support in campaign against West Berlin. East German initiative de-
signed (a) provoke shock in zone to reduce number of refugees by
dramatizing instability Berlin position casting doubt on ability of refu-
gees escape via West Berlin because prospect Commies would force ces-
sation commercial flights; (b) shake economic stability of West Berlin to
reduce investments and bring about cancellation industry orders;
(c) possible belief that SED vote might be increased by capitalizing on
desire of people to “reinsure” themselves.

(2) As far as Sov motives concerned Brandt said Khrushchev prob-
ably wanted determine whether Berlin was soft spot in Western front
and may have underrated strength and promptness Western reaction.
Brandt said yesterday’s Grotewohl statement? was significant since he
referred to Khrushchev “proposal” rather than “announcement.” He
nevertheless felt situation re access Western powers was serious in
event replacement Sov control personnel at autobahn by East Germans
in which case Western powers presumably have to accept GDR control
or embark on self-blockade unless they were prepared use force which
Brandt doubted.

He also stated that East Germans had capability of severing connec-
tions between two parts of city but such action would not seriously in-
terfere with economic life West Berlin as long as transport goods
continued. A much greater danger was likelihood East Germans would
start with minor steps none of which would seem worth a strong reac-
tion but cumulative effect of which would be strangulation.

Brandt then suggested (1) approach by three Western powers in
Moscow as outlined by Amrehn (ourtel 269 to Bonn, 316 Dept)® and
(2) consideration be given to advisability of sending several Americans
of national stature to Berlin not unduly to dramatize situation but rather .
as proof continuing interest U.S. Govt and people in Berlin. In response

2 At his press conference on November 12, Minister President Otto Grotewohl stated
that Khrushchev’s speech was designed to serve as a basis for further discussion and that
both the GDR and Soviet Union were ready to examine the agreement under which Soviet
troops were stationed in East Germany. The Mission in Berlin commented that the tone of
the statement was “reasonable” and “cautious” and that it appeared Grotewohl had been
ordered to “damp down” the reaction to the speech. (Telegram 319, November 12; Depart-
ment of State, Central Files, 862B.00/11-1258)

3 Telegram 316, November 11, reported on a meeting of the three Western Deputy
Commandants with Amrehn at which the latter proposed two possible steps with regard
to Berlin: (1) joint call by the three Western Ambassadors on Pervukhin to reaffirm the
four-power status of Berlin, or (2) joint Western démarche in Moscow stating that the Al-
lies would not tolerate any changes that would affect their position in West Berlin. (Ibid.,
762.0221/11-1158)
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to my question whom Brandt had in mind he replied leading represent-
atives both parties such as Messrs. Rockefeller and Stevenson.

I assured Brandt that his first suggestion had already been for-
warded to Dept and that we would bring second its attention.

I opened meeting with Amrehn with same remarks as made to
Brandt. Amrehn said he especially gratified with U.S. statement which
headlined by West Berlin press today that 600 planes ready for another
airlift; he felt this all that could be asked by way of clarification our posi-
tion to population West Berlin and to Kremlin. Amrehn felt entire East
offensive against Berlin well planned strategy and that motives internal
politics, such as Khrushchev’s desire fortify his position prior 21st CP
USSR Congress, secondary. He emphasized Khrushchev had not spo-
ken of “decisions” and that therefore there was time take steps against
implementation his threats.

Amrehn also raised problem West rail and road access and said
there was no indication that Sovs might propose using GDR personnel
as their agents at control points but that Khrushchev speech pointed to
direct transfer these functions to GDR as sovereign state. Remarking
that previous GDR measures such as imposition autobahn and water-
way tolls should not have been tolerated, Amrehn emphasized he felt
Allies should accept no Vopo control of traffic to West Berlin garrisons.
Decision might have to be taken by Allies to proceed without submitting
East German controls.

Amrehn then suggested time might be ripe consider new stockpile
discussions, and resumption contacts with Berlin officials on this mat-
ter.

Amrehn informed his suggestion re Berlin conference three Am-
bassadors considered but in view already existing plans myself and
British Ambassador come to Berlin independently, it felt that same pur-
pose could be accomplished individual Rathaus calls on our part. If
shortly after this three chiefs of mission were to revisit Berlin together,
psychological effect might be counter-productive. Amrehn agreed.

[1 paragraph (3 lines of source text) not declassified]
Burns
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31. Circular Telegram From the Department of State to Certain
Diplomatic Missions

Washington, November 13, 1958, 7:25 p.m.

622. Khrushchev stated November 10 that USSR “will hand over to
sovereign GDR those functions in Berlin which are still reserved for So-
viet organs” and will consider an “attack on the GDR as an attack on the
Soviet Union.” This intimation of Soviet withdrawal from Berlin is ac-
companied by sharp and extensive attacks on West German “militariza-
tion ” and aggressive intentions in Khrushchev and Gomulka speeches
and Soviet-Polish communiqué and Grotewohl press conference No-
vember 12,1 at which lengthy memorandum and White Book distrib-
uted. These pronouncements and publications may presage broad
Soviet diplomatic and propaganda offensive on German problem but
hint of Soviet action is cautiously advanced and Soviet intentions are not
yet clear.

USSR may be pursuing one or more of following objectives:

1. Testing resolve and unity of will of US, UK and France to main-
tain their position in Berlin;

2. Forcing Western Powers into de facto recognition of East Ger-
man regime through creation of situations on Allied access routes to
Berlin calculated compel Western Powers deal with GDR officials;

3. Inhibiting emergence of West Germany as nuclear-capable
power with strong influence in NATO;

4. Bringing about withdrawal of Western troops from Western

Germany;

5. gringing pressure for Four-Power talks on German peace treaty
and talks between “two German states” on reunification;

6. In line with Communist pattern of behavior re Korea, Taiwan,
and Vietnam, representing Western occupation of Berlin, special regime
of Western Powers’ access to Berlin, and influence exerted by Berlin on
GDR as unjustified interference with internal German affairs;

7. Generating intensive and continuous pressures throughout
world in order divide Western Powers.

Following furnished for information and as background for reply-
ing questions about Khrushchev’s statements.

In discussing subject addressees should not convey impression ex-
citement or undue anxiety. Should point out Communist threats against

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/11-1358. Official Use Only.
Drafted by Armitage and McKiernan; cleared with Hillenbrand, F}"eers, Kretzmann in P,
and Timmons; and approved by Elbrick. Sent to all posts except Bonn, Paris Topol, Lon-
don, Moscow, and Berlin, to which it was repeated.

1 The text of the joint Soviet-Polish declaration of November 12, 1958, is printed in

Pravda, November 12, 1958. Regarding Grotewohl’s press conference, see footnote 2,
Document 30.
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Berlin frequently made but not often implemented and whether and
how latest threat will be implemented will depend greatly on firmness
of Western reaction.

Khrushchev’s basic argumentation re Berlin is not new and is es-
sentially repetition line Soviets took as early as 1948. Most significant
aspect is more explicit statement by highest Soviet official of threat
Soviets have occasionally made by implication earlier, namely to relin-
quish and thus in effect cede to GDR remaining responsibilities re Berlin
which Soviets continue exercise on basis quadripartite agreements and
arrangements.

No doubt Soviets desire withdrawal of Western Powers from Ber-
lin and incorporation of all Berlin into Communist-controlled area.
However they have been deterred from attempting accomplish this ob-
jective forcibly by experience of 194849 blockade, by realization world
opinion would be adverse, and by explicit guarantee of Western Powers
to maintain Berlin’s status and security at all costs. Though we do not
discount threat implicit in Khrushchev speech and are fully prepared
take all necessary action counter implementation of this threat, we re-
gard speech at least in part as probing attempt in war of nerves and as
propaganda statement. Following considerations may help explain why
Khrushchev made this threat at this time.

Soviets continue thwart any progress towards German reunifica-
tion and establishment peace and security in Europe. Majority of world
opinion undoubtedly blames them for lack of solutions. German prob-
lem too pressing for Soviets to ignore it and they are therefore seeking
becloud real issues and disguise own intransigence with distortions,
threats, and invective. Misrepresentation of situations in Federal Re-
public and West Berlin are no doubt part of attempt to divert attention
from Soviet responsibility re German problem and from situation in So-
viet Zone as well as attempt find pretexts for further repression in Zone
and excuses for shortcomings of Soviet Zone regime.

Statements by Khrushchev and East German Communists prob-
ably also occasioned in part by so-called “Volkskammer elections” to
take place in Soviet Zone November 16. On this day unwilling and hos-
tile population will be disciplined and humiliated by being obliged,
with over 99 per cent majority, cast ballots in support of regime in par-
ody of democratic process. Objective is to demonstrate to population it
must not only accept regime but must willy-nilly approve it. Such occa-
sion naturally calls for vigorous beating of propaganda drums. One is
inevitably reminded of Nazi election tactics.

West Berlin elections scheduled December 7 may also have been
taken into consideration in Communist statements. Communists are
participating in these genuinely democratic elections. At time last elec-
tions in 1954 Communists subjected Berlin population to many psycho-
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logical pressures to increase Communist vote but obtained only little
over 2 per cent of vote cast. Similar pressures may be expected in con-
nection this year’s election, but repudiation of Communism by elector-
ate also expected to be similarly emphatic.

Commentaries on Khrushchev’s remarks indicate it would be ap-
propriate clarify basis of Allied presence in Berlin. Western Powers’
right remain in Berlin and have free access to Berlin do not derive from
Potsdam Protocol. Western Powers are in Berlin as military occupiers,
with right of occupation based on defeat of Nazi Germany. Areas of oc-
cupation were fixed by Protocol of European Advisory Commission
concluded London 1944.2Status of Berlin as area under joint occupation
and separate from other occupation zones was formally reiterated in
statement issued by Four Governments June 5, 1945.3Right of access de-
rives from right of occupation and is confirmed by numerous quadri-
partite agreements and arrangements. Rights of Western Powers were
challenged by Soviets in 1948, but Soviets were forced to back down af-
ter failure of blockade. Rights of Western Powers confirmed not only by
New York agreement of May 4, 1949 and Paris communiqué of June 20,
19494 which restored status quo ante blockade but also by continuous
practice since. '

Postwar history of Germany replete with charges and counter-
charges about violation of Potsdam agreements, but it is clear that ac-
complishment of essential purpose of occupation, creation of united
democratic Germany, has been frustrated by actions of Soviets them-
selves. Communist statements attempt obscure historic facts. Soviet im-
perialism is responsible for insecurity in Europe which has led free
European nations, including Federal Republic, to strengthen military
defense and to request continued presence of American forces. Soviet
attempts establish new totalitarian regime, with same disregard of hu-
man dignity and the values of civilization shown by the Nazi regime, are
mockery of original purposes of occupation and constant obstacle to
building firm foundation for peace in Europe.

Western position re Soviet attempts frustrate establishment democ-
racy in Germany and reunification Germany in peace and freedom is
well known. Western Powers have consistently maintained Soviets can-
not unilaterally divest selves of responsibilities undertaken in quadri-
partite agreements, for example, by asserting problems come within
jurisdiction of so-called German Democratic Republic. Following so-

2For the Protocol of the European Advisory Commission, signed September 12,
1944, at London, see Foreign Relations, The Conferences of Malta and Yalta, 1945, pp.
118-121.

3 For text, see Department of State Bulletin, June 10, 1945, p. 1052.

4 For texts of the May 4 and June 20, 1949 agreements, see Foreign Relations, 1949, vol.
III, pp. 751 and 1062-1065.
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called USSR-GDR agreements of September 20, 1955, which purported
to give “sovereignty” to GDR, Western Powers informed USSR “These
agreements cannot affect in any respect and in any way obligations or
responsibilities of USSR under agreements and arrangements on subject
of Germany, including Berlin, previously concluded between France,
US, UK and USSR,” and that, in particular, agreements “cannot have ef-
fect of discharging USSR from responsibilities which it has assumed in
matters concerning transportation and communications between the
different parts of Germany, including Berlin”.

Seriousness with which Western Powers would view any attempt
force them from Berlin is reflected in October 3, 1954 declaration of For-
eign Ministers of US, UK, and France, which has been frequently reaf-
firmed (most recently by Secretary Dulles in Berlin May 8, 1958)¢ which
reads:

“Security and welfare of Berlin and maintenance of position of
Three Powers there are regarded by Three Powers as essential elements
of peace of free would in fpresent international situation. Accordingly,
they will maintain armed forces within territory of Berlin as long as their
responsibilities require it. They therefore reaffirm that they will treat
any attack against Berlin from any quarter as attack upon their forces
and themselves.”

For USRO: You are authorized draw on foregoing in any discussion
this subject with Spaak and other Permanent Representatives.
Herter

5 For text of the treaty signed at Moscow on September 20, 1955, see Documents on
Germany, 1944-1985, pp. 458—460.

6GSee Document 11.

32. Memorandum From Acting Secretary of State Herter to
President Eisenhower

Washington, November 13, 1958.

SUBJECT
Status Report on Berlin in the Light of the Khrushchev Statement of
November 10
In response to your request for information regarding the present
Berlin situation resulting from the Khrushchev speech of November 10,
I enclose a status report on this subject.
Christian A. Herter

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Dulles—Herter Series. Secret. Initialed by
the President.
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[Enclosure]!

A STATUS REPORT ON BERLIN IN THE LIGHT OF THE
KHRUSHCHEV STATEMENT OF NOVEMBER 10

The Khrushchev statement on Berlin has naturally caused concern
in Berlin and West Germany. Newspapers carried the story in banner
headlines. Editorial reactions were, however, generally moderate and
cool-headed; they expressed confidence in Western guarantees to Berlin
and interpreted the Khrushchev statement as a move in the war of
nerves, possibly connected with the coming East German and Berlin
elections, rather than as a prelude to the actual withdrawal of U.S.S.R.
authorities from Berlin or to drastic harassment of the city. The Berlin
population has so far reacted in a similar unhysterical fashion. Berlin of-
ficials have called upon the Three Powers to demonstrate as effectively
as possible the determination of the Three Powers to honor their Berlin
commitments.

Although we have heard the reactions of one working-level For-
eign Office official we do not yet know the views of Foreign Secretary
Brentano or Chancellor Adenauer. Ambassador Grewe called on the
Under Secretary on November 122 to express the deep concern of the
Federal Government at the implications of the Khrushchev statement.

Although there are a variety of speculations regarding Soviet moti-
vation this action seems clearly related to a long-standing Soviet desire
to force the Western Powers into de facto recognition of an East German
regime through the creation of situations on allied access routes to Ber-
lin calculated to compel the Western Powers to deal with East German
officials.

The Department in public statements is emphasizing our quadri-
partite responsibilities in Berlin and the unacceptability of Soviet unilat-
eral abrogation of specific quadrilateral agreements on Berlin (other
than the Potsdam Agreement which is not pertinent to our position in
Berlin).

Consideration is being given to the desirability of some tripartite
reaffirmation of the Western position on Berlin. There is, however, some
difference of view as to whether this would be useful at the present time.
The British and Germans at the working level believe it would demon-
strate our nervousness more than our determination and we think it ad-
visable to wait at least a few days to see how the situation develops
before issuing a tripartite statement. This is in line with our belief that

! gecret.
2See Document 28.
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our wisest course is to avoid actions which might over-dramatize the
present situation.

We are reviewing our contingency planning on Berlin in case the
Soviet Union carries out Khrushchev’s threat to our position in Berlin.

33. Telegram From the Embassy in the Soviet Union to the
Department of State

Moscow, November 14, 1958, 4 p.m.

1080. In meeting with British and French Ambassadors this morn-
ing re Khrushchev’s speech we agreed as follows. We consider most
likely reason for Khrushchev action was concern over weakening inter-
nal situation in East Germany together with strengthening particularly
in military field of West Germany. We disagree with German Ambassa-
dor’s estimate that motive was Khrushchev’s desire to strengthen his
position at 21st Party Congress.! We do not see that he has need for such
tactics nor likelihood that this action would in fact strengthen his posi-
tion. (Kroll agrees with latter point but thinks Khrushchev has miscalcu-
lated.) We are all three baffled by what Khrushchev may expect to
accomplish by this maneuver. There is possibility that he may have so
misjudged Western reaction that he thinks he can get away with it. We
are more inclined to think he has some subsequent step in mind after
having built up tension to very dangerous point. We think one possibil-
ity may be that he has changed his estimate that a settlement of German
problem could be put off indefinitely and that he is aiming at a summit
meeting, possibly without an agenda other than to deal with threat to
peace. I suggested this approach might enable him to get around com-
mitment which he has undoubtedly made to East Germans not to dis-
cuss German problem on four power basis.

We were generally agreed that a firm warning to Soviet Govt is nec-
essary and that this should probably be made on a confidential basis. I
expressed personal opinion that the problem was whether or not we
should make clear that we would be prepared to use force to maintain

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/11-1458. Secret; Priority. Also
sent to Bonn and repeated to London and Paris.

! Regarding Kroll’s views, see Document 25.
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land, particularly road, communications. I said I deplored talk of re-
sumption airlift since appeared to me that if Soviets thought we would
settle on such a basis they would be encouraged to push ahead. We
would then be saddled with airlift indefinitely and East Germans would
then be in position to take measures to weaken or at least bring strong
pressure on West Berlin. Believe my colleagues were impressed by this
argument.

We also agreed that would be advisable to reiterate our willingness
to discuss German question on four power basis. I suggest this offer be
made publicly possibly in connection with publication German note.
Appears to me that Khrushchev’s speech makes it all the more impor-
tant that German note be a firm one.?

Thompson

2See footnote 4, Document 25.

34. Telegram From the Embassy in Germany to the Department
of State

Bonn, November 14, 1958, 8 p.m.

1037. Reference Deptel 987. After meeting this morning with Brit-
ish and French Counselors we met this afternoon with their Ambassa-
dors at French request.?

Regarding possible tripartite declaration or démarche Moscow,
British strongly opposed both. They consider that statements already
made have amply shown firmness our position, that things now calmed
down somewhat, that Grotewohl speech? indicated slight retreat, and

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/11-1458. Confidential; Priority.
Repeated to London, Paris, Moscow, and Berlin.

1 Telegram 987, November 13, reported that the Department was considering reiter-
ating the tripartite declaration of 1954 on Berlin and asked that this idea be discussed in the
quadripartite meetings at Bonn. (Ibid., 762.00/11-1358)

2 Ambassador Bruce left Bonn November 6 for consultations in Washington; he re-
turned to Germany November 21.

® Reference is to Grotewohl’s press statement of November 12; see footnote 2, Docu-
ment 30.
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that in any event démarche Moscow might prove tactical error by evok-
ing reply “formalizing” statements in Khrushchev speech. French Am-
bassador, although instructed by Paris discuss possibility of démarche,
agreed with British it better leave things where they are pending further
developments. We also inclined agree.

Other points French instructed discuss were (1) exact nature diffi-
culties Soviets may create and (2) possible Western retaliations. On (1) it
agreed that foreseeable eventualities already pretty well covered in tri-
partite paper on surface access to Berlin (Embdesp 1075 December 18,
1957)* and in tripartite instructions to BASC (Berlin’s 315 to Depart-
ment> —British and French comments on these instructions in separate
telegram?).

British expressed view that any moves were apt to be against Allied
access to Berlin rather than German. If Allied surface travel cut off and
even if commercial air travel also stopped, they suggested, it should be
possible for three powers to mount almost immediately “little airlift” to
supply Berlin garrisons and provide transport for at least official travel.
They thought cost and effort of this would not be great and that it would
put Soviets and GDR in disadvantageous position. We suggested “little
airlift” might have to be expanded to cover at least some civilian travel
also if commercial airlines unable fly. It was agreed ask governments
consider idea and what if any advance planning necessary.

On possible retaliations, it agreed essential press Germans join in
economic countermeasures, especially re steel deliveries. British also re-
verted to idea put forward their paper on countermeasures (Embdesp
1865 April 14),” about refusing visas to Soviets, and suggested that if
three powers and Federal Republic, as well perhaps as all NATO coun-
tries, agreed such refusal, it would have strong impact. In reply question
whether UK really likely be willing do this, British Ambassador said he
believed so since idea had emanated from Foreign Office.

4 Despatch 1075 transmitted the “Policy on Travel In and Through Soviet Zone of
Germany (GDR) Including Travel To and From Berlin.” (Department of State, Central
Files, 862B.181/12-1857)

5Telegram 315, November 11, reported that the three Western powers had agreed
not to allow East German controllers into BASC, and in the event that the Soviets with-
drew from participation in it, to continue to file flight plans in the normal manner. (Ibid.,
762.0221/11-1158)

$Not found in Department of State files.

7'This eight-paragraph report suggested countermeasures that could be taken inside
and out of Germany, stressed that they must be taken by all the NATO powers as well, and
explored how they might be introduced. (Department of State, Central Files,
762.0221/4-1458)
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Desirability of discussing practically all of foregoing with Germans
on confidential basis was agreed and meeting now set with Northe to-
morrow (Saturday) morning.8

Trimble

8 At 5 p.m. on November 14 the Embassy in London also reported that the British
opposed either reiteration of the 1954 declaration on Berlin or a private démarche in Mos-
cow. Ambassador Whitney added that the British opposed any quadripartite meeting
with the West Germans until the tripartite (United States, United Kingdom, and France)
position had been “firmed up.” (Telegram 2659; ibid., 762.00/11-1458)

Despite British opposition, the three Western powers met with the West Germans on
November 15 and in a conversation characterized as “somewhat confused” and
“inconclusive” it was agreed to propose that the North Atlantic Council discuss the desir-
ability of some tripartite declaration. (Telegram 1041 from Bonn, November 15; ibid.,
762.00/11-1558)

35. Telegram From Department of State to the Embassy in
Germany

Washington, November 14, 1958, 9:25 p.m.

1002. Paris pass USRO. Despatch 1075, December 18, 1957;! your
1027,2Berlin’s 315, 316.% Agree essential that GFR and Berlin authorities
understand basis for tripartitely agreed contingency plans in event GDR
officials replace Soviets at check points. Possible widespread dismay
might be caused among Germans if we automatically apply agreed for-
mula dating back to 1954 without informing them fully.

Accordingly, Section I of Policy Paper enclosed with reference
despatch should (with tripartite concurrence) be discussed at appropri-

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/11-1458. Secret. Drafted by
McFarland; cleared with Eleanor Dulles, Kohler, and Fessenden; and approved by Hil-
lenbrand. Repeated to Berlin, Rome, Moscow, London, and Paris.

1 See footnote 4, Document 34.

2 Telegram 1027, November 13, reported that the Federal Republic would appreciate
being informed about the moves that were contemplated if the Soviet Union relinquished
control of access to the East Germans. (Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221/11~
1358)

3 Regarding telegram 315, see footnote 5, Document 34. Regarding telegram 316, see
footnote 3, Document 30.
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ately high level with GER soonest, with strong caution concerning sensi-
tivity of information. Berlin follow same procedure to inform Brandt.
Stress should be placed on fact that these contingency plans, drawn up
under High Commission and kept under review since, represent realis-
ticattempt to adjust to possible new situations, on basis implied agency
function of GDR officials but stop short of action recognizing GDR con-
trols as sovereign right.

We are also concerned that NATO countries might misunderstand
application agreed formula. However, security considerations probably
make undesirable volunteer any discussion of subject in NAC unless
raised by others or until it becomes apparent contingency planning will
be put in effect. Hence propose mention contingency planning only in
response to specific inquiries such as made by Italian Ambassador
Brosio to Elbrick November 13.4During general discussion Berlin situ-
ation (memorandum of conversation being pouched all addressee
posts) Brosio asked how far we prepared to go in contact with GDR offi-
cials. It was explained that there has been considerable Allied contin-
gency planning to meet various theoretical situations which might arise
on Allied access routes. We would continue insist on ultimate Soviet re-
sponsibility, regarding GDR officials as essentially agents of Soviets.
Obviously difficult problems involved in determining how far we can
g0 in any given situation.

Concept of GDR officials acting as agents of Soviets was spelled out
in earlier versions of contingency plans. We have noted failure to make
specific reference to agency concept in latest Policy Paper but assume
changed wording did not derive from abandonment of usefulness of
concept for public purposes.

Embassy Bonn should immediately work out tripartitely agreed
statement for release to press and NATO at moment it becomes neces-
sary put contingency plans into operation.

Dulles

* A memorandum of Elbrick’s conversation with Brosio is in Department of State,
Central Files, 762.00/11-1358.
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36. Telegram From the Embassy in France to the Department of
State

Paris, November 15, 1958, 4 p.m.

1794. Re Deptel 1743; Embtel 1787.1

1. Asindicated Embtel 1787 Daridan has told us Fr prepared issue
strong joint statement on Berlin situation, subject to Ger acquiescence.
Working level at FonOff, however (Laloy, Jurgensen), continues feel
that, from tactical point of view, public tripartite statement would prob-
ably be inadvisable at present juncture. They note all three capitals have
already taken firm public position on Khrushchev’s threats and they are
inclined believe that tripartite statement would appear repetitious as
well as needlessly provocative at moment when crisis atmosphere ap-
pears have receded somewhat. Jurgensen expressed to us yesterday
view that, if joint action to be taken vis-a-vis Sovs, it would be preferable
do so through confidential, concerted approaches by Ambs in Moscow.
He also thought idea of public tripartite statement could be held in abey-
ance for possible use at later time.

2. Withregard to possible statement by Secy or President concern-
ing Berlin, Jurgensen felt this would be excellent, but stated emphati-
cally Fr would appreciate being consulted in advance re such statement.
Jurgensen pointed out that de Gaulle’s interest in tripartite consultation
obviously made such action advisable.?

3. Re possibility of Berlin airlift, Jurgensen said Fr recently re-
ceived revised plans for Allied airlift, which at first glance seemed satis-
factory to FonOff. He noted “pressure now on” to obtain official Fr Govt
approval these plans. Jurgensen said that, although would be difficult
for Fr to find very many transport planes for Berlin (bulk of Fr aircraft
being tied up in Algeria), Fr would wish participate in greater measure
than in 1948 if new airlift becomes necessary.

4. FonOff has shown us instruction to Fr PermRep NAC for dis-
cussion in NAC Nov 17 on Berlin. Instructions not yet approved by
Couve but are expected be cleared without difficulty. Instructions reca-
pitulate Fr views outlined in FonOff background statement (Embtel
1750)3 re basis of Fr presence in Berlin, and stress desirability of strong-

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221/11-1558. Confidential. Re-
peated to Berlin, London, Moscow, and Bonn.

! Telegram 1743 is the same as telegram 987 to Bonn, see footnote 1, Document 34. In
telegram 1787, November 14, Lyon reported French views on Berlin along the lines indi-
cated in the following paragraphs. (Department of State, Central Files, 762A.00/11-1458)

? Documentation on de Gaulle's interest in tripartite (U.S.-U.K.—France) consulta-
tions on world problems is in volume VII, Part 1.

3 Telegram 1750, November 12, described a French background statement on Berlin,
issued November 11, which noted that Khrushchev’s threats, if implemented, would
cause a very serious crisis, and that the Soviet Premier did not seem correctly informed on
the Berlin question. (Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/11-1258)
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est possible unity on Berlin, not only among three powers directly con-
cerned but on part all NATO members. Fr expect that Gers and US will
take lead in NAC discussion, but Fr Rep is instructed give them strong
support.

5. Working level officials have expressed view, also reflected in in-
structions to Fr NAC Rep, that there is “division of labor” between Sovs
and GDR re Berlin and Ger situation. Sovs, according this theory, are to
concentrate on Berlin and quadripartite status, etc., while GDR reps will
concentrate on overall question, peace treaty, and so on.

Fr believe this may be explanation of alleged “discrepancy” be-
tween Khrushchev’s tough line on Berlin and failure of Grotewohl to
press Berlin question.

Lyon

37. Telegram From the Department of State to the Mission to the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization and European Regional
Organizations

Washington, November 15, 1958, 2:52 p.m.

Topol 1669. Khrushchev’s speech of November 10 launching idea
of Western evacuation Berlin was clearly made in the face of full knowl-
edge of basic agreements relating to status of Berlin and of clear tripar-
tite commitment to defend Berlin. It was thus in itself a menace of
aggression against a known position. When it provoked the reaction in
Western capitals which had to be forthcoming Khrushchev in his second
speech of November 14! followed the Soviet tactic of developing the po-
sition that Western resistance to change in Berlin would be “aggres-
sive.” This parallels current Soviet revolutionary theory expressed by
Suslov? at 20th Congress CPSU as follows:

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/11-1558. Confidential. Drafted
and a%)proved by Kohler.

For text of Khrushchev’s speech on November 14, in which he stated that the Soviet
Government would prepare an appropriate document on the status of Berlin, see Pravda,
November 15, 1958, pp. 1-2.

2 Mikhail Andreevich Suslov, member of the Presidium of the Central Committee of
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union.
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. . . *Communists and the working class naturally prefer more
painless forms of transition from one social system to another. The form
of transition however, as has been shown here by Comrade Khrush-
chev, depends on concrete historical circumstances. Moreover, the
question of whether the methods are more peaceful or more violent de-
pends not so much on the working class as on the degree of resistance
offered by the exploiting classes in the process of being overthrown, un-
willing voluntarily to part with big property, political power, and other
privileges in their hands.”

In other words, if sheep resist being eaten by wolves this constitutes
aggression by sheep. It may be useful to make this point in NAC discus-
sion November 17. :

Dulles

3Ellipsis in the source text.

38. Telegram From the Mission at Berlin to the Department of
State

Berlin, November 15, 1958, 6 p.m.

337. Bonn pass PolAd USAREUR 93. Paris pass Topol. Gen. Ham-
lett (with concurrence British and French Commandants) called on Gov-
erning Mayor Brandt this morning and as result being received alone
had free frank discussion with Mayor. Gen. Hamlett explained he call-
ing as Kommandatura Chairman to assure Mayor of solid backing to
West Berlin of three Commandants and of constant readiness exchange
ideas with him.

Gen. Hamlett informed Brandt in general terms of last night’s inci-
dent of Sov detention three U.S. soldiers and trucks and stated we felt
Sovs had been forced to back down on this issue.!

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221/11-1558. Confidential. Also
sent to Bonn and repeated to Moscow, London, and Paris.

TAt1 p-m. Berlin time on November 14, three covered U.S. Army vehicles were de-
tained at the Babelsberg checkpoint for refusing to allow inspection by Soviet officials. De-
spite repeated protests by the convoy commander the vehicles were neither allowed to
proceed to West Germany nor return to Berlin unless they were inspected. At 8:45 p.m.
General Hamlett alerted the Berlin garrison, moved a platoon of tanks up to the border,
and asked General Hodes for permission to rescue the convoy. At about the same time he
instructed Burns to protest the detention of the convoy to Soviet authorities at Karlshorst
and to inform them of the preparations he had made to resolve the situation. Soviet
authorities proved difficult to find at Karlshorst, but Burns reiterated the U.S. position on
inspection and relayed Hamlett’s message, and the convoy was released, returning to the
city at 10:30 p.m. Shortly after its release, Hodes informed Hamlett that he could not give
him authority to rescue the convoy. The Mission at Berlin transmitted a detailed chronol-
ogy of the incident in telegram 353, November 17. (Ibid., 762.0221/11-1758) An account by
General Hamlett is included in his oral history interview at the U.S. Army Military History
Institute.




70  Foreign Relations, 1958-1960, Volume VIII

Mayor then read excerpts from yesterday’s Khrushchev state-
ment.2 Mayor felt these remarks constituted backdown by Sovs.

Brandt brought up subject possible East German takeover Sov sur-
face checkpoints. Gen. Hamlett stated we had no information such
move impending. In reply to Brandt question as to what we would do in
event such takeover, Gen. Hamlett stated one could see three alternative
courses: 1) complete refusal accept East Germans at checkpoints and use
of force to maintain surface access; 2) refusal transit East German check-
points which would result in “self-imposed blockade”; 3) accept under
protest controls by East Germans making clear we do so only because
they agents of Sovs in whom ultimate authority continues to reside.
Mayor felt first course most dangerous of the three (Gen. Hamlett
agreed) and would probably at least lead to blockade of traffic between
FedRep and Berlin and strangulation of city. Although “self-imposed
blockade” feasible because, as Gen. Hamlett observed, garrisons could
be supplied by air, Mayor felt this step offered at best prospect GDR de-
mand for vastly increased documentation and control measures to ob-
tain surface access for garrisons. Although recognizing that acceptance
East Germans as agents definite step in wrong direction, Brandt felt on
balance this was best of the three courses of action.

Gravest danger present situation, according Brandt, is throttling of
Berlin economy and Mayor stated he had confidential information from
high East German source who preparing to defect that this was real
Communist target. In reply to query by Gen. Hamlett, Brandt stated that
some Berlin industrialists already worried, that Senate had been watch-
ing economic indices but had noted only moderate private stockpiling
staple commodities, some movement family valuables and documents
to FedRep, and no significant bank withdrawals. Thus, Brandt felt local
economic reaction not alarming.

Gen. Hamlett noted that there had been considerable speculation
concerning further statements that might be made by U.S., British and
French to reaffirm joint Berlin security guarantee. Gen. Hamlett said he
felt enough statements already made and that reiteration might weaken
value of guarantee by casting doubt on previous assertions. Brandt
stated that in his opinion enough has been said concerning Berlin guar-
antee and he thoroughly agreed further affirmation inadvisable at this
time.

Throughout visit it apparent that Brandt greatly pleased by Gen.
Hamlett’s call and evidence solidarity it represented.

Burns

2gee footnote 1, Document 37.
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39. Telegram From the Mission at Berlin to the Department of
State

Berlin, November 15, 1958, 8 p.m.

339. Bonn pass prity USPOLAD USAREUR 94. Paris pass USRO
and Thurston. From Trimble. It view Brandt with which Gen Hamlett,
Burns, and I agree that procedure Soviets intend to follow in transfer-
ring controls to GDR will be gradual. They will seek avoid any steps
which in itself might be regarded as Rubicon and thus provide basis to
rally West public opinion in support vigorous counter-measures.
Rather Soviets apparently hope by slow but steady turning of screw to
bring about situation in which position West powers Berlin will eventu-
ally become untenable. They will presumably follow probing tactics and
when they meet firm resistance at one point will recoil and then press at
another.

Soviet will also, in opinion Hamlett, Burns, myself, use East Ger-
mans as cloak rather than employ their own forces. Indication this found
last night’s incident when platoon Vopo’s surrounded vehicles while
only usual small Soviet detachment at checkpoint.!

In our view stoppage convoy was carefully planned in advance and
constituted most serious probe our intentions in recent times. Reply our
telephonic protest made with unusual speed and unusual activity noted
Karlshorst for so late in evening. Also this first time Soviet refused per-
mit trucks return unless inspected. Although they modified position,
fact remains that trucks did not get through to FedRep and incident pro-
vided Soviet opportunity to state categorically that they would hereafter
exercise their “right inspect convoys.”

Consider it likely next move will be directed to air or rail access,
probably latter. Re former consider essential commercial traffic be con-
tinued without interruption. GDR inspired rumor now circulating
among Berliners that next move will be aimed commercial carriers.
Their morale would suffer severely if service is suspended even tempo-
rarily. Therefore suggest arrangements be made with operators for
requisitioning aircraft in such contingency and planes flown by Air
Force crews, or similar measures which would ensure continuation
service.

Realize that to turn trains back rather than accept GDR control
under protest would mean self-imposed blockade. Therefore do not

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221/11-1558. Secret; Priority. Also
sent to Bonn and repeated to Moscow, London, and Paris.

!Gee footnote 1, Document 38.



72  Foreign Relations, 1958-1960, Volume VIII

suggest we seek to alter present tripartite agreement. It will however be
difficult to convince Berliners that we regard GDR as exercising controls
solely as agents Soviets.

In addition attempts interfere Allied access Berlin we consider it
quite possible Soviet will take measures to weaken Berlin economy.
They will as we see it, seek through propaganda methods to inspire
flight of capital and a transfer of plants from Berlin to FedRep. Also they
will presumably endeavor reduce flow industrial raw materials to Ber-
lin. For example, tax on trucks or barges could be further increased, sur-
face traffic impeded by “repairs” to roads, canals, etc. Resultant
stagnation Berlin economy and unemployment would gravely affect
morale here. In 1948 Berliners poor and had relatively little to lose. To-
day they reasonably prosperous.

While Soviet has power cripple Berlin’s economy, that of Soviet
Zone also vulnerable to retaliation. Therefore suggest that if and when
Soviet initiate measures along above lines, FedRep in turn introduce
prompt counter-measures re exports to GDR. Realize this two-edged
sword and FedRep has been most reluctant employ this weapon in past.
Nevertheless in our opinion it type of move which Communists would
respect and occasion modification their tactics.

Burns

40. Telegram From the Mission at Berlin to the Department of
State

Berlin, November 16, 1958, 10 p.m.

346. Refs: (1) USBER tel 286 to Bonn, 333 to Dept.! (2) USCOB tel
unn Nov 15 to DA (pass State), info Bonn.? (3) USAREUR tel SX 7679

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/11-1658. Top Secret; Niact; Limit
Distribution. Also sent to Bonn.

! Telegram 286, November 15, reported that the convoy had been released to return
to Berlin. (Ibid., 762.0221/11-1558)

> This telegram reviewed the course of the incident and stated that it was obvious
that it had been planned to check the reaction of the United States. (Washington National
Records Center, RG 319, Headquarters Department of the Army, Communications Center
Files)
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Nov 15 to DA (pass State), info Bonn.3 (4) USBER tel 292 to Bonn, 339 to
Dept.*(5) USAREUR top secret tel SX 7691 Nov 15 to USCINCEUR, info
Bonn. (6) USCINCEUR top secret tel EC 9-6071 Nov 16 to Defense, info
Bonn.5

My analysis of incident Nov 14 and our actions for future follow:

We have reported in reference (4) that incident of Nov 14 consti-
tuted most serious probe in recent times of our intentions and test of our
willingness to stand firm. That Sovs chose Nov 14th for this test could
conceivably have been done to determine our likely future reaction in
event Sovs do try to implement threats contained Khrushchev’s speech
Nov 10. However I do not see incident Nov 14 as either beginning of a
blockade or actual implementation by Sovs of Khrushchev’s Nov 10
threats, especially in light his Nov 14 speech and local manifestations
“dampening down” (USBER tel 285 to Bonn, 332 to Dept).6

Type of action more likely to signal beginning of implementation
Khrushchev’s threats could be abolition Sov Kommandatura Berlin or
turn-over one or more access controls to GDR.

Inspection issue has been with us in increasingly acute form since
early this summer but our access not significantly impaired as result Sov
inspection demand and our non-compliance. Most U.S. supplies trans-
ported by trains and most supplies traveling on autobahn sent in open
or partially covered vehicles which experience little trouble in transiting
SovZone. Since interior these vehicles at least partially visible, Sovs have
apparently satisfied themselves re their inspection criteria.

Incident which occurred Nov 14 was unexpected, since we did not
think Sovs would go so far as to hold three American soldiers and three
trucks at Nowawes (Babelsberg) checkpoint. Finding ourselves in situ-
ation we did, Gen Hamlett was prepared use armed force to extricate his

8 Telegram SX 7679, November 15, transmitted text of a letter from Hodes to
Zakharov, following the release of the convoy, protesting its detention, stating that he had
not and would not agree to Soviet inspection of convoys, and demanding that Zakharov
inform his checkpoints to clear properly documented U.S. Army vehicles without inspec-
tion or detention. (Ibid.)

4 Document 39.

SEC 9-6071 transmitted the text of SX 7691, which discussed further steps that might
be taken in light of the detention of the convoy on November 14. In particular it stated: “In
view of the strong protest today ref B [SX 7679] and the necessity for allowing reaction
time, we have deferred sending this operational convoy back today. However, unless we
are willing to accept a voluntary blockade, accede to inspection or undergo a period of
detention with unacceptable political and military consequences, the Soviet intentions
must be tested. When tested, if detention occurs, we should be prepared to recover our
men and equipment by force.” (Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221/11-1658)

6Telegram 332, November 14, summarized press and official East German state-

ments that indicated efforts to “dampen down” reaction following Khrushchev’s speech.
(Ibid., 762.0221/11-1458)
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men and vehicles. In this proposed action Trimble, who was in Berlin,
and I concurred. :

Since Sovs finally released vehicles night of Nov 14 without inspec-
tion despite previous assertions that evening, it almost certain Sovs will
demand to exercise right of inspection with next U.S. covered vehicle we
dispatch. (Acting Sov PolAd Shilov was very specific to me night of 14
Nov on point that in future Sovs will “continue to exercise right of in-
spection.”) I would expect Sovs to hold next covered vehicle(s) and U.S.
soldier driver(s) at Nowawes as they did on 14 Nov. This time Sovs
might feel they could not afford back down in response to even strong-
est protest and in end we might have to go in and get men and vehicles
out with U.S. armed forces. Should this be necessary and even if we got
away with it without firing a shot, such action would certainly contrib-
ute to a serious heightening of tensions here and might provoke repri-
sals such as possible action against Steinstuecken.

There are other courses Sovs might follow with next covered vehl-
cles dispatched from Berlin, such as letting them through checkpoint
Nowawes and detaining them at Helmstedt—or even midway along
autobahn.

Yesterday afternoon AFN Berlin broadcast that U.S. military
authorities planning send convoy down autobahn “to test Russian in-
tentions.” Today, AFN Berlin carried newscast stating: “President
Eisenhower and American Ambassador to West Germany are to meet
Monday discuss Berlin situation. Meeting follows army decision send
another convoy down Berlin autobahn.” (We informed material for both
newscasts came from Frankfurt.)

