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SECRET

August 23, 1961
BERLIN-GERMANY GROUP
Interview with Mr. Escott Reid, Canadian

Ambassador to the FRG, by Mr, Owen and Mr.
Fuller, August 23

Ambassador Reid spoke on the Berlin problem from a
background of 3% years as Ambassador at Bonn. His views
are purely his own and do not represent the official posi-
tion of his Government.

He believes there are three vital, and hence non-
negotiable, Western interests respecting West Berlin -
its people's freedom, free access of goods and persons,
and the presence of Western troops (his later proposal
suggests that under different conditions, the last of these
might be waived).

He feels it important to try, also, to preserve what
limited freedoms East Berliners and East Germans possess.
In this connection he referred to the activities of the SPD
in East Berlin, and to Bishop Dibelius' assurances to him
that the Evangelical Church in East Germany has much more
freedom than, for instance, the Catholic Church in Hungary.

He favors increased contacts between East and West
Germans, particularly in the economic, cultural and reli-
gious fields. Despite recent happenings he would try to
keep Berlin as a meeting place for Germans, East and West.

He strongly favois early "exploratory talks" - not
necessarily negotiations at the first stage - with the
Russians.

As to what the West might propose as a way out of the
Berlin crisis, he suggests an all-Berlin plan, although
recognizing the difficulty of getting Soviet acceptance.
His suggestion wodd be essentially as follows:

Unification
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Unification of Berlin under a Statute
signed by the Four Powers, the two German
governments, and Berlin representatives.

This would incorporate solid guarantees of
Western access, and freedom for Berliners under
an elective government of their own choosing.
It would supplant the present, somewhat "dog-
eared" title deeds we now have derived from
victory and occupation. The Statute would have
no terminal date, but be valid until German
reunification. There would be a substantial UN
presence (as an optimum, full UN sovereignty
over Berlin, as UN headquarters, until German
reunification; more probably, a UN Commissioner
for Berlin, responsible to the Security Council).
There would be UN observers on access routes,
at air control center, etc. There would be
mechanisms for adjudication of disputes.

He admitted that the Russians would probably exact a
high price for acceptance of an all-Berlin plan, which would
require the removal of the GDR government from present East
Berlin. But he believes that they are deeply worried about
the wobbly condition of their East German satellite and would
be interested in ways to insure greater stability in this
area, as well as in their whole satellite empire. An all-
Berlin plan might appeal to them by removing Berlin as an
irritant in Soviet-Western relations, and also because
Western acceptance of a Berlin Statute to which the GDR was
a party, would mean a measure of de facto recognition of the
GDR. Additionally, Western recognition of the Oder-Neisse
line and promotion of augmented East-West German contacts
would appeal as stabilizing factors.

His relations with Adenauer and von Brentano cause
him to be hopeful of possible German acceptance of such a plan.
He cited evidence, including that of UK experts at Bonn, that

West
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West German opinion is moving away from rigid insistence
on German reunification in the measurable future, and
toward a greater recognition of the realities of the
situation. This change has been noteworthy over the last
three years.

He suggested that sometime after the German election,
the President might invite Adenauer to visit him, and then
seek to win him over to such a proposed solution on the
grounds that the Chancellor's oft-expressed hope for German
unity is not now a realizable objective, but that a settle-
ment of the sort indicated which would, nevertheless, mean
"beace and freedom", might go down in history as Adenauer's
last great act of statesmanship. In this connection, he
thought Mr. McCloys influence might be useful, as Adenauer
had stated that McCloy was the only foreign ambassador
that ever really won Adenauer's confidence.

He also noted that Ambassador Bruce, two years ago,
had expressed to him views similar to those herein suggested.

SECRET
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August 14, 1961

BERLIN-GERMANY GROUP

Interview with Ambassadors Kennan and
Thompson, August 11

Ambassador Kennan pleaded lack of full information on
Berlin, but was disturbed by impressions of governmental
and public thinking here. He questioned what seemed some
underlying assumptions of our Berlin policy. Specifically,
he made the following points:

1. We have overplayed our show of strength (the
Jugoslavs had made much of this), Khrushchev is fully
aware of our military power and has a healthy respect for
it. What is needed is a clearer demonstration of our
willingness to mnegotiate.

2., He questioned the view, prevalent in Washington,
that Khrushchev had created the Berlin crisis in overbearing
fashion to humiliate the US. Actually he was forced into his
Berlin demarche by GDR weakness. He is greatly worried
about this, also by 1958 Bundestag resolution approving
atomic weapons for the FRG, This latter started Ulbricht's
"bleating" about Berlin and may have been a main cause
of the Soviet note of November, 1958. The Jugoslavs,
in their recent Moscow talks, saw evidence of Soviet fears
and vulnerabilities respecting Berlin. Khrushchev wants a
way out.

3. We must distinguish between what Khrushchev wants
and what he realistically expects to get. Kennan questions
the order of Soviet objectives as sometimes stated in our
working papers. There are really the makings of an acceptable
"deal™ over Berlin. He would have preferred a more radical,
over-all approach along "disengagement'" lines, for which he
is abundantly on record, but realized that this approach had

been
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been emphatically rejected and is no longer "in the ball
park"., 1/

4, A "do-nothing" or "do-little"™ policy is not good
enough, We cannot expect to continue to keep Germany
completely divided, and at the same time keep Berlin vital and
sound. We must move toward recognition of the actual state
of affairs. This will probably mean: acceptance of Oder-
Neisse, de facto recognition of GDR (but no admission of
responsibility for keeping it in power), a European security
treaty between the NATO and Warsaw pact countries. We
might offer a modified all-German proposal, or some
type of all-Berlin free, international city. We must point
out to Khrushchev that a separate treaty would necessitate
some new Berlin arrangement - it is urgent to consider and
agree on such an arrangement which would improve, not
worsen, the situation. Any Berlin arrangement of interim
nature must include severance of Berlin-FRG political ties -
a very difficult step but not impossible. Economic ties
could be maintained.

5. As to tactics, the problem is insoluble if we try
to condone all the inhibitions of our allies. At some
point we will have to do violence to their feelings, for
the alternative is war. The Germans are not too serious a
problem - they will, under necessity, accept many things they
do not approve., They want it documented that their acceptance
was, to a degree, involuntary. This applies, perhaps in a
lesser degree to the French. We must be firm in this,
though we will have to walk a difficult tactical road. But
we have no choice, as otherwise the road ghead leads to
nuclear war.

Ambassador Thompson thought there was conflicting evidence
as to Soviet motives. Khrushchev's last speech shows him
Ythreshing around". He is deeply worried by increasing GDR
waakness. He begins to wonder if he can split the allies.

Time

1/ See Kennan's article, "Disengagement Revidted“
Forelgn Affairs, Jam., 1959.
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Time periods are important in the Berlin affair. Right
now there is great effort to line up neutral opinion. We
should work on the neutrals and show Khrushchev he can't
win this psychological battle.

He thinks Khrushchev feds insecure. He is pushed by the
Chinese and by his colleagues, and feels in real danger.
Either backing down, or letting matters go to the brink of
war, would be very risky for him.

He believes that the Soviets are much interested in
reducing the threat posed by a rearmed West Germany, particu-
larly if it acquires atomic weapons. Their fear that the
Germans are now getting them is a factor in their loss of in-
terest in the test suspension talks. The Norstad inspection
zone plan could not appeal to the Soviets, as they would
see in it a device for espionage.

He noted we can choose whether to negotiate ourselves,
or let the West Germans negotiate over Berlin. Unless we
assume an initiative, there might be an overture, from
either side, for Soviet=FRG talks. This could be undesirable
and risky for us. We have the cards, much to offer Khrushchev,
and the West Germans have very little. They might be induced
to make a deal we could not accept.