If such action is taken with convoy which contains one or more cov-
ered vehicles (as proposed references 5 and 6 for Tuesday or soonest
thereafter) and should it result in armed incident or even publicity re-
sulting from probable detention U.S. soldiers, it would be difficult to ex-
plain to our public and that of our Allies why we make such an issue
over a “peep under the canvas.” (There are of course sound reasons for
absolutely refusing to let Sovs inspect our vehicles. Dept is aware of rea-
sons and I concur wholeheartedly with them.)

I do not feel that now is the time in Berlin for us to probe Sov inten-
tions in this manner unless there are overriding considerations for do-
ing so not apparent here. Our correct posture in Berlin at this time, it
seems to me, is to remain steadfast, react firmly to any Communist effort
to push us around, but not knowingly go out and seek trouble. After
events of the night of Nov 14 our local position vis-a-vis Sovs in Berlin is
strong enough not to require that for present we take offensive unneces-
sarily.

Burns
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41. Telegram From the Embassy in Germany to the Department
of State

Bonn, November 17, 1958, 1 p.m.

1045. Reference Berlin’s 346! to Department and Department’s
1007.2

1. Itend agree view expressed USAREUR’S unn tel November 152
that truck incident deliberately planned by Soviets as test firmness our
position in light Khrushchev speech. I nevertheless concur final para-
graph Berlin’s 346 that our prompt and strong reaction to November 14
incident amply demonstrated that we do not intend yield to Soviets on
inspection issue. I moreover fully endorse Berlin’s view that at least for
time being there more to be gained by remaining steadfast and reacting
firmly to any Soviet or GDR pressures as they may develop than by
seeking to probe their intentions by actions such as that proposed US-
CINCEUR’s EC 9-6071.4

2. If any such action envisaged I believe it should be coordinated
with British and French and consideration given to “test” being made
next by British or French truck instead of US, particularly in view Shilov
allegation (USCINCEUR’s EC 9-6071) that only difficulties are with US,
none with British or French. In any event, although I fully agree we
should continue attempt sending covered trucks, it seems to me prefer-
able for time being send only open or partially covered trucks which ap-
parently go through without difficulty.

[1 paragraph (12-1/2 lines of source text) not declassified]
Trimble

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/11-1758. Top Secret; Niact; Limit
Distribution. Repeated to Berlin.

1 Document 40.

2 Telegram 1007, November 17, approved briefing the North Atlantic Council on the
November 14 incident, but stated that military action with regard to rescuing a convoy
required “careful consideration and consultation” with the British and French. (Depart-
ment of State, Central Files, 762.00/11-1758)

®See footnote 2, Document 40.

%See footnote 5, Document 40.
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42. Memorandum of Conversation

Washington, November 17, 1958.

SUBJECT
Berlin Situation

PARTICIPANTS

Ambassador Wilhelm C. Grewe, German Embassy
The Secretary

Ambassador David K.E. Bruce

Mr. Martin J. Hillenbrand—GER

At his request and under instructions from his Government, Am-
bassador Grewe called on the Secretary today to discuss the Berlin situ-
ation. He began by saying that the Chancellor and the Foreign Minister
had authorized him to express the gratitude of the Federal Republic for
the prompt and very clear position taken by the American Government
after the first Khrushchev statement in Moscow on November 10. He
noted that the Federal Government did not believe this to be an impro-
vised step, but one prepared for a long time. There had been articles and
statements for nearly a year in the East German press and various GDR
scientific publications presaging the language and argumentation
which Khrushchev used. The Federal Government believes, therefore,
that the situation has to be taken seriously, and that inevitable concrete
developments will follow the Khrushchev statement. The Federal Gov-
ernment had noted that, if the Soviets denounced the Potsdam Agree-
ment (which it was realized was not the basis of the Allies’ right to be in
Berlin) this would also have some effect on the German unification
problem. For example, there is reference in the Potsdam Agreement to a
peace settlement with one German Government.

The Federal Government recognized that there was a dangerous
possibility that the Pankow representatives would have to be dealt with
on routine matters if there were no Soviet authorities available. As the
Secretary was aware, Ambassador Grewe continued, the Federal Re-
public has current technical contacts with the GDR. These might have to
be intensified in a dangerous way.The Federal Government feels that
the Three Powers may be forced to deal with GDR representatives at the
check points if there are no other means to maintain the flow of traffic. It
foresaw special dangers in the field of air access. His Government was
not certain what the consequences would be if the Soviets withdrew

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/11-1758. Secret. Drafted by Hil-
lenbrand. For Grewe’s account of this conversation, see Riickblenden, pp. 364-365.
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from the Berlin Air Safety Center, but it seemed likely that civil traffic
would end if there were to be any real difficulties. This would, of course,
affect the flow of tourists and private passengers who would be afraid to
travel to Berlin. Ambassador Grewe requested American views regard-
ing possible counter-measures, adding that he had already been told
during the recent conversation with Mr. Elbrick! that there were tripar-
tite plans in existence for handling different possible situations. As to a
tripartite or NATO statement on Berlin, the German Government did
not feel that this was an urgent requirement, at least for the next few
days, but believed that one should be prepared for possible emergency
use.

The Secretary noted that there were two aspects to the problem: the
effort by the Soviet Union to turn over its responsibilities to the East Ger-
mans, and harassment by the Soviets of our transit movements, for ex-
ample, as in the recent incident involving military truck traffic. The
Secretary said that he assumed the Ambassador’s queries related more
to the first rather than to the second type of problem. However, our peo-
ple in Europe, especially the military, took a serious view of the recent
incident on the Autobahn. Ambassador Grewe commented that he had
no information regarding this incident from the Foreign Office, and he
did not have the impression that it had been taken very seriously there.

The Secretary said that we are having some discussions with the
British and French as to the position to be taken relative to Soviet efforts
to pass their responsibilities on to the GDR to compel recognition of the
latter. He added that we would, of course, be very anxious to learn what
the Federal Government thinks our position ought to be, since this is ob-
viously a matter of great concern to it. Sometimes the United States has
the impression that we are inclined to react more strongly to such situ-
ations than the British, French, or the Germans. Last May, the Secretary
continued, when he was in Berlin? and the question of tariffs and canal
tolls was being discussed, he noted a certain complacency on the part of
the Federal Republic and an unwillingness to take counter-measures of
any kind. He did not necessarily question the decisions finally taken, but
could not help but note the fact that there was this reluctance to take
counter-measures which would disturb economic relations between the
Federal Republic and the GDR. However, the Secretary had noted the
Chancellor’s statement of last week? indicating that he might be consid-
ering the possibility of counter-measures in the present situation.

1See Document 29.
25ee Document 11.
3 Not further identified.
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Ambassador Grewe said that, in his own experience, which in-
volved participation in governmental groups studying the possibility of
counter-measures, it was difficult to find such measures which would
really have a permanent effect on the GDR. The Secretary’s impressions
regarding the waterways issue were correct, but he believed the present
attitude of the Federal Republic to be more decisive and to involve
stronger feelings about the threat to Berlin.

The Secretary stated that, as far as having certain practical dealings
with people purporting to be GDR officials were concerned, he person-
ally did not feel too strongly one way or the other. One could treat them
as agents of the Soviet Union or just deal with them. After all, we deal
with the Chinese Communists when necessary in certain practical situ-
ations. We do not recognize them politically, but do recognize them as a
force to be dealt with, as for example, at the time of the Korean Armistice
negotiations, the negotiations over Indo-China in Geneva, and in our ef-
forts to get civilian prisoners released. The Secretary referred to the kid-
napper analogy used at the time of the helicopter case.* He said that
when someone kidnapped your child, you deal with the kidnappers to
get the child released. Such dealings need not have any political implica-
tions. The Secretary added that his remarks should not be interpreted as
representing any definitive view, since we had not yet had any complete
exchange with the British and French on the subject. If the Federal Re-
public has strong views on the matter they would of course have to be
taken into consideration.

Ambassador Grewe said he had noted the New York Times report of
yesterday indicating that, under certain limited circumstances, the
United States might be prepared to deal with GDR officials holding
them as agents for the Soviets. Apparently Bonn was not too happy
about that. The feeling there was that the GDR would soon begin to for-
mulate their documents so as to make it impossible to regard their
checkpoint officials merely as Soviet agents. As to the idea of direct ne-
gotiations similar to those in the Red Chinese case, Ambassador Grewe
personally felt this was a possible course of action, but he recognized
that in Bonn it would create great psychological difficulties. For many
years people had been taught that, if you deal with the GDR it means
recognition; now they would have to be told that it does not really mean
this.

The Secretary said we have a theory, as in the Red Chinese case, that
you can have dealings with these people without implying recognition.
The situation was obviously one where the considered views of the Fed-
eral Republic should be carefully weighed in the scales.

4 Reference is to the crash of a U.S. helicopter in East Germany on June 7.
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The Secretary went on to say that we must think through the entire
problem to see if we are prepared to accept the consequences. We appar-
ently are prepared to accept more serious consequences than the British
or French. The Secretary, himself, believed in the principle that where
the Soviets probed to find weaknesses, there we should show strength.
This policy had been fairly successful, for example, in the Far and Mid-
dle East. He had always assumed that Berlin was a logical place for a
probe by the Soviets. The problem is what can be done in specific cases.
The United States is not alone here. The British, French, and also the Fed-
eral Republic are involved, and we will not come to any final decisions
without ascertaining the views of the Federal Republic as to contem-
plated courses of action. The Secretary added that he, himself, doubted
the practicability of total non-recognition of the existence of something
which is a fact. He felt that, if something is a fact, we have to recognize
this fact even if we don’t like it. In time of war we recognize the existence
of the enemy as a fact. To pretend the enemy does not exist is not a very
realistic or practical policy. However, the United States will be found to
be prepared to be as tough as anyone else in this situation, but not alone.

The Secretary continued that we are also concerned with interfer-
ence to our trucks and whether to make a major issue of it or not. We will
need to take account of French, British, and Federal Republic views in
this matter. We should perhaps give more weight than in the past to the
views of the Federal Republic, and the Federal Republic should perhaps
assume more responsibility in these matters.

The Secretary said we had no clear view as to whether the subject
should be discussed in NATO. It would be in line with our policy of en-
couraging political consultation to do so. If Quemoy and Matsu were
proper subjects for discussion in NATO, then the Berlin situation cer-
tainly seemed to be also. One could not say that NATO is not interested
in this problem. There must probably be some discussion in NATO but
the final responsibility for decisions must rest with the Three Powers
that had juridical responsibility. This responsibility could be shared per-
haps with the Federal Republic.

Ambassador Grewe said he felt that Berlin should be mentioned in
the NATO communiqué to be issued at the December Ministerial Meet-
ing. It was mentioned last year, and also in the 1954 communiqué on the
Paris Agreements.® He would like to suggest that the existing Quadri-
partite Committee in Bonn deal with the question of counter-measures

SFor texts of the NATO communiqué, December 19, 1957, and the Paris com-
muniqué, October 23, 1954, see Department of State Bulletin, January 6, 1958, pp. 12-15and
November 15, 1954, p. 732.
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and the related problems. He felt that this was an adequate body for
such consultation.

Before leaving, Ambassador Grewe indicated he had one further
short question to ask. He said his Government had, of course, followed
with close attention the recent statement of Defense Secretary McElroy
and the subsequent statement issued by the State Department.¢ He
noted there might be some fear that American forces would be weak-
ened in the Federal Republic under the McElroy scheme. The Secretary
said he did not think there would be any substantial repercussions. We
are, of course, constantly re-examining our forces here and in Asia to
meet changed requirements, but no change in policy so far as Europe
was concerned was intended.

® For texts of Secretary McElroy’s statement on U.S. global military strategy includ-
ing a reduction in U.S. military manpower, November 13, and the Department of State
statement on it, November 14, see McElroy, Statements, vol. IV, pp. 1742-1761.

43. Telegram From the Mission to the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization and European Regional Organizations to the
Department of State

Paris, November 17, 1958, 5 p.m.

Polto 1325. At private NAC meeting today on Berlin, NAC heard
evaluations by Germany, U.S., U.K. and France and discussed German
report note to Soviets on 4-power consultation delivered today.

Meeting being reported in full.! Following are highlights:

1. There was strong pressure from all members and chairman for
fullest use of consultative process in North Atlantic Council on all mat-
ters connected with Berlin situation and broader context of other related
Soviet moves connected with Central European area, e.g., New Rapacki
Plan.? [3 lines of source text not declassified] While special role of three

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/11-1758. Secret; Niact. Repeated
to Bonn, Berlin, and London.

! Polto 1333 from Paris, November 17. (Ibid.)

2The Rapacki Plan, first proposed by Polish Foreign Minister Adam Rapacki in a
speech at the U.N. General Assembly on October 2, 1957, and subsequently renewed
through diplomatic channels, called for the establishment of a denuclearized zone in Po-
land, Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic Republic, and the Federal Republic of Ger-
many. See vol. X, Part 1, Document 12.




Khrushchev’s November 10 Speech 81

Western powers recognized, strongly expressed consensus was that this
was no substitute for NATO consultation. Stikker® made key point that
other NATO members have associated themselves with position of
three powers in Berlin and are thus directly interested.

2. Sense of meeting was that West should stand firm against Soviet
moves but should use utmost wisdom and soundest deliberation to
avoid provocation of incidents which Soviet seems to be seeking to have
West “initiate.” In our judgment this discussion bears on handling of
Babelsberg incident which was simply reported factually.

Burgess

3Dirk U. Stikker, Dutch Permanent Representative at the North Atlantic Treaty Or-
ganization.

44, Memorandum of Telephone Conversation Between Secretary
of State Dulles and Secretary of Defense McElroy

Washington, November 17, 1958, 2:13 p.m.

TELEPHONE CALL TO SEC MCELROY

The Sec said we are sending people over to talk to the JCS in a few
minutes.! Our feeling is until there has been a further exchange of views
with the British, French and Germans we should not take a line which
might lead to shooting and he thinks that is indicated by the NSC paper?
on the subject. We, said M, would not be opposed to completion of con-
sultation. M thinks their feeling is we should not fail to send the same
group through at some early future date to indicate we wanted it to go
through in the first instance and since it did not we want it to go through
now. The Sec read a ticker about something getting through.3 M said
they did not understand how that could be in view of Norstad’s cable*
though it may refer to something else. The Sec said this is today and N'’s
cable was yesterday. They agreed the time element is perplexing.

Source: Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, General Telephone Conversations. No
classification marking. Drafted by Phyllis D. Bernau.

! No record of this meeting has been found in Department of State files.

2 Presumably a reference to NSC 5803, Supplement 1, February 7; see Document 5.

® On November 17 an uncovered convoy had passed through to Berlin without de-
lay, but on the following day the JCS ordered the suspension of all convoys.

4 Regarding EC 9-6071, November 16, to which McElroy is presumably referring, see
footnote 6, Document 40.
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45. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy in
Germany

Washington, November 17, 1958, 7:45 p.m.

1012. Paris for Embassy and USRO. British Embassy has given De-
partment memorandum! setting forth Foreign Office views on current
Berlin situation and has asked whether Department agrees with analy-
sis. Following is substance of memorandum.

We should proceed on assumption Soviets will sooner or later
“hand over to sovereign GDR those functions in Berlin which are still
maintained by Soviet organs” as Khrushchev threatened in November
10 speech.

Among Soviet motives are (1) desire create atmosphere of crisis
which could produce climate of opinion in West favorable to high-level
discussions of future of Germany, in which Soviets would support re-
vised Rapacki Plan as measure to deny nuclear capability to Bundes-
wehr (Khrushchev considers that Americans are on point of supplying
West German forces with nuclear weapons and it may not be too late to
prevent this) and (2) desire force Western Powers ultimately to recog-
nize GDR, in order to consolidate satellite empire and imprison Poland
within status quo.

We cannot prevent Khrushchev from carrying out his threat; main
question is decide how react when he does it.

We must proceed from assumption we would resort to force, with
all risks that entails, rather than submit to Berlin’s being starved out. But
immediate issue is whether submit to dealing with GDR representatives
on practical matters relating to transport and communications on same
basis we have hitherto dealt with Soviets.

Itis clearly in our interest agree in practice we should deal with rep-
resentatives of GDR rather than refuse do so and thus precipitate new
blockade of Berlin which in last resort might have to be broken by force.
It would therefore seem worthwhile work out set of rules for our
authorities which would enable them when time came to deal with GDR
authorities without implying this action constituted recognition of GDR
Government and while maintaining theory Soviets remain responsible.

But such modus vivendi would not be allowed operate for very
long, if at all. We would soon find ourselves faced with further choice of

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/11-1758. Secret; Limit Distribu-
tion. Drafted by McKiernan; cleared by Hillenbrand, Fessenden, EE, and BNA; and ap-
proved by Kohler. Repeated to London, Berlin, Paris, and Moscow.

‘A copy of the full text of the British memorandum was transmitted to Bonn in in-
struction CA—4536, November 20. (Ibid., 762.00/11-2058)
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recognizing GDR or exposing Berlin to blockade which would in last re-
sort have to be broken by force. Khrushchev, who has been for long time
in position oblige us make this choice, has probably calculated we
would prefer recognize GDR. “So far as UK concerned, he would be
right.” Nobody in West would believe avoiding recognition of GDR is
worth a war.

In short, we may have to choose between:

(a) abandoning Berlin;

(b) resorting to force;

(c) staying in Berlin but dealing with and, if necessary, ultimately
recognizing GDR.

“Course (a) is out of the question and course (c) is greatly to be pre-
ferred to course (b).”

Our decision re dealing with GDR must depend partly on our abil-
ity stage a successful airlift and continue it indefinitely, which Foreign
Office believes may be impossible. Airlift difficulties are such that it is
unlikely blockade could be resisted for longer than about fifteen
months. Would seem prudent accept this estimate for political planning
purposes.

Foreign Office is instructing British Embassy Bonn (1) push on with
negotiations with Federal Republic regarding facilities which would be
required from latter in event of airlift (financial aspect of airlift and ap-
propriate Federal Republic contribution will also require consideration
and (2) concert with US and French Embassies estimates of require-
ments of “miniature airlift” which would take care of Allied official and
military traffic only.

Full text follows by pouch.

British Embassy Paris has handed same memorandum to French
Foreign Office.

Addressees’ comments urgently invited.?
Dulles

2In telegram 1065, November 18, 8 p.m., Trimble replied that the British memoran-
dum was “defeatist” and based on the assumption that the West had no effective reaction
to Soviet moves in Berlin, an assumption that he did not share as long as the Soviet Union
was not prepared to risk war. (Ibid., 762.0221/11-1858) On November 19 and 20 the Em-
bassies in London and Paris replied. The former reported that the paper was hastily drawn
up and uncharacteristic of Macmillan’s thinking, and noted that it agreed with the sub-
stance of telegram 1065 from Bonn. (Telegram 2737; ibid., 762.0221/11-1958) The Embassy
in Paris reported that the French Foreign Ministry was “very disturbed at weakness
shown in British memo”, but that Couve considered it an intelligent statement of the case.
(Telegram 1862; ibid., 762.00/11-1958)
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46. Notes of the Secretary’s Staff Meeting

SMN-688 Washington, November 18, 1958, 9:15 a.m.

[Here follow paragraphs 1-17 on unrelated subjects.]
Berlin Situation

18. The Secretary welcomed Ambassador Burgess to the meeting.
The Ambassador reported that yesterday’s meeting of the North Atlan-
tic Council had indicated keen interest in the Berlin situation and a de-
sire by all members for full consultation.! The Germans had been given
a pretty good working-over on their draft reply to the Soviet note of Sep-
tember 18.2

The Secretary said that the Joint Chiefs of Staff had been concerned
by General Norstad’s recommendation for direct action to keep open
the land routes to Berlin.® Ambassador Burgess thought that Norstad
had moved too quickly, but stated that Soviet probing would probably
soon bring us to a position where we would have to decide how firm to
be. The Secretary declared that we must be firm but we should try to
carry the British, French and German Governments with us.

Source: Department of State, Secretary’s Staff Meetings: Lot 63 D 75. Secret.
! See Document 43,
? For texts of these two notes, see Moskau Bonn, pp. 432—434 and 459.

3 Presumably this was discussed at the meeting referred to by Dulles in his telephone
conversation with McElroy on November 17; see Document 44.

47. Memorandum of Conversation Between President
Eisenhower and Secretary of State Dulles

Washington, November 18, 1958, 10:45 a.m.

[Here follows discussion of an unrelated matter.]

2. Ireported on the Berlin situation and that it had eased some-
what. I said that the rather extreme views advocated yesterday and the
day before by General Norstad and the JCS had been moderated by bet-
ter understanding with the British, the French and the Germans before
we took a position that might lead to shooting.

Source: Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, Memoranda of Conversation. Secret;
Personal and Private.
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The President reviewed at some length his recollection of the his-
tory of the Berlin arrangements; his feeling that we perhaps should not
have committed ourselves as deeply as we had to Berlin, where he said
the situation was basically untenable, as in the case of Quemoy and
Matsu. However, he recognized that we were where we were and had to
stand firm. The President emphasized, however, that we needed to have
understanding with the British, the French and the Germans on this
matter.

[Here follows discussion of unrelated matters.]
JFD

48. Memorandum of Telephone Conversation Between Secretary
of State Dulles and Secretary of Defense McElroy

Washington, November 18, 1958, 1:23 p.m.

TELEPHONE CALL TO SEC McCELROY

[Here follows discussion of an unrelated matter.]

The Sec said he gathers Berlin is under control for the time being. M
thinks so. He referred to the procedure of getting more facts. The Sec
thinks there was misunderstanding on the part of the JCS—there was a
difference in degree of trouble but not quality. M still is confused on
what Norstad did yesterday after asking for authority to send in
trucks—he supposes he tested on uncovered trucks. The Sec referred to
Burgess’ report on the NAC meeting and the strong feeling it should be
coordinated quite a bit and thinks we should keep in touch with the Br,
Fr and Germans before taking action. M said that is good with him.

[Here follows discussion of unrelated matters.]

Source: Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, General Telephone Conversations. No
classification marking. Drafted by Bernau.

1See Document 46.
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49. Telegram From the Embassy in the United Kingdom to the
Department of State

London, November 19, 1958, 5 p.m.

2752. Reference: Embtel 2737.1 As were leaving a small dinner at
Gray’s Inn last night I mentioned quite casually to Selwyn Lloyd that I
wondered whether we were not getting off our joint track re Berlin. It
was immediately apparent that I had struck a nerve and he asked me if I
would upon leaving the party come with him to his house. There we dis-
cussed UK memo? which I told him we had seen and which had both-
ered me considerably since it seemed to imply that the preferred British
position involved the recognition of the East German Government. He
had not seen, he said, the whole message when it was sent and it did not
have his specific approval. However, it was quite apparent that it had a
lot of his thinking in it. At the end of our discussion during which it was
clear to me that he was fearful that his office had loosed off a premature
rocket he asked that I not report our talk immediately but that we meet
again “with as many people as you want to bring” at noon the following
morning. After meeting with Lloyd at Foreign Office this morning, I be-
lieve we have obtained some clarification of British views and may
eliminate certain misunderstandings occasioned by original FonOff
memorandum.

Lloyd said that memorandum should certainly not be regarded as
more than stimulus for discussion, since he had checked with none of
his colleagues in government. He said that he was anxious we should
remain on “same wavelength” re Berlin problem, but apparently we
had received impression that British Government way out ahead re
question recognition of GDR. Reading text of Bonn’s 1065 to Depart-
ment,’ he said that he could agree with everything stated in paragraphs
1,2,4,6,and 7. Paragraph 5 based on misunderstanding of British point,
and real point of difference between us that discussed in paragraph 3.3
Lloyd said that no disagreement about our being on “slippery slope”
when we begin to make de facto arrangements with GDR, but in British
view bottom of slope would be reached by recognition of GDR, and they
saw no reason why this should lead to our ejection from Berlin. We sug-

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/11-1958. Secret; Priority; Limited
Distribution. Repeated to Paris, Bonn, and Moscow.

1Gee footnote 2, Document 45.
2See Document 45.

8 Paragraph 5 of telegram 1065 discussed how much the Western powers could deal
directly with the East Germans without recognizing them.
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gested that slope might not end there, and it would in any event involve
major revision of our policy against partition of Germany. We doubted
that it would be acceptable to Adenauer.

Lloyd said that everything of course depended upon acceptability
to Federal Republic. British first choice was that there be no change in
existing arrangement, and if Soviets or GDR interfered with access to
Berlin we should respond vigorously in first place. He did not agree
with his staff on ineffectiveness of air lift, feeling that if it could be main-
tained twelve months, that was as good as indefinitely. However, air lift
would be a nuisance and would involve large expenses which Germans
could afford much better than British. Lloyd felt that it would be absurd
of West Germans to refuse to deal with East Germans, if we made it clear
that we intended to stay in Berlin. Main point of British suggestion,
which had possibly been misunderstood, was that if West Germans
were to decide to make arrangements with GDR rather than bear cost of
provisioning Berlin, and such arrangements led or amounted to West
German recognition of GDR, certainly British for their part would have
no objection, no need to be more royal than the King. It all depended on
what West Germans willing to do.

We suggested that our presence in Berlin and position vis-a-vis So-
viets involved more than merely German considerations (i.e. what West
Germans willing to accept). It seemed to us of significance for NATO
and whole East-West position over and beyond West Germans and Ber-
liners.

Lloyd summed up by saying that there was not much difference be-
tween us. It was clear we could not go against wishes of Federal Repub-
lic, provided they realized that we might have to submit to some de
facto arrangements. This would create danger of slide toward recogni-
tion, and there was something in point that it might confirm partition of
Germany, which Lloyd would be against. However, we were not quite
in agreement that recognition of GDR would lead to further slide to-
ward our physical removal from Berlin. Agreed that at latter point issue
of force would be raised. Lloyd was worried lest British memorandum
gave impression that UK “almost welcomed” recognition, and hoped
that Germans would not receive wrong impression. Couve de Murville
had agreed with him that merely implied recognition of GDR was better
than risk of war. Lloyd felt that purpose of memorandum would be
served if it led to further study of problem, before Berlin situation be-
came acute.

Iinformed him that no instructions had been received from Depart-
ment, butI had wished to obtain his considered views for Department’s
information.

As our meeting broke up, I asked Lloyd what he thought
Adenauer’s attitude would be about recognition of GDR if this became
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issue. He replied that question will not arise in such clear cut way, but
there will be a de facto process which would lead step by step towards
recognition.

Whitney

*In telegram 2753 from London, November 17 at 5 p-m., Whitney reported a further
discussion of the memorandum between an Embassy officer and a Foreign Office official
during which the latter indicated that the British could never go to war over the question
of recognition of the German Democratic Republic. The official stressed further that the
British were uncertain of the strength of the Federal Republic on the issue and would not
incur risks over Berlin if the West Germans were reluctant to make sacrifices on the ques-
tion. (Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/11-1958)

50. Telegram from the Mission at Berlin to the Department of
State

Berlin, November 19, 1958, midnight.

360. Paris also pass Topol. Re Deptel 236.! Mission interprets UK
position as based on assumption “we cannot prevent Khrushchev from
carrying out his threat” and proceeding to acceptance inevitable recog-
nition GDR.

We consider British unrealistic in assumption contained “course C”
their memo that recognition GDR would permit continued Allied occu-
pation Berlin. Once recognition accorded GDR, four-power status offi-
cially ended and continued Allied occupation city stripped of legal
basis.

While compromises possible which could prolong Allied “occupa-
tion” in one form or another, stated objective of Communists is to get
Allies out and continued pressures, harassments and threats would, we
believe, force us ultimately either abandon city or resort to force. Mean-
while, with “writing on wall,” there little expectation city could survive
economically with industry depending on GDR acquiescence for im-
ports-exports and Allied position on wane.

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/11-1958. Secret; Priority. Also
sent to Bonn and repeated to Moscow, London, and Paris.

I Printed as telegram 1012 to Bonn, Document 45.
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British suggestion of GDR recognition appears ignore fact that all of
Berlin is claimed as capital GDR. It also overlooks effect such recogni-
tion on East German population and on stability GDR which could em-
bark on harder Stalinist program internally and appreciably step up
pressure on FedRep. UK proposal appears ignore fact that Berlin policy
is but one segment of our German policy. Ramifications of our recogniz-
ing GDR would be manifold. One clear result would be to discredit our
firmest German friends who support Western European integration
policy and encourage disenchantment US leadership, with probable
consequent boosting of stock of German neutralists. British, it seems to
us, have failed to recognize that Sovs deal with Berlin as part of world
power balance.

For foregoing reasons, mission has viewed askance any steps in di-
rection acceptance GDR control of access routes even allowing GDR
“agents” place date stamp on surface travel orders as tripartite policy
now envisages should GDR take over controls (Berlin tel 298 to Bonn,
rptd Dept 345).2 In mission view, basic decision needed on whether:

1. Allies play for time allowing GDR to nibble away until Allied
position untenable, thus postponing day of decision re use force or
abandoning city. Berlin’s economic position likely suffer severely mean-
while.

2. We take forthright stand now by refusing accept GDR controls
in any form and making clear our determination remain Berlin.

On basic assumption of British that we cannot prevent Khrushchev
from carrying out threat, we leave it to the appropriate world capitals to
determine whether this assumption is correct. We hope it is not. We be-
lieve that trap Soviets are laying for us could result in such serious con-
sequences that every effort should be made to stop them.

We venture one suggestion:

Khrushchev statements on Berlin beginning Nov 10 have implied
willingness negotiate question and at least some Soviet and Sov Bloc in-
terpretations of that speech seem to have placed Khrushchev declara-
tion within framework all-German settlement. Important factor now
would seem to be to insure that possible four-power negotiations not
begin under Soviet preconditions. Allies might therefore consider pro-
posing immediate four-power conference with sufficiently vague and
limited preconditions to permit Soviet acceptance without loss of face.
Idea would be to take advantage of what may be short-lived opportu-

2 Telegram 298, November 16, reported that at a meeting on November 14 the three
Western Political Advisers had reached agreement on tripartite positions on air access to
Berlin and procedures to be followed if the Soviet Union transferred its remaining occupa-
tion responsibilities to the East Germans. (Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221/
11-1658)
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nity deal with Soviets on equal basis before we find ourselves faced with
a Sov fait accompli.

In short, choice appears be resist now, using opportunity seize in-
itiative with Soviets, or face having to resist Soviets together with stabi-
lized and strengthened GDR in a weakened Berlin later.

Burns

51. Telegram From the Mission at Berlin to the Department of
State

Berlin, November 20, 1958, 4 p.m.

362. Bonn pass prity POLAD USAREUR 107. Paris pass prity Topol.
This telegram describes trap mission believes is being laid for Allied oc-
cupation powers through Sov proposed action to “abolish” their re-
maining occupation responsibilities and transfer them to “sovereign”
GDR (ourtel 313 to Bonn, 360 to Dept).! Purpose of trap is to force Allied
occupation powers recognize GDR. Spring of trap is turnover to GDR of
control Allied access to Berlin.

On surface access Allies will, if trap sprung, be faced with three
choices: (1) refuse to accept GDR control and employ force; (2) accept
GDR control; (3) impose self-blockade.

First course of action might involve a considerable military opera-
tion and mission not in position to judge its feasibility. Even if first con-
voy gets through, it probable succeeding convoys will be faced with
destroyed bridges, road blocks, mines, etc, thus rendering operation im-
possible short of stationing troops along entire length of autobahn and /
or railroad (slightly over 100 miles each).

If second course of action adopted Allies will, mission believes, be
faced with a series of crises, each more serious than the last, and at each
step of the way the Communists will be in ever more advantageous po-
sition to apply pressure. Possible pattern of this series of crises given
ourtel 273 to Bonn, 320 to Dept.2

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221/11-2058. Secret; Niact. Also
sent to Bonn and repeated to Moscow, London, and Paris.

! Document 50.
2Document 27.
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It is possible, of course, to draw the line at technical contact with
GDR. However, mission sees following difficulties:

(A) Even technical contact with GDR would tarnish our prestige
with West Berliners and West Germans and would lessen their resolve
to stand firm;

(B) Mission judges, in light of Deptel 236 to Berlin, 1012 to Bonn,3
that it would be very difficult to persuade British to draw a line once
they go so far as to have technical contacts;

(%Z) If we should be successful in persuading British to draw the line
at technical contacts, mission believes it unlikely GDR would be willing
to accept such a line. Communists would surely put heavy pressure on
Allies to yield on the line, and allied refusal would leave us with choice
of courses of action (1) and (3).

If we do not adopt course of action (1), then we will have to adopt
course of action (3). Under these circumstances, therefore, mission be-
lieves strongly that wisest course would be to adopt course of action (3)
at the outset, and do so firmly and with forthrightness.

If decision in connection with course of action (1) that ultimately we
would choose self-imposed blockade, then to impose this blockade on
ourselves from the very beginning offers two distinct advantages:

(1) We do not compromise ourselves in German eyes, East or West,
as would be the case were we to have technical contacts with GDR, and
then later have to impose self-blockade.

(2) If there is any chance of shaking Communist resolve by local ac-
tion once control of surface access is turned over to GDR, best chance of
success lies in Allies making unmistakably clear from the beginning that
they cannot be blackmailed into recognizing GDR (for this reason we
earnestly recommend tripartite adoption in Bonn of suggestion that Al-
lied travellers not release travel documents to GDR—ourtel 298 to Bonn,
345 to Dept).*

With Allied self-imposed blockade, Communists might not at first
interfere with German surface transit between FedRep and Berlin. Self-
imposed blockade might therefore at first require only small airlift to
take care of Allied garrisons. Most supplies could be purchased locally
in West Berlin. If we are vouchsafed such a “breather” we are afforded a
last opportunity—through diplomatic channels and if need be by some
more naked form of pressure at points where we have the advantage of
position—to persuade the Communists to back down on Berlin.

If we should be unsuccessful at this point in forcing Communists to
back down on Berlin we can assume that their next step would be total
land blockade. This would require Allies to supply all West Berlin by
airlift.

3 Document 45.
4See footnote 2, Document 50.
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In mission’s opinion, Communist interference with air corridors to
be effective would require them to initiate action by force against our
planes. Mission believes it most unlikely Communists would go this far
in view of our security guarantee. If they do, mission feels we will just
have to be prepared to counter force with force in air corridors.

Mission believes, therefore, that probable ultimate price we would
have to pay locally to counter threatened Sov move against Berlin is full-
scale airlift. Airlift will be expensive, and it may have to go on for
months. Sooner Communists realize they may be [open?] to counter-
measures which the West may have to take elsewhere in the world to
force the Communists give up their designs against Berlin.

As far as local action is concerned, mission believes that anything
short of Allied willingness to go the limit on airlift entails dangerous risk
of ultimate degeneration Allied position in Berlin to point where it will
be untenable.

Mission is aware of Herculean effort involved in selling this thesis
to British, possibly to French, and to our own citizens. It will be difficult
to explain why we may have to support an airlift, to say nothing of other
countermeasures which may be necessary, because we are unwilling to
accept visas from GDR. Sovs too must know how difficult this is to ex-
plain. That is what they may be counting on.

Gen Hamlett is in complete agreement with this message, including
recommendations, and will follow with his own message.5

Burns

5 Document 52.
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52. Telegram From the Commander in Berlin (Hamlett) to the
Department of the Army

Berlin, November 20, 1958, 4:30 p.m.

COB 133. DA pass to Defense and State. Sgd Hamlett.

1. References: A. Bonn's 288 to Berlin, 19 Nov, 1071 to State Dept
NOTAL.!B. Berlin’s 362 to Sec State, 20 Nov, 314 to Bonn, 46 to Paris, 107
to USAREUR.?2

2. Iwish to state without equivocation that it is my firm opinion
that our current plan with respect to acceptance of GDR officials as
agents of the Soviets will be the first step in the wrong direction and
place us in a completely untenable position.

3. When the Soviets carry out Khrushchev’s announced intentions
and turn over their remaining occupation authority, the myth of GDR
officials acting as their agents will be too obvious to find support in any
quarter. Reference 1B above, with which I concur completely, fully sup-
ports this position, and gives the reasons therefor.

4. We cannot show weakness in this issue. Berlin is in the eyes of
the entire world. If we are not ready for the eventual show down, at least
a self imposed blockade will be a far stronger action than de facto recog-
nition of the GDR through the “agent” fallacy.

5. Icannot recommend too strongly that we accept a self-imposed
blockade rather than the “agent” plan.

Source: Department of State, JCS Files. Secret. Also sent to USCINCEUR and CINC-
USAREUR and repeated to Bonn.
! Not printed. (Ibid., Central Files, 862.0221/11-1958)

2Document 51.

53. Telegram From the Embassy in Germany to the Department
of State

Bonn, November 20, 1958, 9 p.m.

1080. Paris for Embassy and USRO. Re Embtel 1072, November 20.1
Von Brentano called British Ambassador, French Chargé and me

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221/11-2058. Secret; Niact. Re-
peated to London, Paris, Moscow, and Berlin.

! Telegram 1072 reported that Trimble and the British and French Ambassadors had
just been called to see Brentano at 5 p.m., presumably to be briefed on the substance of
Adenauer’s meeting with Smirnov. (Ibid., 661.62A /11-2058)
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Foreign Office to give us summary talk between Adenauer-Smirnov
this morning at which Brentano also present.?2

Reading from prepared statement Smirnov said Soviet Govern-
ment attaches importance to informing Federal Government that in very
near future it will notify US, UK and France it going to abolish “occupa-
tion statute” for Berlin. (Smirnov did not refer to four power agreements
on Berlin, nor did he say that responsibilities incurred under such agree-
ments would be transferred to GDR.) It belief Sov that all governments
including FedRep would welcome abolition occupation statute as con-
tributing to relaxation of tension. Smirnov ignored Brentano’s comment
that there no “occupation statute” but rather four power agreement and
continued that abolition of statute necessary as it no longer corresponds
to present situation Berlin, has already been violated by Western pow-
ers and is not compatible with sovereignty GDR.

Adenauer then stated emphatically that action proposed by Soviets
would not contribute to relaxation of tension, but on contrary heighten
it. He asked Smirnov tell Sov Govt that to take step at very moment
when Geneva talks® in progress would be “very dangerous”. He also
felt reaction three Western powers would be negative, move would be
adversely received Ger public, and would undoubtedly lead to further
deterioration Ger-Sov relations. Smirnov did not reply directly
Adenauer comments other than admit Sov-Ger relations had not devel-
oped as satisfactorily as Russians had hoped. This due to various factors
he said, in particular armament of Bundeswehr.

Brentano called attention to fact that Ger-Sov trade agreement re-
cently signed and due for ratification in near future, and cultural agree-
ment nearing completion. Smirnov answered this true but still Fed Rep
engaged atomic re-armament. Adenauer replied that such armament
has not yet started. Interview ended that note. (Smirnov left no papers.)

Discussion among Brentano and representatives three powers
which followed Brentano’s report Smirnov meeting reported in Embtel
1083.4

Trimble

2For two other accounts of this meeting, see Adenauer, Erinnerungen, pp. 453-458
and Moskau Bonn, pp. 460—461.

® Reference is to the Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapons
Tests, October 31-December 19.

* Document 54.
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54. Telegram From the Embassy in Germany to the Department
of State

Bonn, November 20, 1958, 9 p.m.

1083. Paris for Embassy and USRO. Re Embtel 1080, November 20.!
After informing British Ambassador and French and U.S. Chargés of
Smirnov-Adenauer conversation this morning, von Brentano said he
assumed Soviet Govt will shortly notify other governments its intention
to abolish Berlin “occupation statute”, and follow this up by public dec-
laration on subject. While there is of course no occupation statute Soviet
will say so for propaganda purposes. Next Soviet will presumably as-
sert that as four power control no longer in effect, GDR will exercise
authority hitherto held by Soviets, not as agent but in own right as sover-
eign state. Thesis will then be advanced that while part of “Germany”
Berlin is situated in GDR. Therefore anything affecting Berlin must be
discussed with GDR. For example, in two or three weeks Soviets may
well state that as all traffic to and from Berlin passes through GDR terri-
tory, latter naturally has right control it.

In Brentano’s view Soviets will proceed by slow and cautious steps,
thus making it difficult to arouse West public opinion against any one of
them. Unlike situation 1948 Soviets will not resort to “brutal” measures
but rather seek by gradual moves to force West to negotiate with GDR.
Brentano felt Berlin becoming a test of Western policy and first talk West
powers have with GDR will be end of policy we have been following. He
greatly concerned and personally regards situation as very dangerous.
We have reached end of chapter, and we must never forget that attitude
three West powers display toward Berlin constitutes yardstick by which
their steadfastness measured generally. Unilateral action of Soviet in
abolishing Four Power Agreement cannot be accepted. Any willingness
on part of West to deal with GDR would mean surrender to Soviet and
be interpreted as such in world opinion. (Brentano avoided specific ref-
erence to tripartite démarche (Embtel 1071, Nov. 19)2 but it seemed
quite obvious from his comments that he had been informed thereof and
disliked steps envisaged.)

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221/11-2058. Secret; Niact; Limit
Distribution. Repeated to London, Paris, Moscow, and Berlin.

! Document 53.

2Telegram 1071 reported that on November 19 the three Western Embassies had in-
formed the German Foreign Ministry about Western contingency plans for a Soviet trans-
fer of responsibilities to East Germany. Among them was a tripartite protest to the Soviet
Union. (Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221/11-1958) A similar briefing was
given to Brandt and Amrehn on November 20. (Telegram 363 from Berlin, November 20;
ibid., 762.0221/11-2058)




96 Foreign Relations, 1958-1960, Volume VIII

At this point U.K. Ambassador handed FonMin copy British
memorandum summarized Deptel 1012.3 Brentano read it carefully and
visibly found it most distasteful. I said that I had already seen summary
of paper and with due deference my British colleague disagreed with
various points in it and in particular with assumption on which it ap-
peared based that every move Soviets might take would be successful
and West powerless. For example, paper seems to ignore value eco-
nomic countermeasures against GDR and I urged FedRep give serious
consideration their use.

Steele said British memorandum merely put forth discussion pur-
poses and agreed with me as did Brentano and French Chargé economic
retaliation by Fed Rep might well serve useful purpose.

As example strength German feeling Berlin issue, Brentano said
that Bundestag President Gerstenmaier at recent CDU faction meeting
advocated break diplomatic relations in event Sov transfer authority to
GDR.

Fon Min stated he ordering home for consultation Ger Ambassa-
dors Washington, London and Paris. He added that “if something
should happen in Berlin”, he would propose immediate meeting three
West Foreign Ministers and himself in London, Paris or Washington.

Brentano concluded conversation by reiterating that any conces-
sion to GDR would be very dangerous. Berlin will be a test case and any
weakness “would eventually lead to catastrophe for West”.

Trimble

3 Document 45.

55. Telegram From the Embassy in the Soviet Union to the
Department of State

Moscow, November 21, 1958, 2 p.m.

1128. Pass Bonn 124 Berlin 60 from Moscow.

1. Would appear that Soviets plan two steps 1) transfer their func-
tions re Berlin to GDR and 2) a notification and perhaps justification to
Western powers of their refusal continue recognize special status for
Berlin. Not clear which of these actions would come first or whether si-
multaneous action comtemplated.

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/11-2158. Secret; Priority; Limit
Distribution. Repeated to London and Paris.
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2. While I believe Soviets would refrain from any action which
they were convinced would cause us to use force, once they have turned
functions over to GDR they would go very far and take great risks rather
than back down in face of our counteraction. Almost only way out for
them in such circumstances would be demand for immediate top level
meeting from which they could hope obtain sufficient concessions from
Western side to save face. In these circumstances believe worst policy of
all on our part is one in which there is any uncertainty or doubt as to
what we will do. [4-1/2 lines of source text not declassified]

3. [3 lines of source text not declassified] British [1 line of source text not
declassified] must know that acceptance their position! including recog-
nition GDR and latter’s control our access would have most serious ef-
fect on German and particularly Berlin population and govt and that
minimum which would satisfy GDR would be effective control of Berlin
escape route for refugees. I see no reason why Soviets, having disen-
gaged from responsibility, should not allow airlift to go on indefinitely
unless West German and Western counter blockade imposed suffi-
ciently heavy burden on them to maintain East German economy. Even
so wonder if gradual strangulation West Berlin would not become un-
bearable first. In dealing with British memorandum suggest we start by
trying to get agreed valuation on what Soviet objectives are and then try
to get from them commitment as to how and under what circumstances
they would agree to use of force to maintain our position in Berlin. Be-
lieve such examination will show that we will never have better oppor-
tunity of taking stand than we do at present time.

4. Myrecommendation is that we attempt to reach agreement with
British and French that we will be prepared use force to maintain road
and air communications with Berlin and that we so inform Soviets and
West Germans promptly but confidentially. (Iassume it is impracticable
to maintain rail communications by force.) If this position were adopted
I believe it would be wise to show Soviets we mean business by taking at
least some steps to move tanks and engineering units into position near
East Zone frontier along autobahn routes. At same time believe we
should indicate to Soviets our willingness negotiate on this problem.

5. Should Soviets act before agreement reached on foregoing pol-
icy believe we should show travel documents to East German officials
but announce publicly that we do so on same basis as we accept normal
traffic regulations so long as they are not abused but that we will use
force rather than accept interference with our access to Berlin.

! See Document 45.
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6. If agreement cannot be reached on policy in foregoing para be-
lieve we should resort to self-imposed blockade but should at least keep
some flexibility in our position by announcing that we reserve our right
to use force to maintain our position.

Thompson

56. Telegram From the Embassy in the Soviet Union to the
Department of State

Moscow, November 21, 1958, 6 p.m.

1132. Eyes only Secretary. Am inclined believe Soviets will move
soon on Berlin situation. Unless it is believed we could obtain British
support for strong stand before Soviets take action suggest we might
consider attempting secure prompt British and French agreement to
bluff based on recommendation either para 4 or 5 mytel 1128.1 We
would agree secretly with British and French that if bluff called on either
of these lines of action in lieu of actual use of force we would call for top
level meeting with Soviets at which we would salvage what we could
from the situation. Realize extremely dangerous to attempt bluff Soviets
but I cannot see that we would have much more to lose than we will if
present weak British position is accepted. To be successful decision
would have to be extremely closely held by all governments concerned
and dressed up with all appropriate moves including meeting of NSC at
which decision to use force would actually be taken.

Thompson

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/11-2158. Top Secret; Priority.
! Document 55.
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57. Memorandum on the Substance of Discussion at a
Department of State-Joint Chiefs of Staff Meeting

Washington, November 21, 1958, 11:30 a.m.

PRESENT!
Defense State
General Twining, USAF Mr. Robert Murphy
General Lemnitzer, USA Mr. Martin Hillenbrand
General LeMay, USAF
ISA

Mr. John N. Irwin

1. Berlin

General Twining opened the meeting with general remarks to the
effect that the JCS were concerned that the U.S. would have to make a
move very soon in connection with the Soviet intentions concerning Ber-
lin. They did not want to be unprepared. With this in mind, they had
prepared draft instructions to CINCUSAREUR? proposing the use of
minimum force necessary to extricate any U.S. military truck convoy
which might be detained by the Russians (General Twining had dis-
cussed the proposed instructions with Mr. Murphy the previous day
and had indicated that Secretary McElroy would not approve such in-
structions at this time).

Mr. Murphy discussed the political situation in general terms. He
indicated that the Department had some concern about German atti-
tudes, citing as an example the so-called trade agreement between East
Germany and the Federal Republic. However, he believed that Chancel-
lor Adenauer was firm in his views, as indicated in his reaction to Am-
bassador Smirnov’s pronouncement concerning the turning over of
Soviet occupation rights to the GDR.? He said that it was perhaps too
early to jump to conclusions on probable Soviet actions concerning Ber-
lin but that the State Department view is that we should not give in on
any substantial point. The question is one of means and tactics in coun-
tering or anticipating the Russian actions.

Source: Department of State, State—JCS Meetings: Lot 61 D 417, vol. VI. Top Secret.
Prepared by the Department of State and not cleared with the Department of Defense. The
meeting was held at the Pentagon. A less-detailed memorandum for the record of this
meeting is in Washington National Records Center, RG 330, OASD/ISA Files: FRC 62 A
1698, 092 Germany.

11n addition to the officials listed below, 11 other military officers, 8 representatives
from the Department of State, and 6 officials from CIA, NSC, JSSC, and ISA were present.

2 Not further identified.

3See Document 53.
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Mr. Murphy then referred to press items and other loose conversa-
tion regarding an airlift for Berlin, pointing out that evidence to date
does not indicate that the USSR is thinking in terms of an immediate
blockade of the civilian population of West Berlin. On the contrary, this
would appear to be a more limited proposition designed to harass the
Allied forces in Berlin with the ultimate intention of dislocating them
from the city. There has been over-emphasis on the political reporting
and press coverage on the question of the Russian intent to blockade the
city. There does not appear to be a parallel with the 1948 blockade opera-
tion. However, the U.S. should remain flexible on the matter of an airlift
which might conceivably be required by later developments, and no ar-
bitrary decision should be taken now to exclude the possibility of an air-
lift.

General Twining expressed concern that all the conjecture with ref-
erence to an airlift, which was receiving wide publicity, might lead the
Russians into a miscalculation that we intended to start an airlift as a
response to their new Berlin moves. He said an airlift should be a “last
resort” measure. Mr. Murphy agreed. General Twining quoted previ-
ous statements of the President as stating that an airlift means war. He
stated that the British were openly discussing airlift possibilities and
that we should do everything possible to stop public consideration of
this possibility. Mr. Murphy agreed, but suggested that such specula-
tion and public discussion were not easily stopped. He further pointed
out in response to General Twining’s remarks that it had been General
Clay’s and his position in 1948 that an airlift was a wrong solution for the
Berlin situation; that we should then have stood for a solution on the
ground as distinguished from the air.

With reference to the detention of convoys, Mr. Murphy indicated
that the Department would like to explore at this meeting a different ap-
proach than that proposed in the JCS instructions to USAREUR. Instead
of considering extricating a detained convoy with “minimum force nec-
essary”, which appeared to be a negative approach, we would like to
consider the possibility of providing a convoy with enough force to en-
able it to push through to its destination. There followed a general dis-
cussion in which Mr. Irwin pointed out that General Hodes’ proposal
(endorsed by General Norstad) to extricate a convoy came about in con-
sideration of the recent specific case in which for the first time the Sovi-
ets had held US. personnel and material at the check-point.* The
proposal had been considered in the context of past experience in Berlin;
it involved the security of U.S. forces; it was not addressed to the will-
ingness of the U.S. Government to consider a policy of utilizing force to

4See footnote 1, Document 38.
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push through an inspection point. Such a course of action goes far be-
yond, and encompasses a larger problem, than the rescue of detained
American personnel. He also posed the question of the substitution of
GDR personnel at the check-points in place of Russians, and the neces-
sity for U.S. proposed courses of action to contemplate this contingency.

Mr. Murphy indicated that the Department felt that the proposal to
extricate personnel was not an adequate answer to the basic problem.
He proposed for consideration, in elaboration of his earlier remarks,
that we inform the USSR in advance of our intention to take precaution-
ary measures and to insure adequate security for our convoys. This
would be done on the basis of our right of ingress which we intended to
enforce. This warning would be given in advance of any use of force. He
requested the JCS estimate of the military risks involved insuchacourse
of action.

General Lemnitzer discussed the factual situation and the military
risks involved in pushing across 100 miles of hostile territory. He
pointed out that our Berlin forces consist of two small battle groups op-
posed to 25 top-notch Russian divisions. He stated that the military facts
of life in that situation are hard. He pointed out the ease with which
bridges could be blown up and road-blocks established. Mr. Murphy
indicated he was fully aware of these problems and risks as well as the
Soviet military strength on the spot. Our military posture is, of course,
unsatisfactory when viewed exclusively in those terms and we have
faced this problem for a long time. There is much more involved, of
course, in that the Russians are aware that an attack against our small
force would bring into play a vastly different power situation. The ques-
tion is whether we can or should take the risk involved in pushing
through a convoy with force. General LeMay expressed the view that
the Soviets would back off. Mr. Murphy indicated that he felt they
would also have backed off in 1948 but the Joint Chiefs at that time
thought the risk was too great. We are up against the same problem to-
day and he felt that the current JCS proposals represented an inade-
quate reaction. General Twining said that the “new approach” was in
his opinion better and the Joint Chiefs would consider it. Mr. Murphy
pointed out at this time that we are initiating an ad hoc working group to
consider the Berlin situation and to recommend contingency. measures
and that we are already in touch with ISA and the Joint Staff to secure
their representation on the group.®

5The Ad Hoc working group on Berlin, chaired by Kohler and including Defense,
JCS, and for the first meeting British and French representatives, held its first meeting at 3
p.m. on November 21 with the aim of coordinating and expediting actions with respect to
the Berlin crisis. Memoranda for the record of its meetings on November 21,22, and 24-26
are in the Washington National Records Center, RG 330, OASD/ISA Files: FRC 62 A 1698,
092 Germany.




102 Foreign Relations, 1958-1960, Volume VIII

Mr. Irwin commented that he was personally in sympathy with this
approach. From the overall viewpoint of the Department of Defense,
Mr. McElroy would feel that the position of strength we have gained
through the Lebanon and Quemoy operations should not be dissipated
by weakness over Berlin. He raised the question, assuming U.S. accep-
tance of such a firm policy, as to what degree of support we would se-
cure from NATO (particularly the UK, France and Germany) and what
pressures we would apply on them to secure their support. Would we
be willing to act without them? Mr. Murphy concurred with the point of
view on Lebanon and Quemoy. He felt that the Soviets have two objec-
tives: (1) to secure from the Berlin situation a restoration of their prestige
adversely affected as a result of Lebanon and the Taiwan Straits (he felt
their prestige particularly had suffered in the Middle East) and (2) to
move toward the accomplishment of their objectives in Germany. Berlin
has been on the Soviet mind throughout the years and he had expected a
serious Berlin crisis sooner than this. It may be that the Soviets have ar-
rived at a decision to force the issue but we will have to find out as we go
along and as their intentions and proposed courses of action become
more clear. We had hoped that the working group could conduct a
study of this problem as well as that stemming from their work we
would be able to reach decisions which would, of course, have ulti-
mately to be approved by the Secretary of State and the President. The
next stop after agreement on the U.S. position would be discussions
with the British, French and West Germans, as well as in NATO. Per-
haps the talks should be held both here and in Bonn. We are disturbed at
the British attitude which, at first glance, appears to be soft, although
Mr. Macmillan has spoken firmly.

General Lemniter returned to the question of the State Department
views on Russian intentions and asked why it was believed that the Rus-
sians did not intend to blockade the civilian population in Berlin. He
asked what would happen if either the Russians or the East Germans
began stopping train traffic and taking related measures to deny access
to the city. Mr. Murphy indicated that such action would appear to be
inconsistent with the present Soviet line. Their hope is to obtain a closer
relationship between East and West Germany on their terms. A block-
ade would nullify their efforts to secure this objective and would stiffen
West German resistance. It should not be overlooked also that there is an
appealing aspect to some Germans to an end to the occupation of Berlin
and the withdrawal of all occupation forces. To get the Allies out of Ber-
lin would be in the Russian thinking a first step towards reunification of
Germany. This would have an effect on the sentiments of a segment of
German public opinion. Mr. Hillenbrand commented that in his opinion
it would appear unlikely that there would be an immediate blockade of
the civilian traffic, since the “squeeze” is now on the occupation powers.
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Such a blockade could come later if the Soviets calculated that it was nec-
essary to put the “squeeze” on us through actions against the German
population.

Mr. Murphy agreed that we could speak of Russian intentions only
as a maneuver of the moment.

The agenda item concluded with a brief discussion of the Berlin air
safety center in which it was pointed out that our present plans envisage
not accepting East Germans as a substitute for the Russian personnel
now manning the center. General Twining and Mr. Murphy then agreed
that consideration of the Berlin problem should now be taken up by the
ad hoc working group and that a report from the group should be re-
ceived and considered as soon as possible.

[Here follows discussion of unrelated matters.]

58. Telegram From the Embassy in Germany to the Department
of State

Bonn, November 21, 1958, 9 p.m.

1096. Since Chancellor away Munich today Tyler and I saw von
Brentano this afternoon,! and asked him for his views Berlin. He gave
me account Smirnov talk with Chancellor which already reported
(Embtel 1080).2 He emphasized that Smirnov had not referred to trans-
fer power to GDR or to what measures would be taken with regard Ber-
lin, but had said that “occupation statute” would be abolished.

Von Brentano then expressed himself in vein utmost seriousness
about possible future developments. He said present situation could not
be compared with 1948 as this time there would be no open blockade.
After Soviet Union had denounced Four Power Agreements Berlin and
had declared GDR sovereign, latter would proceed with great caution,

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221/11-2158. Secret; Priority. Re-
peated to London, Paris, Rome, Moscow, and Berlin, and USAREUR and USCINCEUR by
other means. According to an outgoing copy of this telegram in the Bruce Diaries (ibid.,
Bruce Diaries: Lot 64 D 327) it was drafted by Tyler and transmitted at 10 p.m.

! Bruce returned to Bonn November 21 and, accompanied by Tyler, called on Bren-
tano at 5:30 p.m.

2 Document 53.
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would take no steps at first, and would exercise controls in just same
way Soviets, “possibly even more smoothly”. Perhaps 6 weeks later,
GDR would say that all Germans travelling to or from Berlin must ob-
tain GDR approval. This would have effect [in] practice sealing off Ber-
lin from FedRep and choking it economically and politically to point
collapse.

Brentano stressed his opinion if Western powers do not react to first
step with utmost firmness and determination, avalanche will be let
loose which nothing will be able stop, with catastrophic consequences
for Europe and free world. “The West would then have lost the first
bloodless blow of third world war”.

Brentano stressed repeatedly “in full awareness responsibilities he
was assuming” his conviction that firm stand now would cause Soviets
back down. In this connection he had been horrified (“konsterniert”) by
paper which British Ambassador had given him last night (Embtel
1080), in particular by the 3 alternatives of which last accepts de facto
recognition GDR. [2 lines of source text not declassified] At this point, I said
that we had also received this paper which is being studied, that we had
not passed on it, and that I personally had grave doubts that we would
subscribe to it, although I had as yet received no instructions on the sub-
ject. I also said that we had not been consulted on its preparation.

Brentano said he was leaving immediately after our talk for Berlin
and would see Brandt, Amrehn, and Senat. He would be back Monday
and would meet Tuesday with German Ambassadors from Paris,
Washington, Rome, Moscow and London, who have been called to
Bonn.

He said Chancellor had yesterday sent off letter to Secretary? ex-
pressing his concern, and would like see me soon. He said Chancellor is
returning tomorrow night from Munich and I plan see him Sunday if
possible.*

Brentano said he thought that after Soviet Union had issued state-
ment, which was probably imminent, might be good idea hold confer-
ence between three Western Governments and FedRep. Whatever
course was taken, he added, should be taken in complete unity.

3 See Document 60.

#Bruce called on Adenauer at 5:30 p.m. on Sunday, November 22. The Chancellor
stated that it would not be useful to speculate on the Berlin situation until the Soviet com-
munication on it had been received, and Bruce briefed him on the Western plans for pro-
ceeding in the event that the Soviets turned over their responsibilities to the East Germans.
Adenauer commented further that his discussion with Smirnov (see Document 53) had
been both unpleasant and unproductive. (Telegram 1103 from Bonn, November 22; De-
partment of State, Central Files, 762.0221/11-2258)
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Brentano said FonMin Couve de Murville had himself suggested
that Berlin be on agenda de Gaulle talk with Chancellor next Wednes-
day.’

I asked Brentano what approach he personally thought might be
taken on assumption Soviet statement would denounce four power
status. Brentano stressed we should above all absolutely reject any such
statement, on grounds no state has right withdraw from commitment
and hand over its responsibilities to another party. Said would be as
though FedRep were to withdraw from NATO and name Austria as its
substitute. He thought this approach might have some effect Soviet Un-
ion which had shown itself sensitive to charges breaking contractual ob-
ligations.

I asked Brentano his views with regard GDR checkpoint officials
being considered agents of Soviets. He said this misleading because So-
viets not handing over responsibilities to East German police but to
Pankow. Said agent concept could only be sustained if East German offi-
cials acting on instructions from Soviet Union but this would not be in
fact case, since they would be acting on instructions GDR. He said Per-
vukhin would not accept protest this basis and would simply refer us to
Pankow.

I asked Brentano how he thought German political and public opin-
ion would react to firm Western measures which might be interpreted
as possibly leading to war. He replied without hesitation that vast ma-
jority Germans consider Berlin test case, particularly after numerous re-
peated declarations which have led them expect strong reaction.

Referred to Mayor Brandt’s recent statements and to Gerstenmaier
mention possibility breaking off relations with Moscow as evidence un-
doubted solid German support for firm reaction.

Bruce

5 Regarding Adenauer’s meeting with de Gaulle on November 26, see Document 75
and footnote 3 thereto.
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59. Memorandum of Conversation

Washington, November 21, 1958.

SUBJECT
Berlin!

PARTICIPANTS

The German Ambassador—Mr. Grewe
EUR—MTr. Merchant
GER—Mr. Lampson

Ambassador Grewe told Mr. Merchant that he was leaving for
Bonn on Monday afternoon to attend a meeting at the Foreign Office
called for noon Tuesday.

His first task this afternoon was to deliver a personal message from
Chancellor Adenauer to Mr. Dulles.? He drew special attention to the
last sentence in which Adenauer said that it was desirable, even neces-
sary, for the Four Governments (i.e. the United States, United Kingdom,
French and German Governments) to meet when the Soviet Union an-
nounced its measures against Berlin. The time and place could be
agreed through Ambassadors.

Mr. Merchant asked what level of meeting the Chancellor had in
mind. Grewe replied that he had no clear instructions on this point and
thought that perhaps this had purposely been left “a little open” for dis-
cussion. Mr. Merchant assured the Ambassador that the letter would be
shown to the Acting Secretary at once. The Secretary was expected back
in the Department on Monday afternoon.?

The Ambassador then said that he had instructions to stress the
gravity of the situation which we faced. Although he did not wish to
overdramatize, great firmness was required. The German Foreign Of-
fice feels that it would be dangerous to give in on the question of nego-
tiations with Pankow. Although it does not feel that it would be decisive
whether the West entered into certain types of technical contacts with
the GDR, technical contacts on questions which would involve our

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/11-2158. Secret. Drafted by
Lampson on November 24. A summary of this conversation was transmitted to Bonn on
November 24 in telegram 1078. (Ibid., 762.0221/11-2458)

! Merchant also discussed Berlin with Alphand and Caccia on November 21, during
which Alphand agreed that the United States and France had the same conception of the
threat to Berlin and that the British memorandum seemed to show uncertainty of purpose.
Caccia felt that Bonn should be the locus for discussions on Berlin. (Memorandum of con-
versation, November 21; ibid., 762.00/11-2158)

2Document 60.

3 Secretary Dulles vacationed on Duck Island in the St. Lawrence Seaway, Novem-
ber 18-24.
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quadripartite status and would have a bearing on our relations with the
Soviet Union would seriously involve the prestige of the West in its
dealings with the Soviet Union. Both the Chancellor and the Foreign
Minister believe that if the West should enter precipitously into some
sort of an arrangement which looked like giving in to Soviet pressure
this could have a very demoralizing effect on many people in Germany
and elsewhere. The morale of many Europeans would be impaired. The
policy of non-recognition would be seriously jeopardized by dealing
with the East Germans. This would encourage direct Pankow-Bonn
talks and would be dangerous. The Chancellor and the Foreign Minister
recommend a very decided and strong position in the whole situation.

The German Ambassador went on to discuss several other points.
He referred to the news reports that a new Interzonal Trade Agreement
had been concluded. He explained that a clause was included in the
agreement providing for traffic between West Germany and Berlin.
Grewe stressed that the agreement was a routine matter and that it
merely represented at most a legalization of the status quo. No new ar-
rangements were provided for. Technical contacts concerning inter-
zonal trade had been in existence for many years and this interzonal
trade agreement was a renegotiation of an agreement of long standing.
If there was in fact a new clause on trade between Berlin and the West
the Ambassador was sure that it had not been inserted in the last few
days as a result of the Berlin crisis. Negotiations had been going on fora
long time. Grewe stressed these points because he was afraid that U.S.
newspapermen might distort the situation in reporting on this matter
and attempt to connect it with the current crisis.

Grewe then discussed at some length the thinking of the German
Embassy on the Berlin situation. Their analysis ran along the following
lines:

There were several courses of action theoretically open. The first of
these was to reject any sort of GDR control over the access routes to Ber-
lin whatsoever. In such a situation the Western Powers might react in
one of a number of possible ways to GDR interference. If the GDR in-
sisted on controlling Allied trains and trucks, the trains or convoys
could return to the crossing point and the Three Powers could rely onan
airlift to supply their garrisons in Berlin. Alternatively they could at-
tempt to push the trucks and trains through to Berlin by force. Grewe
raised the question of what the train or convoy would do if the GDR
blew up the railroad or highway bridges.

Grewe then raised the question of what would be done in case an
airlift was mounted if the Soviets withdraw from the Berlin Air Safety
Center. Mr. Merchant said that it was his understanding that the BASC
was not the focal point for navigational guidance for allied planes but
that it was limited to the filing of flight plans. Although the withdrawal
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of the Soviet representative on BASC might create problems as to rights
of way in the corridors it would not affect the actual navigational con-
trols normally in operation.

The German Ambassador then mentioned a third possible course
of action. The Allies could call for negotiations with the USSR either in
advance of a Soviet note on Berlin or in response to it. This possibility, he
said, had been discussed in the Foreign Office. Grewe said that it was a
weakness of the West that it always seemed to be on the defensive and
the courses of action he had discussed so far had all been defensive re-
sponses to Soviet moves. He saw a psychological advantage to the West
taking the offensive and demanding something. He suggested as an of-
fensive move that we propose the negotiation of an extra-territorial
status for road and rail communications with Berlin. He also suggested
that consideration might be given to stating that we would be willing to
deal with the GDR as agents of the Soviet Union in return for a guaran-
tee to us that the extent and frequency of traffic would be maintained at
the present level. He said it would be useful to have a fuller discussion of
these ideas and problems. [First Secretary Osterheld of the German Em-
bassy on the following day discussed this last idea with GER—Mr. Vig-
derman. He pointed out the difficulty of arousing world opinion over
such technical questions as the stamping of travel papers. He thought
that the above suggestion would have the virtue of focusing blame on
the Soviet Union if they refused to accept what seemed like a plausible
Western proposal and their rejection of the proposal would place the
West in a much better position vis-a-vis Western opinion to take rigor-
ous measures to maintain our access to Berlin without dealing with
GDR officials.]*

Mr. Merchant then said he would like the Ambassador’s views on
certain questions. Did he think that the Soviet Union and the GDR
would only move against military traffic or against all traffic, civilian
and military alike? Would there be another full blockade of Berlin or
only a limited blockade directed against the Western garrisons? This
question had a crucial bearing on the magnitude of the actions which the
West would have to undertake. For example, it directly affected the
scale of our airlift planning.

Ambassador Grewe replied that one could not exclude from one’s
calculations the possibility that a blockade would be extended to all ci-
vilian traffic. The legal basis for civilian traffic was not altogether clear,
especially in the air. (Mr. Lampson asked whether the new clause in the
interzonal trade agreement would have any bearing on this question.
Mr. Grewe replied that it might.)

4 Brackets in the source text.
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Mr. Merchant then asked for the Ambassador’s views on economic
retaliation. Was Bonn studying the matter? What economic weapons are
there in our arsenal which could be used effectively? Mr. Merchant said
that he recalled that one of the elements in this field—and it might be a
substantial factor—was the dependence of the Federal Republic on
brown coal from East Germany.

The Ambassador replied that the general results of the studies
which had been made in Bonn had not been very encouraging. The Fed-
eral Government had often tried to find measures of retaliation and the
only field where there seemed to be any prospects was that of interzonal
trade. Even here the Germans felt there were no countermeasures which
would be effective over the long run. The Soviet Zone was in the posi-
tion to find alternate sources of supply for practically all of the goods
which the Federal Republic could deny them. Moreover, the Soviet
Zone could retaliate on its own part in the economic field by shutting off
shipments of brown coal. If this were done, the supply of brown coal for
Berlin would be seriously endangered.

Mr. Merchant asked whether civilian traffic to Berlin was inspected
by GDR personnel. The Ambassador replied that it was.

In concluding his remarks on economic countermeasures the Am-
bassador commented that it was in the nature of the Communist system
to put a greater weight on political than economic factors. If they were
embarking on a course of action for an important political objective they
would not be deterred by economic counter-measures. They would be
willing to force their populations to accept economic deprivations.

Mr. Merchant and the Ambassador agreed to keep in very close
touch. Mr. Merchant assured the Ambassador that we viewed the Soviet
moves against Berlin very seriously. In our opinion this was not a lim-
ited action but represented the opening of a major political offensive
over a broad front. He said that we were not going to let ourselves be
pushed around. It was very important that the Western allies move in
unison.

Mr. Merchant set up a meeting for the Ambassador with Mr. Mur-
phy at 10:30 on Monday morning.>

5In their meeting on November 24, Grewe and Murphy reviewed the terms of the
trade agreement between East and West Germany signed on November 20, discussed the
possibility of a tripartite démarche to the Soviet Union (see Document 63), and reviewed
the Western position on dealing with East German officials instead of Soviet representa-
tives. Grewe also gave Murphy a seven-page memorandum summarizing the legal and
political opinions of the Federal Republic on the status of Berlin. (Memorandum of conver-
sation; Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/11-2458)
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60. Letter From Chancellor Adenauer to Secretary of State Dulles

Bonn, November 20, 1958.

MY DEAR FRIEND MR. DULLES: This morning Mr. Smirnov, the Am-
bassador of the Soviet Union, called on me to inform me officially that
the Government of the Soviet Union intends in the next few days to de-
nounce the “Occupation Statute” for the city of Berlin. The reason given
for this is known to you from the statements of the Soviet Russian Prime
Minister, Mr. Khrushchev, and from the statements in the Soviet Rus-
sian press, especially Pravda.

Ambassador Grewe, acting on my instruction, has already con-
ferred with you about the consequences of the announced actions. I
have his report on his conversation with you.!

Herr von Brentano received the British Ambassador, Minister
Trimble, and Minister Leduc this afternoon and informed them about
the conversation with Mr. Smirnov.2

The close and friendly relations which link us together prompt me
to tell you in all frankness about the grave anxieties that I feel on account
of this impending development. The status of the free sector of the city
of Berlin is of such decisive importance that I am certainly not putting it
too strongly when I say that termination of the occupation of Berlin
could not but have incalculable political consequences. I need not tell
you in so many words how gratefully the entire German nation has
noted the repeated statements by the Governments of the United States
of America, the United Kingdom and France to the effect that the preser-
vation and protection of the freedom of Berlin is one of the imperative
tasks of these three countries. The political actions announced by the So-
viet Union are obviously designed to test the firmness and trustworthi-
ness of the joint policy of the free world. I say the free world advisedly, for
in the communiqué issued at the conclusion of the deliberations of the
chiefs of government of NATO last December all the member states of
the Atlantic Community without exception committed themselves to
this obligation. 3

Source: Department of State, Presidential Correspondence: Lot 66 D 204, German
Officials, 1958/59. Confidential. The source text is a Department of State translation. At-
tached were a brief transmittal note of November 21 from Grewe to Dulles and a German-
language copy of the text. Grewe handed the message to Merchant during their conversa-
tion on November 21 (see Document 59) for delivery to Dulles.

! See Document 42.

2See Document 53.

3 For text of the NATO communiqué, December 19, 1957, see Department of State
Bulletin, January 6, 1958, pp. 12-15.
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Iam fully aware that we will all be taking a political risk if in the face
of the impending decision of the Soviet Union we commit ourselves to
this task without wavering, and are determined to act accordingly.
However, I make no secret of my anxiety lest we impair the faith in this
joint policy and the solidarity of the free world if the Soviet Union suc-
ceeds, possibly by roundabout ways or by stages, in undermining this
policy. I am convinced that the Soviet Union will proceed astutely and
warily. It will to begin with pretend that the transfer of the rights under
the Four Power Agreement to the government of the so-called DDR will
not in any way alter the present status. And it will, I believe, instruct the
authorities of the DDR to keep up this pretense for the time being. If we
acquiesce in this, a second step will follow. The DDR will, for example,
take the position that free civilian traffic by air is no longer permissible
but requires the consent of the authorities of the DDR. This would make
it impossible for hundreds of thousands of people to find their way to
freedom via the city of Berlin. At first the DDR will probably not cause
any difficulties for the representatives of the three Western Powers and
the troops stationed in Berlin; it will restrict the freedom of traffic be-
tween Berlin and the Federal Republic and finally halt it, on the alleged
grounds of its sovereignty.

The political, economic and in particular the psychological reac-
tions in Berlin and in Germany are incalculable. But in other parts of the
world as well, including the members of the Atlantic Community, the
fear will arise that an initial concession will not be the last. In the historic
world-wide conflict between communism and the free world the Soviet
Union would thus easily win the first and perhaps decisive battle.

I consider it urgently necessary that we face these dangers with all
frankness and seriousness. I am also writing to the British Prime Minis-
ter, Mr. Macmillan, to the same effect.* As you know, I am meeting with
the French Premier, General de Gaulle, this coming Wednesday; we
have already placed this question on the agenda of the conversation.
Furthermore, I consider it highly desirable, even necessary, that we
come together immediately in a meeting of the four Governments when
the Soviet Union announces its action. We can then quickly agree on the
time and place of such a discussion through our Ambassadors.

With sincere greetings,

As ever,

Yours,

Adenauer®

4 Regarding Adenauer’s message to Macmillan, see Macmillan, Riding the Storm, pp.
571-572.

5 Printed from the English translation that indicates that Adenauer signed the origi-
nal German-language copy.
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61. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy in
Germany

Washington, November 22, 1958, 1:04 p.m.

1058. Paris for Embassy and USRO. Following are working level
comments on British memorandum on Berlin made November 21 to
British and French.!

There are many motives, all sound from Soviet viewpoint, which
could lead Soviets to exploit difficulties implicit in West’s commitment
to freedom of city 100 miles inside Communist territory. We can only
speculate why Soviets chose this particular moment to launch course of
action which could have been undertaken at any moment for years past.
Developments since Khrushchev November 10 speech leave no doubt
firm Soviet intention to hand over to GDR responsibility for functions
concerning Berlin now performed by Soviet organs. Exact timing and
diplomatic cover to be thrown over action by Soviets not yet clear.

We consider immediate target is Allied communications with Ber-
lin, rather than a blockade of inhabitants of Berlin.

We read memorandum as agreeing with us that under no circum-
stances could we permit creation of situation in which freedom of West
Berlin compromised by starvation or otherwise. At appropriate point
we would resort to force to make good on our commitment.

Our fundamental difficulty with UK memorandum is that alterna-
tive chosen (unrestrained dealing with GDR up to and including recog-
nition if necessary) does not solve basic problem. It only postpones for a
longer or shorter period point at which choice again becomes use of
force or further yielding to pressure to save the city for the West. For it is
our conviction that any arrangements with GDR can only be temporary
however ironclad they may seem. Berlin will still be isolated from rest of
free world. Arguing from the intolerability of a foreign enclave within
its territory, GDR, backed by Soviets, can hardly be expected to exercise
self-restraint necessary for stabilization of Berlin situation for very long.

Thus, following British line, you arrive at best at temporary point of
stabilization. Since reunification (only real long-term solution Berlin
problem) not envisaged within period temporary East-West truce over
Berlin, dealing with GDR hardly justified as measure to gain time.

Moreover, UK estimate and ours of damage done to Western posi-
tion by unrestrained dealing with GDR must be quite different. For the

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221 /11-2258. Secret; Limited Distri-
bution. Drafted by Vigderman on November 21, cleared with Hillenbrand, and approved
by Kohler. Repeated to Paris, Moscow, London, and Berlin.

! Regarding the conversation with Alphand, see footnote 1, Document 59.
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sake of a temporary period of stabilization (the effective duration of
which is still left fundamentally to Soviets and GDR) we will have com-
promised position on dealing with GDR with all that this implies in con-
nection Allied-German relations and Allied prestige in rest of world.
Recognition of GDR (and it would have to come to this ultimately, we
think, however hard we resisted it) would accomplish a fundamental
change in Soviet-Satellite relationships of inestimable advantage to So-
viets and corresponding detriment to West. While Three Powers would
no doubt be lauded in some quarters for having taken up “realistic” po-
sition in order avoid use of force, with all its implication in nuclear age, a
staggering blow would have been dealt to confidence reposed by our
Allies and rest of Free World in our firmness in face of threats, in a situ-
ation in which our legal right to insist on status quo was fairly precise.
Goal of German reunification on any terms suitable to West would
have been practically surrendered. Soviets would have proved their
thesis that reunification was a task for the two Germanies, each sover-

eign and able to take its place at negotiating table as equals.
Herter

62. Memorandum of Telephone Conversation Between President
Eisenhower and Acting Secretary of State Herter

Washington, November 22, 1958, 6:30 p.m.

On Saturday, November 22, at 6:30 p.m., I called the President to get
his approval to a suggested note to the Russians, copy attached,! which
we hoped to coordinate with the British and French so that similar notes
from the three powers could be delivered in Moscow on Monday morn-
ing, November 24.

I explained to the President that there had been numerous press
speculations in regard to a split among the three powers. In addition,
Chancellor Adenauer had written a letter to De Gaulle and to Macmillan
and to the Secretary of State? which outlined, though in reasonably

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 711.11-EI/11-2258. Secret. Drafted by
Herter.

1Not found, but see Document 63.
2Document 60.
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moderate terms, his own anxiety in regard to the situation and which, in
the case of Macmillan, asked the latter to send a personal message to
Khrushchev requesting him to hold off on his proposed unilateral action
in Berlin.

I read to the President the message which Macmillan had sent to
Khrushchev3and explained that this had been sent without consultation
because Macmillan felt that the time element was important, and that I
also felt this had been done with the possible view of counteracting the
impression that the British were somewhat wobbly in the whole situ-
ation as reflected in a lower level statement of British views which had
been circulated to the three powers and Germany.*

Ithen told the President that neither we nor our Allies had received
any message from the Russians and that our knowledge of projected
acts came entirely from press reports and Adenauer’s conference with
the Russian Ambassador in Bonn.5For that reason, it occurred to us that
we might take the initiative both in showing solidarity and in getting
our views with respect to Russian responsibility with regard to the
Quadripartite Agreements affecting Berlin out publicly before any Rus-
sian note was received by us. I then read him the text of the suggested
note, and he approved it with the understanding that we would plan to
coordinate it at once with the British and French.

His final comment with respect to the Berlin situation was that he
had been thinking about it for the last few days and that his instinct was
to make a very simple statement to the effect that if the Russians want
war over the Berlin issue, they can have it. However, in a lighter vein, he
said he would certainly hold off any such statement awaiting further de-
velopments.

C.A.H.

3 For text of this message, in which Macmillan expressed his anxiety over Khru-
shchev’s statements on Berlin, see Macmillan, Riding the Storm, p. 572.

4See Document 45.
5See Document 53.
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63. Editorial Note

Following Acting Secretary of State Herter’s telephone conversa-
tion with the President (see Document 62), the Department of State
transmitted to Bonn and repeated to London, Paris, Moscow, and Berlin
the text of a six-paragraph note to the Soviet Government stating that the
Western powers would continue to hold the Soviet Union responsible
for its obligations in Berlin and that it was “impossible to reconcile the
Soviet Government'’s protestations of a desire to relax international ten-
sions with a threat of unilateral actions which cannot fail to increase ten-
sion in a highly sensitive area.” (Telegram 1067, November 22 at 8:52
p-m.; Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221/11-2258)

The following day, the Embassy in London reported Foreign Office
support for the démarche (telegram 2843; ibid., 762.00/11-2358), but the
Embassy in Paris reported that the Foreign Ministry believed the note
was premature until definite Soviet proposals had been received. (Tele-
gram 1921; ibid.) Further representations by the United States in Wash-
ington and by the Britishand U.S. Ambassadors in Paris failed to change
the French position, and on November 24 the Department of State pro-
posed to Ambassador Alphand that the note be delivered to the Federal
Republic of Germany in order to get the Western position formally on
the record. (Telegram 1072 to Bonn, November 24; ibid.,
762.0221/11-2458) This proposal was also rejected by the French. (Tele-
gram 1956 from Paris, November 25; ibid., 762.00/11-2558)

Lacking tripartite agreement on the proposed note, the U.S. Gov-
ernment dropped the idea.

64. Telegram From the Supreme Allied Commander, Europe
(Norstad), to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
(Twining)

Paris, November 23, 1958, 12:52 p.m.

EC 9-6265. For Twining from Norstad.

REFERENCES

A.JCS 951312 dtd 26 [21] Nov 58

B. Bonn—AmConGen Bremen 26 dtd 18 Nov 58
C. COB 141 dtd 22 Nov 58

D. EC 9-6071 dtd 16 Nov 58

Source: JCS Master Cable Files. Top Secret; Operational Immediate.
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E. Berlin-Bonn 268 dtd 11 Nov 58
F. Paris-State 1911 dtd 21 Nov 581

1. Inreference A you request my views and comments with refer-
ence to the prospect that Soviets will shortly turn over to GDR all Soviet
control functions in Berlin and East Germany and that GDR will not feel
bound by any existing quadripartite agreements. The problems stated
of course are far broader than that of access to Berlin.

2. In my view it is essential to inform the Soviet immediately and
preferably without public announcement that we do not intend to rec-
ognize or deal with GDR; that we will not allow the GDR to impede the
exercise of any right we presently hold; that we will not accept any con-
trol by the GDR over our movements to and from Berlin; and that we
will use force if necessary to enforce our rights.

3. But at the same time, we should try to sieze the initiative while
we have the chance and broaden the base of allied support by proposing
a four-power conference on Germany (I repeat on Germany not solely
on Berlin). See message to State, reference F.

4. Obviously itis of the highest importance that France and Britain
take the same unequivocal line. A major break between allies on this
subject could lead to worse disaster than the loss of Berlin itself.