He doubted the usefulness of an all-Berlin proposal.
It would cause the Soviets to set their price too high.

Both Ambassadors agreed that what we mainly want is
better access to Berlin. We should be "cut in" on technical
aspects of Berlin-West communications (bridges, highway
maintenance, canal locks,etc.) and not leave such determina-
tions exclusively to the Soviet or GDR officials. Ambassador
Kennan thought that perhaps some type of UN authority could
be worked out. Ambassador Thompson believed even the Soviets
might accept an internmational authority governing access if
other aspects were satisfactorily dealt with. The question
of refugees from the GDR would, in any event, be very difficult,

S/P:LWFuller: jco
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August 3, 1961
BERLIN-GERMANY GROUP
Interview with Arnold Wolfers, August 3

Mr. Wolfers commented first on the "asymmetry" of
Western and Soviet "positions of strength' respecting
Berlin, the former being notably weak in certain ways.
This we must keep in mind in all our pledges of firmmess
and determined action. Berlin is highly vulnerable and
what we can hope to do to counter Soviet moves there by
military, economic and other action is strictly limited.
The attitude of our own allies is a factor of potential
weakness, as they now labor under a misconception, namely
that our policy is based on a bluff (of nuclear war) that
will not be called by the Soviets. This explains European
calmmess in this crisis. They interpret US firmmness as
evidence that there will not be a war.

1f, however, we approach the brink, and Europeans become
aware that war is likely, or even a distinct possibility,
they would lose their nerve. For they are convinced that if
once the Soviet steam roller started moving it could not be
stopped; also that any armed clash would quickly escalate
to general war. Thus there are inherent elements of weakness
in our position that we must weigh carefully as we approach
possible negotiations.

For these reasons we must prepare for negotiations
realizing that substantial concessions will be necessary.
These can best be determined in the light of prohable Soviet
priorities. He believes that the main Soviet concern is the
stability of East Germany; this explains Khrushchev's irriation
and demands concerning Berlin.

In this connection, Mr. Wolfers felt that we would be
hardpressed by our allies, other than the FRG, to recognize
the GDR, He made the point that such recognition need not

prejudice
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prejudice the case for ultimate reunification of Germany

(he cited the instance of the merger of two sovereign

states, Germany and Austria in 1938). He believed we

might accord some form of de facto recognition of the GDR

in connection with an acceptable arrangement on Berlin access.
He thought this might be worked out so as to assure against
further ventures in interfering with access and "hotting up"
a Berlin crisis. The real sanction behind such assurance
would be, however, the maintenance of Western strength.

Respecting Berlin, he thought we would need to modify
our uses of it as one element in the "dynamic" of the West
vis-a-vis the bloc. While getting full guarantees of the
freedom of West Berlin and of our access rights, we would
need to renounce certain "cold war" uses of West Berlin
(show case, propaganda, espionage, etc.). These were our
policies, not those of our allies. We could renocunce them
as part of a general arrangement insuring the essentials
of our policy in a stabilized Central Europe.

Mr. Wolfers warned against making our policy too depen-
dent on the whims of Adenauer - or de Gaulle. He thinks
we have more leverage with Adenauer than we have used. We
should, if necessary, press him by pointing out the consequences
of an over-rigid policy; this could wear US patience thin
and bring needless risk of war. Germany - as even the
Germans admit - is not just a German problem, and we should
draw the proper inferences. We should not be in the position
of asking our European allies for softening of their rigidity
to make negotiations possible; they should be urging us to
make needed concessions instead.

As to the aspects of the crisis which transcend Berlin,
he expressed the following thoughts. We should emphasize
self-determination but as applied to all the satellite
peoples, not just Berlin or East Germany. The Soviets
will not permit free elections in East Germany, but they
might make some concessions on over-all matters because of

their
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their fear that a rearmed West Germany might embroil the US
in a war with the Soviets. The Oder-Neisse line is of more
concern to Poland than Russia; in fact the latter sees
advantage in this "bleeding boundary" in that it makes
Poland dependent on the USSR so long as it remains unsettled.

He saw little prospect of much intermingling of East
and West Germans. But we should seek to expose the GDR
to West German influence - this would help to stabilize
the situation there. On the whole it was better for us to
try to stabilize East Germany - and Eastern Europe -
than to aim to "keep the pot boiling“ there, Time could
work to our advantage.

Regarding a "peace treaty'", he saw little advantage
in it. Yet he noted that occupation rights wear thin after

16 years and new arrangements seemed called for, pending a
lasting settlement.

S/P:LWﬁ&iler:jco
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August 2, 1961

BERLIN-GERMANY GROUP

Interview with John J. McCloy, August 1, 1961

Mr. McCloy spoke mainly of his recent talk with
Khrushchev, mostly on Berlin, which preoccupied the
latter far more than disarmament matters.

In essence, Khrushchev took the same position as at
Vienna, in his talks with the President and in the June 4
Memorandum. He would not negotiate on Berlin as such,
and if we will not enter into negotiations on related
issues as he has defined them, he will, by the end of the
year, sign a separate treaty with the GDR. This will
extinguish our rights in Berlin, and these can be revived
only by negotiation with the GDR.

Khrushchev reiterated his readiness to discuss a
peace treaty, either with East Germany or all-Germany
(he later appeared to mean both Germanies, as he strongly
discounted any early prospect of German reunification,
which he doubted anyone really wants). He would give us
such guarantees re Berlin as we needed, but drew the line
at admitting free elections in East Germany - these would
only mean the end of Ulbricht and handing over East Germany
to Adenauer.

He reacted indignantly to the President's Berlin
speech, which he seemed to view as an ultimatum (though
he is, or pretends to be, oblivious of the ultimative
nature of his own demands). He ridiculed the US and Western
military build-up, saying he could and would more than
match any Western move. He argued that conventional
build-up was absurd, as any war would be nuclear. It would
mean immense losses (perhaps 200 million casualties for
US and USSR) and the destruction of Europe. He argued that
war is needless - why fight over Berlin? There was no real
or insoluble issue between us.

Khrushchev
SECRET



SECRET
e

Khrushchev indicated that he had no fear of West Germany
per se (with ironical reference to "your relative Adenauer')
but he did fear that West Germany might embroil the US and
USSR, particularly if armed with nuclear weapons. He felt
that the two super-powers should be able to get together
and make a deal that would extinguish the German menace once
for all,

Despite his alternating moods of threat and good
fellowship, Khrushchev seemed anxious for talks on Berlin
and German problems, in fact impatient to begin them soon.
Although adamant on some things - termination of the
"occupation" of Berlin, no political connection between
West Berlin and West Germany, de facto recognition of the
GDR - he indicated some possible areas of negotiation.

For instance, he might consider some modification of
Amb. Thompson's "two treaty" approach, provided that the
Western powers sign also the treaty with East Germany.
He would reject, however, a Berlin corridor to the West
under exclusive Western control,

It was doubtful if he would react favorably to his
"seven year' modificatimn of the Western Peace Plan,
although he might accept it, finding an easy "out" at the
end to avoid all-German elections. He spoke of inter-
German relations, possibly even confederation, as something
for the two Germanies to work out.

He seemed favorably disposed to some kind of UN
presence in West Berlin, perhaps neutral UN forces if we
objected to any Soviet presence in a "Free City" arrangement
(McCloy himself spoke favorably of putting all or part of
the UN in Berlin).

He was likely to make greater concessions to the West
on Berlin if we would sign a treaty with the GDR than he
would otherwise.

He repeatedly stressed his willingness to give us all
reasonable assurances concerning access to Berlin under such
a treaty.