5. Unless we are willing to begin a humiliating process of yielding
step by step to the GDR, we must draw the line now and the Russians
must understand we will use force to support this position if necessary.
As for the tactics to be employed regarding access to Berlin: First, I sug-
gest that the instructions which Embassy Bonn issued to cover individ-
ual travel to Berlin by Autobahn (reference B), and their instructions
covering train travel (reference C) be applied on the broadest basis pos-
sible; second, we should continue to operate US military convoys as in
the past so long as the checkpoints are under Soviet control, to the extent
of even one Soviet representative being present on whom the responsi-
bility can be placed. While we must maintain our rights, we should not
now seek to force a test of Soviet control, in light of the larger problem
which is developing. Third, if the checkpoints have been turned over
completely to GDR control, we should choose a time and place to force
the issue promptly by dispatching a test convoy supported by appropri-

1JCS 951312, November 21, requested Norstad’s views on the Berlin situation. (Ibid.)
Telegram 26 from Bonn to Bremen, repeated to Washington as 1055, transmitted detailed
instructions for travel to Berlin on the autobahn. (Department of State, Central Files,
762.0221/11-1858) COB 141 transmitted the current instructions for action to be taken if
East Germans replaced Soviet officials at the checkpoints on the autobahn and railroads.
(Washington National Records Center, RG 319, Headquarters Department of the Army,
Communications Center Files) Regarding EC 9-6071, see footnote 5, Document 40. Re-
garding telegram 268, repeated to Washington as 315, see footnote 5, Document 34. Tele-
gram 1911 is not printed. (Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221/11-2158)
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ate force. Itis not a question of the US forces in Berlin being able to defeat
any force that could be brought against it, but of forcing into the open
the fact that the GDR, backed by the Soviet, is using violence to deprive
the US of its established rights.?

6. Ifanattemptis made to replace Soviet personnel with GDR per-
sonnel in BASC, the East Germans will be asked to leave and if need be,
escorted out; and flight information on Western aircraft continue to be
made available (reference E). The problems which may be anticipated
incident to continued air travel between West Berlin and Germany in-
clude refusal of civil aircraft to enter into Berlin, with possible manning
by US military crews, interference with radar and navigational aid, satu-
ration of corridors by GDR and Soviet aircraft, attempts to force aircraft
to land and even interference with aircraft in flights.

7. The more I study this question the more I become convinced
that we must take a very firm position in support of our rights and obli-
gations in Berlin, and that this position be made known to the Russians.
We may hope, as we do, that a show of determination may ease the situ-
ation but we cannot expect it to solve the problem. Therefore, we must
balance our over-all position, we must make an effort to gain the initia-
tive by more fundamental, longer range action as well. With all its ap-
parent pitfalls and dangers, the idea of conference as suggested in
reference F gains weight as we consider the consequences, the strengths
and weaknesses of other courses of action. Finally, whatever we decide
to do must be done quickly if it is to have any chance of success.?

20n November 25 the Joint Chiefs of Staff sent the following reply to Norstad:

“The JCS concur that we should continue to operate U.S. military convoys as in the
past so long as the checkpoints are under Soviet control to the extent of even one Soviet
representative being present on whom the responsibility can be placed, and that although
we must maintain our rights we should not now seek to force a test of Soviet control in
light of the larger problem developing. Accordingly, on this basis you are authorized to
resume normal military motor convoys between West Berlin and West Germany at your
discretion. State concurs.” (JCS Master Cable Files)

3 On November 26, Macmillan discussed the Berlin situation with Norstad who was
in London for the dedication ceremony at St. Paul’s. Norstad reiterated the views ex-
pressed in EC 9-6265 and the Prime Minister “showed considerable interest, said he had
been thinking of possible ‘summit meeting’ on German problem, and indicated he would
probably be discussing matter with President and Secretary in near future.” (Telegram
1983 from Paris, November 27; Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/11-2758)
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65. Memorandum of Telephone Conversation Between President
Eisenhower and Secretary of State Dulles

November 24, 1958, 4:24 p.m.

TELEPHONE CALL TO THE PRESIDENT IN AUGUSTA

The Pres returned the call and after exchanging amenities, the Sec
said they were talking about Berlin and he referred to Adenauer’s let-
ter.! The Sec is rather disposed to answer it to the effect that while as far
as we see it we would not perhaps see any great obstacles in dealing on a
de facto basis with GDR lower officials, nevertheless if from the Chan-
cellor’s and FedRep’s standpoint that would be interpreted as a sign of
weakness and they want us to adopt a stronger line, we will. The Pres
said the trouble with his scheme is—you say it but what do you do? The
Sec said we would have to be prepared to send something through. The
Pres mentioned his getting too rigid in his attitude that this actually con-
stitutes recognition—he does not try to take them over by force—in his
country there is a status quo rebellion. The Sec said he agreed not to use
force to reunify Germany. The Pres said he wonders rather than doing it
on an either-or basis if the Russians go out we deal with the lower levels
on a de facto basis but that is that. We take no recognition action. They
may say we will block—then we have to do something. The Sec com-
pared it with Quemoy—one thing is reasonable but you have a psycho-
logical problem which is if doing that breaks the morale of one of your
strong dependencies you have to take that into account. The Sec hates to
run out on him. The Pres does not think he should. We recognize him
but the only way to get back his Germany is for a peaceful agreement
with the authorities there and so the Pres thinks he is a bit illogical. They
are governing that area. The Sec said we have agreements with the Rus-
sians to get through. The Pres can see a place where we have to say we
have to go through. The Sec thinks we should get some expression of
our views to him before he sees de Gaulle Wednesday.2 The Pres thinks
so too. The Sec will draw something up and will call about 6.

Source: Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, White House Telephone Conversations.
No classification marking. Drafted by Bernau.

I Document 60.
2Gee Document 75 and footnote 3 thereto.
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66. Memorandum of Telephone Conversation Between President
Eisenhower and Secretary of State Dulles

November 24, 1958, 6:14 p.m.

TELEPHONE CALL TO THE PRESIDENT IN AUGUSTA

The Sec read the proposed letter to Adenauer.! The Pres thinks it is
very guarded—at the same time letting him know the mere fact the Rus-
sians pull out—if their retreat from their obligations puts us in a hole—
what they do by omission makes us to by commission. . . .2He went on
and suggested saying but of course if the Russians abandon their re-
sponsibilities then I suppose in this kind of low level business we would
have to go along if we were going to keep things straightened out—the
Pres then said he does not know if the Sec should say it—as long as he
understands if that is done peaceably we have not really a cause. . . .
They agreed it is implied in the letter as is. The Pres suggested Bruce
might say something like this to show there is both a juridical and ethical
position as well as a practical one.

The Sec said everyone is stirred up—the JCS want to do something
fast and quick and Norstad wants us to fight our way through—the Pres
thinks it is true but if the others go out and the East Germans try to stop
convoys we say we can’t have that—if they want to do normal checking
and searching for contrabands etc. . . .

Source: Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, White House Telephone Conversations.
No classification marking. Drafted by Bernau. Secretary Dulles was in Washington.

1 No draft of this letter has been found; see Document 67.
2 All ellipses are in the source text.

67. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy in
Germany

Washington, November 24, 1958, 10:24 p.m.
1084. Deliver Ambassador by 9:00 a.m. Nov 25. Following reply

from Secretary should be delivered to Chancellor Tuesday morning.

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221/11-2458. Confidential; Priority.
Drafted by Dulles on November 24.
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Begin text.
“My Dear Friend:

On my returning this morning to Washington, I find your letter of
November 20.! It deals with problems of the utmost gravity which, as
you know, have been receiving the consideration of the President and
myself as well as of the officers of the government. The presence here of
Ambassador Bruce a few days ago gave us the opportunity to talk over
the Berlin problem.

Of course, the situation that we face is still hypothetical. The Soviets
have given some indications as to their intentions but have not yet made
these intentions precise or operative.

I am sure that our two Governments start from a common premise,
often reiterated, that the abandonment of the free part of the city of Ber-
lin is totally unacceptable, and this includes the rights of transit to and
from the Federal Republic to Western Berlin. Our rights were won in the
war, they are reflected in the Protocol of September 12, 19442 and were
reexpressed by the Soviet Union and the three Western Powers at the
meeting of the Council of Foreign Ministers held in Paris in June 1949. It
was there agreed that “as regards the movement of persons and goods
and communications between the Eastern and the Western Zones and
between the Zones in Berlin and also in regard to transit, the occupation
authorities, each in his own zone, will have an obligation to take the
measures necessary’? etc. Surely such an obligation, jointly agreed to,
cannot be terminated by unilateral action.

I also recall that the directive agreed to at the Geneva Summit meet-
ing of 1955 stipulated that ‘the Heads of Government, recognizing their
common responsibility for the settlement of the German question’ etc.
Surely the question of Berlin is part of this ‘German question’, for which
there is an agreed ‘common responsibility” on the part of the four pow-
ers. This again is something from which the Soviet Union cannot unilat-
erally disengage itself.

I would myself have thought that it might be possible to hold the
Soviet Union to its obligations and at the same time deal on a de facto
basis with minor functionaries of the GDR, so long as they merely car-
ried out perfunctorily the present arrangements. That, in our opinion,
would not and should not involve any diplomatic recognition of the
GDR or any waiver of our rights vis-a-vis the Soviet Union. I believe that

! Document 60.
2Fareign Relations, The Conferences at Malta and Yalta, 1945, p. 118.

3 For text of the communiqué of the Paris Council of Foreign Ministers Meeting, see
ibid., 1949, vol. III, pp. 1062-1065.

4 Ibid., 19551957, vol. V, pp. 527-528.
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the Federal Republic, itself, without this implying diplomatic recogni-
tion, deals in a number of respects with minor functionaries of the GDR.

On the other hand, we recognize that there are psychological as
well as purely juridical factors to be taken into account. Certainly we
should not allow anyone to get the impression that there is any lack of
firmness and dependability in the policies of the Western allies. Your
views as to how best to display that firmness will carry great weight
with us. The President and I have full confidence in your steadfastness
and your judgment and your dedication to the cause of freedom.

So far, as we both recognize, the Soviet has not made known pre-
cisely what measures it will take. You consider it necessary that without
delay there be a meeting of the four Governments when the Soviet Un-
ion makes its measures known. The United States would be glad to par-
ticipate in such a meeting, although I cannot say in advance of knowing
the date, at what level we could participate with the necessary prompt-
ness. But whoever speaks for us will have the full confidence and
authority of the President and myself, if indeed I do not personally par-
ticipate, which would be my preference if the timing permits.

With best regards, [ am

Faithfully yours,

Foster Dulles”

End text.

Dulles

68. Record of Secretary of State Dulles’” Press Conference

Washington, November 26, 1958, 11 a.m.
Secretary Dulles: I am ready to receive your questions.

Q. Mr. Secretary, have the United States, Britain, France, and West Ger-
many agreed on plans to meet any contingency which may arise in East Ger-
many and Berlin?

A. The basic position of the three Western powers and, indeed, of
the NATO powers is pretty well defined by prior decisions and declara-
tions.

Source: Department of State Bulletin, December 15, 1958, pp. 947-953.
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Youask whether we have plans to meet any contingency. Of course,
I can’t anticipate all the contingencies that there are, but I think that it is
fair to say that there is basic agreement, and I do not anticipate any event
that could arise which would give rise to disagreement.

Q. Mr. Secretary, what is the position of the United States and the other
powers on the question of dealing with any East German official who might be
in a position previously held by a Soviet official?

A. The position of the United States, and I think I can fairly say of
the United Kingdom and of France, is that there is an obligation, an ex-
plicit obligation, on the part of the Soviet Union to assure to the United
States and to the other allied powers and, indeed, to the world generally,
normal access to and egress from Berlin. And that is the responsibility of
the Soviet Union. It was expressed explicitly at the time of the Council of
Foreign Ministers meeting held in Paris in June of 1949, following, you
will recall, the end of the Berlin blockade and the consequent airlift. At
that time the Four Powers exchanged what were formally called “obli-
gations” to assure these rights. We do not accept the view that the Soviet
Union can disengage itself from that responsibility. And, indeed, that
responsibility was in essence reaffirmed at the time of the summit meet-
ing of July 1955, when the Four Powers recognized their “responsibil-
ity” for the German question.2 That phrase, “the German question,” has
always been held to include the question of Berlin. And so, again, you
had a reaffirmation by the Soviet Union of its responsibility in the
matter. We do not accept any substitute responsibility, in that situation,
for that of the Soviet Union.

Question of Dealing With East German Authorities

Q. Mr. Secretary, what if, despite this responsibility, the Soviets go ahead
and turn over to the East German authorities the check points on the autobahn
and control to the land, sea, and air routes? Now the question would arise:
Would we deal with the East German officials who would man the check points,
for example, even as—

A. Well, we would certainly not deal with them in any way which
involved our acceptance of the East German regime as a substitute for
the Soviet Union in discharging the obligation of the Soviet Union and
the responsibility of the Soviet Union.

! For background, see Bulletin of July 4, 1949, p. 857. [Footnote in the source text. The
text of the final communiqué of the Paris Council of Foreign Ministers Meeting is printed
in Foreign Relations, 1949, vol. III, pp. 1062-1065.]

2For text of the Directive to Foreign Ministers, see ibid., Aug. 1, 1955, p. 176. [Foot-
note in the source text. The text of the Directive to the Foreign Ministers is printed in For-
eign Relations, 1955-1957, vol. V, pp. 527-528.]
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Q. Does that mean that we might deal with them as agents of the Soviet
Union?

A. We might, yes. There are certain respects now in which minor
functionaries of the so-called G.D.R. [German Democratic Republic]?
are being dealt with by both the Western powers, the three allied pow-
ers, and also by the Federal Republic of Germany. It all depends upon
the details of just how they act and how they function. You can’t exclude
that to a minor degree because it is going on at the present time and has
been. On the other hand, if the character of the activity is such as to indi-
cate that to accept this would involve acceptance of a substitution of the
G.D.R. for the present obligation and responsibilty of the Soviet Union,
then that, I take it, we would not do.

Q. Mr. Secretary, can you deal with them in such a way as to make a dis-
tinction between dealing with them as agents of the Soviet Union and dealing
with them in such a way as to imply a kind of de facto recognition of their exis-
tence?

A.Ithink that that certainly could be done. We often deal with peo-
ple that we do not recognize diplomatically, deal with them on a practi-
cal basis. Of course, we do that with the Chinese Communists in a
number of respects. And, as I pointed out, both the Federal Republic of
Germany and the rest of us have, in certain practical matters, for many
months been dealing with minor functionaries of the G.D.R. with re-
spect to what might be called perfunctory, routine matters.

Q. Mr. Secretary, you say we might deal with the East Germans as agents
of the Soviet Union. Is that a matter of agreed policy between the three Western
powers and the Federal Republic or only something that is possible?

A.Ithink thatitis agreed between us that we might. But, as I say, the
question of whether we would or would not would have to depend
upon the precise circumstances which surrounded the action, and that
can’t be anticipated in advance of knowing what, if anything, the Soviet
Union is going to do.

Q. Mr. Secretary, supposedly authoritative dispatches from Bonn in the
last few days have reflected a concern on the part of Chancellor Adenauer’s gov-
ernment that the Western Big Three would not “hang on tough,” so to speak, in
Berlin. On the other hand, it has been widely speculated in dispatches that many
Western officials want more de facto recognition of the East German regime,
and as an evidence of this has been cited the renewal of the trade agreement that
has just been signed this week. Can you clarify that situation a little bit?

A.IdoubtifI can clarify it very much. There have been, as you point
out, dealings on a de facto basis, particularly on an economic basis and

3 Brackets in the source text.
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in terms of transit back and forth between the Western sectors of Berlin
and the Federal Republic of Germany. There has been an appreciable
degree of de facto dealing with the G.D.R., and there is this trade agree-
ment, whereby the Federal Republic gets particularly brown coal and
things of that sort from the eastern part of Germany in exchange for cer-
tain manufactured goods. As to any differences within the Federal Re-
public about that, I am not in a position to throw light upon it. I am not
aware of any differences which are of sufficient magnitude so that they
have come to my attention.

Communist Probes To Be Expected

Q. Mr. Secretary, can you give us your view of why the Berlin crisis was
reactivated at this time? I mean the Berlin situation between the East and the
West. Do you have any idea of what the Communists had in mind?

A.TIwas not surprised by it at all. I think that the Soviet Union and
the Chinese Communists—what Khrushchev calls “the international
Communist movement”—is disposed periodically to try to probe in dif-
ferent areas of the world to develop, if possible, weak spots—to de-
velop, if possible, differences. I think that the probing that took place in
the Taiwan area was one such effort. Now it is going on in Berlin and
could go on at other places. The effort is, I think, periodically to try to
find out whether they are up against firmness and strength and unity. If
they find that, then I think the probing will cease. But we have got to
expect these probes coming from time to time. As I say, I was not sur-
prised that this Berlin probe took place. Indeed, I thought it probably
would take place.

Q. Mr. Secretary, you seem to draw a limit beyond which we would not go
in dealing with the East Germans even as agents of the Soviet Union. Could 1
ask whether we would refuse, for example, to accept an East German demand
that special credentials would be required from the East German Foreign Office
in order to allow the traffic to continue?

A. T think it would be unwise for me to try to give categorical an-
swers to very particular illustrations, because, obviously, this is a situ-
ation to be dealt with upon a tripartite or quadripartite basis. I think I
had better just stand on the proposition that in my opinion it is the com-
bined judgment of all four of us that nothing should be done which
would seem to give the G.D.R. an authority and responsibility to deal
with the matters as to which the Soviet Union has explicitly assumed an
obligation to us and a responsibility to us.

Q. Mr. Secretary, the Mayor of West Berlin said today that this crisis
might provide an opportunity for a new discussion with the Soviets on German
and European security questions. Sir, do you see any possibility of renewing
that discussion in view of the past deadlock, and are there any new thoughts here
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on tying the Russian idea of negotiating a peace treaty with German unifica-
tion?

A.Iwould hardly think that the present mood of the Soviet Union
makes this a propitious time for such a negotiation. Actually, of course,
we would in these matters be largely guided by the views of the Federal
Republic of Germany, which is primarily concerned and which has a
government with which we have the closest relations and in which we
have the greatest confidence. Their views in these matters would carry
weight with us. I have had no intimation of this kind from the Govern-
ment of the Federal Republic.

[Here follow questions and answers on unrelated subjects.]

Q. Mr. Secretary, to return to the Berlin question for a moment, there have
been a number of reports while you were away that the United States and the
allies, rather than accept dealing with the East Germans, might resort to an-
other airlift to supply the city. Is this being considered, or is our policy essen-
tially one of keeping the ground communications open, come what may?

A. Well, we have at the present time flights and facilities which we
are using which involve various media. There is the air, which is used;
there is the autobahn, which is used; there is a railroad, which is used; to
some extent canals which are used. We do not intend to abandon any of
our rights as regards any of these particular ways. Now, in just what
proportions they would be used, that I can’t say. Indeed, I don’t know
today in just what proportions the four different ways are being used.
But I would think you can say that we would not abandon any of the
rights which were explicitly reaffirmed in the agreement of June 1949.

Q. Mr. Secretary, in the beginning Poland identified herself with the So-
viet Union’s position on this Berlin matter. However, Poland wants more aid
from us, and she has a vested interest in her western frontiers. Do you figure
there is any possibility that Warsaw has given this position a second look, and, if
so, is it remotely possible that this may be a partial explanation for Moscow’s
delay in executing it?

A. Yes, that is possible, because, if the Soviet Union takes the posi-
tion that the Potsdam agreement is nonexistent, the consequences of that
would be not to destroy our rights in Berlin, because they don’t rest
upon the Potsdam agreement at all, but it might greatly compromise the
territorial claims of Poland, which do rest upon the Potsdam agreement
primarily.

[Here follow questions and answers on unrelated subjects.]
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Means of Access to Berlin

Q. Mr. Secretary, is it right to infer from what you said to Mr. [Chalmers]*
Roberts [Washington Post and Times Herald] about not abandoning any of
these means of attempts to get into Berlin that we would use these means, all of
them, even if the East Germans or the Russians might try to block us?

A. Yes, I think we would use all of them. Let me say, however, that
nothing that has been said recently indicates that there is any intention
or desire on the part of either the Soviet Union itself or the puppet re-
gime, the G.D.R,, to stop access to and from Berlin. The only issue that
seems to have been raised is whether or not the Soviet Union can itself
dispose of its responsibilities in the matter and turn them over to the
G.D.R. But there has not been any intimation of any kind that the result
of that would be a stoppage. It would be a shift of responsibility and
authority.

Now, you will recall that at the time when we recognized the Fed-
eral Republic we reserved, in order to be able to carry out our obliga-
tions vis-a-vis the Soviet Union as regards access to and fro, we reserved
out of the sovereignty which was restored to the Federal Republic the
rights which we had as regards Germany as a whole and as regards Ber-
lin, so that we did not disenable ourselves from carrying out the under-
taking which had been expressed in the June 1949 agreement. And when
the Soviet Union recognized the G.D.R., it made a somewhat compara-
ble reservation so as to keep itself in the position to carry out its obliga-
tions under the June 1949 agreement.

And really the issue now is whether the Soviet Union can, by restor-
ing all of these rights to what it recognizes as the government of East
Germany, disenable itself from carrying out its obligations to us. And I
think that, at least so far as it is exposed, the motivation at the present
time would be not a purpose to drive us out of Berlin or to obstruct ac-
cess to Berlin but to try to compel an increased recognition and the ac-
cording of increased stature to the G.D.R.

Q. Mr. Secretary, the last time this issue was up, without giving up any of
our rights we did restrain ourselves from going forward on the ground, even
though General Clay at that time favored such a policy. And am 1 right in un-
derstanding you are now saying that we would go forward on the ground if we
were blocked? :

A.T'd rather put it this way, that nothing that has been said or inti-
mated indicates that that issue will arise. We do not intend to waive,
either in fact or in law, any of the rights which we have. But I prefer not
to speak in terms of a military threat, you might say, in relation to a situ-
ation which we have no reason to believe will occur.

* All brackets in this paragraph are in the source text.
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Q. Mr. Secretary, supposing that the question of a blockade did not come
up but the East Germans insisted upon being dealt with as an independent na-
tion rather than as agents of the Soviet Union, would we still insist upon using
the three routes?

A Ireally think that I have clarified our position on these matters as
far as it is useful for me to try to do it at this time, bearing in mind thisisa
tripartite or quadripartite matter. While I can state and have stated the
common principles that are held and upon which we stand, I don’t think
it’s wise for me to try, just on behalf of one of the four countries in-
volved, to be more particular.

Q. Can I ask the question, Mr. Secretary, have we ruled out the possibility
of using force to back up our right to unimpeded access to Berlin should the East
Germans seek to stop us?

A. We have not ruled out any of our rights at all. All I have said is
that nothing that was said, which Khrushchev or anybody else in recent
weeks has said, suggests that there is now any purpose on the part of
either the Soviet Union or the G.D.R. to impede or obstruct our access by
the various media that are available to us to and from Berlin. Therefore it
seems to me that the question as to whether, if they did it, we would use
force is an academic proposition because, as I say, nothing has hap-
pened to indicate that there is any present intention on their part to do
that.

Q. Thank you, sir.

69. Diary Entry by the Ambassador to Germany (Bruce)

Bonn, November 26, 1958.1

John Haskell left after lunch.

We spent most of the day talking about Berlin. In the Embassy we
are unanimous, as are General Hamlett and members of the Berlin Mis-
sion, in favor of cancellation of existing contingency instructions for
travel in case Soviet personnel is replaced by GDR officials at check-
points. We have recommended replacing existing orders by a new set,

Source: Department of State, Bruce Diaries: Lot 64 D 327. Secret.
1Presumably the entry was written in Bonn.
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part of which would provide for an immediate turn-back of trains or ve-
hicles if any documents should be demanded of their conductors by
GDR personnel.

Ambassador Grewe came to see me this afternoon. He said nothing
interesting had transpired at the German Ambassador’s meeting yester-
day. Today the Foreign Office is quiet for the Chancellor, von Brentano
and others are with General de Gaulle and his troupe at Bad Kreuznach.

Just before he left Washington, Grewe talked to Bob Murphy2and
gained from him the impression we did not wish to resort to an airlift
but would like to preserve our rights to surface access to Berlin, by force
if necessary. I know there is considerable sentiment in this sense in high
quarters of the Pentagon. The same idea is attributed to the President
himself, although we have not been told here what may be contem-
plated in this regard. Obviously, the resources of our Berlin garrison are
entirely insufficient for such a purpose if they were to be seriously chal-
lenged.

About 7 o’clock tonight a storm broke out over remarks attributed
to the Secretary at his press conference in Washington this morning,3
Our firstinformation on the subject came from UPI and indicated Dulles
said the Four Western Powers were in agreement on dealing with GDR
officials as agents of the Soviet Government if the Soviets wanted to turn
over their existing responsibilities to the East Germans. Brandt and oth-
ers in Berlin were seriously alarmed* and there will be a big play tomor-
row about this in the German papers.

Before the AP and Department Wireless Bulletin became available,
I telephoned Livie Merchant to tell him how seriously we view the con-
sequences of such a statement if indeed it had actually been made. He
said he had read the transcript, and the UPI story as related by me was
based on a serious misinterpretation of what had actually been said. He
will shortly send us the authentic text.

Later in the evening I received the exact transcript. As regards its
effect on German public opinion, I am thoroughly dissatisfied with it.
The Secretary displayed his usual ability to state the alternatives clearly,
but in recognizing the possibility of regarding GDR officials as agents of
the Soviets he is certain to alarm governmental and private circles here

2See footnote 5, Document 59.
3 See Document 68.

*On November 27 the mission in Berlin reported that Brandt was shocked and dis-
mayed by the news reports on the press conference. (Telegram 412; Department of State,
Central Files, 762.0221/11-2758) In reporting press reaction, the mission stated that it
ranged from “disbelief to dismay and downright anger.” (Telegram 416, November 27, 9
p.m.; ibid.) An account of General Hamlett’s recollection of the reaction to the press confer-
ence is included in his oral history interview at the U.S. Army Military History Institute.
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to a high degree. In fact the excitement in Berlin is such that one of the
Senators is flying down tonight to talk to Rebecca Wellington® about it.

This is another instance of what has always seemed to me to be the
folly of discussing publicly diplomatic crises and negotiations when, as
almost any reputable newspaper correspondent will admit, an answer
from an official that a response would not be in the public interest would
be accepted. Moreover, if the Soviet proposal has not already been pre-
pared, it might have some influence on its content. In alesser degree, the
Secretary’s utterances some time ago comparing Quemoy and Matsu to
Berlin had disturbing repercussions.®

5 First Secretary at Bonn.
® Not further identified.

70. Telegram From the Mission to the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization and European Regional Organizations to the
Department of State

Paris, November 26, 1958, 9 p.m.

Polto 1461. NAC meeting November 26—Berlin. Inconclusive dis-
cussion Berlin situation marked by Spaak'’s effort to spark thinking con-
cerning allied reaction to de facto situation likely be created by Soviets
and general consensus not advisable attempt lay down precise plans for
dealing hypothetical contingencies but NAC should be informed
promptly when plans completed or situation otherwise requires.

Germany summarized Adenauer-Smirnov talk of 20 November
along line Bonn 1080, but omitting Smirnov’s reference German rear-
mament.

In response Spaak'’s request for information regarding press stories
of 3-power agreement on plans, US indicated there is no single definite
agreed plan as reported press since three powers awaiting more precise
indications Soviet intentions. Then conveyed substance Topol 1803,2

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00 /11-2658. Secret. Repeated to Mos-
cow, Berlin, Bonn, and London.
! Document 53.

2Topol 1803, November 25, transmitted a briefing for Burgess from which he might
speak at the NAC session on Berlin. (Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/11-2558)
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stressing President’s, Vice-President’s and Secretary’s statements? as
evidence US firmness, close consultation among three powers and fact
Soviet hesitation may indicate they finding difficulty in implementing
their plans. Said US would welcome suggestions. France supported US
and indicated would be inopportune convey tentative 3-power think-
ing. Stressed need avoid any sign disunity or hesitation while awaiting
Soviet moves. Noting Soviet moving more hesitantly than anticipated,
UK endorsed US-French statements.

Canada, later strongly supported by Norway, noted intimate rela-
tionship Berlin crisis to alliance and, while fully appreciating need await
further Soviet moves, stated all members wish be kept fully and
promptly informed. Spaak strongly supported Norway, allies must be
consulted whenever major decisions arise on issue forces.

Expressing understanding position taken by three powers and not-
ing general reluctance discuss specific reactions to possible Soviet
moves Spaak nevertheless asked consideration be given to most advan-
tageous ways countering likely Soviet moves. Recalling German memo
(Polto 1412)* on status Berlin, he urged allies not base position wholly on
legal considerations which Soviets will ignore. Stressed need allies find
concept understandable to our public opinion pointing out awkward-
ness appearing take position Soviets should stay in Berlin while public
opinion hoping they will leave Eastern Europe. Problem is to find prac-
tical way for 3 powers remain Berlin after Russian withdrawal has re-
moved quadripartite basis occupation. Asked German representative
what was meant by being firm vis-a-vis GDR.

German representative on personal basis noted Smirnov had not
said Soviets would withdraw but that they wanted abolish occupation
status Berlin. Problem not so much how deal with GDR but how to react
to likely Soviet contention 3-power occupation no longer valid. Spaak
suggested GFR could ask three powers remain, to which German repre-
sentative replied Berlin not part either GFR or GDR and in any event
that would not solve problem GFR access to Berlin through GDR-con-
trolled territory.

Italy speculated Soviets may assert their withdrawal renders Berlin
terra nullius and they may propose some form of internationalization
for city. Latter concept if suggested should be studied carefully by West.

8 Presumably references to Dulles’ statement on November 24 on Western solidarity
on Berlin (Topol 1794 to Paris, November 25; ibid.) and Vice President Nixon’s address to
the Pilgrims in London on November 25 in which he reiterated that the United States
would resist aggression in Berlin (for extracts from the address, see The Times, November
26, 1958, p. 6). The Presidential statement has not been identified further.

4 Polto 1412, November 23, transmitted a summary of the German memorandum
cited in footnote 5, Document 59.
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Spaak argued Soviet withdrawal could not affect rights three powers
and suggested Soviets not likely request consideration new status for
Berlin for fear West will propose discussion whole German problem.
This may account for their hesitation.

As example practical issues likely arise, US recalled convoy inci-
dent discussed last week.5 Regardless whether obstacles to traffic cre-
ated by Soviet or GDR personnel, question is do we retreat, use force or
find other ways maintain our rights. Stressed importance not giving
press any reason believe we are divided or hesitant.

Spaak concluded by noting general agreement NAC could not do
more now but must be kept aware of all important decisions.

Burgess

5See Document 43.

71. Telegram From the Embassy in France to the Department of
State

Paris, November 26, 1958, 8 p.m.

1972. Foreign Office has shown us copy of cable sent today with de
Gaulle’s approval to major capitals outlining French position on Berlin.
Cable states French reject moves leading to recognition of GDR, and re-
capitulates procedures worked out tripartitely in Bonn for dealing with
contingencies which may arise in event GDR personnel appear at rail or
autobahn control points. Concept of airlift, limited initially to supply of
military garrisons in Berlin, is supported, with acknowledgement this
may lead to real test of force, which West must be prepared to face.

French suggest that, after Soviets communicate their intentions to
US officially, tripartite démarche by three Ambassadors should be ef-
fected in Moscow with purpose of re-affirming Western will to defend
position in Berlin. Ambassadors would also point to fact that Soviets re-
fused to discuss German problems as proposed by West last May."

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221/11-2658. Secret. Repeated to
Berlin, Bonn, London and Moscow.

! On May 28 the Western powers had transmitted to the Soviet Union a draft agenda
for a summit conference that included reunification of Germany as a topic. (American For-
eign Policy: Current Documents, 1958, pp. 803-808) The inclusion of Germany as a topic was
rejected by the Soviet Union on June 11 in a letter from Khrushchev to Eisenhower. (De-
partment of State Bulletin, July 21, 1958, pp. 96-101)
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After test of force in Berlin, French message states West should be
prepared to take up question of negotiations with Soviets on entire Ger-
man question. Allied position in such negotiations should be reviewed.

French Embassies Washington, Bonn, London are instructed com-
municate substance this cable to Department and Foreign Offices, and
French in Washington are to use it as guide in tripartite discussions on
Berlin.

French are studying recommendations of Deputy Commandants in
Berlin (Berlin’s 400 to Department).? Working level is sympathetic but
points out it may be difficult get top-level approval in French Govern-
ment of these modifications of tripartite plans already approved in
Bonn. French also have some fear that public opinion might consider
Berlin’s recommendations overly rigid.

Houghton

2 Telegram 400, November 25, reported that the Deputy Commandants and Political
Advisers had unanimously agreed that current contingency plans for surface access to
Berlin should immediately be changed to provide that Allied personnel traveling by train
or motor vehicle would turn back if challenged by East German officials who might re-
place Soviet representatives at the checkpoints. (Department of State, Central Files,
762.0221/11-2558)




THE SOVIET NOTE OF NOVEMBER 27 AND THE WESTERN
REPLIES OF DECEMBER 31

72. Editorial Note

At 11 a.m. on November 27 Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko
handed Ambassador Thompson a 28-page note on the Berlin question.
In this note the Soviet Government proposed that West Berlin be turned
into a demilitarized free city with its own government. Following this
transformation the four former occupation powers would guarantee the
new status of the city in a manner similar to that done in Austria follow-
ing the ratification of the Austrian State Treaty. Since some time would
be necessary to work out the terms for the free city, the Soviet Union
proposed not to introduce any changes in the existing system of military
access to and from West Berlin, but if after 6 months Berlin had not be-
come a free city, then the Soviet Union would tranfer its responsibilities
in Berlin to the German Democratic Republic.

The Embassy in Moscow transmitted its translation of the note in
telegram 1173, November 27 at 3 p.m., received by the Department of
State at 12:12 p.m. the same day. (Department of State, Central Files,
762.0221/11-2758) For text of the note, see Department of State Bulletin,
January 19, 1959, pages 81-89; Documents on Germany, 1944-1985, pages
552-559; or Documents RIIA, 1958, pages 146-164. For the Russian text,
see Pravda, November 28, 1958. The Russian-language text handed to
Thompson was transmitted as an enclosure to despatch 299 from Mos-
cow, November 28. (Department of State, Central Files, 762.00 /11-2858)

On the evening of November 27 the Department of State released a
statement on the Soviet note that had been approved by President Eisen-
hower during a telephone conversation with Secretary Dulles at 5:30
p.m. (Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, White House Telephone Con-
versations) The statement summarized the Soviet proposals and stated
that the United States was committed to the security of the Western sec-
tors of Berlin and would not enter into any agreement with the Soviet
Union that resulted in abandoning the people of West Berlin. Further-
more, the United States would not acquiesce in a unilateral repudiation
of its rights and obligations in Berlin by the Soviet Union. For text of this
statement, see Department of State Bulletin, December 15, 1958, page
948.

133
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73. Editorial Note

According to President Eisenhower, who was vacationing at
Augusta, Georgia, Major John Eisenhower arrived there the morning of
November 27 to give him an extensive summary of Department of State,
Central Intelligence Agency, and military reports on the Berlin situ-
ation. Major Eisenhower reviewed the positions of the four Western
powers, summarized the British paper of November 17, and reviewed
various responses to it. The President then telephoned Secretary of State
Dulles who reported that Macmillan had repudiated the British paper
and informed the President of the receipt of the Soviet note. President
Eisenhower said he would be willing to study the idea of a free city of
Berlin only if it applied to all of the city. For the President’s account of
these events, see Waging Peace, pages 332-334. For Major Eisenhower’s
account, see Strictly Personal, pages 212-213. A copy of the briefing pa-
per covering Berlin related events, November 18-25, is in Eisenhower
Library, Eisenhower Papers, DDE Diaries.

74. Telegram From the Embassy in the United Kingdom to the
Department of State

London, November 28, 1958, 1 p.m.

2918. No sign whatever of any weakness or wavering in Foreign Of-
fice working level reaction to Khrushchev Berlin proposal.!

On the record press guidance confined to saying text not yet offi-
cially received. News agency text being studied and consultations with
Allies will be next step.

Off the record guidance as follows: (1) note is based on premise that
quadripartite obligations about Berlin have ceased to be valid and this
we do not accept. (2) Whatever Khrushchev is offering to us, i.e. access
to Berlin and quadripartite consultations about Berlin, he is offering as
act of grace with six months time limit. These are rights which we enjoy

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221/11-2858. Secret; Priority. Re-
peated to Paris, Bonn, Berlin, and Moscow.

!See Document 72.
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absolutely. (3) He seems to assume that West Berliners will be delighted
at prospect of demilitarized “free city”. West Berliners will themselves
no doubt express their views on this alternative to existing regime.
(4) Khrushchev says that natural solution is for whole of Berlin to be-
come part of “state” whose land surrounds it. We think that natural so-
lution for Berlin is that it should be capital of reunited Germany.
(5) Soviet Union cannot unilaterally renounce its Four Power obliga-
tions. If it chooses to give up its rights then in theory these rights revert
to other three powers with whom agreements were made and not to
G.D.R. Government.

[1 paragraph (6-1/2 lines of source text) not declassified]

FonOff official’s personal comment was that Allies cannot talk to
Soviets on basis latest proposal and since cannot refuse to talk at all must
propose some preferable basis which presumably must be along lines
reunification of Germany and European security, perhaps in terms of
implementation of 1955 Geneva Summit Agreement.? But he said did
not see how such conference could avoid deadlock. Soviets would insist
on inclusion discussion latest Berlin proposal and he doubted they
could back down.

Lloyd last evening sent another and more urgent instruction to UK
Embassies Washington and Paris about immediate necessity of instruc-
tions to permit ambassadorial level consultations in Bonn. This followed
a second report from Steel that US and French Ambassadors appeared
to be without adequate instructions and were “in doubt as to their atti-
tude” about consultations in Bonn. One reason for FonOff’s strong pref-
erence for Bonn as site of discussions is that they have experts there
whereas few UK experts in Washington and Hood obviously could not
carry entire burden himself. Whenever this subject discussed FonOff of-
ficial has always emphasized strong UK respect for Bruce’s pre-eminent
qualifications.?

Report from Steel arrived during conversation with FonOff official
saying summoned by Adenauer at 16:15 Bonn time. Steel proposed to
lay special emphasis on need for full and immediate quadripartite con-
sultations in Bonn and importance “unequivocal verdict” from people
of West Berlin in impending elections.

Whitney

2 For text of the Heads of Government Directive to their Foreign Ministers, July 23,
1955, see Foreign Relations, 1955-1957, vol. V, pp. 527-528.

3 The question of where discussion of the Soviet note should take place occupied the
three Western powers and the West Germans for nearly 2 weeks before they could agree
that these talks should take place at Paris before the North Atlantic Council Ministerial
Meeting, December 16-18. Documentation on the several proposals advanced by each
government is in Department of State, Central Files 762.00 and 762.0221.
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75.  Telegram From the Embassy in Germany to the Department
of State

Bonn, November 28, 1958, 6 p-m.

1137. Paris pass USRO, USCINCEUR, Thurston and West. Saw
Chancellor this morning. He said he had just told Brentano that the For-
eign Ministers of U.S., U.K., France and FedRep should get together one
afternoon during December Paris NATO meeting and discuss Soviet
note' and Berlin problem. This would be better procedure than any spe-
cial conference and would not attract much public attention. He added it
would be very desirable if Secretary Dulles could so arrange his sched-
ule in Paris? to make such a meeting possible.

He expressed himself as very pleased with de Gaulle visit to Bad
Kreuznach.3 Relationship between General and himself had been most
cordial. He had talked privately for two hours with General on world
politics and had found their views generally in accord.

In that part of meeting attended by respective advisers, two chief
topics were reviewed: (1) Common Market and free trade area; (2) Ber-
lin.

As to (1) General and he had decided to seek approval of the four
members Common Market at forthcoming ministerial meeting and re-
fer matter to Common Market commission under chairmanship of
Hallstein, in attempt reach workable arrangement. I asked whether I
was at liberty to mention this except to my own government, and he an-
swered no, for Franco-German decision was still in course of being con-
veyed to other four members. He is seeing British Amb Steel this
afternoon and no doubt will communicate same to him.

(2) Adenauer said he had not had chance to study in detail various
Russian notes on subject Berlin. He thinks they must be viewed against
background of January Soviet Party Congress in Moscow and we
should await conclusion that conference before fixing any definite West-
ern decision. He does not want to have Khrushchev in position to boast
during session Congress that he had sent a note and forced the four
heads of Western governments to have meeting.

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221/11-2858. Secret; Niact. Accord-
ing to another copy of this telegram, it was drafted by Bruce. (Ibid., Bruce Diaries: Lot 64 D
327) Repeated to Paris, London, Moscow, and Berlin.

! See Document 72.

2 Secretary Dulles was scheduled to attend the North Atlantic Council Ministerial
Meeting at Paris, December 16-18.

3 For de Gaulle’s record of this meeting on November 26, see Mémoires, pp. 190-191.
De Gaulle wrote that he assured the Chancellor that France would oppose any change in
the status of Berlin.
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Gen. de Gaulle had agreed with him that since NATO founding So-
viets have made no advances in Europe, and that Berlin must continue
to be garrisoned by Allied troops, since its loss would give Soviets al-
most fatal advantage over West.

Moreover, he said he had not made up his mind whether or when it
would be necessary for four heads to convene. This could be discussed
by FonMins in Paris, but at any rate time for any such meeting was “not
yet.”