Mr, McCloy
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Mr, McCloy felt that Khrushchev's prestige was
deeply committed in the Berlin crisis. He can scarcely
back down without unacceptable political loss (we must
seek a way to let him down without such damage). He is
a dangerous man, and will be more so if he feels cramped
or subject to intolerable pressure. It is essential that
the West take the diplomatic initiative, and quickly
(he deplored the delay inherent in getting clearances
under coalition diplomacy).

As to Khrushchev's motivations and intents, he feels
that he is extremely confident, yet has difficulties and
pressures with which he must reckon. The domestic situation
and general popular sentiment create problems for him.

He sees the crisis as a test of wills, cannot give in on
what he deems essential, yet is fearful of the eventuality
of war which he is shrewd enough, despite his bold talk,
to see as a calamity for Russia as well as the West., He
admits that somehow we will have to act, on both sides,

to move away from our present "collision course".

S/P:LWFuller: jco
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TO: Mr. McGhee

FROM: George A. Morgan W

SUBJECT: Germany and Berlin

As you know, Jimmy Riddleberger probably has been
longer on German affairs than any other officer in our
service. I had a chance to ask him today for his
thoughts on Germany and Berlin. He said that he was
thoroughly out of touch now but would be glad to send
us any ideas that might occur to him later.

The one idea which he did mention today was the
internationalization of Berlin, which he referred to
as a possibility long familiar. He did not advocate
it strongly but he did seem to think of it in a favor-
able light. He said there were a number of ways in
which it could be done. It might be set up along the
lines of Danzig before World War II, which was admin-
istered by the League of Nations High Commissioner,
or the UN Headquarters might be moved there.

cct Mr. Fuller
Mr. Owen
Mr. Lindley

'S/P:GAMorgan : AVH
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BERLIN-GERMANY GROUP

196idut 2/ PM 2 21
Interview with Walt Rostow, July 26
OFFICE O6F DiRbEC (GR

Mr. Rositow thought there would be great pressure on
us from now on to show a readiness for negotiation, both
from our allies and from neutrals. The world is anxious
to know what '"political track" we will follow. Much will
depend on the-Soviet reaction to the President's speech,
whether Khrushchev will expedite military escalation, or
push for negotiations.

He felt that the Soviets are acting in the belief that
a major shift in the world power balance in their favor has
occurred, that they can exert nuclear blackmail effectively,
that the Western alliance will not cohere in the fac® of these
facts and threats. They are puzzled that we do not accept
these "realities" and respond accordingly. It will be very
hard to persuade them to modify their course under these
circumstances. We should not be hopeful of a radical
turnabout by the Soviets, but seek an acceptable diplomatic
way out for them which they might adjust to without serious
loss of face.

He noted that the Soviets possess a considerable asset
vis-a-vis Bonn, that is their power at any time to draw the
FRG out of NATO by offering German reunification on the
basis of really free elections as a quid pro quo (Mr.
Kissinger added that we should try to find out what the
West Germans could not refuse if offered by the Soviets).
Hence it is extremely important for us to enter into closer
communication with Bonn, and ''buld a level of confident
discourse" with them. Otherwise they might slip away from us
at a critical juncture.

On the other hand, the Soviets have a great liability
in Ulbricht and his type of regime. He blackmails them from
weakness, threatening collapse if not fully supported in his

demands .
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demands. This opens up the possibility of Soviet-Western
cooperation on the basis of furthering a change in the GDR
toward something more stable, valid and respectable - a
development to their advantage as well as ours. The Soviets
are tired of GDR blackmail, yet they, like ourselves, fear
the consequences of a blow-up in East Germany that could
bring unforeseeable consequences.

Mr. Rostow outlined a range of possibilities for negotia-
tion. We must not see Berlin in isolation, yet must not raise
our sights too high. At first, i.e., before an acute crisis
stage, we might consider these alternatives:

1. Have a big, prolonged conference on the German
problem as a cover for achieving a modus vivendi
on Berlin.

2. Accept an East German peace treaty with a sort of
"dual mythology' about it, they considering it as
recognition and assurance of sovereignty for the GDR,
and we obtaining a real, possibly tacit, assurance
that our access to and rights in Berlin would be
respected.

3. Conduct negotiations on Berlin, along with German
talks, as in 1959, to confirm essentially the status
quo.

4. Make a deal with the Soviets whereby we would
accord de facto recognition to a respectable
successor regime to Ulbricht (just how this could
be achieved was not made clear; he admitted that the
Soviets could not afford to dismiss Ulbricht out of
hand). Some acceptable formula on Berlin would be
found to disengage Soviet prestige. German reunifica-
tion would have to be worked out gradually over a
prolonged period by the FRG and a non-Ulbricht East
German govermment. The Soviets would not settle for
any really free all-German regime within the fore-
seeable future.

On the
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On the all-German front, our first move probably should
be to offer a modified version of the Western Peace Plan,
perhaps along the lines of Amb. Thompson's seven-year
extension (presentation of the 1959 package proposal without
change would be regarded by Europeans and world opinion as
completely unrealistic, a "brutal joke".) We must seek
some formula that will reconcile freedom with Soviet
security. It would be difficult for the Europeans, as
well as the Soviets, to accept a reunified Germany 80 million
strong with no restraint on its military power. The revised
Plan could be correlated with our modified disarmament pro-
posals as now being developed.

Mr. Rostow made these further points:

We should have contingency plans ready for a possible
explosion in East Germany. We could not face another "Hungary".

If we move through a stage of acute crisis over Berlin
and East Germany, we could not revert to the status quo.
We would be under great pressures for a more radical solution.
Something 'broader, brisker, more surgical" than our 1959
proposals would be needed.

The Soviets badly want stability in Eastern Europe
and would pay a substantial price to get it. The crux of
real stability would be a post-Ulbricht regime with elements
of stability, respectability and popular support (he dis-
counted prevalent belief in the basic economic weakness
of the GDR, noting CIA reports to the contrary).

Current moves for a Western military build-up in Europe
amount essentially to a US-West Germam bilateral build-up
under a NATO cover. Little can be expected from other NATO
members.

We should, fairly soon, start a dialogue with the Soviets
on the substance of a Berlin settlement (with whatever all-
German or other trimmings are necessary).

A controversy
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A controversy developed regarding the feasibility of
promoting closer GDR-West German relations as an aspect
of a developing settlement. This was favored by Mr. Rostow,
with the proviso that there be a '"change' in the GDR, and
also by Mr. Chayes, who strongly supported some sort of
"institutionalizing" of such relations. Dissenting
somewhat were Mr. Vigderman, Mr. Kissinger and Mr. Owen.
The former noted that the West Germans have been extremely
reluctant to have any contacts or relations with even a
slight political flavor. It is a matter of principle with
them that they alone are the true German successor state,
and that the GDR is only a Soviet puppet with which it is
futile to negotiate. They fear even de facto recognitionm.
It would take a very big push to get them to move closer
to the present GDR regime.

Mr. Kissinger observed that the Soviets must decide
whether they can ever afford to give up East Germany. There
is no present evidence of such willingness. We might
make a long term proposal which they would now reject but
which might contain real elements of appeal to them for
the future, providing for better assurance of their security
than holding on to a dissatisfied East Germany that would
always be a vulnerable part of their domain.

AN
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BERLIN-GERMANY GROUP

Interview with Gerard C. Smith, July 21

Mr. Smith, referring to the efforts of the US to find
a Berlin solution over the last 2% years, remarked that
it is difficult to come up with new or satisfactory answers.
He thought the "Solution C" proposal still had much to
commend it (see Doc. G, annex; this, in essence, would
freeze existing rights and arrangements, but with the GDR
playing an implementing role).

He believed that if a real test of wills ensues, we
should not go back to the status quo. Admitting that, for
the time, German reunification is not feasible, we should
aim at a practical Berlin arrangement, possibly along lines
of the "guaranteed city" proposal (we could even call it a
"free city" as a concession to the Soviets). There would be
an international authority regulating access to Berlin, with
power to establish easements as needed - levy tolls, issue
bonds, set up agencies, etc. Both the Western powers and
the GDR would release their rights respecting the access
routes to such an authority, which would thus exert restraints
on certain aspects of sovereignty analggous to the High
Authority of the European Coal and Steel Community, for
instance. He thought it might limit its control to highway
and air access, excluding rail transport.

He expressed concern at the West German attitude.
Adenauer was unduly afraid of contacts with the GDR. West
Germany had great advantages - why not exploit them? Even
a prospective confederal arrangement need not alarm the FRG,
which should easily dominate it. We should press Adenauer
along these lines. He feared that our current emphasis on
military build-up was risky as, in the crisis, the West
Germans would not face up to a nuclear war. In the event,
Adenauer must go along with our demands for a more forth-
coming attitude toward the GDR.

We should
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We should capitalize on the Soviets' vulnerable posture
in Berlin - their long communications lines, logistical
problems, justified doubts of East German and satellite
popular attitudes. There were questions of how the Soviet
troops would behave in contact with the Germans - fraternizatbn
would be a problem. He doubted if the Soviets really wanted
a great "Fatherland war" over Berlin. We should not hesitate
to stigmatize Soviets acts as intervention, even when by
proxies. Make it clear that the Soviets are on the
aggressive, stirring up trouble.

He reverted as he had done before (on June 19) to the
West's non-military assets in countering the Soviet squeeze
on Berlin. The West possessed, for instance, vastly greater
economic resources, and a virtual monopoly of sea power.

We should explore ways to bring these assets to bear.
Psychologically, we should make clear that the Soviets are
commitfing aggression, that if they move on Berlin they will
kill "co-existence', to which they attach so much importance,
that they will nullify all their hopes for "normalcy" and
respectability. In short, we must make evident to them that
the costs of what they propose are excessive, that the game
is not worth the candle. If we make clear to the Soviets
the real cost to them of an attempted limited takeover

in Europe, it wouldshake them.

He expressed the view that we should look beyond the
present emergency and seek a basic solution in Central
Europe. Kennan is right, that US troops camnot stay there
forever. Eventually there must be plamned withdrawal of
foreign forces as Germany herself assumes new power and
importance. We can still remain a great and influential
power even after withdrawing from Central European territory.

Further points made by Mr. Smith were:

We should not object to prolonged negotiations on
Berlin and Germany. There is the Austrian precedent.

We should
SECRET
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We should exploit the legal - and common sense -
principle of survivor's rights after dissolution of
joint tenancy. If the Soviets renounce their rights
in Berlin, we, not the GDR, inherit them.

We should avoid over-commitment, especially military,
to the point that it is difficult and almost impossible
to free ourselves.

We should note Selwyn Lloyd's warning, "if Berlin
goes, what next?"

There is a different mood today as compared with 1959,
more danger of impatience leading to irrational acts,
a kind of "lash-out".

We should bewareof sham concessions by the Soviets.
They have built up high tension on Berlin. An offer
by them to relax this tension would not justify
substantial concessions by us. We must be careful,

in bargaining, to exact a full and equivalent quid pro
quo for any concession we make.

v
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Thank you for your letter of June 21, 1961. I have
recently been reading over certain despatches sent by me from ,//

Bonn two years ago, that I believe are still pertinent to the

present situation. They are the following numbered telegrams:

Feb. 16, 1959,
Feb. 16, 1959,
Feb. 17, 1959,
Mar. 2, 1959,

I would make the following observations in addition to '

what I then said.

to DEPT 1779 ) L

to DEPT 1780 | B e W

to DEPT 1795 = 1 g)a 4/
nla3¥

; % b
to DEPT 1899 } ’l\

(1) I believe a negotiation. is inevitable, and on the whole

Berlm cris is.

This time I trust we will not go prepared with

fall-back positions--which are generally known to the Soviets
in advance--but will insist on a hard line with a view to smoking
them out before we disclose our own hand, whatever it may be.

(2) I do not feel that the Soviets would accept either of
the two solutions which might reduce present tensions: (a) the
cession to the Federal Republic of a corridor from West Berlin
to West Germany; or (b) a reservation in their proposed peace
treaty with East Germany providing for the retention by the Soviets
of their control over the check points, or lacking that, a written
statement declaring East German officials to be Soviet agents in

this respect.

The Honorable
George C. McGhee,
The Counselor,

/1 have

Department of State,
Washington
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I have never thought the question of UN presence in Berlin
has been explored as fully as it might have been. One extreme
solution could be the shifting of the UN capital to Berlin. This
would, of course, run into many objections. Failing that, is
there any way by which there could be so much UN presence in
West Berlin as to make it improbable that the Soviets or East
Germans would interfere with the freedom of its citizens?

Actually, any solution for West Berlin should include in
its scope East Berlin as well. As regards sentiment in the UK,
I do not fear any departure from our point of view on real
fundamentals. It seems to me that Lord Home, especially, is
more realistic and tougher than were his predecessors on this
subject. Nor do I think we need concern ourselves too much over
Adenauer’s lack of imagination in offering new departures from
established policy. He will, I surmise, cling to insistence on
the status quo. This may prove to be the best we can do. But
whatever decision we make, he will have to abide by.

As you know, there is strong sentiment here, as well as
in Europe, in favor of recognizing,at least de facto, the East
German Government. Such a step would, in my opinion, be
utterly unwise. There are many reasons against taking such a
step. Omne of the principal ones is that no West German
Government could long survive if this were done under present

conditions.

I wonder if you have given consideration to the possible "
[ | advisability of having at some time, when your studies have vy o
‘ { further evolved, Messrs. Clay, McCloy, Conant, Dowling, and
=; \ r/g.gself, come to Waéhmgton and spend two or three days together
L\ in conference with your staff. I should be happy to do this,
preferably in August or September, since the situation may be

somewhat clearer then--if you thought well of it.
With warm personal regards,
Ever yours,

{z I\ .I
AT/ P

David Bruce
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BERLIN-GERMANY GROUP

Interview with Mr. Nitze, July 3

Mr, Nitze considered mainly four questions:
1. How can we hold the alliance together?

2., How can we best deter the Soviets from
dangerous acts re Berlin?

3. What course should we take if the Soviets
carry out their announced intentions?

4, What ways out of the dilemma may be found
through negotiation?

He went into a calculus of risks. There is, perhaps,
an element of bluffing on both sides, as neitherreally
considers Berlin worth a nuclear war. The Soviets might
reasonably take up to a two percent risk of such war;
the West up to five percent (several felt that the risks
subjectively assumed on both sides were more nearly equal
and perhaps higher than estimated, and this increased the
danger of brinkmanship over Berlin).

Successful deterrence of Soviet action might depend
on our convincing the USSR that we were capable of going to
irrational lengths to defend Berlin (Mr, Chayes thought
this would create a difficult public opinion problem;
Mr. Lindley agreed, noting that the public is not ayare of
gravity of situation, believing Khrushchev will, in/ event,
back down on Berlin, It will be difficult to win public
support for early steps needed to exert a deterrent effect).
A probe with small forces in the post-treaty stage of crisis

would
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would convince the Soviets we were not ready to risk war.
We would then be left with the inevitable altermative,
assuming we did not back down, of developing graduated
demonstrations of military force to the point where,

by threatening the Soviets with ultimate escalation all the
way to general war, they were convincing as a deterrent.
This would be extremely dangerous, could get out of hand
and result in war neither side wished.