Chancellor going to Berlin to spend Thursday and Friday next
week and will make several speeches there. He is very calm and expects
present excitement in German press to subside.

Bruce

76. Memorandum of Conversation

Washington, November 28, 1958.

SUBJECT
Berlin

PARTICIPANTS

M. Hervé Alphand, French Ambassador

M. Charles Lucet, Minister, French Embassy
The Secretary

Mr. R.H. McBride—WE

Mr. D. Brown—WE

The Ambassador reported on the deGaulle-Adenauer discussion
of Berlin during which von Brentano had said that it is not possible to
accept the transfer of power from the Soviets to the GDR even tacitly,
including the idea of GDR officials acting as agents.?

The Secretary noted that we have contingency planning on this sub-
ject. He had tried to play this down in his press conference? but the press
had, nevertheless, blown it up.

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/11-2858. Secret. Drafted by
Brown. A summary of this conversation was transmitted to Bonn in telegram 1131, No-
vember 28. (Ibid., 762.0221/11-2858)

1See Document 75.
2 See Document 68.
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The Ambassador said that deGaulle believed we must not separate
on this issue but rather have firm positions. These we should take after
we study the Soviet note. DeGaulle, he said, does not believe the Soviets
will push to the ultimate end. Their aggression, additionally, will be
lessened if we remain firm and united. This, of course, must include
German resolutions.

The Secretary said that the Soviet note® was vicious and unaccept-
able.

The Ambassador asked where we should center our discussions.

The Secretary said that he would be absent for a week.*He expected
that we should have views on his return and there could be an exchange
thereafter. There is not much time before the NATO Ministerial meet-
ing. We should probably take advantage of the NATO meeting to dis-
cuss Berlin on a tripartite basis.

3See Document 72.

% Dulles was in Mexico City for the Presidential inauguration November 30-Decem-
ber 2 and on the West Coast until December 5 on vacation.

77. Telegram From the Mission at Berlin to the Department of
State

Berlin, November 28, 1958, 8 p.m.

426. Paris also pass USCINCEUR Thurston and West. Senator Hick-
enlooper and I called today on Governing Mayor Brandt who received
us in presence Mayor Amrehn and other Berlin officials and presented
him with freedom bell. After exchange of pleasantries, and in response
to Mayor Brandt’s opening remarks about serious affairs, Senator said
that he concerned at local press interpretation of Secretary’s Nov 26 re-
marks. ! Senator stated that he would not criticize interpretation of re-
marks since they, or at least press reports of them, might give room to
incorrect interpretation put upon them.? Senator stated that his experi-

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221/11-2858. Also sent to Bonn and
POLAD USAREUR and repeated to Moscow, London, and Paris.

! See Document 68.

2 Hickenlooper, who had arrived in Berlin on November 27, cabled Dulles earlier in
the day that his press conference had caused “alarm and consternation” because of the
reference to “agency”. He went on to say that any acceptance of an “agency principle”
would and already had had a “catastrophic” effect on the U.S. position and prestige in
Berlin and all of Germany. (Telegram 419 from Berlin; Department of State, Central Files,
762.00/11-2858)
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ence Foreign Relations Committee, and particularly his close relation-
ship with Secretary, enable him reassure Berlin officials that in his
opinion Secretary had not implied U.S. considering any “general theory
of agency.” Senator emphasized that press had failed sufficiently stress
positive parts of Secretary’s remarks, namely that we hold and will con-
tinue hold Soviets fully to their occupation responsibilities.

Brandt thanked Senator for reassurance and expressed opinion that
main source of misinterpretation was unfortunate comparison made be-
tween technical contacts between East and West Germans and Allied
contacts with East Germans. Amrehn interjected that it true Soviets had
transferred certain functions involving Germany to East German offi-
cials (even before establishment GDR) but that it was another kind of
thing for Soviets.

Transfer occupation rights vis-a-vis Allies to East Germans. Brandt
agreed forcefully with Amrehn’s opinion that Allied acceptance
“agency theory” would qualitatively change Allied legal and actual po-
sition in Berlin. Brandt noted it perhaps fortunate that recent Russian
note has thrust speculation concerning Secretary’s remarks into back-
ground. As result initial nervousness over these remarks on part some
Berliners, Brandt noted parenthetically he had been criticized for not
immediately telephoning Secretary or flying to the U.S. to talk to him as
Brandt’s critics assert Mayor Reuter would have done.

Senator and Brandt then discussed general economic situation in a
Soviet Zone and West Berlin. Governing Mayor expressed particular
concern at fearfulness re Berlin’s future status and ability to perform
contracts on part some Western businessmen and threat this attitude
posed to continuing economic development West Berlin. In this connec-
tion Brandt stressed a most important task was to counteract such dan-
gerous uncertainty.

In general discussion refugee situation Brandt remarked that
Ulbricht in Daily Mail interview indicated communist intention turn
Waest Berlin sector border into state border with accompanying intensi-
fied controls.

In conclusion Brandt told Senator, “Despite minor misunderstand-
ings Berliners rely on their friends abroad and even though the pressure
is intensified our friends abroad can rely on the Berliners. The spirit that
carried the Berlin population through the blockade is still present.” The
Senator noted that he had come to Berlin on this, his sixth or seventh,
trip because of the current increased tension and that while here he also
wished to assure the Governing Mayor that the recent American elec-
tions had not in any way changed U.S. basic policy. Senator referred
with approval to Senator Humphrey’s recent statement concerning
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Berlin®and to Senator Lyndon Johnson’s UN speech* as designed show
Russians and world that U.S. foreign policy was genuinely bipartite.
Senator further informed Brandt he would say in press conference this
afternoon that, in his conviction, American policy firm and unchanged
re Berlin. Brandt thanked Senator for his thoughtfulness.

Senator’s visit has assisted greatly in reassuring top Berlin officials
of firm U.S. support.

Gufler

3Senator Humpbhrey had visited Berlin for 6 hours on November 23 and been briefed
on the situation by Brandt, Burns, and Hamlett; toured West Berlin; and held a joint
press conference with the Mayor at which he reiterated the U.S. position on Berlin. A brief
report on his visit was transmitted in despatch 397 from Berlin, December 4. (Ibid.,
762A.00/12-458) A more detailed account of the visit is included in General Hamlett’s oral
history interview at the U.S. Army Military History Institute.

* For text of Senator Johnson’s speech to the First Committee of the U.N. General As-
sembly, November 17, on the peaceful uses of outer space, see Official Records of the United
Nations General Assembly, Thirteenth Session, First Committee, p- 208.

78.  Letter From Secretary of State Dulles to Senator
Hickenlooper

Washington, November 28, 1958.

DEAR BOURKE: I have your telegram from Berlin.! You are, I think,
quite right in assuming that my press conference statement in answer to
a question was grossly misinterpreted. If you will read the full press
conference, of which I enclose a copy, 21 think you will come to the same
conclusion. What happened was that the wire services quickly sent out a
“flash” in an effort to get something sensational.

I could hardly have said that we would not under any circum-
stances deal with the GDR as agents of the Soviet Union because in fact
that is the basis upon which we are now dealing with them in some

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/11-2858. Personal and Confiden-
tial.

1Gee footnote 2, Document 77.
2 Not found attached; see Document 68.
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respects. Also, and this is for your confidential information, there has
been in existence for several years a contingency paper agreed to by the
British, French and ourselves calling for precisely such a handling of the
situation. You will note that I said that “if the character of the activity is
such as to indicate that to accept this would involve acceptance of a sub-
stitution of the GDR for the present obligation and responsibility of the
Soviet Union, then that, I take it, we would not do.”

My press conference is replete with the strongest possible state-
ments as to holding the Soviet Union to its responsibilities. It is really
shocking what a false impression can be given on so little evidence. I
would have thought that my reputation established over the years of be-
ing “tough” would have led to skepticism that in fact all of a sudden I
was turning “soft.”

I am leaving for Mexico for the Inauguration on Sunday morning
and then to San Francisco for a speech, so that I will not be back here
until the latter part of next week. Meanwhile, I thank you for your tele-
gram and confirm your confidence that I am strong for the maintenance
of a firm position in Berlin. I think the statement that I gave out yester-
day, of which I also enclose a copy,? bears this out.

Sincerely yours,

John Foster Dulles*

3 Not found attached; see Document 72.
* Printed from a copy that bears this typed signature.

79. Telegram From the Embassy in France to the Department of
State

Paris, November 28, 1958, 9 p.m.

2004. Daridan asked Lyon to call this afternoon to give him French
first reactions to Soviet note on Berlin.

Daridan said French find it “very bad and see no good in it.” They
believe there should be no yielding on Berlin under Soviet threats.

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221/11-2858. Confidential. Re-
peated to Berlin, Bonn, London, and Moscow.
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French find “take it or leave it approach,” that it is this solution within
six months to Berlin problem or nothing else, totally unacceptable.

Daridan suggests there are three alternatives for handling Soviet
proposal:

1. Refuse it out of hand.

2. Try and seek a limited solution for Berlin itself. This would
probabl}lc prove ruinous for Berlin.

3. Try and seek a broader all German solution which would prob-
ably be ruinous for Germany and would raise subj Rapacki plan, ! etc.,
which would be totally unacceptable to NATO Aliiance.

French believe note requires much study and thorough exchange of
views between UK, France and ourselves and urge that we refrain from
taking any public position on it until these have occurred.

Houghton

! Regarding the Rapacki Plan for a nuclear-free-zone in central Europe, see footnote
2, Document 43.

80. Memorandum of Conversation With President Eisenhower
and Secretary of State Dulles

Augusta, Georgia, November 30, 1958, 11:30 a.m.

ALSO PRESENT

Dr. Milton Eisenhower
Mr. Merchant
Mr. Greene

[Here follows discussion of an unrelated matter.]

2. Ireferred to the Soviet note of November 27 on Germany and
Berlin and suggested that despite its hostile tone we need be in no hurry
to reply. I thought that the occasion called for a thorough review of our
whole policy on German reunification, and that in our reply to this

Source: Eisenhower Library, Dulles Papers, Memoranda of Conversation. Secret;
Personal and Private. Prepared by Dulles.
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Soviet note we should not only reject it but also advance some construc-
tive proposals of our own. The President agreed.

I referred to the importance of Berlin as an outpost and showplace
of freedom. The President agreed but expressed unhappiness that here
is another instance in which our political posture requires us to assume
military positions that are wholly illogical.

I said that there is in prospect a meeting in Paris on December 15 of
the Foreign Ministers of the US, Britain, France and the Federal Repub-
lic. It has been suggested that this might be followed by a meeting of the
Heads of the same Governments thereafter. I thought this would have
little point, although it might develop that at a later stage a meeting with
the Russians at Head of Government level would be desirable. I said
that I would in any event try to submit to the President new constructive
proposals about Germany prior to the December 15 meeting.!

[Here follows discussion of unrelated matters.]
JFD

! For text of Secretary Dulles’ statement following his conversation with the Presi-
dent, which included a reaffirmation of the U.S. position on Berlin, see Department of
State Bulletin, December 22, 1958, p. 994.

81. Telegram From the Mission at Berlin to the Department of
State

Berlin, November 30, 1958, 6 p.m.

429. Paris: USCINCEUR, USRO Thurston and West. From Bruce. I
had talk with Willy Brandt this afternoon.! His thoughts summarized as
follows:

1. Allies should deal not with problem of Berlin alone but rather of
whole of Germany.

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221/11-3058. Confidential; Priority.
Repeated to London, Paris, Moscow, and Bonn.

! Bruce visited Berlin November 30-December 1, largely to participate in the dedica-
tion of the new Hilton Hotel in the city; see Document 83.
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Thinks Soviets have not presented a minimum but maximum pro-
gram. Believes it not probable Soviets would go to war at this time.
Might even agree to closer relationship between West Berlin and West
Zone if they had a quid pro quo, especially in way of shutting off flow of
refugees, and stopping freedom of movement of secret agents. Best so-
lution from Soviet standpoint would be to take over Berlin, but this is
not politically realistic. Soviets can already stop refugee movement if
they apply their energies and facilities to it. Therefore, will probably in-
stitute strictly controlled boundary line in Berlin. Refugee question and
that of underground activities is not their only motivating force, for
prestige is also involved.

2. Re agency relationship between Ger and Soviet Govt. Berliners
astonished as they would not have been a week previously, because von
Brentano who was here preceding week had expressed himself as think-
ing such a concept quite impossible. As result of this, and conversations
between Klein and van Scherpenberg, Berlin authorities had concluded
whole idea had been given up and Allies would resort to airlift, or even
maintenance of surface access by force. Theoretically, de facto recogni-
tion even on an ad hoc basis would not have been so alarming to Berlin
authorities, if there were not a psychological aspect as well. Conse-
quently, the acceptance by Allies of any assertion of GDR authority at
check points as agents of Soviets would now be disastrous. This matter,
however, had been at least momentarily obscured by Soviet note, but
the feeling just expressed still remained. This would be regarded as first
step on slippery slope.

3. Maintenance of US garrison in Berlin is most important single
thing US can do. Brandt would prefer it to be strengthened in sense of
seeming to have been even if substantially little military weight were
added. Showing of new units in streets would be useful.

4. Berliners would like FedRep to be prepared to break off diplo-
matic relations with Soviets, but would not expect other nations to do it.
However, cannot suggest such move at this time, in view standstill na-
ture of Soviet note. This action should be reserved for possible future
use.

5. Berliners do not want repetition of guarantees; US at appropri-
ate time should again refer to them, but they should be taken for
granted.

6. Thereshould be a statement by Allies that Soviet proposal is un-
der study and an answer will be forthcoming. The eventual reply should
present Western case even if not directly responsive to substance of So-
viet note. Believes no immediate response or acknowledgement of So-
viet note is required but there should be a preliminary answer in early
January.

o
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7. One matter is of overriding importance. Namely Soviet under-
standing that effective interference, especially on air routes, with Allied
military communications between West Germany and Berlin will entail
US war directly against Soviet Union.

8. Brandt thinks he should be invited to attend Paris meeting of
four Foreign Ministers during that part of it devoted to Berlin problem.
He intends taking this up with Chancellor next week.

9. He does not intend to make visit now to United States. He had
been invited to do so some time ago by NBC but is inclined to postpone
acceptance until next year. I advised him to stick to this decision.

Bruce

82. Telegram From the Embassy in Germany to the Department
of State

Bonn, December 2, 1958, 7 p.m.

1160. Paris pass USRO, USCINCEUR, Thurston and West. Immedi-
ate objective Soviet note seems clear. The Four Power Agreements on
Berlin have been denounced and Soviet action will follow in 6 months or
less, as specified in the note. Since the West is unanimous in rejecting a
“free demilitarized city of Berlin”, there is no alternative to our taking
the position that we will maintain our garrisons in Berlin. We cannot
long maintain garrisons as Soviet note suggests by dealing with GDR.
Therefore, we must make clear (a) we will not deal with GDR, (b) we
will maintain our garrisons, (c) our readiness to use force against any
interference our access to Berlin. If we are not prepared to deal with the
GDR, our surface access routes will probably be denied to us. Whether
we can maintain our air access will depend on (a) the extent to which the
Soviets and the GDR are prepared to interfere with our planes, and
(b) the extent to which we are prepared to resort to force in order to
overcome such interference. These are the immediate practical politico-
military aspects of the Soviet note. However, the note has broader impli-
cations than those relating to Berlin, and these concern the future of

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221/12-258. Secret; Priority;
Noforn. Repeated to Berlin, London, Paris, Moscow, USAFE, and USAREUR. According
to Bruce’s Diary (ibid.: Lot 64 D 327) it was drafted by Tyler and Bruce after a day of confer-

~ ences with the political section of the Embassy.
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Germany and of the Western Alliance itself. The note is a move, couched
in diplomatic form, but in reality directed to, and operating on, public
opinion in Germany and the West in general. By the act of its publica-
tion, the note unleashes powerful pressures on German opinion in the
direction of reaching some kind of accommodation with the Soviet Un-
ion through negotiation.

In the last year, the idea of disengagement has been repeatedly
brought to the fore by the different versions of the Rapacki plan, by the
public utterances of supporters of this general concept, e.g., George
Kennan.! While there has been no wavering in the official Western reac-
tion, the ground beneath the principal members of the Alliance is [of]
varying degrees of hardness. In the case of the British it may be said to be
definitely soft. The significance of the note is that it greatly encourages
those elements in Germany and in the rest of the West who are in favor
of reaching some kind of accommodation in Central Europe which will,
in their view, appease the Soviets.

The six months deadline is perhaps less important in relation to the
Berlin question, than in its effect on Western opinion and attitudes. It
might be called, from the Soviet viewpoint, a period of “incubation”
during which pressures will be generated which may compel the West-
ern governments to negotiate with the Soviet Union on a basis which
will place them at a disadvantage.

Therefore it would appear that the task at the December 152 For-
eign Ministers meeting should be (1) to reach agreement on a common
interpretation of the objectives of the Soviet Union as revealed by their
note; (2) to make recommendations on what should be done with regard
to Berlin (the Germans should be encouraged to come up with ideas);
(3) to make recommendations on the substance and timing of a reply to
the Soviet note. '

If we intend to maintain our garrisons in Berlin beyond the expira-
tion of the Soviet deadline, the Soviets should be put on notice of such
determination and we should say nothing which might lead them to in-
fer that we would not use force to maintain our land and air access.3

Bruce

!In 1957 Kennan delivered a series of lectures over the BBC on international rela-
tions. Texts of the six talks are printed in George F. Kennan, Russia, the Atom, and the West,
London, 1958. Extracts from the talks and the reaction to them is in George F. Kennan,
Memoirs, 1950-1963, Boston, 1972, pp. 229 ff.

2 At this time tentative agreement had been reached for a Western four-power For-
eign Ministers meeting at Paris on December 15.

*In telegram 2993 from London, December 3, Ambassador Whitney expressed his
agreement with Bruce’s analysis and recommendations, but also proposed that a program
building up Berlin’s stocks of coal and nonperishables should be initiated at once to show
Western determination to remain in the city. (Department of State, Central Files,
762.00/12-358)
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83. Telegram From the Embassy in Germany to the Department
of State

Bonn, December 2, 1958, 7 p.m.

1161. Paris pass USRO, USCINCEUR, Thurston and West. During
two day visit to Berlin I talked with many German political leaders,
American military and civilian officials and journalists.

A few impressions are clear:

1. Aslong as Allied garrisons, especially United States, remain in
West Berlin, the morale of its citizens will be at least moderately satisfac-
tory, on the assumption the presence of such garrisons means that under
certain circumstances the United States would be ready to go to war
with the Soviet Union in order to defend its rights in Berlin.

2. Atpresent the factor most adversely affecting morale is the fear
that the United States might be prepared to deal at some level, even
though it might be on minor points, with GDR official representatives.
This sentiment is expressed most immediately in connection with the
possible turnover of checkpoint controls by the Soviets to the GDR. An
acceptance by the Allies of an agency or other relationship in this respect
would be almost unanimously condemned. In spite of the six month
waiting period specified in the Soviet note, there are some Berliners who
believe Soviets may soon face us with checkpoint controls delegated to
GDR personnel. Suggest speedy revision existing Tripartite Agreement
to conform to recommendations USBER 400 to Department! be made,
and favorable United States Government decision thereon be pressed
for adoption by our Allies. Until this is done, I fear leak of current in-
structions may occur, and consequences would be extremely dangerous
and certainly shattering to our prestige.

3. Although generally believing an attack upon our garrison
would result in United States-Soviet war, there is doubt whether we
would use force if required to maintain access to Berlin. Again opinion
is almost unanimous we should be prepared to fight for preservation
access rights, and Soviets and East Germans should be convinced suchis
our determination.

Scepticism over our ability militarily to force our way through by
train or autobahn is widely prevalent. However, even if such scepticism
proved justified, Berliners feel strongly we should nevertheless con-
tinue to assert our right to resume interrupted traffic and our intention
to do so by force, if the occasion warrants.

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221/12-253. Secret; Noforn. Re-
peated to Berlin, London, Paris, Moscow, USAFE, and USAREUR.

1gee footnote 2, Document 71.
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As to access by air, there is confidence in our ability to maintain our
access, provided we intend, and orders are issued, to protect this traffic
by appropriate force even at risk of war. Please refer to Embtel 1334, Oc-
tober 27, 1957,2 written for somewhat different circumstances but in
principle applicable.

4. Many see in Soviet note opportunity for West to take hard line in
refusing Berlin proposals while making counter propositions that
would bring under discussion problems affecting whole of Germany.

I'talked only to one German journalist, publisher Axel Springer. He
has recently been stout in demanding firm stand by Berliners and Allies
against turnover to GDR, is in close contact with Mayor Brandt, and af-
ter long lapse again received by Chancellor. He confirmed, in the ex-
pression of his own views, the reactions I have before referred to.

Bruce

2In telegram 1334 Bruce reported that the passage of East German aircraft through
Allied air corridors to Berlin was a question of “capital importance”about which the
United States should make no concessions. Refusal of GDR use of these corridors should
be backed by employment of fighter aircraft to intercept GDR aircraft to show the Soviets
that the United States would be neither bluffed nor intimidated. (Department of State,
Central Files, 962.72/10-2757)

84. Telegram From the Embassy in the Soviet Union to the
Department of State

Moscow, December 3, 1958, 2 p.m.

1208. Because of importance subject sending verbatim memoran-
dum dictated by Senator Humphrey on his conversation with Khru-
shchev! with respect to Berlin question. Senator is convinced that chief
purpose in Khrushchev’s mind in holding this long conference was to
impress him with Soviet position on Berlin and to convey his words and
thoughts to President.

“On Berlin. I may be very sketchy on this because it was talked
about so often and interrupted by other thoughts.

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/12-358. Confidential. Transmit-
ted in two sections.

1 The meeting was held on December 1. For Humphrey’s published version, see Life,
January 12, 1959, pp. 80-91.
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“The Berlin question was opened by myself after a hint or two from
Khrushchev. At least three times during conversation I told him my
views must not be interpreted as as even views of Democratic party,
much less those of government. I was speaking simply as a Senator hav-
ing an informal talk with leader of a great country. Khrushchev had
mentioned Berlin as being thorn in relationships of four powers. He
called it a cancer. I told him that I hoped USSR understands seriousness
of our purpose in Berlin and that our position is firm and fully sup-
ported by both political parties and by our people. He knew of my visit
to Berlin and what I had said.?He said, ‘I understand this but you must
demonstrate some understanding of the real situation.” He referred to
Potsdam Agreement and US violations. In view of violations, he felt
there was no reason to keep agreement of Four Powers on Berlin. This
was his excuse. He said he has long been concerned over Berlin. That it is
of no use to West militarily. That the 25,000 troops in Berlin surely can’t
have any military significance unless we seek to wage an aggressive
war. That Berlin to him meant nothing when the Soviet Bloc had 900 mil-
lion people in it already. He said he had given many months of thought
to Berlin situation and had finally come up with his proposal of a so-
called free city. He said, ‘I don’t want to do anything detrimental to the
other three countries.” He said he felt his proposals were reasonable but
if anyone had anything else to suggest he would be very happy to con-
sider it. In fact he wanted suggestions. ‘But if you try to talk about Ger-
man reunification the answer is no. There are two German states and
they will have to settle reunification by themselves.” He will never agree
to liquidation of socialist system in East Germany nor would West agree
to liquidation of Federal German Republic and its system, so why
should Four Powers use city of Berlin as bargaining point. Berlin ought
to stand alone, separate from reunification. He stands for establishment
of a free city. He volunteered that he would support observers from UN
to guarantee non-interference and fulfillment of commitments. He
talked at length about Austrian question and said Soviets had suggested
withdrawal of troops and neutrality. He told me at length how Molotov
had opposed this and he had responded to Council of Ministers and to
Molotov that Russian troops in Austria were only worthwhile if Russia
intended to expand westward and he didn’t want to do that. He wanted
peace, not war, so why troops in Austria? A neutral Austria was estab-
lished and a source of conflict was removed. His proposals on Berlin
have similarity, except that Berlin is surrounded by East German Re-
public and that best proposal was free city with no troops because
troops represented source of conflict, as he put it, and always offered
element of danger. He said, ‘Now the three powers want to maintain

2See footnote 3, Document 77.
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troops in Berlin, but why? 25,000 troops in Berlin are of no importance
unless you want to make war. Why do you maintain this thorn? A free
city, a free Berlin, could lead to the breaking of the ice between USSR
and USA.’ At this point he became very firm and his voice rose. ‘Some of
your military men have made stupid statements lately—statements to
effect that US will break through with tanks if East German Republic
tries to get in the way. Soviets have tanks too, lots of them, and I warn
you we will use them. We have rockets, too, and we don’t even have to
fire them from East Germany. We can send them from USSR. So don’t
threaten me by talking about breaking through with tanks. Might does
not make right. Right makes might. Military argument is no answer.
Our troops remain there (speaking of Berlin and East German Republic
both) not to play cards. We mean business. Unless there is an agreement
Soviets will carry through as suggested. This is territory of German
Democratic Republic.’ I reminded him that it was not, that it was a sepa-
rate arrangement and he reminded me that it was in heart of German
Democratic Republic and obviously should belong to German Demo-
cratic Republic, but he was not proposing this, in fact he was preparing
to give Soviet guarantees of its complete independence. ‘We are not sug-
gesting anything offensive to US. You constantly talk of assuring free-
dom of two million Berliners. This is mere pretense for you to keep your
troops there. I warn you this is very serious. Give us a counter proposal.
We want to do away with this thorn of troops in the area and the Soviet
is very suspicious that West Germany is being armed with these weap-
ons to make war on East Germany. I know that you do not decide these
affairs, but you will play a part. You are a member of the Democratic
majority and a member of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee.” I
asked, if Berlin is to be a free city, what will Soviets do to guarantee ac-
cess to Berlin, to guarantee freedom in fact, and to prevent it from being
starved out. Khrushchev said ‘We are prepared to accept anything rea-
sonable, what do you suggest?’ I repeated my question, “‘What will you
do to guarantee freedom of city—by this I mean access. We remember
blockade of 1948 and airlift, and we don’t want to see the city strangled.’
Khrushchev said we could enter into an agreement to guarantee access
registered with UN. He is ready to sign treaty with US, France and UK.
He repeated he thought it would be good to have permanent UN ob-
servers there. ‘We want to cut this knot which spoils relations between
the four powers.” I asked, ‘Did I understand you to say that German
reunification could only come as a result of an agreement between what
you call the two Germanys?’ Khrushchev said, ‘Absolutely.” He would
not take part in any discussion relating to German reunification. He
seeks a peace treaty on the question of Germany. There are two Ger-
manys for time being. He mentioned phrase ‘for time being’ four times.
‘Any other settlement but an agreement between the two Germanys will
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come only through force. An attack on GDR is war and we will support
our partner in that war.” I asked, ‘Do you see any hope for German
reunification in the future?” Khrushchev replied ‘Yes. A kind of confed-
eration with an all-German government.” By that he meant a govern-
ment that included both East and West Germany. He said then, “There
ought to be a withdrawal of foreign troops, maybe slowly.” I asked,
‘Does this mean that West Germany would have to be out of NATO?' He
said, “ I don’t attach much importance to this.” Then he made a snide
comment that NATO would disappear anyhow. I said ‘How about the
Warsaw Pact, will it disappear?’ He said ‘Yes, any time now.” Then he
went on to give me an example of how plans go wrong—how plans for
defense or attack sometimes have no relationship to real situation. This
was effort on his part to show that NATO had outlived any usefulness it
ever had from his point of view, and that while we were putting our
faith in NATO Soviets were winning the economic war in the underde-
veloped areas. He mentioned again that Soviet Union would not make
war on Western Europe. ‘Why should we? We are waging economic
competition.” He went on to point out that Western Europe was realistic
and when they saw Soviet economic progress in underdeveloped areas
they would want to do business with Soviet Union. He didn’t develop
this much more. I gathered his inference was that Western Europe
looked too good to be destroyed. He would rather pick it up through
economic attrition or by control over markets and raw materials,
thereby forcing Western European economies to bend toward Soviet
Union. That is just my personal analysis of what he was talking about.
His reference to NATO being outmoded or the wrong kind of defense
related to his participation in defense of Kharkov, where Russians had
prepared series of defense lines against forthcoming German attack, but
Germans didn’t attack where defense lines were, in fact, they went in
completely different direction and took defense lines with hardly a shot.
‘We will advance with our economy, so with your NATO maybe you
have prepared for the wrong attack. We will fight you economically and
you should welcome it.” All during entire conference he went on about
economic competition.

“Khrushchev said that if we settle this question of Berlin everything
will be better. ‘It is a bone in my throat.” Again he went back to Austria
and to visit of Chancellor Raab.3 He said if Berlin is settled he could as-
sure me that relations with all NATO countries would improve. I as-
sured him that we were reasonable but that we had promised Berlin
freedom and we wanted no political strangulation and would not lend
ourselves to any deal that would result in such strangulation. Khru-
shchev said, ‘We are prepared to cooperate with you. It would mean

3 Austrian Chancellor Raab visited the Soviet Union July 21-28.
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much to the socialist countries for them to keep their word. A good
reputation is important.” Then he went on to say about Soviet Union,
‘Our firm is a good one and we want a good reputation. It would
weaken us if we violated our word or if we let others do so.” (I imagine
referring to East Germany because I had told Khrushchev we were of
opinion his word would be final so far as East Germany was concerned
and we wanted to negotiate with Russians and not with East Germans.)
‘It would be important for us to prove that we would not strangle the
city—that we would keep our word to guarantee equal access to West
Berlin of all countries.” He asked me to tell President Eisenhower about
this and again became very serious and said Berlin situation had to be
settled—he was not going to back down. He again asked me, ‘What are
your counter proposals, what do your Secretary of State and your Presi-
dent suggest?’ He repeated several times ‘Don’t threaten me.” I told him
I would be happy to talk this over with Secretary Dulles and the Presi-
dent and asked him if I might repeat conversation in detail, and he said
‘Of course.” At this point he showed sentimentality. ‘I have the deepest
respect for President Eisenhower. I like President Eisenhower. We want
no evil to the US or to free Berlin. You must assure the President of this.’
He said, “You must remember that many of your friends, the English
and French, do not really want a reunited Germany. They are afraid of
German reunification. USSR is not afraid. Situation isn’t like it was be-
fore war. US and Soviets need have no fear of a reunited Germany.’
Then hesaid, ‘Let’s test our mutual strength by economic competition. If
USSR and USA are on same side on this Berlin issue or any other there
will be no war—only madman or fool would think of such a thing.””

Senator made clear that in foregoing when Khrushchev used word
Berlin he was referring to West Berlin.

Thompson



November 27 Soviet Note; December 31 Western Replies 153

85. Telegram From the Embassy in the Soviet Union to the
Department of State

Moscow, December 5, 1958, noon.

1226. In my opinion both Soviet note and Khrushchev’s remarks to
Senator Humphrey ! tend to confirm that principal immediate explana-
tion of Soviet action is desire to remove an impediment to further devel-
opment of Communism in East Germany (and possibly Poland). The
Soviets have never shown themselves capable of tolerating any devia-
tion within their system and emphasis of past year in entire Communist
Bloc has been toward orthodoxy and away from revisionism. I believe
most important element for Soviets is the escape route for refugees. The
flight of doctors and intellectuals has shown the difficulties of bringing
East Germany into line so long as the Berlin escape route is open.

Khrushchev’s long range objective is also clear, that is to absorb
Berlin into GDR. Khrushchev has himself stated that our troops in Berlin
serve no military purpose and he obviously would like to remove the
guarantee they constitute of the continued freedom of West Berlin. I
think it fair to state, however, that Khruchchev is also probably genu-
inely concerned at the threat to peace which could arise over the Berlin
problem once Western Germany is fully armed.

While I think it would be possible to devise a solution to the Berlin
problem which would be acceptable to us and reduce the current dan-
gers in this situation, I do not see any solution likely to be acceptable to
the Soviets which did not cut off the escape route and this I presume we
could never accept. It is, of course, possible that if we show sufficient
determination and unity, Khrushchev would accept some solution not
fully satisfactory to him as a way of backing down from the dangerous
situation in which he has placed himself. In any event I suggest we
should be prepared to put forward counter proposals if only to
strengthen our position in the event of a showdown and to increase
unity among the Western powers. As a first step, however, believe we
should make strong refutation distortions and lies in Soviet note and
firm statement our intention maintain our rights by force if necessary.
Reply should offer discuss the problem provided we have reasonable
counter proposals to put forward.

Thompson

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/12-558. Secret. Repeated to Lon-
don, Paris, and Bonn.

! See Document 84.
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86. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy in
the United Kingdom

Washington, December 5, 1958, 7:08 p.m.

5420. London’s 2993 to Dept. ! Decisions with regard to action if any
onstockpile exceedingly complex and in short run mainly psychological
and political. They relate to Soviet assessment Western position and
German view likely prospective course of action.

Stocks now in Berlin satisfy requirements of current policy. Dept
had considered possibility of augmenting stockpile, queried Bonn
which opposed. On balance, therefore, Dept believes action should not
be taken this time, but funds available kept on reserve to meet future
contingencies.

Dulles

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/12-358. Secret. Drafted by
Eleanor Dulles, cleared by Kohler, and approved by Hillenbrand. Repeated to Berlin,
Bonn, Moscow, and Paris.

1 Gee footnote 3, Document 82.

87. Telegram From the Embassy in the Soviet Union to the
Department of State

Moscow, December 8, 1958, 1 p.m.

1232. Deptel 927.1 Question of reason for East Berlin’s exclusion
from “free city” plan was put informally by Western diplomats to
Gromyko on November 28 and Mikoyan and Gromyko on November
29. Points made in their replies were that unification of two parts of city

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/12-858. Secret; Priority. Repeated
to London, Paris, Belgrade, Bonn, and Berlin.

! Telegram 927, December 6, reported that Austrian and German diplomats were
told by Soviet officials that the Soviet Union would agree to include the Eastern sector of
Berlin in a city to be placed under U.N. protection, and asked if the Embassy in Moscow
had heard similar reports. (Ibid., 762.00/12-658)
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with different social systems would be as unrealistic as reunification
Germany, that GDR capital and government were actually in East Ber-
lin, that East sector was closely tied to GDR in economic matters, and
that future moves toward “confederation” required each German state
to have own territory and capital.

To these typically Soviet arguments might be added Moscow’s de-
sire to preserve control of all territory now effectively in its orbit and
Kremlin unwillingness to let citizens of Communist area vote over-
whelmingly for non-Communist parties (as East Berliners probably
would if given chance).

Nevertheless, we should by no means exclude possibility that Sovi-
ets not only have various fallback positions on Berlin for possible even-
tual use, but also have number of further moves planned for next six
months to keep their initiative on question and to keep West off balance.
Such moves need not be limited to pressure tactics but could include po-
litical devices to make Khrushchev proposal less unattractive.

In this context, Soviet offer to include East Berlin is conceivable, and
would undoubtedly be appealing to many because for first time since
Berlin crisis started, East would also appear to be offering tangible con-
cession to “reasonableness”. No doubt Soviets are genuinely reluctant
to try this approach on above-noted grounds, and it is logical for them to
be sounding out “third parties” and dropping hints to test reactions of
West. If Western governments seem to reject it firmly, this might in-
crease Soviet willingness to make offer (on theory that it is unlikely to be
accepted), but they might still do it even though they expected to be
called on to implement proposal.

Only specific rumorI have heard here is that reported Embtel 1193.2
Since Presidium discussions of this importance do not leak accidentally
this must be either purely speculative rumor or else deliberate plant.

Thompson

? Telegram 1193, December 2, reported that Ambassador Kroll heard that the Presid-
ium had discussed the possibility of including East Berlin in a free city, but had rejected the
proposal as a step backward. (Ibid., 762.00/12-258)
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88. Telegram From the Embassy in Germany to the Department
of State

Bonn, December 8, 1958, 8 p.m.

1205. Paris pass USRO, USCINCEUR, Thurston and West. Von
Brentano, van Scherpenberg and Duckwitz met with British, French
Ambassadors and myself this afternoon and gave us paper posing vari-
ous questions connected with Berlin problem, translation whereof for-
warded immediately preceding telegram.!

FonMin made certain comments but said not necessary to answer at
this session except as we individually wished.

His chief observations were:

1. Does not think definitive answer to Soviet note can be produced
at or immediately after Paris meeting, since answer should be complete
and leave no false Soviet statement uncontradicted. Personally favors a
preliminary answer for delivery early January. Replies would be made
by individual governments, would contain same substance but vari-
ations in form.

Steel thought preliminary reply should be sent around Christmas.
Seydoux expressed view NATO communiqué might serve as prelimi-
nary response and would take place of proposed note. I remarked I
thought decision this point could well await FonMins Paris conference.

2. FonMinsaid, now that Senat and other officials Berlin, as well as
many people FedRep and elsewhere generally familiar with content
standing orders traffic to and from Berlin, Allied intention regard sub-
stitution Soviet by GDR officials certain to be increasingly criticized in
Berlin where it is already hot issue. He feels in any event since receipt of
Soviet note GDR officials cannot plausibly be treated as Soviet agents.
Therefore, in opinion FedRep Govt, standing orders should be re-
examined immediately and, it hopes, changed.

Steel observed present orders were still satisfactory but he will re-
port request for re-examination to his govt. His govt has no intention
recognizing GDR but this question standing orders is relatively unim-
portant compared with the larger problems needing consideration. (It
has long been evident Steel favors continuance present system.)
Seydoux said he would seek instructions from his govt. I said US Govt

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/12-858. Confidential; Priority. Re-
peated to Berlin, London, Paris, Moscow, and USAREUR Heidelberg.

! Telegram 1204 from Bonn, November 8, transmitted the paper, which stated that
four topics should be clarified before the meetings in Paris took place : 1) the form of the
answer to the Soviet note, 2) its contents, 3) revision of contingency plans, and 4) what the
Foreign Ministers meeting at Paris should do. (Ibid.)
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internally was already in process of re-examining orders but had not yet
consulted with other FonOffices concerned about possibility changes.
Brentano declared himself content to have us report this to respective
govts.

3. FonMin thinks most practicable place for a working party to
deal with answer to Soviet note and other matters arising out of it would
be Bonn.

Seydoux said this question should be put to FonMins in Paris; I
agreed. Steel strongly favors Bonn.

4. FonMin believes important at Paris meeting determine (a) what
report should be made to NATO re deliberations four FonMins; (b) de-
gree to which PermReps should consult on Berlin question. Seydoux
suggested perhaps there should be two statements made after Paris
meeting, one by the United States, United Kingdom and French Minis-
ters, another by the four.

5. FonMin said questions presented were in working paper form.
He would welcome any questions our govts might have to ask, and
would appreciate, if possible, having preliminary replies to his inquiries
that might be discussed in Bonn before Paris meeting.

6. Havingdisposed of paper, FonMin said Chancellor had been ill,
but not seriously, yesterday from cold and fever contracted in Berlin,*
but was better today.

7. Additionally, he wished to ask one more question: should
Mayor Brandt come to Paris at time of meeting? I answered I had no in-
structions from my govt this regard, but expressed personal view this
was affair to be settled between FedRep Govt and Brandt. It seemed to
me inadvisable, indeed impossible, for him to be present in any capacity
that could be construed as making him a fifth minister, but that [ saw no
personal objection to his going as a member of the German delegation
and be available for expert advice. Steel associated himself with this
view. Seydoux said he would consult his govt. Brentano said he was
most anxious have soonest possible any comments from our respective
govts this connection. It was evident he attaches much importance to
this point and strongly favors Brandt going Paris. For many reasons it
would be wise to have him there as member German delegation.

Bruce

2 Adenauer visited Berlin December 4-6.
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89. Memorandum From George A. Morgan of the Policy
Planning Staff to the Assistant Secretary of State for Policy
Planning (Smith)

Washington, December 8, 1958.

SUBJECT
Thoughts on Berlin

Khrushchev probably has some flexibility in his position—he in-
vited us through Senator Humphrey to make counter-proposals, and it
would in any case be very un-Russian of him not to begin a maneuver
with maximum demands. But a number of signs indicate that Khru-
shchev may be prepared to push his case to a really dangerous extreme,
and therefore that his degree of flexibility is at present gravely short of
any point to which contemplated proposals would reach from our side.
We therefore seem to face a period in which risk of world war will rise to
a very high point, perhaps higher than any so far.

The key question is, can we influence Khrushchev’s flexibility suffi-
ciently to bridge the dangerous gap between his position and ours, and
if so how?

Essential components of such influence appear to be: getting
Khrushchev to understand the Western position and the reasons for it
more accurately, and showing him that we understand his problems
better than he evidently thinks we do, and are prepared to deal with him
on a frank and realistic basis with regard to problems on both sides.

Our basic estimate remains that Khrushchev wants to pursue his
aims without war. The inference is that he is crowding us on the Berlin
issue partly because he does not fully grasp the importance of West Ber-
lin to the West, and therefore does not believe that when the chips are
down the West will go over the brink if necessary. For example, he
spoke to Humphrey in terms of West Berlin’s military unimportance to
us. He has evidently noted that we have recently been prepared to ac-
cept demilitarization of the offshore islands, and thinks we can reason-
ably accept an analogous solution for West Berlin.