Mr, Nitze put much stréss on his fourth point - finding
a way out of the crisis through negotiation. The Department,
and S/P in particular, has an important role here. He sees
little opportunity now for negotiation; there will probably
be a better chance later after mounting tensions have driven
home the necessity for a diplomatic way out., We should
plan ahead now for this contingency and be ready with
proposals (as to timing, he seemed to think in terms of
the period after signing of a separate treaty, but others
suggested that an earlier point, perhaps directly after
the September elections or at the time of convoking a peace
conference by the Soviets, might be better). We should
explore a wide range of possible solutions; such as an all-
German proposal, moving the UN to Berlin, an expanded corridor
fully under Western control, a trade of West Berlin for
Thuringia including some exchange of populations. In general,
he believes that the more fully we become engaged in a
miliary sense as the crisis progresses, the more radical
the solution will need to be.

We should, as the risk rises, be fertile in ideas about
alternative courses of action. One possibly fruitful line
of thought is to develop courses that would force the Soviets
to resort to obviously offensive acts to attain their ends,
such as blockading Berlin, attacking Western planes engaged
in airlift, and the like (we won the 1948-49 round because
the Soviets did not dare to shoot down our planes supplying
Berlin). Our diplomacy should, to the end, leave no doubt
as to who is the aggressor in forcing the Berlin situation to
the brink of war. Such a posture will be helpful in mobilizing

world opinion in our favor, and possibly deterring the
Soviets from taking the final step to general war.

S/P:LWFuller: jco
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SECRET
Dear George!

I have your letter of the 2lst, inviting my views on the subject of
Germany, and I am somewhat at a loss to know how to respond. My relation
to this problem is, as you probebly know, an unusual one., I have had the
rare experience of living in Germany in the Kaiser's time, in the period
of the Weimar Republic, in the Nazi period, and -- briefly -- in the post-
war era. I have served a total of over five years in Germany, plus one
year each in the neighboring capitals of Vienna and Prague., In addition
to going to school in Germany as a boy, I had two years of postgraduvate
education there. I know the language practically as my own, have written
and published books in German, and have lectured freely, in the vernacular,
at German universities. TFor these reasons I have, as you can imagine, a
keen interest in German problems. Although I cannot recall baving previ-
ously been asked for any views about Germany by the Department, I did --
on two occasions, during my recent years of retirement -- make public
statements on problems of policy towards Germsny.

The views expressed on these occasions were not well received in
official circles in Bomn and in Weshington, and drew the particular
approbrium of Mr. Acheson, who, I understand, hae now been selected by
the President to lead and coordinate the work of. formulating policy
recomendations with regard to Germany. g

You will understand that I am constrained to wonder, in these cir- :
cumstances, whether I am a proper person to speak to these matters, Advice
as to how to meke our established line of policy successful in the face of
Mr. Khrushchev's pressures would more naturally come from those who under-
stand the rationale of this policy better than I do, and to whom the evidence
of its merits and possibilities is more persuagive, However, I appreciate
your inquiry, end am glad to offer the following, for what it is worth.

You will

The Honerable
George Ce McGhee,
‘ The Counselor,
c’ Department of State,
Washington 25, D. C.

SECRET
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You will probably be aware that for a period of some twelve years I
have considered that, rather than taking a merely negative position toward
the problem of digengagement and German unification, we should take a posi-
tive position, stating the terms oém which we would consent to discuss a
change in the present status of Germany: terms which would take some account
of Soviet interests as well as our own, These terms, in my view, would not
need to be ones immediately acceptable to the Russians; they could, in fact,
and should, be stiff ones, fully adequate to the protection of western inter-
ests and the interests of the people of Western Berlin and Western Germany.

You will find the first statement of such views in a Policy Planning
Staff paper written, as I recall it, around the end of 1948, The circumstances
have of course changed since I wrote that paper, as they have since the Reith
Iectures were delivered in 1957. In particular, one must bear in mind the pres-
ent state of public opinion in the West. So assiduously have people in the
western capitals labored, in recent years, to establish in the public mind
the proposition that no alteration in the present arrangements governing Ger-
many and Beérlin could be anything but disastrous to the western world, that
1t now.would teke some-very skillful and intensive preparation of public .
opinion to create an atmosphere in which anything positive could safely be
proposed or discussed. This caveat applies to all that follows.

It has long been my belief that the present status of Berlin is not
the only one that could be devised with due regard to the liberties of the
people of the western sectors and the interests of world peace. I could con-
ceive, for example, of an arrangement under which all four sectors of the
city would be internationalized, the East Germsn Govermment and all Soviet
garrisons requiréd to withdraw to a distance at least as far from the city
as the present West GErman boundary, and the channels-of communication con-
necting the city with the outside world guaranteed as a right rather than
conceded-as a privilege; and I can conceive that such a2 solution might well
leave the people of Western Berlin no worse off than they are today. I
personally think that the idea of moving the United Nations to Berlin, in
connection with such a scheme, should not be entirely excluded from considera-
tion, New York, with its heterogenous population, its large number of politi-
cal refugees of all sorts, and its explosive Negro and Puerto Rican problems, is
obviously not the ideal place for the Organization., Berlin has the necessary
space, the atmosphere, the detachment, and all the amenities of a great city.
The presence of the Organization there would obviously lend to any new arrange-

iment a stability such as could be given to it in almost no other way. I

ghould think that in return for such an arrangement we ought to be quite
happy to give the Russians generous guarantees that the city would not be
exploited by anybody for purposes of secret intelligence-gathering or
political intrigue.

Such proposals might not be acceptable to Moscow, as they stand; that
is scarcely to be expected; they are thought of only as.egﬂpggning gambit -~
an asking price. But they would, in my opinion, constitute a bet foil

to Mr. Khrushchev's
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)to Mr, Ehrushchev'e initiatives than the endless repetition of the primitive
and not very meaningful assertion that "we will not yield an inch in Berlin,"
They would presumably also not be welcomed in Bonn. This would, admitteddy,
constitute a difficult problem. However, it is my feeling that, just as war

H,is too important to be left to the generals, so the German problem is too

! important to be left to the Germans. Is it really preposterous to suggest
that the Germans, who have after all a certain responsibility for the war
that has led to these confusions, should not be asked to make some contribu-
tion to their liguidation, at a moment when they have come to constitute 2
real threat to world peace?

I must confess that if the domestic political convenience of the Adenauer
government is to be regarded as the overriding dictate of western policy, I
gee no constructive move that can be taken in the Berlin problem. But if we
are to set our sights higher, I see no reason why positive proposals, by no
means disastrous to ourselves, could not be deviged.

I state these thoughts with some hesitation lest they be mistaken for
firm and considered recommendations. I do not consider myself gqualified to
make any such definite proposals or recommendations on the question of our
policy toward Germany. I do not have the necessary facilities for the study
of this problem, and do not pretend to have cccupied myself with it in the
responsible and systematic way which alone could qualify a person to make
recommendations of this nature. I merely wish to say that our continued

/ negative position seems to me both sterile and dangerous at this juncture,
and I continue to be reluctant toc believe that it would be beyond human
ingenuity to devise proposals which, while not betraying vital western inter-
ests, would ease Mr. Khrushchev out of the box in which he has placed himself
and would give greater hope of coping with the dangers now confronting us all.

I would think it well for us to put forward proposals along this line
in the private counsels of the NATO group, even if they should not prove
acceptable to our allies and even if we found it neceasary, in the end, to
yield to contrary opinion, What ie at stake here, after all, may well turn
out to be war or peace. The least we can do is to make sure that our own
position, at this crucial moment, is as imaginative, as flexible, as hopeful,
ag it cen be made. If the Europeans wish to drag their feet, they must then
accept a greater measure of responsibility for coping with whatever compli-

[ cations may ensue.

Sincerely yours,

é;zg; i
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BERLIN-GERMANY GROUP

Interviews with Schelling and Harriman, June 28

Mr. Schelling dealt first with the military aspects of
the Berlin crisis., He holds that Khrushchev is not mainly
concerned with Berlin as such, but sees it as a test of the
will and skill of the West., The latter is important, as
Khrushchev fears above all an accidental war over Berlin.

We might, therefore, determine a bright, clear line
which, if crossed, would trigger limited military action on
our part. Such a line, presumably, could be more clearly identi-
fied in connection with interference with military access than
interruption of civilian supply. We must present a credible
military threat at some stage. Limited war would not be directed
so much at tactical military objectives as at political-
psychological ends - to demonstrate a rising scale of risk
that could escalate to general war. We might even fire
a few small "nukes" as a "shot across the bow". Another
aim of limited military aection could be to create distur-
bances in Eastern Europe. Such actions would have mainly
a deterrent purpose, showing how important we consider
Berlin as a focal point of global conflict, and bringing
pressure on the Soviets to seek a negotiated solution,

He thinks of possible "discriminating" use of nuclear
weapons by us at the military stage of a Berlin crisis as
useful in underlining the seriousness of our purpose. We
might commit other acts of "calculated recklessness™ to the
same end, such as fomenting disorder in the GDR, giving
Davy Crocketts to Hungarian freedom fighters, renewing U-2
and B-47 flights, imposing selective naval sanctions, etc.

He stressed the need for tighter controls over nuclear
weapons; such cautionary measures would be seen by the Soviets
not as evidence of weakness but of strength and firmness of

purpose.
Militery
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Military planning and action re Berlin should be
closely related to specific political objectives. As the
military stage of the crisis is reached, both sides will
be deeply impressed with the risk of general war; both
will want a "tolerable cessation” of the crisis. We
should not aim at mere reversion to the status quo,
for this could generate new crises. There will be an
acutely felt need for steps to do two things in Central
Europe - to stabilize strategic deterrents, and to effect
regional disarmament in the area.

Khrushchev is now too fully committed to a peace treaty
to back down, and to a separate treaty if necessary. Once
we have gone through the acute military phase, the psycholog-
ical pre-conditions for negotiation should exist. In
preparation for that possibility, we should study means
of regularizing the legal status of Berlin and access
thereto, perhaps for a ten year period. This might involve
some border adjustment to give the West a corridor under
its own jurisdiction, with suitable compensation to the
GDR. The main criterion of a settlement should be what is
enforceable by military action if need be. There must be
adequate insurance against unilateral interference of any
kind. Political objectives and military requirements must
be harmonized in such an arrangement. It should be of such
a character as to give at least a "modest legalistic cloak"
for military action we might feel compelled to take to
enforce our rights in the future.

Ambassador Harriman, drawing on his talks with
Khrushchev and recent experiences at Geneva, felt that
the main Soviet concern was to stabilize Central Europe.
He thinks there are possibilities for negotiation, perhaps
involving some degree of recognition of the GDR, acceptance
of the Oder-Neisse, and assurance that West Germany will
not be permitted to develop a nuclear capability. He feels
that arrangements on Berlin can be worked out in such a

context.,
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context. Khrushchev is so deeply committed now, and over-
confident, that mere words or bluster on our part will not
influence him. What will is "how we live", how astutely
and courageously we act throughout.

He differs from Mr. Acheson in believing that nego-
tiation is possible, perhaps before the crisis has fully
developed. We might do better to press for negotiation
before Khrushchev signs a treaty. He resents Adenauer's
rigidity which, he thinks, hampers our freedom of action
in resolving the crisis. We should be discriminating in
what we will go to the brink for - certainly not just to
preserve West Berlin as a show case, propaganda center,
or escape hatch for refugees.

He stresses recognition of the GDR as a main bargaining
counter. But we should not give this merely to maintain

the status quo - we must obtain substantial improvement in
the situation and firm assurances for the future.

S/P:LWFuller: jco
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BERLIN-GERMANY GROUP

Interview with Mr. Bohlen, June 27, 1961

Mr. Bohlen believes it important to determine the
true Soviet purpose - is it mainly to challenge and test
Western will, or is it rather to stabilize Central Europe?
He thinks it is the latter, which would involve some kind
of Western recognition of the GDR, and the fixing of
Germany's eastern frontiers. Berlin is important, but
as a pressure point or fulcrum which KhrushcheV uses in
hope of wresting desired concessions from us.

A weakness in our posture is that we constantly say
no to Soviet proposals. We should put Khrushchev in the
position of saying no to our proposals. Or, better,
we should explore the possibility of offering him an
"out" at a well-timed moment. He seemed somewhat defen-
sive in his latest statement on Berlin. If we merely
make a public show of strength and determination, we
may force him into dangerous courses. We need a policy
that blends both the clear evidence of our firmmess in
holding to essentials, and a willingness to offerreasonable
proposals as the basis for negotiation.

The Soviet Aide-Memoire suggests possibilities of
a compromise settlement - we should study it with this
in mind. But our reply should not, at this stage, make
any counter-proposal. Eventually we should be prepared
to make one. It is difficult to see how this could relate
to Berlin alone without making one-sided concessions to
the Soviets. It should include elements of a broader
agreement than one confined only to Berlin.

We should determine whether the division of Germany
is likely to prove permanent. If so - and he inclines to
this view - we would do well to recognize the GDR soon

as part
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as part of a deal, rather than be forced to such action
later with no compensatory gain.

Other points made by Mr. Bohlen were:

It might be useful to send someone to Europe
to take diplomatic soundings among our allies on
Berlin. It is especially important to hold the
British in line.

The French view that in the event of restriction
of access we should try an air-lift first has much to
commend it.

Adenauer might be more relaxed after the
September election and more inclined to consider a
negotiated settlement.

Mr. Hillenbrand made much of the consideration that
we dare not make any move without Adenauer's approval.
Germans still attach great importance to reunification
as a long-range goal. Any act prejudicial to this end,
such as recognition of the GDR, would be unacceptable.
Post-Adenauer leadership in West Germany will be neo-
nationalist, will look both East and West, and could seek
to make a reunited Germany a "bridge' between them, even
at the expense of NATO (several dissented, suggesting that
West Germany is firmly tied to the West and has no real
alternative, but Mr. Hillebrand thinks this relationship
will require a decade or more to become strong enough to
resist the lure of the East).

He took a dim view of the possibility of securing firm
access to Berlin, by a eorridor or other arrangements,
through a trade for GDR recognition. The Soviets would
probably not grant us a corridor on acceptable terms. Any
alternative arrangement about Berlin would depend on Soviet
good faith and hence be unreliable.

He thought
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He thought it critically important just when and how
we demonstrate or apply force in a developing Berlin crisis.
It is important that we pick the right issue. If, by an
early manifestation of strength, we build up to a crisis
prematurely, perhaps this summer, we might find it diffi-
cult to sustain Western morale until the crisis is resolved,
and there could be a dangerous let-down later before that
stage.

Mr. McGhee asked what we might be able to do to
satisfy the Soviets, partiailarly respecting the GDR.
Mr, Hillenbrand thought we could multiply contacts of
various kinds, thus seeking to increase Western influence
(Adenauer, however, sees no value in furthering West German
contacts with the GDR beyond a minimal level). But if
we went too far toward recognition we might precipitate a
crisis in the Western alliance. Mr. Bohlen felt such contacts
would have value in resolving the crisis only if the Soviets
believed that they amounted to an intermediate step toward
recognition. He wondered if Adenauer might not be willing
to go that far after the election. Mr, Hillenbrand doubted
that anything could modify Adenauer's views.