The chief additional factor in his attitude seems to be his intense im-
patience with having West Berlin stuck inside the GDR like a “bone in
his throat”. This impatience probably derives from a number of
sources—his temperament, the need to consolidate shaky spots in his
empire, his feeling that the relative power position of the Bloc has grown

Source: Department of State, PPS Files: Lot 67 D 548, Germany. Secret. Also sent to
the other members of the Policy Planning Staff.
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and that changes to reflect this fact in international relations are over-
due, and the frustration of his efforts to obtain summit talks on his
terms.

Khrushchev is by far the most “open” character yet to rule the
USSR. Communication is more possible with him—on a thoroughly
wary basis, of course. Moreover, he continues to show eager interest in
communication—giving Humphrey eight hours of his time, for exam-
ple, and again hinting that he would like to visit the U.S. Conversely, he
reacts very negatively to indirect methods of persuasion or pressure,
such as our summitry tactics or gestures of military threat—"“Don’t
threaten me,” he told Humphrey.

The conclusion to be drawn is that by far our best chance of avoid-
ing war through some kind of acceptable modus vivendi is frank, direct
talk with Khrushchev, by the President. Formal talks would hardly
serve the purpose, and the effort to plan them would get bogged down
in summitry anyway. The best device would be simply to invite Khru-
shchev over to see America.

90. Telegram From the Embassy in the United Kingdom to the
Department of State

London, December 9, 1958, 7 p.m.

3101. Bonn pass priority information USAREUR unnumbered.
Paris for Embassy USRO USCINCEUR Thurston and West. Bonn’s 1204
to Department.' In separate conversations today with two Foreign Of-
fice officials (both Department head level) both stated belief German pa-
per (reftel) omits most important question on which answers to all
others depends, namely, “what do we do on May 27” (when six months
expires).

One of Foreign Office officials went on to elaborate his thinking as
follows: If this fundamental decision is not taken now situation likely to
continue for remainder of six months in which both sides saying they do
not want war and Western public, atleast, assuming that therefore there

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/12-958. Secret; Priority; Limit
Distribution; Noforn. Repeated to Berlin, Bonn, Paris, and Moscow.

ISee footnote 1, Document 88.
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will not be war. He doubted if this was sound logic. He thought if funda-
mental decision is not taken in adequate time Soviets sure to know this
fact and to be emboldened thereby. Moreover as time runs out existing
enormous pressures not to take fundamental decision until last minute
will be increased and last minute decisions as they are taken will create
hasty reactions from other side greatly enhancing danger of chain reac-
tion and slide into war without either side having expected or intended
it. He defined fundamental question as two-fold (a) military—what do
we do May 27 (or possibly sooner, depending on Soviet actions) and
(b) political—what are likely consequences of failing to take fundamen-
tal decisions in adequate time. He thought if decision is not taken to go
to war rather than allow Ger interference with access to Berlin (he did
not go into distinction if any between issue of access and issue of “recog-
nition”) and that decision made known to Soviets, all Western thinking
and preparations will be on assumption war will not happen and risks
of situation leading straight to war or Western climb down will be
greatly increased. After first saying he did not see how Soviets could
climb down without loss of face, he agreed they could ostensibly turn
over responsibilities to GDR and then do nothing about it and leave all
existing procedures unaltered.

The other Foreign Office official agreed about nature fundamental
decision that must be taken but added that it included decision on what
terms issue of war should be met, e.g., having embarked on negotiations
or not.

One Foreign Office official thought Lloyd agreed that this funda-
mental decision must be taken first. The other expressed great pessi-
mism and thought it would be impossible to get HMG to decide in
December what it would do in May on so great and difficultan issue. He
saw no sign that any serious thinking had taken place in any Western
government on this issue.?

Whitney

2Next to this sentence on the source text McFarland wrote: “Only too true”.
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91. Letter From Acting Secretary of Defense Quarles to Secretary
of State Dulles

Washington, December 9, 1958.

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: The study drafted by the State-Defense ad
hoc working group on Berlin! has been reviewed by the Department of
Defense in the light of the Soviet note of 27 November 1958. Although
the announced Soviet “half year” delay in withdrawing from quadri-
partite obligations in Berlin presents new considerations, it does not
preclude the Soviets from initiating the necessary steps in a surprise
move at almost any time they wish to establish a pretext. Accordingly,
the Department of Defense considers that positive action on the Berlin
situation should be taken without delay in the following respects:

a. The United States should recommend to the U.K. and France the
immediate revision of tripartite contingency plans for travel to and from
Berlin to eliminate all dealing with G%R officials at highway and rail-
way checkpoints.

b. The United States should instruct its official personnel traveling
to and from Berlin not to accept control of their movements by East Ger-
man personnel acting in functions previously performed by Soviet per-
sonnel. If any such attempts at control occur, U.S. personnel should
return to point of departure.

c. Presidential approval should be obtained which will authorize
action to test GDR ancF &I;)oviet intentions and force the issue promptly by
dispatching a convoy supported b{ appropriate force, if and when the
checkpoints are turned over completely to GDR control.

. As part of an early note to the USSR Government, preferably
without public announcement, and with British, French and West Ger-
man agreement, the Soviet Government should be informed simultane-
ously by the Western Allies that we do not intend to deal with the GDR
in those functions involving the quadripartite occupation obligations of
the USSR, that we will not allow the GDR to impede the exercise of an
right we presently hold, that we will not accegt any control by the GD
over our movements to and from Berlin, and that we will use force if
necessary to enforce our rights.

The Department of Defense recognizes the possibility that the mili-
tary garrisons in Berlin may have to be supplied by air in the event that
it is not possible to maintain access over surface routes. However, the

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/12-958. Top Secret. The source
text indicates that the Secretary saw this letter on December 10.

! Not further identified. The ad hoc working group on Berlin continued to meet on
December 1, 5, and 9 and generated at least 13 position papers, which were designated
with the series indicator BER, including a preliminary draft of telegram 1236 (Document
98), and the aide-mémoire given to the British and French on December 11 (see footnote 5,
Document 98). Scattered records of the group are in Department of State, EUR/SOV Files:
Lot 64 D 291, Germany.
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Department of Defense considers that this method of resupply should
be undertaken only as a last resort, after all efforts to open ground access
have failed. It is understood that contingency planning on the mainte-
nance of access to Berlin through the air corridors and for air supply of
military garrisons in Berlin is currently in progress in Europe.

Lastly, let me say that the Department of Defense is hopeful that the
U.S. can early seize the initiative in the present situation. While we have
supported the view that a four-power conference should be proposed at
an early date on the entire German question, it is recognized that this is
primarily a political matter and that you have alternative proposals un-
der intensive study in the Department of State.

It is requested that the Department of Defense be advised of your
reaction to the recommendations listed above.2
Sincerely yours,
Donald A. Quarles

20n December 19 Acting Secretary of State Herter replied that Quarles’ letter had
been overtaken by events (see Documents 97 and 98), but that the Department of State
agreed with him that the United States should seize the diplomatic initiative in its reply to
the Soviet note. (Ibid., Central Files, 762.00/12-958)

92. Telegram From the Embassy in the Soviet Union to the
Department of State

Moscow, December 10, 1958, 1 p.m.

1247.1believe Khrushchev’s long conversation with Humphrey on
Berlin question indicates realization on his part of dangers involved and
concern over outcome. He and other Presidium members have shown
great interest in Western reaction and among others have questioned
my Swedish, Austrian and Indian colleagues. While it is clear that nei-
ther Khrushchev nor Soviet Government as a whole wishes to run real
risk of war, they will be very reluctant to back down if issue is posed in

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/12-1058. Secret. Repeated to Lon-
don, Paris, and Bonn.
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such a way as to involve great loss of prestige for Soviet Union. If in such
circumstances we should use force to maintain access to Berlin they are
capable, in my judgment, of allowing East Germans to respond with
force. It therefore seems important that in handling the situation we
leave open some way for Khrushchev to retreat and save face.

Difficulty of devising any counter proposals on Berlin are obvious
but would appear to me there are elements for a bargain which would
leave neither side materially worse off and which Soviets might be
brought to accept if West is firmly united in opposition to current Soviet
proposals and prepared in last resort to use force. As to concessions on
our part there is a wide range of possibilities running from radical to
relatively minor window dressing actions. For example, we could con-
sider such actions as 1) withdrawal our troops and their substitution by
West German forces and incorporation of West Berlin into West Ger-
many; 2) some steps toward de facto recognition of GDR; 3) turning over
full responsibility for administration West Berlin to Germans, although
keeping our troops there; 4) termination of overt Western activities in
Berlin such as operation radio station, etc.

As against concessions of this nature principal concession from So-
viet side would presumably be related to problem of access. We might
obtain recognition right of commercial air access, some type of corridor
under West German control, etc. It might also be possible to devise
scheme involving creation free city including East Berlin. This does not,
however, appear to me to be profitable line of approach since Soviets
unlikely make concession on this point and at same time agree to satis-
factory arrangements to ensure access.

I do not believe Soviet action on Berlin was designed to lead to dis-
cussion of German problem as a whole nor do I believe they would for-
mally agree to a meeting for this purpose. Nevertheless I think that at a
meeting on the Berlin question it might be possible to draw them into
such a discussion particularly if approached from the point of view of
European security.

Thompson
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93. Telegram From the Mission to the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization and European Regional Organizations to the
Department of State

Paris, December 10, 1958, 8 p.m.

Polto 1631. We have been discussing with Embassy, US Element
SHAPE, and among ourselves possible formulations of a NATO posi-
tion concerning Berlin. Ray Thurston has come up with following brief
formulation which strikes us as excellent, and could possibly serve as
core of NATO communiqué on this subject:

“The Western position in Berlin is not only a symbol but also a con-
crete assurance that the West will persist in its efforts to obtain a peace-
ful and just settlement of the entire German question. Until progress is
made toward this objective, unilateral efforts to change the situation in
Berlin can only be regarded as prejudicial to the peace and security of
Europe and, therefore, cannot be accepted.”

We think a formulation of this kind could be a standard to which all
NATO countries could repair while discussions continue on desirability
of one kind or another of initiative on German problem. Believe also this
kind of formulation, if stated early in discussion, would tend to pull to-
gether various differences of emphasis and nuances among NATO
countries which could, in course of expected lengthy discussions, get
out of proportion. Houghton and Norstad concur.

Burgess

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/12-1058. Secret; Priority. Re-
peated to Bonn and London.

94. Letter From John J. McCloy to the Assistant Secretary of State
for European Affairs (Merchant)

New York, December 10, 1958.

DEAR LIVIE: I have your letter of the 8th! and naturally I am dis-
tressed to learn that the Secretary is ill. I understand that he is going to

Source: Department of State, PPS Files: Lot 67 D 548, Germany. No classification
marking. McCloy was U.S. High Commissioner for Germany from 1949 to 1952.

! Not found in Department of State files.
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the NATO meeting in any event and certainly I would be only too happy
to do anything I could to give guidance to the Secretary in regard to the
very difficult problem of Berlin.

On receipt of your letter I got in touch with General Clay and Jim
Conant, both of whom had received similar inquiries, as you know. I
talked to Lucius Clay last night and then again to Jim Conant this morn-
ing.Jim, I believe, is sending you a separate statement?of his views and I
will attempt to set out General Clay’s and mine herewith.

We all recognize how difficult it is to give any helpful advice on the
situation when we are so far removed from all communications and the
general play of forces which now are centering about the problems of
Berlin. In the abstract, however, we probably can state some principles
while [which?], if they are not helpful, at least represent some of our
thinking.

Clay’s ideas run something along this line. In the first place we
should make up our minds whether or not we are prepared to make any
interference with our access to Berlin, including civilian traffic as well as
our military, a casus belli. Not only must we make this determination,
but we have to state it clearly and at the outset so that the Russians and
the world understand it. This is a sine qua non of any attempt to negoti-
ate a satisfactory solution to the Berlin problem. Clay feels very strongly
that the Russians will not go to war over Berlin but unless it is made
clear that we would, there is no base from which we can negotiate. If this
is not our position, he could see no satisfactory intermediate ground we
could hold.

Secondly, after the foregoing was made clear he would very shortly
take some steps which would be preliminary to the incorporation of
West Berlin into the West German State. He has felt it was an error not to
have done this long ago. He is aware that there were objections on the
part of West Germans themselves in the past, but he feels they were
largely political in nature and that they should now be cast aside in view
of the emergency and the heavy stakes Germany and Europe have in
Berlin’s future. This incorporation could be undertaken under a gradual
but none the less definite program. He would be disposed at a given
time to reduce our garrisons to one-half of their present size and that
half replenished with West German troops. He would not make any ref-
erence, of course, in the pending communication to the Russians of our
willingness to negotiate with the East Germans, but he does feel that in
the long run we should urge the West Germans to accept a program of
negotiations for unification of all Germany with the East Germans. He
said we should emphasize the fact that West Berlin has precisely the

2Document 95.
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same status as West Germany so far as our rights are concerned. What
rights we had there came from conquest and they cannot be impaired.
We pulled out of Saxony and they moved in, and they pulled out of
West Berlin and we moved in. Since the rights came from the same
source, West Berlin must be defended in precisely the same manner in
which we would defend West Germany. The incorporation of the city
into the West German Republic would, of course, automatically incor-
porate West Berlin into the NATO defense system.

At a certain point, Clay feels that it is more a matter of semantics
than reality for the West Germans to refuse to deal with the East Ger-
mans, although no indication at this time should be given that we would
countenance this. West Germany is already dealing with the East Ger-
mans on a low level de facto basis and he is inclined to feel that in deal-
ing with East German Communists there may be advantages to be
gained through them rather than the Russians.

As for my own views, I am clear that we should give a resounding
“no” to Khrushchev’s proposals. We should make clear the history
which led up to our arrangements in respect to West Germany and Ber-
lin, pointing out the gross distortions of Khrushchev’s account, bearing
down again on the fact of the German-Russian alliance which Khru-
shchev ignores in his survey of past history. Iwould also emphasize that
we exchanged a very large part of East Germany for the part we occupy
in Berlin. This last point is very strong, I think. We have a right to ask
them to withdraw from that part of East Germany which we occupied if
they are asking us to withdraw from Berlin.

I am clear that we should give no indication that we would be pre-
pared to deal with the East German puppet regime. I would be in favor
of stating that we are quite prepared to deal with East Germans who are
freely elected as representatives to deal with the West Germans. I know
the Russians would not accept this but it strikes a note always worth re-
peating. We should write Khrushchev that we agree the Germans
should now be given the opportunity of determining their own destiny
and immediately the future status of Berlin, but this cannot be an im-
posed will on the part of the Germans, but their own freely expressed
one. “We are prepared to chance it, why aren’t you?”

I'would certainly wish to make it clear to the Russians and to the
world that we would consider it an act of aggression if any attempt were
made to constrict in any way the present access of civilians and the mili-
tary to Berlin and I would make it clear that we would be compelled to
use force to remove any obstacles to our free access to the city. I think I
would not talk about going to war, even though this may be involved.
We must have public opinion on our side both in Europe and here. I do
not think Clay would disagree with this. The important thing is that we
make it clear that we must use force if the blockade is reimposed. Both
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Clay and I feel, and I believe Jim agrees, that the reinstatement of the air
lift would be a defeat for us and an act of appeasement rather than an act
of defiance.

I'am not clear in my mind about the wisdom of incorporating West
Berlin into West Germany. I do believe the matter should be carefully
studied and thought out. It has some advantages but I believe it may
have some disadvantages as well. Conant, I believe, feels that such in-
corporation might destroy our access throughout the entire city of Ber-
lin that we made such an effort to maintain. Without giving
consideration to all its implications, my instinct would be to agree that
Clay’s proposal has merit.

I think that another effort should be made to pressure the Chancel-
lor and the SPD into a unified position on Berlin. It is most unfortunate
that there is a division in West Germany and apparently between the
SPD in West Germany and Willy Brandt in Berlin. [1-1/2 lines of source
text not declassified] I think if the Secretary really put the pressure on for a
unified attitude in Germany, it would make our situation a whole lot
better. It is very difficult to be critical of the lack of unity among the Al-
lies if thereis a lack of it in Germany. If any situation needed a bipartisan
foreign policy, this one does.

One thing is perfectly clear. However reasonable and rational a so-
lution may appear, if it does not at the same time appear that we have
taken a strong position vis-a-vis Berlin and have solidly maintained it,
the merit of the particular solution will be lost in the over-all effect that
would follow from any impression of weakness or appeasement.

I think Clay feels, as I have already pointed out, that at some time
we ought to be prepared to face a negotiated settlement between the
East Germans and the West Germans on unification. I am clear that this
could not be done on a “de facto” basis on as crucial an issue as this or as
crucial an issue as the future status of Berlin. This would be real recogni-
tion and it ought to be faced as such.

It may be going rather far afield to bring up another point Clay and I
talked about last night, but on a number of occasions now Khrushchev
has indicated a desire to trade with the United States. Humphrey just
brought back another statement of his in this regard. Perhaps as a means
of bargaining it might be well at this time to give an indication to
Khrushchev that we are prepared to sit down and talk to him about
trade, provided we have a satisfactory settlement in regard to Berlin.

There may have been a time when the restrictions on trade had a
good bit to do with what we thought was our security position, but I
believe everyone agrees that the Russians have a sufficient stockpile of
nuclear weapons and other military equipment to damage us about as
heavily as we could damage them, so what is the use of now blocking
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trade. It is a strong argument that it would not be of any effect in any
event. There is also an argument that to open up trade with them would
accelerate their economic development and increase their standard of
living more rapidly, and this would be used as a great propaganda fac-
tor in their attempt to gain the favor of other underdeveloped countries.

Both Clay and I think that the increase in the Russian industrial po-
tential is sufficiently spectacular as it is in regard to the impression on
underdeveloped countries and a very good argument can be made that
the higher the standard of living is increased, the more likely the Rus-
sians are to prefer a condition of peace in order to enjoy it. We do think
that the whole economic and military effect of embargo as an effective
weapon in the present state of the world needs to be substantially re-
examined. We know this would raise great political discussions in this
country, but I am not sure that you would not find very substantial pub-
lic opinion in favor of trade relations, it now having been made so clear
that the embargo would not interfere with Russia’s being able to amass a
massive and modern military machine.

These are rather random thoughts and we have not had a chance to
polish them up in view of the shortness of time available. Please convey
to the Secretary our wishes for his rapid recovery and a very successful
meeting, and also our profound admiration for his stamina. He went to
Quemoy and Matsu?® and came home with the bacon, and we are not at
all sure that this may not be an easier job that he has to face now. He
certainly has public opinion more solidly behind him over the Berlin is-
sue than anything in regard to the Formosa Straits.

Sincerely,*

% Dulles visited Taiwan October 20-23.
* Printed from an unsigned copy.

95. Letter From James B. Conant to Secretary of State Dulles

New York, December 10, 1958.

DEAR FOSTER: I have just received a letter from Livie Merchant in
which he stated that you would like to have me write you at once about

Source: Department of State, PPS Files: Lot 67 D 548, Germany. No classification
marking. Conant was U.S. High Commissioner for Germany from 1953 to 1955 and Am-
bassador to the Federal Republic of Germany from 1955 to 1957.
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the Berlin situation.! I appreciate the invitation and am happy to give
you my views for what they may be worth. Needless to say, the prem-
ises of my thinking reflect my experiences of two years ago. I am, of
course, not up-to-date on any developments of a confidential nature.

I assume that the position which is finally reached would be a joint
U.S.-British-French-German position. I wish that the SPD leaders in
Germany might be brought into the picture in some way. I suggest that
the Chancellor be urged to have another talk with Ollenhauer to see if
some approach to a bipartisan foreign policy could be made. Perhaps
you or one of the other Foreign Ministers might see Ollenhauer together
with the Chancellor if the latter would agree.

Iam still firmly of the opinion that no negotiation of any sort should
be opened with the German Democratic Republic. And I hope the first
public statement of the Western position will make it plain that we will
use force if necessary to insure that West Berlin remains under the con-
trol of the present freely elected government, and that likewise we will
use force if necessary to insure that the city is supplied as at present. In
private communication to the Soviets, I would suggest spelling out in
detail what this statement means. I would favor stating that the day
Khrushchev carries out his threat and declares that his government has
no further responsibility in the Zone or in Berlin, we would be prepared
to occupy with our troops as much of his Zone as would be necessary to
insure free passage of goods to Berlin by rail and autobahn. We would
consider that his abdication of authority over the East Germans leaves
us no choice but to exert our authority of [over] as much of Germany as is
necessary for us to fulfill our commitment to free Berlin.

If it comes to a showdown the first step the East regime will prob-
ably take would involve interfering with the flow of supplies to the civil-
ian population. (In a sense they did take this step when they raised the
autobahn tolls in 1955.) I do not imagine that we would take aggressive
military action against the Soviet troops in retaliation for the East Ger-
man soldiers stopping civilian trucks. But, I believe it would be proper
for us to react at once to such stoppage (after Khrushchev has declared
the Soviet’s authority is at an end) by a disposal of our troops to insure
communication between the Federal Republic and free Berlin. The East
Germans would have to be the first to shoot under the conditions. I
doubt if they would, and if they did public opinion in the U.S. and in the
free world would be on our side.

If the East regime did not stop all traffic but only annoyed us by
intermittent stoppages because of broken rails and bridges, I think the
West Germans should reply by embargoing all exports to the Soviet

! Not found in Department of State files.
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Zone. Such action was discussed in 1955, and I was then convinced that
in an economic battle we had better weapons than the East. The Federal
Republic did not agree as they were worried about the supply of brown
coal. The possibility of an economic offensive against the East Germans
might well be reexamined.

Finally, I venture to suggest a possible new twist to our policy on
reunification. [ have in mind the possible need of meeting the British La-
bor Party’s demand for a “new look” at this issue. I should be against
any attempt to bring together representatives of the Democratic Repub-
lic and the Federal Republic. As a counter-proposal with propaganda
value, we might offer to try and arrange elections in each of the states in
the Federal Republic if the Soviets would do the same in the six states of
their Zone. The voters would choose representatives to meet in an all-
German council, which would have no administrative powers but
which would be concerned solely with exploring a basis for reunifica-
tion. Neither the Federal Republic nor the Democratic Republic would
be represented on the council. I should not insist on supervised elec-
tions. Of course, the result would be six Communist members of the
council, but since the council would be only for purposes of talk, this
would not be dangerous.?

I suppose the Russians would reject the offer, but our having made
it might be a good move particularly with reference to the attitude of the
British Labor Party. (Gaitskell and I debated German reunification in an
issue of Western World last Spring.)? If the Russians were to accept the
proposal, clearly the Berlin situation would be frozen in the present
status until this all-German council could meet and proceed with their
deliberations. These deliberations might take forever.Yet such a delay-
ing action, it seems to me, is on our side.

I have no idea whether the Chancellor or the opposition leaders
would consider such a proposal of any value. Of course, it could not be
put forward unless there were agreement at least with the Chancellor.
But if the idea seemed to have merit to the West, it might be pushed vig-
orously with the Germans, as I am afraid the Chancellor’s first reactions
to any new ideas of this sort are apt to be over-conservative. It might be
pointed out to him that this action would be by the four occupying pow-
ers and would simply be used as a mechanism for getting together rep-
resentatives from separate German states for a preliminary negotiation,
looking forward to a proposal for an all-German government.

?In a note attached to the source text and dated December 22, Leon Fuller and
George Morgan of the Policy Planning Staff noted that this suggestion was interesting and
might have some value as a gimmick in dealing with the Soviet Union.

3For texts of Conant’s “Against the Neutralization of a United Germany” and
Gaitskell’s “Such a Policy Might Pay,” see Western World, Spring 1958, pp. 36—44.
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I hardly need say that I realize that many, if not all, of my ideas
may be of no value because of conditions which are unknown to me.
Thank you for the opportunity of replying.

With my best wishes,
Sincerely,*

4 Printed from an unsigned copy.

96. Diary Entry by the Ambassador to Germany (Bruce)

Bonn, December 10, 1958.1

Fought as usual today for firmness in Berlin. I see no way for the
U.S. Government to avoid a decision, to be made known privately to the
Soviets, that we are ready to preserve our rights in Berlin by force. This
means an ultimate recourse to war, not waged in Berlin but between the
US and the USSR. It would be difficult to persuade our allies to adopt
such a course, but unless we have the firm intention, if driven to it, to
employ force no matter what the risks, we will never in my opinion
reach a satisfactory arrangement with the Soviet Government. However
we should decide, there should be no publicity or use of threats, but our
stand should be conveyed privately to Khrushchev so that at least he
would make no miscalculations.?

Source: Department of State, Bruce Diaries: Lot 64 D 327. Secret.
! Presumably the entry was written in Bonn.

The following day Bruce attended Trimble’s staff meeting and reiterated these
views. (Ibid.)
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97. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower

Washington, December 11, 1958, 10:30 a.m.

OTHERS PRESENT

Vice President Nixon
Secretary Herter
Secretary Anderson
Secretary Quarles
General Taylor

Mr. Allen Dulles

Mr. Gordon Gray
Asst. Secretary Merchant
Mr. Lay

General Goodpaster
Major Eisenhower

The President called this meeting as the result of learning that the
contingency plans currently in effect covering a possible closing of the
corridors to Berlin are not adequate. He began the meeting by announc-
ing that we are here to consider the attitude that we will take in the face
of the current Berlin situation.

Secretary Herter presented the basic State Department position by
stating that we have now discovered that our initial position (that the
GDR may be considered as agents of the Soviets) no longer applies. This
conclusion he has reached because of: (a) the Soviet note of November
twenty-seventh, which was received after the formulation of the U.S.
position, and (b) the violence of the reaction of Chancellor Adenauer.
Thus, since we do not recognize the GDR as agents of the Soviets, if GDR
officials attempt to stamp or examine our papers, the question is what
do we do?

Mr. Herter went on to explain that the draft message under consid-
eration, which is designed for transmittal to the U.S. Embassy in Bonn,!
is to be used as a paper for tabling at an Ambassadorial level talk to our
allies in Bonn.

This contingency plan message, and the four-power discussions
with relation to it, should not be confused with the four-power discus-

Source: Eisenhower Library, Eisenhower Papers, DDE Diaries. Top Secret. Prepared
by John S.D. Eisenhower on December 17. The meeting was held in the President’s office
immediately following the 390th Meeting of the National Security Council. For the Presi-
dent’s account of this meeting, see Waging Peace, pp. 337-339; for Major Eisenhower’s ac-
count, see Strictly Personal, pp. 213-216. Another record of this meeting is in Eisenhower
Library, NSC Staff Records, Executive Secretary Subject Files, Berlin Contingency Plan-
ning. Lay also made a record; see footnote 7 below.

1State Dept. Telegram Amembassy Bonn Niact 1236. [Footnote in the source text;
telegram 1236 is printed as Document 98.]
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sions which are soon to take place at the Ministerial level during the
NATO meeting in Paris. This Ministerial level meeting is designed to
formulate an official answer to the Soviet note of November twenty-sev-
enth. It had been recommended that this matter be considered in NATO
rather than in Bonn because of the rigid attitude of the British Ambassa-
dor in Bonn. The decision had emanated from the recommendation of
Ambassador Bruce in Bonn.

The President agreed that this message would be all right for dis-
cussion purposes with our allies. He then went on to explain some of the
difficulties which he visualizes. First of all, the U.S. now finds itself in a
different situation from that in which the present agreements were for-
mulated. These agreements came about at a time when all four powers
were occupiers, which we no longer are. In the President’s view, the U.S.
made an error in attempting to control Germany from Berlin, so far be-
hind the Russian lines. But he also recognizes that we now have pledges
in the form of two million Germans in West Berlin, and we must stay
there for their protection if nothing else. Since the present agreements
were formulated, we have recognized West Germany and the Soviets
have recognized East Germany. Since we refuse to recognize East Ger-
many, our position with respect to Berlin can best be described as a “can
of worms.”

The President then referred to a conversation which he had recently
with Secretary Dulles.? At this time the two had agreed that negotiation
with the Chinese Communists and the GDR to leave our prisoners in
their hands has not in itself resulted in recognition. The problem is,
where do we go from here? We are in a position of using an obsolete
agreement with a former occupying power as a basis on which to force
our way into Berlin. In conclusion, the President stated that this paper is
acceptable to table for discussion purposes with our allies, with recogni-
tion of the magnitude of the problem facing us.

The President then turned to another aspect of the problem, to wit,
the definition of the term “token force.” Mr. Quarles suggested that the
key to the “token force” idea is to avoid letting the situation slip to the
point that the force must become a major invasion. Our position must be
to meet the first indications resolutely.

The President, in general agreement with this idea, questioned
whether we shouldn’t make it clear to the Russians that we consider this
no minor affair. In order to avoid beginning with the white chips and
working up to the blue, we should place them on notice that our whole
stack is in this play.

2Not further identified although it might be that recorded in Document 80.
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Mr. Herter then shifted the conversation to a British paper received
the other day (State Department Daily Summary, December 11)3 in
which the focus was thrown on the issue of interference with our rights
of access, and the matter of recognition downgraded. On this matter, the
President stated that in some of the reports he had seen, Brandt has com-
plicated the issue by taking a softer attitude toward the prospect of a free
city (including all zones) than does Adenauer. On this, Mr. Dulles, sec-
onded by Mr. Herter, stated that Brandt has made one statement to that
effect but that his position is not quite clear.

The President then gave a review of the actual events that tran-
spired in 1945 with regard to selection of Berlin as a site from which to
govern Germany. (He referred to the press conference of December 10.)4
He stated that he had been in favor of a cantonment type of combined
headquarters located at the juncture of the zones. In contrast to this situ-
ation, we are now confronted with a group of hostages in the hands of
the Soviets.

Mr. Herter then mentioned the problem of timing of a reply to
Khrushchev. The French are in no hurry to reply to the Soviet note. Mr.
Herter considers that how we approach the USSR on this matter is most
important. On this, the President stated that we must give a reply after
the Ministerial meeting of NATO. This reply should specify that we
stand to guarantee the safety of West Germany.

Here Mr. Herter pointed out that Mr. Merchant is preparing a com-
muniqué similar to that issued after the Berlin airlift in 1948.

The President now questioned the State Department as to their
views on the efficacy of token force. Mr. Merchant’s answer to this was
that the key issue is a willingness to use limited force to maintain our
rights. The attitude of the Germans if we let the GDR officials stamp our
papers would be bad. If we accept any signs of jurisdiction by the GDR
in the first instance, we have no firm line on which to stand if later
provocations follow. He repeated that we must use limited force at the
first instance, and that will be the greatest deterrent.

General Taylor proceeded to outline the position of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, to wit, that it is difficult to tell how far we will go ultimately in
our use of force. The important thing, in the view of the JCS, is to verify
that we have been stopped, not by our own backing down, but by actual
use of force on the part of the Soviets. From there we may have to pro-

3A copy of the Daily Summary is in Department of State, Executive Secretariat Files:
Lot 64 D 187. Copies of the British paper on Soviet intentions in Berlin, dated December 10,
were transmitted as enclosures to despatch 1432 from London, December 18. (Ibid., Cen-
tral Files 762.00/12-1858)

4 For a record of President Eisenhower’s press conference on December 10, see Public
Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhower, 1958, pp. 851-860.




November 27 Soviet Note; December 31 Western Replies 175

ceed to an airlift as the next step; but this is the least desirable course of
action and is regarded as a form of defeat. In short, an attempt on the
part of an armed convoy may be regarded as a “reconnaissance in
force.” Its failure would leave us facing two choices: the use of more
force, or the use of an airlift.

The Vice President then posed the question of what Khrushchev is
after. Mr. Nixon considers it improbable that Khrushchev is seeking a
fight but believes that Khrushchev may be seeking a conference.

On this, Mr. Dulles ventured that Khrushchev is probably looking
for a way out at this time. His first motive had been to point up Europe
since things in the world had been going rather well for the U.S. (Leba-
non and Quemoy).

Mr. Nixon pointed out the parallel between this situation and the
Quemoy situation in that the Soviets had stirred up trouble as a device
to lure us into a conference. He then asked if the U.S. is willing at this
time to have a conference.

Mr. Herter, still referring to the question of Khrushchev’s motives,
stated the view that Khrushchev had felt a need to bolster East Ger-
many. Many people were making their escape from East Germany
through Berlin. A high percentage of these people comprised intellectu-
als. Mr. Dulles agreed with Mr. Herter, stating that if a free election were
held in East Germany, only 10% would vote Communist.

The President referred back to the joint message to be formulated at
Paris as an answer to Khrushchev. In this message, the President feels
we should use a tone which establishes that we are not seeking war and
that we realize that the USSR is likewise not seeking war. This message
should, after establishing our peaceful intentions, proceed to say that,
“When you deny us our rights then we must reassess the situation.”
This message should be sent by the U.S. and our associates should send
parallel messages. These messages should be sent soon after the NATO
meeting. Once again the President reiterated that the messages should
be in a friendly tone. To these thoughts, Mr. Herter added a final view
that the theme of the messages should emphasize the regrettability of
unilateral repudiation of obligation on the part of the USSR.

Mr. Merchant now brought up a new problem: the orders which are
currently in effect directing personnel in the field to deal with GDR offi-
cials as agents of the USSR. Mr. Merchant feels that this must change.
General Taylor agreed, pointing out that the orders are the result of Am-
bassadorial agreements. Mr. Merchant added they had been in effect
since 1954.

This fact came somewhat as a surprise to the President, who stated

that he believed he detected a correlation between this fact and the ac-
tions of Khrushchev. In the President’s view, Khrushchev has probably
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been counting on this to be our policy. He directed Mr. Herter to get the
message off immediately to the Ambassador at Bonn to initiate Ambas-
sadorial meetings with a view to revision of these instructions.

Mr. Gray now brought up the question of immediate action in the
event of interference with convoys. Primarily, the question is one of tim-
ing. In the event a convoy is held up, do we pull back and consider the
next move or is a limited use of force automatic? (The President ob-
served that every convoy in a way is a probe.)

Mr. Gray continued with the thesis that our major problem is how
to make the USSR use force first. Obviously, interference with airlift re-
quires the USSR to be the first to use force. Mr. Gray questioned whether
our policy in this regard has changed. General Taylor specified one
point: when a ground convoy is stopped it does not remain at the deten-
tion point but departs the scene. In this connection, Mr. Herter pointed
up the weakness of railroad traffic, which is that the Communists can
blow a bridge and interdict the railroad without the direct use of force.
General Taylor again reiterated his former point that he dislikes to re-
treat to the use of airlift.

Mr. Quarles now brought up the subject of a tack to be used in our
approach to the Soviets. He feels that we should emphasize the rights of
the two million people of West Berlin rather than the military rights of
the occupying powers. To this the President agreed, specifying that a
proper vehicle for emphasizing this point would be the talk which the
Secretary of State might make when he leaves the hospital.’

In regard to the text of a reply to Mr. Khrushchev, Mr. Merchant
expressed the view that we must reject the Soviet unilateral action and
propose a talk on the status of all Germany. The President interposed
that Khrushchev had refused to consider a talk on all Germany. Mr.
Merchant recommended that we not accept this stand of Khrushchev’s.
As to timing, Mr. Merchant agreed that we should have a draft com-
pleted after the NATO Ministerial meeting. However, he pointed out
that the British will oppose the principle of use of limited force.

In view of possible difficulties with the British, the President then
directed that we get our views in front of the British right now to allow
them maximum time for consideration. In particular, if our policy is to
be that our tack is to force the East Germans to use force, this point
should be established early. However, the President specified that our
main task should be to reach Khrushchev, ascertain what he wants, and
proceed from there.

As a finale to the meeting, the President illustrated the complexity
of these questions by describing a recent meeting he had had with alady

5 Dulles was in Walter Reed Hospital December 5-12 for various tests.
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(Queen Frederika).6 She had urged that he take steps to ease world ten-
sions by making a generous offer to the Soviets, so generous that the So-
viets and the world would recognize it as such—but it must be short of
surrender. This, the President stated, would be the trick of the week.”

John S. D. Eisenhower

6 President Eisenhower had lunch with Queen Frederika of Greece on October 23
during her visit to the United States.

7 According to another record of this conference drafted by Executive Secretary Lay,
Herter, Merchant, Quarles, Taylor, Gray, Goodpaster, Major Eisenhower, Lay, and the
President met in the Cabinet Room immediately after this conference in the President’s
office, but at Acting Secretary Herter’s urging no record was kept of their conversation.
(Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, NSC Records)

98. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy in
Germany

Washington, December 11, 1958, 1:16 p.m.

1236. Paris pass USCINCEUR, Thurston, West, and USRO. Joint
State—Defense message re contingency plans. Berlin’s 400, 422;!
USAREUR'’s SX 7922;2 Bonn’s 1111, 1161.3 It has been agreed contin-
gency plans as revised (Embdes 1075, December 18, 1957)* not applica-

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, Miscellaneous Material. Secret; Niact;
Limit Distribution. Drafted by McFarland December 5-8; cleared by Secretary Quarles,
General Taylor, the President, Kohler, Merchant, Murphy, Calhoun, and officers from the
Legal Adviser’s Office; and approved by Herter. Also sent to Berlin and repeated to
USAREUR, Paris, London, and Moscow.

! Telegram 400 is not printed, but see footnote 2, Document 71. Telegram 422, No-
vember 28, transmitted a contingency plan similar to that proposed in SX 7922, which
had been drafted before receipt of that cable. (Department of State, Central Files,
762.0221/11-2858)

2Telegram SX 7922, November 27, authorized the U.S. Commandant at Berlin to
draft with his British and French colleagues a contingency plan for rail and road access to
Berlin providing that military vehicles would turn back if access was denied by East Ger-
man personnel, while train commanders would radio ahead for instructions in similar
cases. (Washington National Records Center, RG 319, Headquarters Department of the
Army, Communications Center Files)

3 Telegram 1111, November 25, transmitted an agreed tripartite garrison airlift plan
based on a U.S. draft. (Department of State, Central Files, 762.0221/11-2558) Telegram
1161 is printed as Document 83.

4Gee footnote 4, Document 34.
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ble to present situation. Rationale no longer convincing in light position
taken by Soviets in their note of November 27. Agency theory, which at
best could only have provided interim solution, breaks down when
both principal (USSR) and “agent” (GDR) deny such relationship and
Soviet Union simply attempting to abandon its responsibilities.

By unilateral withdrawal from position as Occupying Power, USSR
will create vacuum in Occupation arrangements. If no interference with
our right of access, there no problem. However, in light present practice
(in which GDR already controls West German traffic) and announced
intentions, harassment may be expected but, at least initially, probably
would not involve total blockade as in 1948-49 but could be limited to
Allied traffic only. If there is actual or threatened harassment or interfer-
ence would appear general principles applicable to joint operations
would apply. When one party drops out, remaining parties entitled fill
vacuum at least to extent necessary protect their rights. Under these cir-
cumstances, 3 Powers justified assert their rights take over control Auto-
bahn and railroad and control air traffic between Federal Republic and
Berlin to extent necessary ensure their unrestricted access Berlin.

In no event would GDR become beneficiary of attempted relin-
quishment by USSR of its rights and obligations or attempted voiding
by USSR of Occupation rights of Western Powers in Berlin, without con-
sent Western Powers. Further, latter cannot be divested of right as Occu-
pying Powers without their consent, which presumably would be given
only in connection with final settlement in form peace treaty.

In 1954, when agency theory considered feasible, it was assumed
Soviets would only partially and gradually relinquish their controls. If
consistent in asserting agency relationship did exist between GDR and
USSR, we should have no basis refusing deal with GDR on any other
matter involving Soviet responsibility in Germany.

Evident Berlin (Bonn’s 1161), Soviet Zone and Federal Republic
populace regard any dealing with GDR checkpoint officials as first step,
however tentative, toward recognition GDR regime. Federal Republic
and Berlin officials would inevitably draw conclusions from such action
highly unfavorable to present Allied position on German question and
Allied-German relationships. Far greater difficulty likely in mobilizing
public opinion for firm stand at some later stage when already part way
down “slippery slope” than at moment first GDR officials appear at
checkpoints. Finally, recognition GDR by Allies would make Allied ac-
cess to Berlin more vulnerable with end result our position would be-
come untenable.

Embassy Bonn should raise urgently with British and French recon-
sideration existing contingency plans with view to eliminating all pro-
posals for dealing with GDR officials at Autobahn and railway
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checkpoints. After tripartite agreement reached Germans should be
fully informed of details.

In place of present plans approved U.S. course of action should be
presented to British and French, as follows:

A. Three Ambassadors in Moscow should inform Soviet Govern-
ment at appropriate time (1) that 3 Powers continue hold USSR fully
responsible under quadripartite agreements and arrangements con-
cerning Berlin; (2) that 3 Powers have noted Soviet statements to effect
that USSR will withdraw from its remaining Occupation functions
with respect to Berlin. That they assume this means Soviets intend with-
draw Soviet personnel from interzonal Autobahn and railway check-
points and from BASC; (3) that 3 Powers’ right unrestricted access
would remain unaffected by Soviet withdrawal; (4) that 3 Powers will
not tolerate attempt on part of so-called GDR to assert any control over
or to interfere with their traffic to and from Berlin via quadripartitely
established routes, and would take all measures necessary to protect
their rights in this connection; (5) that, if Soviets withdraw, Western
Powers will act on assumption (a) that USSR has decided to abolish un-
necessary administrative procedures at interzonal borders, and (b) that
USSR can and will, without benefit of exchange of flight information in
BASC, maintain absolute separation of Soviet aircraft and all other air-
craft flying in Soviet Zone from aircraft of 3 Powers flying in Berlin cor-
ridors and control zone; (6) that Western Powers will expect their traffic
to move freely without any presentation of documents or other formali-
ties at interzonal borders and will assume Soviets have given blanket
assurance of safety of all 3 Power aircraft in Berlin corridors and control
zone.