Comments. We appear to confront a serious difficulty
in dealing with Adenauer. He seems thoroughly convinced that
Khrushchev is bluffing in the sense that he would not push
matters to the brink of nuclear war over Berlin. He feels
that a strong show of force and determination by the West
would influence Khrushchev to be reasonable., He would exploit
any evidence of weakness. But Adenauer, in the "crunch",
could not carry his nation over the brink to general war,
which he says is "unthidable". Thus, in the preparatory
stages of a Berlin crisis, we are inhibited from developing
a reasonable Western negotiating position by Adenauer's
obduracy and insistence on a straight "position of strength"
line. But if the crisis should later reach a climactic point
where war seemed imminent, a disillusioned Adenauer might
refuse to go all the way, and would thus leave the Western
powers gravely handicapped in carrying out contingency plans.

S/P:LWFuller: jco

SECRET



; 3 NQ!-—-.(-....——
SECRET il

of - incopias»

June 22, 1961

BERLIN-GERMANY GROUP

Interview with Henry Kissinger, 6/22/61

Mr. Kissinger inclines somewhat to the "hard" Acheson
line. He feels that it is very important to convince the
Soviets of our firmness of will, perhaps even to frighten
them to the conclusion that, if pressed too hard, we might
act irrationally. The proposals Mr, Acheson has made for
measures making manifest our strength and determination
should be judged in this light and with this end in view.

Regarding a possible military showdown over Berlin,
he suggested a study by the military of the effects of our
initial resort to nuclear weapons in such event. Could there
be discriminating use of tactical nuclear weapons? Would
a conventional probe trigger a Soviet pre-emptive nuclear
strike, or would discriminating use of tactical nuclear
weapons do so? Should we, in the almost certain event of
failure of a conventional probe, be prepared to follow it
quickly by a nuclear first strike? The alternative would
appear to be a follow-up with division-scale eonventional
forces.

Kissinger believes we must be very careful in picking
the issue on which we intervene militarily in the crisis.
He thinks our diplomacy should be closely coordinated with
military plans and moves. We should be ready, at the right
time once we have forcefully demonstrated our will, to
propose an all-German and European solution. This should
be offered before an access crisis becomes dangerously acute,
and should offer the Soviets a satisfactory escape from
their dilemma, which otherwise might push them over the brink
to nuclear war. We should study such a plan and have it ready
at the opportune moment (he did not elaborate on the
possible elements of such a proposal).

Kissinger
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Kissinger feels that the Soviets are, in a sense,
weaker and more on the defensive in East Germany than in
any other Communist state. Only here is a Soviet satellite
regime face to face with a free govermment of the same
nationality which presents a formidable challenge. As
things are, each German regime must try to subvert the other.
If the Communists could ever be brought to prefer stability
in Central Europe to Communist imperialism a solution might
be worked out. The Soviets actually face an untenable
situation in the GDR., If they felt assured of a stable
situation up to the Oder-Neisse, a European settlement
might become possible.

He conceived of a confederal arrangement between the
two Germanies as possible, but only after the establishment
of a freely chosen government in East Germany.

The implications of Kissinger's thinking at this point
seem to be that we would do well to make an intensive search
for some type of all-over settlement that would give the
Soviets real assurance of the stability they crave in Central
Europe, yet sacrifice nothing of vital interest to the West,

A Berlin crisis which had gone far enough to demonstrate to
both sides the immense danger in the situation, but which had
not gone so far as to fatefully involve the prestige of both
sides to the point of no return, could create the psychological
preconditions for a broad séttlement.

Kissinger believed, and others concurred, that our
stress in the Berlin crisis should be less on Western rights
than on self-determination, both for Berliners and for Germans
generally. We should be able to develop this into a widely
appealing issue.

Kissinger noted that there could be two great dangers
in Europe: an indefinitely divided Germany that would certainly
breed in a few years a strong and dangerous nationalism (because
nationalists were offered a ready-made issue), and a completely

independent
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independent Germany (that would be a barrier to European
unity except under German hegemony, and would constitute a
dangerous element of strain in the relations between the

USSR and the West).

S/P:LWFuller: jco
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BERLIN~-GERMANY GROUP

Highlights of Presentation by Ambassador
Thompson, June 20, 1961

Ambassador Thompson elaborated on his paper of June
19, "The Berlin Question". His more important observations
were as follows.

He doubts that Khrushchev is using the Berlin situation
at this stage mainly to humiliate and discredit the US, even
at the risk of war. He thinks his main wish is to stabilize
central Europe; this would involve recognition of the GDR,
agreement on eastern frontiers of Germany, and neutralization
of West Berlin. Take-over of Berlin, disruption of NATO,
and destruction of US prestige would be ultimate purposes.
The "Free City" was offered us as a face-saving device. In
view of its rejection, Khrushchev will go thmwugh with his
separate treaty plan; he is not bluffing.

Thompson attaches great importance to time phases of
a developing Berlin crisis. During the first (to the German
elections in Sept.) we should take great care not to alienate
our allies. Hence we should avoid overt measures to demon-
strate our strength, but take steps indicative of our deter-
mination to defend Berlin that Soviet intelligence would
detect. He thinks we would do well to consider holding a
referendum soon in West Berlin, offering a choice between
the Soviet "Free City" proposal and continuation of the
present status with hope of eventual reunification, This
should be under international auspices if possible, and would
go far to discredit the Soviet proposal.

Thompson believes that later, at a proper time - pos sibly
between the German elections and Soviet convocation of a
peace conference - we should be prepared with a counter offer,

both
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both to the "Free City"™ and to a separate treaty. He con-
sidered an all-Berlin solution, but rejected it as having
most of the liabilities of a "Free City" confined to West
Berlin, or more, as the Soviets would demand even larger
concessions from us.

He would offer the Soviets a modified "Western Peace
Plan", extending the period before elections from 30 months
to 7 years. The Western powers would make unilateral declara-
tions not to support any change in present German frontiers,
and possibly a NATO-Warsaw non-aggression pact could be
negotiated. An interim Berlin solution along the lines of
our Geneva 1959 proposal would be proposed, pending the end
of the seven year phase.

He would be ready to accept a separate peace treaty
with the GDR, or separate and identical treaties with
the two German states, provided West Berlin were expressly
excepted by a protocol giving it a free, interim status
with adequate safeguards pending German reunificationm.

He thinks it would be useful to make a study of what
we would be forced to give up by the conclusion of a separate
peace treaty.

Thompson believes that a separate Soviet-GDR treaty
without acceptable provisions respecting self-determination
and Western rights in West Berlin would create a very dangerous
situation. His proposal would aim to stave off such a
crisis and provide a prolonged cooling-off period. Hence
he feels we should be ready, not to make one-sided concessions,
but to give Khrushchev a face-saving "out", while possibly
making progress toward an eventual all-German settlement.

S/P:LWFuller: jco
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BERLIN-GERMANY GROUP

S/P Consultants' Views on Berlin, June 19

Following are views expressed by several consultants
meeting with S/P respecting the Berlin crisis.

Mr. Acheson reiterated his well-known thesis that the
Berlin situation has reached a degree of tension that pre-
cludes negotiation at this stage. There must first be an
evident manifestation by us of our capacity and will to
defend Berlin, whatever the nature of the threat, convincing
to the Soviets. Berlin is a symbol of the global conflict
between us, and our action there will have a crucial bearing
on our position everywhere. It is the chief nexus between
the US and USSR. We need a clear doctrine and strategy,
and this will simplify the matter of deciding what specific
actions to take. We must put first things first.