B. That if Soviet personnel are then withdrawn from checkpoints,
we continue to dispatch military trains and military motor convoys on
normal schedule and that we instruct commanders as indicated in para
C below to refuse present any documentation to GDR checkpoint con-
trol officials or comply with any formalities suggested or instructions
given by latter.

C. If GDR checkpoint personnel refuse to permit passage our trains
and convoys on this basis, procedure in Berlin’s 422 and USAREUR’s SX
7922 would apply at once.

D. At this stage and before considering resort to airlift, attempt to
reopen access through use limited military force will be made in order
demonstrate our determination maintain surface access. In any case, So-
viets and East Germans should not be allowed entertain doubts as to our
determination to do so if need be. Even if force not resorted to at once we
should continue assert our rights to resume interrupted traffic and our
intention to do so by force if necessary. FYL. Purpose of resort to limited
force proposed above, is, beyond that stated, to test Soviet intentions. If
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British and French refuse to consider the limited use of force, matter will
be referred to Washington for consideration of possible unilateral action
in light of the circumstances prevailing at the time. End FYI.

E. As concomitant to above course of action, we should consider
whether 3 Powers should not take some additional step to guarantee
their unrestricted air access to Berlin, which would be essential to main-
taining status and security of city. Three Powers might, for example,
reformulate and restate their Berlin guarantee, modifying it to add that
they will regard any interference with their right and practice of unre-
stricted access to Berlin by air, including operation of their civil air carri-
ers, as attack upon their forces and upon themselves. Here issue of flight
in corridors over 10,000 feet might be solved by simple Three Power
agreement to fly at altitude appropriate to efficient operation of individ-
ual aircraft. Communist harassment of our air access, which would be
possible only through patent application of force, would be clear evi-
dence of provocative intent. If it occurred we could then take such mili-
tary/political/economic counteraction as necessary to maintain Berlin
with fair assurance such action would have support of American,
French, British and German public opinion.5

Herter

® Later on December 11 Kohler handed representatives of the British and French Em-
bassies identic aides-mémoire reflecting the position taken in this telegram. A memoran-
dum of his conversation on this occasion with attached aide-mémoire is in Department of
State, Central Files, 762.00/12-1158.

99. Letter From Chancellor Adenauer to Secretary of State Dulles

Bonn, December 11, 1958.

MR. SECRETARY, DEAR FRIEND: I have just heard with pleasure that
you have already gotten over your illness and will be able to participate
in the meeting of foreign ministers and the NATO consultations. Your
presence at these meetings will be very reassuring to me.

Source: Department of State, Presidential Correspondence: Lot 66 D 204. The source
text is a translation by the Division of Language Services of the Department of State, Feb-
ruary 13, 1981. The German-language text is ibid., German Officials, 1958/1959. A very
rough translation of the letter was transmitted in telegram 1245 from Bonn, December 11.
(Ibid.)
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Since I am convinced that the consultations among the foreign min-
isters in Paris will be of decisive importance for Europe and the future of
the Atlantic Alliance, I consider it advisable to acquaint you with my
thoughts on this first phase of our policy. As you know, I recently spent
a few days in Berlin.! It was reassuring for me to note that neither the
population of Berlin, nor the City’s Senate are showing any signs of
nervousness or weakness, and that there is unanimity between Berlin
and the Federal Republic in all foreign policy questions. In the mean-
time, there has been an election in Berlin.2 The result of this election is
clear proof of this firm attitude towards the leaders of the so-called GDR
and the Soviet Union. In comparison with the 1954 elections, the com-
munist SED lost almost half of its votes. It received only 1.9% of the
votes. This shows that the population of Berlin is determined to resist
any Soviet threat. I am sure that this attitude of the Berlin population
will not change even if the crisis should become worse, as long as the
Western Powers unconditionally stand by their guarantee of the free-
dom of the Western part of the city, and the Federal Republic and the
United States continue their economic support of the city. But I am
equally sure that any hesitation or vacillation by the three guarantor
powers must result in grave concern—if not panic—in Berlin. Since the
1948 blockade, the situation of Berlin has changed fundamentally. Due
to American aid and the constant support by the Federal Republic, the
city’s economy is flourishing considerably, and while in 1948 the citi-
zens of Berlin were more or less all equally poor, there are now large
parts of the population that have something to lose once more, and have
to fear for their hard-earned property and their personal liberty. What is
more, the population is now much more alert, and it is clear to any think-
ing person that an airlift would not nearly be able to maintain the pres-
ent standard of living of West Berlin. Finally, at the time of the blockade,
no one was able to leave Berlin anyway, while now anyone can. I believe
that it is of decisive importance for the development of West Berlin and
the Federal Republic, to which any disturbance or panic in Berlin would
spread, as well as Western Europe and the Free World, that not the least
doubt should arise as to the guarantor powers and NATO standing by
their commitments even in the most serious contingency.

If everything goes as planned, the consultations of the foreign min-
isters on Berlin will be relatively short. It is therefore very important that
the communiqué be very clear and unambiguous, because the attention
of the world will be focused on the wording of the communiqué. I have
just explained what the effect of somewhat unclear and ambiguous for-

1 Adenauer visited Berlin December 4-6.
2December 7.




182 Foreign Relations, 1958-1960, Volume VIII

mulations would be on Berlin. Moreover, I believe that if the Soviets
found even a small indication in the communiqué that we might be dis-
posed to consider a limitation of the rights of the three Western Powers
in Berlin, a genuine danger to world peace could arise from this miscon-
ception.

As you know, I share your oft-expressed and confirmed opinion
that any retreat before the use of force and infringement of our rights by
the Soviet Union would have incalculable consequences for the future of
the free West. I also believe that among all the efforts of the Kremlin to
undermine the unity of the West, the case of Berlin is the most danger-
ous. Even a partial Russian success, by striking a blow at the confidence
in contractual agreements and commitments undertaken, which is the
necessary basis of this unity, would shake the entire carefully built-up
structure of Western unity vis-2-vis communism.

In recent days, there have been public debates in almost all coun-
tries on whether it would be a good idea to answer the Soviet threat to
the freedom of Berlin with an offer to the Soviet government to discuss
the German problem as a whole. There is no doubt that such a discus-
sion is necessary, at the right time, and after careful preparation. ButI1do
not believe that such negotiations can and should be undertaken under
the temporal and material pressure of a Russian ultimatum. It is un-
thinkable that in a period of six months even the basic points of an agree-
ment with the Russians could be found, not least because the points of
departure the Russians have created for such negotiations would be the
worst imaginable for the West. The six-month deadline imposed by the
Russians would hang over all negotiations like a sword of Damocles.
For this reason, I am of the opinion that the Berlin question and the
larger problem, i.e. that of German reunification, must be treated sepa-
rately. A linkage of these two questions would either endanger the free-
dom of Berlin, or set the solution of the general German problem on a
track which would have to lead to a more or less veiled capitulation be-
fore the Soviet demands. Furthermore, a departure from the repeatedly
expressed guarantees for Berlin by the Western powers—allow me to
repeat this once more—would ruin the credibility of all Western guar-
antees. To you of all people, Mr. Dulles, who in past years have done so
immeasurably much for the cohesion among the countries of the free
Western World vis-a-vis the constant communist threat, thanks to your
clear conception and the firmness of your convictions and your will
power, I need not explain what would be the consequences of even a
slightly ambiguous attitude on the entire part of the world that is still
free today. I am furthermore of the opinion that the Soviet Union will
not resort to force against Berlin if the Western powers show an unmis-
takably firm attitude.
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These arguments must not be understood to mean that I do not con-
sider it possible that after the Russian attempt with regard to Berlin has
been clearly rejected, the time may be ripe, or even favorable, for dealing
with other questions which would serve a general relaxation of ten-
sions—compare the Geneva talks—and for taking up the German ques-
tion in its totality with the Soviets. After the lifting of the blockade, too,
negotiations were begun, which, however, did not bring any results at
the time. It might be advisable to give an indication that we might be
disposed to negotiate, but only after the Kremlin has been made to un-
derstand that existing or future agreements with the Soviet Union lose
all their value if Moscow insists on the method of unilateral cancellation
of existing agreements.

I am writing you these thoughts of mine because there is no possi-
bility of discussing these serious questions with you directly. I believe,
asI have already stated in the beginning, that the tone and content of the
Paris communiqué will be decisive in the further course of events, for
never before in the postwar period was the Western World as depend-
ent on the support of public opinion in all free nations as it is today. It
will therefore require a special propaganda effort to enlighten even the
neutrally inclined nations on the true character of the Soviet offensive.

I sent the same message today to Prime Minister Macmillan® and
President de Gaulle.

Please accept my best wishes for a complete recovery. I hope to see
you soon.
Adenauer*

3 A translation of this message, which is the same in substance as that sent to Dulles,
was transmitted in telegram 3155 from London, December 12. (Department, of State, Cen-
tral Files, 762.00/12-1258) For extracts from the message, see Macmillan, Riding the Storm,
pp. 578-580.

4 Printed from the English translation that indicates that Adenauer signed the origi-
nal German-language copy.
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100. Telegram From the Department of State to the Embassy in
Germany

Washington, December 11, 1958, 7:39 p.m.

1243. Paris pass USRO, USCINCEUR, Thurston and West. Your
1204." While we recognize answers to questions raised by Brentano can
only be developed in course of forthcoming consultations, we believe
following summary of our preliminary views about reply to Soviet
notes on Berlin may be helpful.

A. We believe indispensable element of our reply is restatement of
our basic position re Germany, including our position re Berlin. There-
fore essential reply should contain:

1. Restatement of our determination to maintain our rights and
position in Berlin and to uphold existing security and freedom of city.

2. Brief refutation of historical interpretation upon which Soviets
attempt base repudiation of Four Power agreements. (We would prefer
leave detailed correction of Soviet distortions of history to separate
“white %apers” which would be given maximum distribution.)

3. Restatement of our legal argument that USSR cannot unilater-
ally abrogate occupation rights of three Western Powers or Four Power
agreements and that we shall continue to hold USSR responsible under
these agreements.

4. Rejection of Soviet proposal for “free city” of West Berlin to-
glether with explanation of reasons for rejection which will make issues
clear.

5. Statement that it is threats of USSR and East German puppet re-
ime which have created existing difficulties in Berlin and have made
erlin focus of international tension and danger for world peace.

6. Statement that problem of Berlin is part of problem of Germany
as a whole and that there can be no genuine or lasting solution outside
context of German reunification.

7. Reference to notes of September 30, 1958,2 to which USSR has
not replied, and statement of our readiness to resume at any time dis-
cussions of German problem broken off after Geneva Conference.?

B. While above represents minimum which reply must contain,
we believe reply should also take constructive tone and not be limited

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/12-858. Secret; Priority. Drafted
by McKiernan, cleared by Hillenbrand, and approved by Kohler. Repeated to Paris, Lon-
don, Moscow, USAREUR, and Berlin.

1See footnote 1, Document 88.

2For text of this note, which agreed to the establishment of a four-power working
group to prepare joint proposals for a solution of the German problem, see Department of
State Bulletin, October 20, 1958, pp. 615-616.

® Documentation on the Geneva Foreign Ministers meeting, October 27-November
16, 1955, is printed in Foreign Relations, 1955-1957, volume V.
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to mere restatement of our position and rejection of Soviet position. In
addition making underlying issues and our position clear, we believe
our reply should recognize interrelation of problems of Berlin, German
reunification, European security, and disarmament and should seize
opportunity for new diplomatic offensive on this complex of questions.
We further believe our reply should be formulated to offset influence
which Soviet note may have had on those elements of world opinion
which are unfamiliar or unconcerned about Berlin situation and may
thus think Western position is unduly rigid. Therefore believe it desir-
able our reply contain some or all of following:

1. Proposal for conference of Four Foreign Ministers at stated time
and place to discuss problem of Germany and/or security of Berlin
within framework of European security and disarmament problems.

2. Indication of some superficial, if not substantial, modification of
our previous position re German reunification.

3. Following reiteration of our position re responsibility of Four
Powers for Berlin, statement of our willingness discuss with Soviets
ways and means of reducing tension in Berlin and improving conditions
for Berlin population.

4. Summary of real problems of Berlin which, if Soviets wished
make positive contribution, could properly be made subjects for Four
Power discussions. Summary should stress maintenance of Berlin’s
unity, freedom, and security; freedom of Berlin’s transport and commu-
nications; and free determination by population of Berlin both of politi-
cal and economic regime within city and of city’s political relationships
with other parts of Germany.

5. After statement that we recognize achievement of reunification
may be long and difficult, proposal that Ambassadors of Four Powers in
Germany, assisted by German experts, meet regularly to consider in-
terim measures to minimize hardships which prolonged division of
country imposes on population, e.g. to study possibility of assuring
freedom of movement from one part of Germany to another, possibility
of img)roving interzonal transport facilities, etc.

. Statement of our readiness to submit legal dispute with USSR
over status of Berlin to International Court of Justice for adjudication.

C. If joint decision meanwhile reached to revise our contingency
planning to avoid dealing with GDR officials, our reply might also, after
appropriate reference to six-month deadline set in Soviet note, convey
to USSR warning of our intentions as set forth in para A of alternative
course of action proposed in Deptel 1236 to Bonn.*

Herter

4Document 98.
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101. Telegram From the Mission to the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization and European Regional Organizations to the
Department of State

Paris, December 11, 1958, 9 p.m.

Polto 1651. Department pass Defense. Reference: Polto 1633.!Spaak
led off NAC Berlin discussion afternoon December 10 by stressing ne-
cessity giving other nations chance to express views before those of four
powers firmed up.

Italy noted present NAC discussion could only be preliminary and
real consultation should take place in ministerial meeting. Thought
West should be firm against Russian blackmail, should not take solely
negative stand but should offer constructive proposal. Thought IS paper
(Polto 1599)2 was good starting point.

Greece agreed and added West must outline briefly legal position.
Main point that Berliners cannot be abandoned. Belgium noted three
points for consideration: (1) must be immediate reaction to Soviet note
stating (a) agreements cannot be unilaterally changed, (b) Russians
playing with dangerous fire, (c) NATO firm in resisting Soviet de-
mands; (2) if USSR takes action as threatened in note, what happens?
Can we avoid contact with GDR? (3) What is final answer? Suggested
proposing all Berlin be free city with access to West guaranteed and
noted rumors Soviets would accept such proposal. Asked if Germans
regarded Berlin situation as insoluble apart from solution whole Ger-
man problem.

Germany, after noting usefulness of NAC discussion, assured NAC
questions raised, especially those by Belgium, very much on mind of
Germans. Special four power group considering problem but too early
to give their views. Certain that reply will not be merely negative. On
government instructions assured NAC Chancellor in recent statement
had not meant Berlin problem should be settled outside general solution
but intended merely point out there was 6 month deadline for some set-
tlement on Berlin.

France thought three types problem involved, i.e., procedural,
basic (should reply be negative or positive and cover Berlin alone or

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/12-1158. Confidential. Repeated
to London and Bonn.

! Polto 1633, December 10, reported that the discussion of Berlin by the North Atlan-
tic Council on December 10 had been full and satisfactory, but that no new major points
had emerged. (Ibid., 762.00/12-1058)

ZPolto 1599, December 8, transmitted the text of PO/58/1548, “The Berlin Ques-
tion,” drafted by the International Staff, which reviewed the objectives that the Council
should have in mind in considering the question. (Ibid., 762.00/12-858)
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Germany as a whole), and immediate (what if GDR replaces Soviets at
check points? What about airlift? replenishment of stocks?). Did not
think ministerial meeting would produce final reply. Welcomed IS
document. Thought Berlin question should be dealt with in NATO com-
muniqué. There should neither be a counterproposal nor a flat refusal
which might induce Soviets to increase pressure and step up timetable
of action.

UK agreed with France ministerial meeting unlikely to produce fi-
nal position. Said (1) Soviet proposals unacceptable; (2) Soviet position
wrong juridically; (3) West cannot abandon Berlin. Felt this serious So-
viet move in which Khrushchev personally involved. Agreed West
must be firm but also develop positive approach. This easy to say but
difficult develop. Foreign Office felt reply should meet five tests:
(1) should not put us in disadvantageous military position if Soviets ac-
cept; (2) should appeal to public opinion of Germans and Berliners;
(3) should also appeal to NATO public opinion; (4) should be difficult
for Soviets to refuse to discuss; (5) should contain element of novelty. Re
IS paper thought first four paragraphs good but had doubts on fifth
paragraph. Felt there should be no interim reply since this would en-
courage further communication from Soviets.

US welcomed NATO discussion and agreed with UK that first 4
paragraphs of IS paper good. Agreed no final reply could be drafted by
time of NATO ministerial meeting. Expressed some doubt re advisabil-
ity. Thought ministerial meeting should result in firm yet constructive
statement of principle on Berlin. Then read summary Khrushchev-
Humphrey conversations (Topol 1952)2 to very attentive Council.

Denmark agreed Soviet proposals unacceptable and thought
would be wiser not have firm reply drafted by ministerial meeting. Sug-
gested there be statement by three powers who had rights in Berlin, sup-
ported by NATO.

Canada welcomed this type discussion in NAC. Hoped four pow-
ers would make no statement before ministerial meeting and that for-
mula would be found to say four powers concerned would continue to
consult other nine countries.

Spaak concluded discussion by stressing all NATO countries had
political responsibility in this matter, though the responsibility of four is
aspecial one. Communiqué will be difficult but must make clear to West
and Soviets line beyond which we cannot go, thus meeting essential
need to leave line of retreat for Russians. Very important that Western

3 Topol 1952, December 8, transmitted a summary of the Khrushchev-Humphrey
conversation on Berlin (see Document 84) for use in the Council discussion on December
10. (Department of State, Central Files, 033.1100-HU/12-858)
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public opinion must understand if we abandon Berlin and its 2 and a
half million people, it will be beginning piecemeal advance by Soviet
power akin to way Hitler operated. Stressed that comparison between
similarity of Soviet operations and those of Hitler would appeal particu-
larly to Western opinion. We must be clear in what we mean by being
firm but must not get in position of making war to prevent Russians
from leaving Berlin. Thought we would be faced eventually with prob-
lem dealing in some manner with GDR. Thought if Soviets suggested
settling Berlin question alone we should tell them they can’t expect us
abandon Berlin except in context settlement German problem as whole.

Burgess

102. Memorandum of Conversation

Washington, December 11, 1958.

SUBJECT

Berlin

PARTICIPANTS

Ambassador Wilhelm Grewe, German Embassy
Mr. Livingston T. Merchant—EUR
Mr. Alfred G. Vigderman—GER

Ambassador Grewe called at his request to learn the Department’s
latest ideas on the Berlin problem as he was taking off for the Experts’
Meeting on Saturday, December 13, and would be seeing his Foreign
Minister that evening.

Mr. Merchant said he thought the Paris meetings came at a good
time, before positions were frozen. As he saw it now we would deal
with the problem roughly as follows:

1. We would reject the Soviet proposal;

2. We would reassert our rights in Berlin;

3. We would place the Berlin question in the framework of the
larger question of Germany; and '

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/12-1158. Confidential. Drafted by
Vigderman and initialed by Merchant.
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4. Wewould express a willingness to negotiate with the Soviets in
the broad frame of German reunification and European security.

Mr. Merchant then turned to the question of the German position
on a zone of force and arms limitations, pointing out that if we were to
negotiate with the Soviets we would have to have a united position on
European security. The Germans had recently indicated their with-
drawal from previously agreed positions on the zone of force and arms
limitations.

The Ambassador commented that he had been surprised by his
Government’s attitude. He did not believe his Government had really
withdrawn from its former position and that in any case it could prob-
ably return to the old position—there was no big obstacle to overcome.
Internal discussions in Bonn have not yet really resulted in firm conclu-
sions. It was true, however, that the Chancellor was worried about too
narrow a zone of force and arms limitations.

Mr. Merchant expressed himself as reassured with what the Am-
bassador had said and then remarked that the Ambassador would not
find the U.S. position in Paris either weak or wobbly. Any concept of
“agency” in treating with the GDR had collapsed. The problem in being
firm, however, was the problem of finding the place to make a stand.

The Ambassador went on to describe the Chancellor’s position on
Berlin. The West, according to the Chancellor, must have a common po-
sition. It cannot negotiate under threat. The elements of ultimatumin the
Soviet note must be eliminated. Berlin had to be separated from any
other questions about which we might negotiate with the Soviets.

The Ambassador then referred to a New York Times article by
Sulzberger! in which it had been suggested that West Berlin could be
integrated into the Federal Republic and the Western garrisons replaced
by Bundeswehr contingents. Ambassador Grewe went on to say it was
his personal feeling that this proposal on the one hand would be unac-
ceptable to the Soviets, and on the other hand was very dangerous. The
presence of Bundeswehr units could not be equated to the presence of
the allied forces for obvious psychological and political reasons. More-
over, the Sulzberger suggestion overlooks the very important question
of free access to Berlin. Moreover, said Ambassador Grewe, the people
of Berlin do not mind their occupation status. In part the West Berlin
election was testimony to this fact.

The Ambassador then adverted to the idea attributed to Mayor
Brandt involving the internationalization of communication lines be-
tween West Germany and West Berlin, with UN forces assuring the
freedom of Berlin. The Ambassador then asked rhetorically which UN

1 The New York Times, December 12, 1958, p. 38.

D
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members were ready to participate and accept such a responsibility.
Mayor Brandt was impairing the present legal position with this pro-
posal. It would plainly be difficult to cope with public opinion in oppos-
ing a proposal involving the creation of a four-sector free city
guaranteed by the UN. It had to be remembered that if such a proposal
were to be accepted and a new blockade imposed the West would then
have the problem of taking care of the people who live in East Berlin as
well as those in West Berlin so that the burden of countering a blockade
was increased by the needs of one and one-half million people.

Mr. Merchant and the Ambassador agreed that there may be super-
ficially attractive alternatives but none so far proposed were really ac-
ceptable.

The conversation then turned to the possibility of taking the Berlin
problem to the International Court of Justice. Mr. Merchant thought
such a move might have considerable merit at a later stage, after we
made our position crystal-clear. It is a useful secondary operation, not to
be undertaken until a Western reply had been registered. Ambassador
Grewe agreed that it would be useful to provide the Soviets with this
kind of possibility of retreat if the Soviets had in fact decided to retreat.
The Ambassador remarked semi-seriously that before the Berlin prob-
lem was allowed to go before the International Court, a careful canvass
ought to be made of the makeup of the present Bench in order to have
some idea of how the matter was likely to be received by the Court.

103. Telegram From the Embassy in France to the Department of
State

Paris, December 12, 1958, 4 p.m.

2193. Embassy telegram 2166 to Department.! Couve de Murville
made following comments to me this morning which modify or supple-

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/12-1258. Secret; Priority. Re-
peated to Berlin, Bonn, London, and Moscow.

! Telegram 2166, December 10, transmitted French views on the paper that Brentano
had given to the Western Ambassadors on December 8 (see Document 88). The French
believed the reply should be made quickly with a firm rejection of the Soviet proposals, the
present contingency plans were adequate, and a four-power working group should be es-
tablished, but not at Bonn. (Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/12-1058)
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ment French view on Western response to Soviet note on Berlin, as out-
lined referenced telegram.

He definitely favors sending Western reply as soon as possible,
preferably before Christmas. He suggested it might be desirable in in-
terests of speed for quadripartite drafting group to stay on in Paris after
NATO Ministerial meeting to work on reply. Although expressing com-
plete agreement to participation Federal Republic in drafting Western
response, he reiterated French objections to Bonn as location for drafting
group. In addition reasons previously cited and reported by Embassy
for this French position, he said drafting in Bonn might be provocative
as far as Soviets are concerned.

Couve said he feels Western replies should be separate, with sub-
stance the same but not identical in wording.

Minister confirmed that French do not believe it would be advis-
able to make counter-proposals on Berlin itself or advance new propos-
als on German reunification which would represent any change in basic
Western position adopted Geneva 1955. However, he thinks Western
powers should reiterate willingness discuss with Soviets questions of
German reunification, European security and peace treaty.

On possible revision in contingency planning re access to Berlin,
Couve said he was not familiar with details this problem, which should
be put to experts in first instance. (Embassy has previously reported
Foreign Office working level view that present plan is about as far as we
should go.)?

Couve agrees there must be mention of Berlin in NATO com-
muniqué, but he feels statement should not be too detailed. He believes
it will be more effective if main lines of Western position are left to be
formulated in replies of US, UK and France to Soviet note.

Although Couve spoke firmly of unacceptability of Soviet propos-
als, he said it is clear that biggest and most immediate problem before us
relates to use of forces to protect allied rights in Berlin. Should we use
force? If so, at what stage, to what extent, and where? Couve indicated
that he had come to no firm conclusions himself on these questions,
which he expects will be thrashed out in Foreign Ministry talks over
weekend.

Houghton

2See footnote 1 above.
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104. Memorandum of Conference With President Eisenhower

Washington, December 12, 1958, 2:30 p.m.

OTHERS PRESENT

Secretary Dulles
Secretary Herter
Mr. Greene

Mr. Hagerty
General Goodpaster
Major Eisenhower

[Here follows discussion of unrelated matters.]

The discussion then turned to a message which Secretary Dulles
had received from Chancellor Adenauer earlier in the day.! (The letter
had been summarized in the Daily Staff Summary,? and the President
was familiar with it.) As regards this letter, Secretary Dulles expressed
the opinion that our best argument against the USSR is that the USSR
has served notice that in six months they will unilaterally repudiate a
four-power agreement, a thing which they have no right to do. In the
light of the threatening nature of the November 27 Soviet note, Secretary
Dulles does not recommend negotiations under these conditions. We
can meet later, but in the meantime, the status quo must stand and be
recognized.

The President stated, with respect to the Adenauer letter, only that
he agreed on the separation of the subjects of Berlin and unification of
Germany. He agrees that the issues are separate and distinct. Some dis-
cussion then transpired as to the situation in the British foreign office,
with an effort to explain recent inconsistencies. The President was of the
opinion that the British government is, at the moment, confused.

[Here follows discussion of unrelated matters.]

Source: Eisenhower Library, Whitman File, DDE Diaries. Top Secret. Drafted by Ma-
jor John Eisenhower on December 15.

I Document 99.

2 A copy of the State Department Daily Summary for December 12 is in Department
of State, Executive Secretariat Files: Lot 64 D 187.
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105. Memorandum of Conversation
USDel/MC/7 Paris, December 13, 1958, 6:20 p.m.

MINISTERIAL MEETING OF THE
NORTH ATLANTIC COUNCIL

Paris, France, December 16-18, 1958

PARTICIPANTS
Department of State Defense
The Secretary of State Mr. McElroy
Ambassador Burgess General Twining
Ambassador Bruce General Norstad
Ambassador Houghton General Guthrie
Mr. Reinhardt Admiral Boone
Mr. Merchant Mr. Irwin
Mr. Greene Mr. Haskell
Mr. Timmons
Mr. Smith T
Mr. Becker reasury
Mr. Hillenbrand Mr. Scribner
SUBJECT
Berlin

The Secretary began by noting that the Germans were anxious to
have a strong substantive communiqué issued by the Foreign Ministers
after their meeting on December 14. Spaak was opposed to this, and
there was some reason for his opposition. However, the Secretary ob-
served, it seems likely that the Foreign Ministers will have to say some-
thing. Spaak had already prepared a draft communiqué which might be
issued by the NATO Council.

The Secretary said that his own disposition was to be rather tough
in responding to the Soviets. Their proposal struck him as outrageous
both in tone and substance. We had made an arrangement with them
giving up Saxony and Thuringia in exchange for entry into the three
Western sectors of Berlin. They had consolidated their position in the
area which we had relinquished; now they want us to move out of Ber-
lin. The Soviets talk of negotiating new agreements in the same breath as
they denounce the old agreements. What is the point of arriving at
agreements if they are going to be subject to unilateral denunciation
when they no longer serve the purpose of one of the parties?

Source: Department of State, Secretary’s Memoranda of Conversation: Lot 64 D 199.
Secret. Drafted by Hillenbrand on December 15. The meeting was held at the Embassy
residence.



194 Foreign Relations, 1958-1960, Volume VIII

The Secretary noted that there was some difference of view as to
whether or not a proposal for general negotiations should be included in
the same document replying to the Soviet note. The Germans were ap-
parently opposed to this, particularly Adenauer. Ambassador Bruce
said that it was necessary to distinguish between the position of the
Chancellor now, and the position which he might take a little later. He
thought that the Chancellor would eventually accept, under pressure of
publicand party opinion in Germany, the idea of a proposal for negotia-
tions. We would know this a little more clearly when the Germans
stated their views on December 14.

The Secretary commented that the difficult thing is to find the point
at which physically there would be a break with the Soviets. If our new
contingency paper were to be accepted, that would establish the point,
but it was doubtful that it would be accepted. The Secretary said he was
convinced that the Soviets did not want general war with us and will not
consciously get into one. The problem is to make the issue sufficiently
clear-cut. Otherwise, a little shooting might grow into big shooting. The
issue in this instance is elusive, and it is not clear how it will be posed.

Ambassador Bruce said that we must be prepared to be tough from
the beginning, assuming the analysis of the Soviet intentions made by
the Secretary were correct. If we do not have a firm position on our part,
we will not get even a comparatively firm position from our Allies. The
Secretary said that this was true enough, but did not really meet the ba-
sic problem he had just mentioned. We are prepared to be strong and
tough, but how does this work out in specific terms? He referred to the
case of a convoyed truck and the decision which would have to be made
to shoot or not, but that would not accomplish much. Ambassador
Bruce said that, if we told the Soviets we are going to maintain our ac-
cess by surface and where, there may be incidents and we might be
faced by a crisis, but we will never know this unless we take such a
stand. The British are inclined to temporize and to accept facto recogni-
tion of the GDR [less than 1 line of source text not declassified]. However,
[less than 1 line of source text not declassified] the British, [less than 1 line of
source text not declassfied] are prepared to be relatively tough on Berlin.
The West Germans know that the U.S. Government is determined and
ready to employ force if necessary to maintain our access to Berlin. But
the problem of how to deal with the other Allies who want to take a
weaker position faces them.

Mr. Merchant said that the decision which we may be faced with
next week is whether, if the British and French refuse to accept our pro-
posals for revision of contingency plans, we are prepared to go it alone.
If such a decision is taken, the sooner we tell the Russians this, the less
possibility there would be of incidents. He was opposed to changing the
point at which we would be prepared to use force.
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General Norstad said that, if we took a strong position on Berlin, we
should also propose a conference related to this firm position to give the
Soviets a way out. Such a simultaneous proposal of a conference might
also make it easier for the British and French to take a firm position. Go-
ing it alone would cost the West a great deal. Ambassador Bruce com-
mented that, as soon as Adenauer is certain of the firmness of our own
position, he will agree to anything. He would also therefore accept the
idea of a meeting.

Mr. Smith said he thought that the time when we should plan to
resort to force would be that point where it would be credible to the So-
viets that we would do so. This point did not seem to be that where GDR
officials would require credentials of our official travelers. A better
point would be the clear blockage of our rights. The Secretary com-
mented that there would not be any such clear blockage of our rights.
Rather there would be a slow process of strangulation. The principles
are elusive. The GDR officials will say that certainly they will let us go
through if we comply. Ambassador Bruce noted that, in the air, there
may be incidents of a real war-like nature.

General Twining said that we certainly have to stop this some-
where. We must ignore the fear of general war. It is coming anyway.
Therefore we should force the issue on a point we think is right and
stand on it. Khrushchev is trying to scare people. If he succeeds, we are
through.

Ambassador Bruce mentioned a dinner given recently by the Presi-
dent of the Bundestag, Dr. Gerstenmaier, at which political leaders of all
parties were present. They were unanimous in stressing that the U.S.
must, if necessary, use force to maintain its position in Germany, even
when illogically the same leaders were opposed to arming the Bundes-
wehr with atomic weapons. This was true also of German trade union
leaders with whom the Ambassador had recently met in Dusseldorf.

The Secretary said that there was no doubt in anybody’s mind that,
if we give way, it would be a disaster, and that we would face the same
threat later under even worse conditions. We all know what the prob-
lem is, but grappling with it in specific terms is difficult.

Mr. McElroy said that, as he saw it, it was difficult to find the point
where force could be applied. Berlin was isolated and some better way
of securing our access thereto should be our limited objective in the
present exercise. Therefore, there should be a conference on this subject.
There was no doubt in the Defense Department about the necessity of
taking a firm position.

The Secretary mentioned that the 1949 Paris Conference reached
agreement on access to Berlin, but that had not stuck. Ambassador
Bruce noted that nothing would really satisfy the Berliners except the
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continuance of the American guarantee. If we get over the present situ-
ation, the same problem will still be with us.

106. Telegram From the Delegation to the North Atlantic Council
Ministerial Meeting to the Department of State

Paris, December 14, 1958, 1 a.m.

Secto 4. Quadripartite working level group met morning and after-
noon today, Dec. 13, at FonOff to consider questions of procedure and
substance in connection with handling of Soviet note on Berlin. Delega-
tions of France, Germany, UK, US headed respectively by Laloy, Grewe,
Rumboldt, Hillenbrand. Ambassadors to Bonn of France, UK, US joined
group in afternoon.

Working group attempted to provide answers to questions posed
in questionnaire prepared by French along lines of FedRep question-
naire given to three Ambassadors in Bonn last week by Brentano.!
Group decided that following points should be left for consideration by
four FonMins Dec. 14:

1. Should communiqué to be issued after quadripartite FonMin
meeting Dec. 14 be substantive or non-committal? Germans are pressing
for firm, substantive language in communiqué.

2. Can Western replies to Soviet note of Nov. 27 suggest counter-
groposals or should we refuse to suggest any counter-proposals until

oviets withdraw ultimative character of their note? Grewe indicated
Germans preferred latter.

3. Group agreed that, if counter-proposals made, they should not
be limited to Berlin directly but should refer to German problem as
whole. There was no discussion of substance of possible counter-pro-
posals, however.?2

Dulles

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/12-1458. Confidential. Repeated
to Berlin, Bonn, and London.

! The French questionnaire had three parts: 1) procedure in responding to the Soviet
note, 2) substance of the response, and 3) substantive questions about Berlin that would
not be dealt with in the reply. A copy of the French text of the questionnaire is attached to a
memorandum of conversation, dated December 11. (Ibid., 762.00/12-1158) An annotated
English translation is ibid., Conference Files: Lot 64 D 560, CF 1174. Regarding the German
questionnaire, see Document 88.

2 Following the discussions reported in this telegram Dulles, Bruce, McElroy, Twin-
ing, Norstad, Merchant, and other U.S. officials met at the Embassy residence where they
“all announced for a firm stand on Berlin.” (Department of State, Bruce Diaries: Lot 64 D
327)
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107. Memorandum of Conversation

USDel/MC/5 Paris, December 14, 1958, 11:45 a.m.

MINISTERIAL MEETING OF THE
NORTH ATLANTIC COUNCIL

Paris, France, December 16-18, 1958

PARTICIPANTS
United States Germany
Asst. Secretary Merchant Foreign Minister von Brentano
Ambassador Bruce State Secretary Van Scherpenberg
Mr. WR. Tyler Ambassador Grewe
Ambassador Blankenhorn
Ambassador Duckwitz
Herr Weber (interpreter)
SUBJECT
Berlin

Von Brentano said he had just been to see Spaak about this after-
noon’s Foreign Ministers meeting, and its relationship to the NATO
Council meeting. The question was whether the draft communiqué pre-
pared by the working group yesterday could form a basis for discussion
this afternoon.!

Mr. Merchant said that he thought it could be a basis of discussion.
He did not think the Secretary was likely to accept it entirely in its pres-
ent form, our inclination was to keep the substantive content to a mini-
mum, reserving a more detailed declaration for a communiqué to be
published by the NATO Council. This draft, he thought, should be
somewhat more factual and less declaratory.

Von Brentano said Spaak had pointed out that we should be aware
of the fact that since 1954, NATO had assumed its own commitments
with regard to Berlin, which had been renewed in December, 1957.2Von
Brentano said he agreed with Spaak’s point and that we should avoid
giving the impression that in today’s meeting, the Foreign Ministers had
in any way prejudiced the Council’s position or decision. Von Brentano

Source: Department of State, Conference Files: Lot 64 D 560, CF 1169. Drafted by
Tyler. The meeting was held at the Hotel Bristol.

T Not found, but see Document 106.

2 For text of the NATO Heads of Government communiqué, December 19, 1957, see
Department of State Bulletin, January 6, 1958, pp. 12-15.
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went on to say that, while he understood Spaak’s views, German and
world opinion would react in an unfavorable manner if no strong or
convincing public declaration were made by the Foreign Ministers to-
day. There would not be much point merely in saying that they were
united. The press would interpret this as meaning that the reason why
they had confined themselves to speaking about unity was precisely be-
cause they were not united.

Mr. Merchant said the Secretary feels the Four should state they
agree that the Soviet proposals should be rejected as being totally unac-
ceptable. It was desirable to eliminate from the communiqué anything
which would have an adverse effect, in view of the sensitivity of NATO
members.

Von Brentano went on to say that he was adopting this course with
some hesitation. He said he thought there was a danger that, because of
the different views and attitudes of various members of NATO, the
NATO communiqué would represent the lowest common denominator
of these views, just as the speed of a convoy is that of the slowest ship.
He said he thought there were two decisions to be taken today: First, an
internal decision among the Four with regard to their common position,
which would remain “in the desk drawer” until Tuesday; second, a de-
cision on the declaration to be published today, in which it would be
stated that the Foreign Ministers would report to the Council on Tues-
day.

At this point Ambassador Blankenhorn intervened to say that
Spaak had insisted that, in order to preserve NATO unity, a final com-
muniqué must on no account be published today. He summarized
Spaak’s ideas on what should be said today as follows: “The Three (or
the Four) Foreign Ministers are agreed that their legal position in Berlin
should be upheld. There is no legal reason to accept the Soviet proposal.
However, the Soviet note carries with it certain political implications
which should be discussed within NATO, because it has assumed cer-
tain obligations with regard to Berlin in 1954 which have been renewed
in 1957.”

Mr. Merchant said he hoped that this afternoon’s communiqué
would essentially meet Spaak’s concern but would make it clear that the
Soviet proposal was unacceptable.

There followed some confused and confusing comments by Von
Brentano, Blankenhorn and Van Scherpenberg on how many papers
needed to be prepared. Out of this confusion Mr. Merchant clarified the
situation as follows: He said he did not think we needed to envisage
more than two papers. What was required was (1) today’s Foreign Min-
isters’” communiqué, which should not go into too much detail, and
should protect NATO's legitimate interests in the subject; (2) during the
NATO discussion of the Berlin item, one, or perhaps even all four Minis-
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ters, would present an oral report along commonly agreed lines. This
report would end by saying that the essential points of the position
agreed on by the Four had been summarized in a paper which would
then be handed to Spaak for incorporation in the NATO communiqué as
the part on Berlin.

Blankenhorn said there was, nevertheless, a danger that the paper
which NATO might draw up would be weaker than the position taken
by the Four.

Mr. Merchant said, speaking personally, he felt the Four should re-
serve the right to publish their own statement independently of the
NATO communiqué, in the event that the other members of the Council
should insist on watering their position down too much.

Von Brentano said he hoped that the other members would go
along with the position taken by the Four.

Blankenhorn expressed himself as not being entirely sanguine on
this point, and referred to the possible effect of yesterday’s Soviet note
to all the members of NATO.3

Von Brentano said he had talked with Prime Minister Hansen of
Denmark on December 12, and that the latter’s position at that time was
perfectly clear and sound.

Mr. Merchant observed that the Soviet note to the members of
NATO was practically standard operational procedure immediately
preceding meetings of the Western powers.

Blankenhorn said Spaak had suggested that the discussion on Ber-
lin take place in secret session first thing in the morning session on De-
cember 16, in order that the whole day should be available for this
purpose.

Von Brentano said he agreed with Spaak that the Berlin question
should become Point I on Tuesday. It was desirable that any differences
that may exist should be smoked out at once and not be allowed to sub-
sist undiscussed.

Mr. Merchant agreed and said he would make recommendations to
the Secretary along these lines. He observed that the longer discussion
was postponed and a public position taken, the more the press would
speculate. He thought it might be a good thing to issue a special com-
muniqué on Berlin by Tuesday evening.

Grewe said he thought the working group communiqué could
stand some shortening, but that, essentially, it meets Spaak’s concern.

3 A translation of this December 13 note was transmitted in telegram 1262 from Mos-
cow, December 13. (Department of State, Central Files, 396.1-PA /12-1358) The Russian-
language text was transmitted as an enclosure to despatch 341 from Moscow, December
15. (Ibid., 396.1-PA /12-1558)
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Mr. Merchant agreed that it pretty well met the criteria just dis-
cussed.

At this point Blankenhorn made some comments suggesting that he
did not agree with this, and that he was in favor of cutting the present
draft down and reserving the substantive part for the NATO com-
muniqué.

Von Brentano raised some procedural questions with regard to this
afternoon, and Mr. Merchant said he thought it might be a good idea to
start the meeting by discussing the working group communiqué.

In conclusion it was agreed that the German Delegation would
draft a preliminary text of a communiqué for discussion in NATO, and
would have it ready in time for the 4:30 meeting this afternoon.

108. Telegram From the Delegation to the North Atlantic Council
Ministerial Meeting to the Department of State

Paris, December 15, 1958, 1 a.m.

Secto 10. French Chairman opened meeting French, U.K. and U.S.
Foreign Ministers after tripartite lunch at Quai d’Orsay at 1440 hours
today.

Secretary began by noting might be useful to consider at early stage,
and before arrival of Germans, question of revision existing contingency
plans which we had raised with British and French.! American initiative
had been approved at highest level of government, and in essence we
would like to revise instructions for Allied personnel on military trains
and autobahn. Couve queried whether Secretary envisaged doing
something in this field before replies sent to Soviet notes of November
27. Secretary said we wanted to change contingency plans now. We
could not rely on six months waiting period stipulated by Soviets before
changes to be made. If GDR officials appeared at check point tomorrow
our people would operate on basis of agency theory which no longer
valid.

Couve queried why there was no mention of air access in American
proposals. He had impression air communications were most important

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/12-1558. Secret; Priority. Trans-
mitted in two sections and repeated to London, Moscow, Bonn, and Berlin.

1See Document 98 and footnote 5 thereto.
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to Allied position in Berlin, and he had thought that solution, as in 1948,
would be to maintain communications of Berlin garrisons by air. Secre-
tary responded that U.S. proposal did not deal with all contingencies,
but was meant to eliminate present authority to treat GDR representa-
tives as agents of Soviets. It dealt with aspect of problem which had
aroused considerable emotional response in Federal Republic.

Lloyd said British could accept points A to C set forth in Deptel 1236
to Bonn, 327 to Berlin, 2147 to Paris, 559 to London and 945 to Moscow. 2
Point D however, involving question of using military action to try force
way through, he considered to be in different category. He agreed we
should make our position clear to Soviets and instruct our people ac-
cordingly, but contemplated military action was not part of same exer-
cise. This would have to be considered separately. As to point E he was
not quite clear as to whether this was consistent with A B and C, but in
any case paragraph D involved a completely different range of discus-
sion.

Couve said he had same opinion as Lloyd, and could approve pro-
posed changes only up to and including point C. It was obvious that we
could not accept idea that GDR officials are just agents of Soviets if it
said in advance that Soviets are giving up all their rights to GDR. How-
ever, would have to think further about point D.

Secretary stated that point D contemplated show of force in order to
test whether there would be resistance by force. If it agreeable to col-
leagues to accept A to C point D could be reserved for further considera-
tion.

Couve added that he thought point A re informing Soviet Govern-
ment would be largely taken care of by replies to November 27 Soviet
note. Secretary agreed. Couve added that Foreign Ministers should ac-
cordingly instruct their representatives in Bonn to reconsider their in-
structions. In summary, Secretary stated agreement reached that
instead of accepting GDR processing at check points, Allied officials
would be instructed to turn back.

After further discussion in which Foreign Ministers summarized
their understanding of agreement along lines indicated by Secretary
above, in response to query by Lloyd, Secretary agreed that point E did
not need to be considered at this juncture. Lloyd commented that our
juridical case is that we have agreements with Soviets which we cannot
allow them to renounce. Foreign Ministers agreed that Germans would
be told that we would not treat GDR officials as agents of Soviets or sub-
stitutes for Soviets.

2Document 98.
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There was further discussion re agency theory. Steel noted that we
could refuse GDR officials right to stamp our passports, but whole Al-
lied moral position was that GDR officials were merely stooges of Sovi-
ets. This was concept to which we must continue to adhere. Lloyd added
that stooge idea was essential, and therefore public treatment of new ap-
proach would present special problems. Secretary pointed out this was
a particular case. Stooge theory was fine but when GDR officials purport
to act as independent people then we could not accept their processing.
We must, of course, be careful in any general pronouncements not to
imply that they are independent. Lloyd said that, if GDR officials put
themselves forward as Soviet agents we would, of course, accept this.
What we must reject was their putting themselves forward as princi-
pals. Secretary noted that our position should be put primarily in terms
of not accepting responsibility of GDR as substitute for Soviets.

Discussion moved to subject of communiqué. Secretary noted that
Germans wanted substantive communiqué and that Spaak seemed con-
cerned about this. Merchant had seen von Brentano at noon.? As a result
he thought it would be agreeable to Germans if communiqué were brief
indicating that Soviet note unacceptable in form and substance and that
views of four powers would be laid before NATO meeting, after which
more detailed statement would be made. Merchant noted that position
of von Brentano was that it desirable to have firm four-power com-
muniqué but not one giving impression four Ministers had agreed on all
details and were presenting NATO Council with fait accompli. Von
Brentano also felt consideration should be given to more detailed and
precise statement to be issued by NATO Ministerial Council on Tues-
day, either as part of communiqué dealing with Tuesday discussion, or
as separate release after Council discussion on Berlin.

During discussion of possible contents of four-power communi-
qué, Secretary said he thought it should mention exchange of views by
Ministers, that they found Soviet note unacceptable in form and sub-
stance, that views of four powers were harmonious and would be laid
before NATO Ministerial Council, after which more complete and de-
tailed declaration would be made. Lloyd said he felt communiqué
should contain three points: (a) attitude of Ministers that Soviet de-
mands unacceptable, (b) that instructions being sent to Ambassadors in
Bonn to make clear that we would not accept substitution of GDR offi-
cials, and (c) discussion of Soviet notes by Foreign Ministers reflected
wide agreement preparatory to NATO meeting.

3See Document 107.
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Small drafting party formed to prepare tripartite version of com-
muniqué which, it was agreed, French Chairman should present to
four-power meeting as his own draft.

Dulles

109. Telegram From the Delegation to the North Atlantic Council
Ministerial Meeting to the Department of State

Paris, December 15, 1958, 1 a.m.

Secto 9. After opening remarks by French Chairman, quadripartite
ministerial meeting, which began 16:45 hours today, got underway with
long introductory statement by von Brentano. He said maintenance of
Berlin as free city depended on continuing willingness of three govern-
ments to defend their position there. Ultimatum like demands of Soviet
Union raised grave issues. Soviets did not propose negotiations to im-
prove situation in Berlin, but at most were willing to elaborate their de-
mands for basic revision Western position. Proposal for free city of West
Berlin meant that present dual division of Germany would become tri-
ple division, and solution of German reunification problem would be-
come ever more difficult as GDR moved towards complete recognition.
Free portion of Berlin would have to sever ties with Federal Republic
and its further development would be completely dependent on be-
nevolence of Soviet Zone. So-called international status of West Berlin
would be illusion and Soviets would find occasion to intervene. If link to
Federal Republic severed, Berlin economy would quickly collapse.
Mood of Berliners was still good, but could change overnight if they
thought Western support not firm. Foreign Ministers should therefore
show their determination, and NATO Council should subsequently re-
affirm association with Berlin guarantees. Berliners would regard what
happened in next few days as test of Western steadfastness. If West
failed on this issue, other countries of free world would begin to doubt
firmness of purpose and would look for new ways to protect themselves
through direct talks with Soviets. West must therefore respond firmly to

Source: Department of State, Central Files, 396.1-PA/12-1558. Secret; Priority.
Transmitted in two sections and repeated to London, Moscow, Bonn, and Berlin.
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Soviet demands or else surrender to force. Consideration should also be
given to accompanying display firm resolution by appeal to Soviet Un-
ion and entire world to rally forces interested in saving peace. He was
convinced that Soviet Union would not carry through its plans if faced
by determined resistance of free world. Soviet Union was intensifying
war of nerves and if we were not firm, we would all go down together.

At this point, Governing Mayor Brandt of Berlin entered room and
was welcomed by Couve who asked him to make statement on behalf of
Berlin. After expression gratitude for help of Western countries which
had assisted in reconstruction of Berlin during past decade, he empha-
sized all this was now threatened by new Soviet move. Berliners had
much self confidence as well as confidence in their Allied friends as evi-
denced by elections of December 7 in which Communist Unity Party ob-
tained only 1.9 percent of total vote. He felt that this election had been a
real plebiscite in rejection of Soviet proposals. Soviet proposal only su-
perficial solution with ultimate aim really complete absorption of Berlin
into Soviet controlled area. Some damage had already been done to eco-
nomic life of city, but people were prepared for difficulties. It was not
appropriate for him to give advice to Foreign Ministers, but he wished
to make appeal in accordance with feeling of population of Berlin that
fight must be continued for freedom of city. After expression of sympa-
thy and support by Couve, Brandt left room.

Discussion then moved to four-power communiqué. French circu-
lated draft which had been prepared before meeting by tripartite work-
ing group.! Von Brentano said he also had draft to submit.2 After brief
discussion, another drafting group was set up to refine German draft as
basis for four-power communiqué.

Using map for illustrative purposes, Secretary said he would like to
make a point often forgotten. He noted that 194445 agreements which
Soviets now proposed to repudiate had been relied on by us in falling
back from Saxony and Thuringia which we had occupied by end of war.
Modest quid pro quo which we received was entry into three Western
sectors of Berlin which at that time was little more than pile of rubble. He
had noted no suggestion from Soviets that they should give up this area
which we had left, whereas they were asking us to surrender our sectors
of Berlin. Secretary thought it might be worthwhile to make this point to
NATO Council, since people tend to forget historical basis of agree-
ments. Couve said point should be made publicly, and Lloyd added it

1 The draft under reference has not been found, but see Document 108.

2 A copy of the German draft communiqué is in Department of State, Conference
Files: Lot 64 D 560, CF 1174.
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would also be very good to include in reply to Soviets. Brentano nodded
assent.

Ministers then spent considerable time examining draft submitted
by von Brentano of suggested communiqué or declaration to be issued
by NATO Ministerial Council. Secretary objected to final paragraph as
unnecessary at this stage since it pre-supposes that replies would con-
tain counter-proposals. We did not yet know whether they would or
not. At present point, we were confronted with Soviet note purporting
unilaterally to repudiate obligations. They had given us six months ulti-
matum. Whether under these conditions we would want to make pro-
posals not clear. It was not good practice to negotiate under threat of an
ultimatum, and perhaps first thing to do was to get ultimatum with-
drawn. In any event, we would be reluctant to see question foreclosed
by having language included in communiqué expressing hope that pro-
posals be set forth in Western replies to Soviet notes.

Foreign Ministers agreed that last paragraph should be stricken.
Couve made point that document issued by NATO Council should not,
in effect, summarize future reply of Western powers to Soviet Union.
This could only be finally determined when replies drafted. It was
agreed that expert group would be set up to draft suggested com-
muniqué for issuance by NATO Ministerial Council. This was not to be
presented in advance, but slipped in towards end of Berlin discussion,
although it might be shown previously to Spaak who also had submit-
ted possible text of NATO communiqué to Four Foreign Ministers.?

Discussion then considered series of questions and answers pre-
pared by quadripartite working group which had met twice December
13.4 Ministers accepted recommendation that portion of Soviet note con-
taining specific proposals ought to be subject of identical replies, but
that other portions of replies dealing with refutation of propaganda ar-
guments need only be coordinated. It was understood that reply of Fed-
eral Republic would necessarily differ in form from other replies in view
of its different juridical position, but that in substance FedRep reply
would be on same lines.

Re timing of reply, Couve pressed for as early a date as possible,
perhaps even before Christmas. Lloyd was reluctant to move ahead so
fast and pointed out that NATO consultative processes required some
time. Von Brentano and Secretary both supported moving ahead with
reply as rapidly as feasible. Secretary pointed out we would be subject

3 Neither of the drafts under reference here has been found. The expert group com-
prised Bruce, Daridan, Steel, Grewe, and their advisers. (Ibid., Bruce Diaries: Lot 64 D 327)

4 See Document 106.
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to criticism if we seem to fritter away time. Accordingly, it agreed that
special quadripartite drafting party would begin work in effort to
achieve replies along lines indicated above as soon as possible.

Further discussion of whether notes should be short or long, or in-
clude historical references in text (as desired by British and Germans) or
in annex (as preferred by French), led to conclusion that this really a
matter to be decided in terms of needs each country. Lloyd made point
that it was easier for Soviets to suppress annex than a single unified text.
Hence, British favored putting historical arguments in body of note,
which might have some chance of being published in Soviet Union.

It agreed that there should be no provisional reply to Soviet notes,
and that further meeting of Foreign Ministers to approve work of ex-
perts not required. There was also agreement that NATO Ministerial
meeting should reaffirm action taken re Berlin in 1954, and that Couve
would make report to Ministerial Council re four-power meeting today.
Decision was deferred as to whether quadripartite working group simi-
lar to that which met in 1957 and 1958 should be established to draw up
proposals for procedure and further action re Berlin crisis. Experts had
pointed out that such meeting would be necessary if reply were to envis-
age possibility of discussion of German problem as a whole. Ministers
also agreed that propaganda measures to be taken to counter Soviet pro-
posals should be handled by individual action of four governments.

On question of substance, Couve mentioned that French draft
which already prepared made no reference to counter-proposals, al-
though it implies that discussion on German problem as a whole was
always possible. Couve said he hesitated to qualify Soviet proposal as
ultimatum in Western replies. He would rather ask Soviets if they had
intended to issue ultimatum, and tell them, if this were case, that it was
not acceptable. Secretary agreed, remarking that it was important to
leave Soviets a way out. Lloyd concurred.

Lloyd mentioned that, in talks earlier today, it agreed that agency
argument as applied to GDR officials needed careful handling.5 West-
ern powers say that GDR officials are stooges of Russians, but agree that
they will not permit substitution of such officials for Soviets. If GDR rep-
resentatives were to say they are acting as Soviet agents, that would be
acceptable, but as they say they are acting for themselves, Western posi-
tion must be one of refusing to deal with them. Von Brentano pointed
out that agency theory no longer pertinent in view of assertion of GDR
sovereignty. It would only be possible to maintain theory if Soviets were
using GDR officials as agents to carry out their obligations, but note of
November 27 states Soviets no longer have such obligations. Lloyd said

5See Document 108.
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there was no disagreement on this point. All he meant was that if GDR
officials were to claim they were acting as Soviet agents we would have
no reason to object. Von Brentano agreed.

Secretary queried whether Spaak should be asked to modify
agenda for Ministerial meeting so that Berlin could be discussed on
Tuesday morning. Von Brentano indicated that Spaak had already said
this would be acceptable.

Ministers reworked at some length text of four-power com-
muniqué as prepared by drafting group (sent separate message).®

Before meeting terminated, Couve asked what should be said to’

press. Lloyd suggested journalists might be told that Ministers had been
discussing replies to Soviet notes. Von Brentano argued strongly against
any statements going beyond communiqué on ground that different an-
swers to various questions which might be posed would cause specula-
tion about possible differences of views. It agreed Ministers would
make no statements on meeting except generalities to effect that it had
been profitable and harmonious, and that subject would again be dis-
cussed in NATO Ministerial Council.

Dulles

6In Secto 6 from Paris, December 14, 11 p.m. (Department of State, Conference Files:
Lot 64 D 560) For text of this communique, which reaffirmed the determination of the three
Western powers to maintain their rights and position in Berlin and stated that unilateral
repudiation by the Soviet Union of its obligations in Berlin was unacceptable, see Depart-
ment of State Bulletin, December 29, 1958, pp. 1041-1042.

110. Memorandum From the Deputy Under Secretary of State for
Political Affairs (Murphy) to the Under Secretary of State
(Herter)

Washington, December 15, 1958.

[Source: Department of State, Central Files, 762.00/12-1558. Secret.
2-1/2 pages of source text not declassified.]

111. Memorandum of Conversation

USDel/MC/8 Paris, December 15, 1958, 12:10 p.m.

[Source: Department of State, Conference Files: Lot 64 D 560, CF
1169. Top Secret. 1 page of source text not declassified.]
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112. Telegram From the Delegation to the North Atlantic Council
Ministerial Meeting to the Department of State

Paris, December 17, 1958, 1 a.m.

Polto 1718. From: US Del. Subject: Berlin discussion at NATO Min-
isterial meeting.! French FonMin began discussion on Berlin in re-
stricted Ministerial session this morning by reporting to Council results
of quadripartite meeting Dec. 14.2 He made point that earlier meeting
not intended to reach decisions, but to have preliminary exchange of
views between the three responsible powers in Berlin and FedRep. As
Foreign Ministers aware, Couve continued, communiqué published af-
ter meeting?3 reminded world of agreement of three powers to maintain
their rights in Berlin, including that of access, and that they would wish
to consult their NATO allies. Four Foreign Ministers shared view these
rights could not be ended unilaterally by Soviets and that withdrawal of
Western troops from Berlin could take place only as result of freely ne-
gotiated treaty. Couve added that idea of free city of West Berlin was
unacceptable to Foreign Ministers. It would prevent reunification of
Germany. On reply to Soviet note of Nov. 27, Foreign Ministers had
agreed that in drafting text they must consider need for support of pub-
lic opinion. In view of six months period stipulated by Soviets, several
exchanges of notes with them must be expected. One point Ministers
had concluded must be stressed was that Berlin not an isolated problem.
It is part of larger German problem, and Western powers must indicate
that they are not unwilling to negotiate on German reunification and are
always ready to do so. Foreign Ministers had reached firm agreement
on principles, but had not shut door on negotiations if Soviets were will-
ing to exclude threat of ultimatum.

Inlight of today’s discussion, Couve stated, drafting would quickly
get under way in order to enable replies to be sent to Moscow as quickly
as possible. Replies would be coordinated as far as practicable, espe-
cially in their essential portions. Reply of Federal Republic would vary
somewhat on form because of different juridical situation and differ-

Source: Department of State, Conference Files: Lot 64 D 560, CF 1176. Drafted by Hil-
lenbrand and cleared and approved by Reinhardt. Transmitted in five sections and re-
peated to Bonn, Berlin, London, and Moscow.

! Further documentation on the North Atlantic Council Ministerial Meeting at Paris,
December 16-18, is presented in volume VII, Part 1.

2The verbatim, C-VR(58)61, and summary, C-R(58)61, records of this December 16
session, both dated December 16, are in Department of State, Conference Files: Lot 64 D
560, CF 1168. A two-page summary of the meeting and drafting session that followed is
ibid., Bruce Diaries: Lot 64 D 327. Regarding the quadripartite meeting on December 14,
see Document 109.

3 For text of this communiqué, see Department of State Bulletin, December 29, 1958,
pp- 1041-1042.
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ences in note received by it from Soviets.* In any case, four powers
would further consult in NATO before sending replies to obtain advice
re proposed texts.

Next speaker was German Foreign Minister who fully supported
report just made by Couve. He stressed importance of Council’s issuing
statement on Berlin today, since people of city were awaiting results of
Paris meetings. For more than ten years, Berlin had been concern of en-
tire free world which had shown its solidarity with city. Soviet notes
would deprive Berlin of all protection and put it at mercy of Commu-
nists. Von Brentano said that as free city under Soviet proposal, Berlin
would cease to be symbol it now is as refugee flow from East dried up
and freedom of city could be abolished at any time. He hoped Minister-
ial Council could adopt as its own, statement of December 14. Council
was aware of role of Berlin in East-West struggle. It should remind
world of this in official communiqué.

Only solution to Berlin problem, von Brentano continued, is to
make Berlin capital of free and united Germany. Until this achieved,
there could only be regime of Western troops remaining under rights of
occupation. FedRep does not want to be provocative. Negotiations with
Soviets are indispensable. It would be unwise to push latter into unwise
decisions, but threats are not point of departure for constructive nego-
tiations. If West adopted firm attitude, he believed Soviets would give
some. If on other hand, West failed to show unity, evidencing prema-
ture willingness to negotiate, it would lose ground gradually and ca-
pitulate in long run.

Italian Foreign Minister stated that communiqué issued after Dec.
14 meeting and report just given by Couve had very well stressed posi-
tion of firmness that must characterize Western world in face of Soviet
initiative. Soviets had tried to put Berlin problem in forefront. Appro-
priate answer to Soviet note must reaffirm respect for Berlin status, but
must also combat propaganda efforts of Soviets. Atlantic Alliance was
founded to protect peace, but positions of members were not always co-
ordinated by broader action in political field. We find ourselves in posi-
tion where Soviets pretend this initiative intended make contribution to
peace. West should respond quickly to Soviet note with immediate co-
ordinated position to contain momentum of Soviet proposals.

Secretary, who spoke next, began by noting that bold Soviet acts in
early post-war period, such as seizure of Czechoslovakia and Berlin

4 For text of the Soviet note to the West German Government, November 27, see Mos-
kau Bonn, pp. 464-470.
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blockade, had largely led to creation of NATO.5 Since organization in
being, Western countries were able to congratulate themselves that no
comparable threats had arisen in Europe, although they had occurred in
Far East and Mid-East. Now for first time in nearly decade, NATO coun-
tries were faced with threat in Europe of grave character. In considering
how we deal with this threat, Secretary continued, it would be well to
take account of personality of Khrushchev, who is different from coldly
calculating Molotov or Stalin. He is a person who is easily buoyed up by
success, impulsive, with certain characteristics of gambler. He re-
minded one of figures of the past who, having had initial successes,
went on and on, and eventually brought disaster to the world. It is there-
fore essential to the peace of the world that he not have success, even
partial success, in this instance. If he does, it will lead to a series of events
culminating in disaster for us all.

Present stroke aimed at Berlin, probably because it an isolated and
militarily indefensible city. Perhaps Soviets saw opportunity for creat-
ing dissension between Allies. In that respect, Soviet action was similar
to probings elsewhere. They want to get rid of free-world position in
Berlin. It provides unbearable contrast with surrounding satellite areas.
Soviet rulers talk glibly of co-existence, but here where there is example
of such co-existence, West Berlin’s demonstration of freedom is so much
more impressive that Soviets find it unbearable. Secretary said he did
not know how many of Foreign Ministers present had recently been in
Berlin. He had been there in May after Copenhagen Conferenceé and
was impressed by sense of vibrant and creative life there which demon-
strated freedom in way which it easy to understand Communists could
not like. If we allowed this to be blotted out, it would be a disastrous
blow to freedom and ultimately to world peace.

Secretary said he wished to refer briefly to Soviet note of Nov. 27
which started out with gross and insulting distortion of history. To jus-
tify their proposed action re Berlin, Soviets had re-written history to pre-
tend World War Il was caused by Western Allies, especially British and
French, who incited Hitler to attack Soviets. Suggestion was history now
being repeated. Because memories are short, some may have forgotten
how gross a distortion this is. Secretary at this point quoted from text of
speech made by Molotov to Supreme Soviet on Oct. 31, 19387 expound-
ing Soviet policy at that time. Statements of then Soviet Foreign Minister

SA copy of Dulles’ remarks is in Department of State, Conference Files: Lot 64 D 560,
CF 1176.

® Documentation on the Copenhagen meeting of the North Atlantic Council, May
5-7, is presented in volume VII, Part 1. Regarding Dulles’ visit to Berlin on May 8, see
Document 11.

’Fora summary of this speech, see Foreign Relations, The Soviet Union, 1933-1939,
pPp- 786-790.
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were better history than distortions in Soviet note. Everyone knows that
post-war policy of FedRep in cooperation with NATO allies is to bring
about such integration, military, political and economic, with countries
of Europe that never again would there be possibility of Germany pur-
suing such course as under Hitler. This was great statesmanlike policy,
above all reflected in views of Adenauer.

As to substance of note, Secretary continued, it unilaterally asserted
that agreements re Germany of 194445 are null and void. These were
agreements entered into re respective zones of occupation in Germany
when war ended. They were greatly in interest of Soviet Union. At time
of end of hostilities, British and American troops occupied considerable
areas which were turned over to Soviets as we fell back in reliance on
these agreements (Secretary used map as at four-power meeting on Dec.
14 to illustrate graphically extent of area involved). In return Allies re-
ceived few square miles of rubble in largely destroyed city of Berlin. So-
viets have now consolidated their position in East Germany, and
agreements are declared null and void, as far as advantages Western
powers obtained concerned. Soviet Union does not propose to disgorge
advantages it obtained under same agreements.

Note goes on to state, Secretary added, Soviets will turn over to
GDR control of our air, water, and land space around Berlin and give it
responsibility hitherto exercised by Soviets over allied transit move-
ments to and from Berlin. Such action would violate not only agree-
ments of 194445, but also more recent agreements, for example that
reached in Council of Foreign Ministers in Paris in June 19498 wherein
Soviets assumed obligation for transit traffic to and from Berlin. It now
purports unilaterally to divest itself of obligation formally assumed and
not part of wartime agreements. Secretary also recalled final directive of
Summit Meeting of July 1955°in which four powers agreed they had re-
sponsibility for solution of German question, a matter always deemed to
include problem of Berlin.

In effect, Soviets have said that unless we accept and implement
their decision in six months, they will unilaterally carry it out. We are
faced with what can only be interpreted as an ultimatum in that respect.
U.S. is of opinion that any compromise on this issue would be serious
indeed, and it is almost grotesque to suggest that new agreements be
negotiated on wreckage of unilateral denunciation by Soviets of whole
series of prior agreements. If Soviets can denounce agreements when-
ever their purpose is served, what is value of new agreements? It would

8 For text of the final communiqué of the Paris Council of Foreign Ministers meeting,
June 20, 1949, see ibid., 1949, vol. III, pp. 1062-1065.
® Ibid., 1955-1957, vol. V, pp. 527-528.



212 Foreign Relations, 1958-1960, Volume VIII

be of utmost importance therefore that Soviets be given opportunity to
qualify reported denunciation of agreements and apparent ultimatum
aspect of note as condition precedent to new agreements. We need not
put matter in a way difficult for Soviets in this respect, but it does seem
that willingness to continue negotiations should be related to explana-
tion by Soviet Union that it not intended unilaterally to denounce this
series of existing agreements or place Western powers under threat of
ultimatum. Of course, willingness of Western powers to negotiate on
subject has been made manifest time and again. Note of Sept. 30'° has
not yet received reply. It constitutes invitation to negotiate which still
outstanding. Secretary said he did not suggest that offers should be
withdrawn, or that there should be refusal by Allies to negotiate on
reunification of Germany which is heart of any change in Berlin status.

Secretary said he had no doubt that, before issue resolved, we
would be subjected to very severe war of nerves which had already be-
gun. Soviet note of Dec. 13! contained violent threat that all Europe
could be wiped out. This perhaps so, equally so Soviet Union could be
wiped out by the U.S. if that attempted. Soviet Union knows this, and
since it a fact, he did not think we need worry about these threats. There
exists in U.S. a deterrent power which is very great indeed, perhaps
greater than it has been or may be, because Soviets are short of long-
range bombers and do not yet have in production and in place means
adequate to accomplish great results. American military advisers are
confident Soviets will not risk war about Berlin, and threat to devastate
Europe if West firm on Berlin is an empty one which ought not to
frighten anyone. Therefore, we can proceed with confidence and refrain
from encouraging bold and reckless Soviet move which, if successful,
would only encourage further moves of same kind. Secretary recalled
Hitler who initially, probably contrary to military advice, acted reck-
lessly, got away with it, and became more and more reckless until the
world was plunged into World War II. In U.S. opinion, Khrushchev now
faces the world with comparable test. We hope it will be dealt with in
a manner which will not encourage further irresponsible moves by
Soviets. Peaceful co-existence presupposes sanctity of international
agreements. Willingness to proceed with new agreements on basis de-
nunciation of existing agreements would be great weakness and mis-
take on part of free world.

OFor text of this note, see Department of State Bulletin, October 20, 1958, pp.
613-614.

11gee footnote 3, Document 107.
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Canadian Foreign Minister said that, although Canada not directly
responsible in Berlin, it, like other NATO countries, was affected by
what happened there and saw situation from viewpoint of country
which in 1954 had associated itself with tripartite reaffirmation of Berlin
guarantee. He agreed Soviet proposals on Berlin were unacceptable,
and hoped that NATO meeting would say so publicly—as clearly as
four Foreign Ministers had on Dec. 14. Only satisfactory solution for
Berlin is to make it capital of free and united Germany. Soviet proposals
were not only offensive in language, but they were bad history. Never-
theless, he wished to ask question whether this ruled out possibility of
some interim arrangement for city as first step to reunification. Were
there any counter-proposals re Berlin itself which could be advanced?
He hoped four powers would examine possibility in course of delibera-
tions. At some point negotiation with Soviets re German problem and
European security was necessary. He hoped this would be reflected in
NATO communiqué and in replies of four powers to Soviet notes.

Smith said he had no formula to suggest, but felt Western powers
should begin with re-evaluation of Western reunification policies. Were
there any alternatives? He hoped willingness to negotiate would be pre-
served and that a tolerable modus vivendi would be sought. Said he was
gratified by British FonMin’s statement of Dec. 4!? affirming British
readiness to negotiate with Soviets on German problems as well as simi-
lar expression of readiness by Secretary. He referred with approval to
Lloyd’s view that if freely elected Government of reunified Germany
chose to join NATO, no strategic advantage would be taken of Eastern
Germany and forces would not be moved forward. Chanceller
Adenauer has several times made same point, Smith continued. This
would involve some risk, but risk would not be greater than in present
situation. Flexibility shown by these statements must be preserved if
West is to regain initiative on Berlin.

Danish FonMin agreed with main lines of envisaged reply to Soviet
proposals. Danes appreciated intentions of three powers to reject Soviet
legal position as unfounded while restating Western legal position and
making it clear that they were going to maintain it. This, however, Krag
continued, did not alter earnest Danish desire and hopes for summit
meeting at suitable time to deal with outstanding problems, perhaps in-
cluding that of European security. He felt any communiqué should re-
flect this point.

2For text of Lloyd’s statement on Europe in the House of Commons, see 596 House
of Commons, Parliamentary Debates, 5th Series, cols. 1368—1382.
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Belgian FonMin made rather lengthy analysis of situation which
was partly repetitive of points previously made. He noted that once
again Soviets had taken initiative at time and place of their own choos-
ing. This gave them advantage. Western reply must accordingly not
merely be repudiation, but also involve taking initiative. Western legal
position was strong, but de facto situation in Berlin difficult. Berlin was
an isolated city and if Soviets carried out their intentions after six
months, Western powers would be faced with concrete situation. On
other hand, if they were to leave Berlin, it would quickly be absorbed
by GDR. Western powers should adapt their reply to these two facts.
They should not make any concessions to Soviet threat, but it would be
unwise to refuse negotiations with Soviets simply because we did not
believe in their good faith. Public opinion would not accept this. Hence,
astrong imaginative effort was necessary that would embarrass Soviets.

Wigny suggested that two possibilities presented themselves—
separate treatment of Berlin, or treatment of Berlin problem as part of
German problem as whole. He suggested that Soviet proposal of free
city might be turned around to their embarrassment by saying that we
too are for a free city including all four sectors, to be established on basis
free elections accompanied by provisions for firm attachment to that
portion of world to which population preferred to remain attached.

Soviets always have advantage because they make proposals in ad-
vance they know we will refuse, Wigny continued. We must not simply
renew old line, but add to it giving impression of imagination. We might
respond that a demilitarized free city should not be within reach of can-
nons of Soviets, hence, there should be a demilitarization of East Ger-
many, at least beyond Berlin and perhaps including Poland.

Wigny expressed gratification at consultation with NATO coun-
tries and Couve’s assurance of future consultation. NATO countries
were in this together. It would be preferable that positive reply be sent
long before end of six-month period since time must be left for negotia-
tions. West must have firm position right from start of these negotia-
tions. Soviets would attempt to turn tables by making West responsible
for aggression by claiming aggression was being committed against
East Germany police to whom they had turned over responsibility. It
would be better for West to say at beginning of negotiations that any act
on part of Soviets or anyone else re Allied corridor to Berlin would be
considered an extremely grave act.

Greek FonMin stated his support of firm reply, and said he agreed
with Fanfani that reply should take up propaganda threat and try to em-
barrass Soviets. Greek Govt had impression Soviet objective re Berlin
did not involve readiness to go to war, but was intended to cover up
dangerous maneuvers elsewhere. Infiltration was going on in other
large areas of world and periodic crises were created to make Western
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countries lose sight of these developments elsewhere. West should be
firm on Berlin, but not forget this basic fact. Soviets were clever in their
tactics. By repeating threats and making excessive demands, they made
Western public opinion willing to accept with relief solution which con-
ceded something to Soviets. We are asked for one thousand, Averoff
said. Public opinion gets frightened and if we agree to one hundred,
there is great relief.

Netherlands FonMin made strong statement. He said he agreed So-
viet proposals were unacceptable and West must be resolved to remain
in Berlin and protect its population. It should be made clear that if Sovi-
ets put proposed measures into effect this may lead to military measures
necessary to supply Allied garrisons. Should also make clear that unilat-
eral action not acceptable and that change can only be made by negotia-
tion, but such negotiations could not be on basis of present Soviet
proposals. Soviets were trying to put Western determination to test.

Position of West, Luns continued, would however be improved if
we declared willingness to discuss whole German question. Such a con-
ference perhaps in March might provide occasion for informal discus-
sions on most urgent problem of how to avoid incidents if Soviets
withdraw. He recognized that Soviets had said they would not discuss
problem of German unification with other three powers. If they con-
tinue to refuse, blame can clearly be put on them. Soviet tactics are
aimed not at reaching agreement, but at exhibiting weaknesses in West-
ern public opinion forcing Governments to press for dangerous conces-
sions such as formal recognition of GDR. He referred to “disengage-
ment virus,” and said establishment of neutral zones would only create
more political danger and more possibility of miscalculation. It should
therefore be made clear to public opinion that Soviet Berlin initiative
forms part of effort to neutralize West Germany, to confederate West
and East Germany, to spread Communism in West Europe, and to de-
molish Western defensive system.

British FonMin said that Soviet action was part of pattern of attack
on Western positions everywhere. Concessions do not make us safer,
and West must be firm. He welcomed U.S. Government statement that
U.S. Governement makes it absolutely clear that full force of nuclear de-
terrent would be used if Soviets attempted to alter status quo by force.
Most people know the chances of survival for a free city of Berlin were
nil. Lloyd was glad to find unity which existed among NATO countries
for firm refutation of Soviet proposals. He hoped that from this unity
they might gain stength to deal with other matters where disagreement
still existed.

With firmness must be linked constructive approach to German
problem as a whole. Berlin should be capital of a free and united Ger-
many. This point must be repeated. Another attempt must be made to
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convince people that these proposals offer a sound basis for European
security and they must be re-examined to see if they could not be better
put. People are a little tired of our old proposals. There must be flexibil-
ity in tactics but absolute firmness on principles in dealing with Soviets.
Khrushchev was a skilled tactician and manipulator of public opinion.
West needed to strengthen its position before public opinion. He
thought one of strongest points for West to make was that Soviets were
repudiating their pledged word and to stress what effect this would
have on other negotiations with Soviet Union. We might do this more in
sorrow than in anger. Even Khrushchev might be susceptible to argu-
ment that Soviets are unreliable and do not keep their pledged word.

Norwegian FonMin also supported rejection of unilateral denun-
ciation of international agreements. Re formulation of replies to Soviet
notes by four powers, Lange agreed that views should be presented in
such a way as to convince public opinion. 1955 proposals were reason-
able, but it must be frankly admitted that success had not been achieved
in having them accepted by public. Consideration should accordingly
be given to possible revision of certain of these proposals. It was not pos-
sible to wait until expiration of six-months period before efforts were
made to influence public opinion on this serious matter.

Turkish FonMin said this was obviously fresh Soviet attempt to
strain Atlantic Alliance, dissolution of which principal goal since it is
primary obstacle to world domination which Soviets seek. Re Western
reaction, Zorlu continued, stress should be laid on importance of all-
German factors in settlement of Berlin problem. Goals of unification of
Germany and security of Europe were basis of NATO policy and no so-
lution was acceptable which ran counter to these objectives. West must
avoid anything which weakens Alliance. Task of West was to face up to
problem with solidarity.

Secretary-General Spaak, in Chair, asked Foreign Ministers
whether attempt should be made to draft communiqué to be issued
same evening. Agreement was general that effort should be made.
Agreement also reached that verbatim record of meeting should be cir-
culated by International Staff.

After noting that Ministers had evidenced large measure of agree-
ment not only in principle but even in details, Spaak reviewed in some
detail points arising out of Council discussion which he considered
should be reflected in communiqué. Special working group made up of
UK, France, U.S., FedRep, Italy, Canada, chaired by Assistant Secretary
General for Political Affairs, met shortly after end of morning session to
prepare draft.
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At 17:30 hours, Ministers examined product of drafting group, and
after reworking for some two hours agreed on text at 19:30 hours for im-
mediate release (text in separate message).'®

Bpolto 1717 from Paris, December 17. (Department of State, Central Files,
740.5/12-1758) For text of the NATO declaration on Berlin, see Department of State Bulle-
tin, January 5, 1959, p. 4.

113. Telegram From Secretary of State Dulles to the Department
of State

Paris, December 16, 1958, 11 p.m.

Dulte 4. Eyes only Acting Secretary for President from Secretary.

Dear Mr. President:

We have just finished our first day of formal NATO meetings,
morning and afternoon. These were devoted almost exclusively to Ber-
lin. The atmosphere on the whole was good. I made a statement which
seems to have been well received.! I emphasized with a map the area
which the forces under your command gave up to the Soviets in order to
comply with the 1944 agreement which the Soviets now denounce. Most
of the statements made were strong and vigorous, the only exception
being the Canadians who were rather soft. Most of the afternoon session
was devoted to drawing up a communiqué on Berlin.? You can well
imagine that this was a rather harrowing experience with each one of the
fifteen foreign ministers doing an editing job. The result is, I think, effec-
tive although anyone alone could have done it better. Tonight Couve de
Murville is giving a dinner for the foreign ministers which I am forego-
ing in the interest of my digestion. Unfortunately, McElroy has been
knocked out all day, but my doctor is caring for him and expects him to
be in shape tomorrow when his statement will be due.

Faithfully yours, Foster

Source: Department of State, Conference Files: Lot 64 D 560, CF 1179. Confidential.
Drafted by Dulles.

1See footnote 5, Document 112.

2For text of the NATO declaration on Berlin, see Department of State Bulletin,
January 5, 1959, p. 4.
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114. Memorandum of Conversation

USDel/MC/20 Paris, December 17, 1958, 9:30 a.m.

MINISTERIAL MEETING OF THE
NORTH ATLANTIC COUNCIL

Paris, France, December 16-18, 1958

PARTICIPANTS
United States France
The Secretary of State Foreign Minister Couve de Murville
Ambassador Houghton Ambassador Alphand

Mr. Merchant
Mr. McBride

SUBJECT

Berlin

The French Foreign Minister said that we should now proceed to
the drafting of our reply to the Soviets. The Secretary said that he had a
draft now based on the French draft which had been expanded to add
certain material regarding the historical events of 1939.! Mr. Merchant
noted that the Working Group was meeting this afternoon. It was pro-
posed to work until December 24 and then recess for about a week, and
have a draft the first week in January. The Secretary said he had no ob-
jection to proceeding sooner. He added there was some difference of
opinion as to whether the reply should be delivered before or after the
Communist Party meeting in January. He personally believed that to
wait until the latter part of January to deliver our reply would give the
impression of vacillation on our part. Couve de Murville said French
public opinion would not understand a long delay in replying, and he
thought the Germans felt the same way. He thought we should make
known our firm position promptly. The Secretary agreed and said he
thought we should go ahead, and have a draft by the end of the year.

M. Couve de Murville referred to the discussions of last Sunday,?
and asked for a further explanation of our ideas with regard to access to
Berlin. The Secretary explained that at present our road convoys nor-
mally go through without armor. If GDR agents were to take over and

Source: Department of State, Conference Files: Lot 64 D 560, CF 1169. Confidential.
Drafted by McBride. The meeting was held at the Embassy residence.

! Neither draft has been further identified.
2December 14; see Documents 108 and 109.
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were to stop these convoys, our thought was to have them go back, and
then attempt to go through again with a certain amount of armor. They
would not attempt at this point to force their way through as we don’t
have sufficient [armor] for that, but would serve to test the Soviets fully.
If convoys were stopped under these circumstances, we would then
consultagain and reconsider courses of action such as adding additional
armor, an air lift, etc. The purpose of our Point D3 was to make a show of
force to see if the Soviets were prepared to meet force with force. We
would not initially establish a self-blockade which might prove to be un-
necessary. An air lift was not automatically the answer either.

Couve said he presumed that if GDR agents replaced the Soviets in
the BASC, our civilian aircraft would ignore them and fly in anyway.
Under these conditions, these planes would probably be interfered
with. In that case we could supply them with military escort and force
the Soviets to take the first overt action. The Secretary said we of course
wished to maneuver the Soviets into shooting first. Our Point D was in-
tended to test the Soviet intentions and not lead to fighting.

Couve asked what percentage of our Berlin traffic involved road
transport, since virtually all of the French traffic was by rail. Mr. Mer-
chant said we used both rail and road while the British used virtually all
road traffic. The test of the Soviets’ intentions would of course come
through our utilization of road traffic and not rail.

The Secretary said that he was convinced these actions will not lead
to war, since the Soviets do not wish a war. They are in a period of rela-
tive weakness, and are between the bomber phase and the missile
phase. They have economized and Khrushchev recently stated they had
ceased bomber production while they had an inadequate supply of mis-
siles at present. The Secretary added that, if we made a show of force, we
would probably get through. He did no