He thinks we should quickly begin a series of overt
actions to make clear our unflinching determination to go
through with the affair, whatever the denoue ment. These
could include: strengthening and disposing of our military
forces for effective use, taking preliminary steps toward
a general alert and mobilization, activating the National
Guard, bringing reserve divisions to a state of combat
readiness, suitable deploying of carriers, and similar
measures.

He does not debar negotiation entirely, but thinks it
futile to consider talks or presentation of alternatives
prior to a thoroughly convincing show of will through
deeds, not words. Theréafter negotiation might prove
possible and we should be ready with positive proposals
that could create avenues for a graceful Soviet withdrawal

from an untenable position.

He feels that our allies, especially the British, are
none too reliable in this matter and may hold back. We

should
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should not let their hesitancy weaken our action, but take

a bold lead. This may frighten them somewhat, but they will
probably come around as they have no real alternative. Such
a lead on our part, at this juncture, is the surest way to
save NATO.

He would also revive the invitation for the Soviet Air
Force Chief to visit the US and be exposed to evidence
of our power and determination.

Mr. Bowie concurred in the main with Mr. Acheson.
The Berlin crisis is the most dangerous we have faced since
1953. Our ineptness in Cuba and Laos may encourage Khrushchev
to dangerously bold action respecting Berlin. His view of our
will is of crucial importance.

He stressed the importance of our having a doctrine
to govern our world-wide strategy. How do we see the world?
How can and should we try toinfluence international develop-
ments? What are the priorities? What are the guidelines for
action that flow from such a doctrine?

He thinks we cannot bluff successfully on Berlin. But
we might adopt a tactic of being "actively irresponsible".
We should consider the possibility of our being so, or
appearing to be so. This could give pause to Khrushchev
if he is really meditating risky steps that presume a calcu-
lated acquiescence on our part.

Mr. Smith thinks we should sharpen up our planning on
Berlin as a distinct issue. In view of the questionable
reactions of our allies, including Adenauer, preparations
based on the threat of general war will not really be useful
in this situation. We must develop a credible threat based on
actions that we can effectively take against Soviet assets
and wvulnerabilities elsewhere.

In this
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In this connection, he feels that US seapower is a
very incompletely used asset of our own which we could
exploit more fully. Through our capability to blockade
Soviet egress to open seas and interfere with their commerce,
we might develop effective types of pressure to provide
some relief in the Berlin situation (this latter point,
which he has previously made, is based on the logic that,
inasmuch as the Soviets are threatening our exercise of
legal rights where they have superior power, we should
retaliate by correspondingly limiting their exercise of
legal rights where we have superior power).

Mr. McGhee asked whether the US could or should take
the initiative in seeking ways to alter the status of Berlin,
or anticipate changes in its status, without harmto essential
US interests. Mr. Acheson saw no such possibilities. Mr.
Smith thought there might be possibilities, but felt we
should not make any such approach until after there has been
a clear demonstration of the US will to fight. On this last
point therewas general agreement.

S/P:LWFuller: jco
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July 26, 1961

BERLIN-GERMANY GROUP

Interview with Robert Lovett, June 16

Mr. Robert Lovett called on me on June 16, 1961.
The subject of Berlin and measures to be taken by our

government in the face of the crisis were discussed
briefly.

Mr. Lovett had had lunch earlier in the day with
Mr. Acheson, who had revealed to him his tentative think-
ing in respect to contingency planning for Berlin. Mr. Lovett
was in general agreement with the approach, indicating how-
ever that he had a few reservations which he did not specify.

In response to a query as to whether he had any ideas as
to a possible negotiating position which our government might
assume vis-a-vis the Soviet Union, he said he had not given
the matter a great deal of thought. It was his impression
that there was relatively little that could be offered over
and above past proposals which the Soviets had rejected. He
indicated, however, he would have an open mind if someone
could produce suggestions as to possible new bases of negotia-
tions.

Mr. Lovett indicated he would be glad to come to Washing-
ton to discuss the matter further, and I advised him that in
all probability we would be in touch with him.

S/P:GCMcGhee:cjp
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DEPARTMENT OF STAVE
FOR THE PRESS

MAY 14, 1959 NO, 331
WESTERN PEACE PLAN

The following 1s the text of the Western Peace Plan pre-~
sented today 1n Geneva by the Foreign Ministers of France, the
‘United Kingdom and the United States at their meeting with
the Foreign Minister of the Soviet Unilon:

The Governments of France, the United Kingdom and the
United States of Amerlca are cdnvinced of the urgent need for a
settlement of the German problem. They desire to seeck, 1in such
a settlement, progressive solutions which would bring about
German reunification and security in Europe, Moreover they
believe that progress on each of the problems of general disar-
mament, European Securlity and a politlcal settlement in Europe
arfects the degree of progress possible In the solution of each
of' the other problems.

They accordingly propose to the Government of the Union of -
Soviet Socialist Republics an agreement between the Four Govern-
ments which would include the meagures outlined below relating
te a general settlement of the problems at issuc. The measures
envisaged are closely interrclatoed and the presont proposals are
therefore to be regarded as an luseparable whole. They would come
-nto effect pProgressively at the stages indilcated,

STAGE I

Reunification

i. ‘The Four Powers would catablish suitable arrangements for
sonsultation among the partics to supervise the Implementation of
the agreement and to scttle any disputes whlch might arise before
the conclusion of a peace settlement with a reunified Germany,

2. With regard to Berlin, the Four Powers would agree that:

(a) Berlin 1s one city and belongs to all of Getmany. East
and West Berlin should, thercfore, be united through
free elections held under quadripartite or UN super-
vislon. A freely elccted Councll would be formed for
the whole of Berlin until German reunif'ication was

achleved and as [flrst step towards 1it, Thus Berlin
would be retained as the future capital of a peunified
Germany,

(b) Subject to the supreme authority of the Four Powers,
(with voting procedurcs as adepted by the Allied =
authorities in Vienna) the freecly elected Berlin Council

would be free to administer the city.

(c) The freedom and integrlty of the united clty of Bﬁrlin
and access thereto would be pguaranteed by the Four :
Powers who would continue to be entitled as at present

to statlon trcops in Berlin,
(a)
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(a) The Four Powers would take the neccesanny 8teps to
carry out during Stages I and II of the "Phased Plan"
the measures described in (a) to (o) above,

Seourity

3, In a oommon declaration, with which othop interested
states would be invited to aspoolate themsoelves, they would
undertake toi

' (a) " settle, by peaceful méans, any international dispute
' in which they may be involved with any other party;

(b) refrain from the use of force in any manner inconsis-
tent with the purposes of the Charter of the United
Nations; - :

(¢) withhold assistance, military or ecohomic, to an
aggressor,

4, In order to facilitate further the solution of political
problems and the improvement of international relations, the Four,
Powers would, in an appropriate forum, initiate discussion of
possible staged and controlled comprehengive disarmament
‘measures,

5. The Four Powers would arrange discussions to develop pro-
- cedures for exchanglng information in Stage II on military forcesg
in agreed areas of Europe.

STAGE II
Reunification

6., Bearing in mind the obmplex issues involved in reunification,
a transitional period would be agreed, The Four Powers would
set up a Mixed German Comniittce.

7. The Mixed Committee would consist of 25 members from the
Federal Republic of Germany and 10 members from the so-called
"German Democratic Republic", These members would be appointed
by the .Federal Government and the authorities of the so-called

German Democratic Republie respectively,

9. The Mixed

O

O

O
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8. . The Mixed Cormmittee would take its decisions by a.three.
quarter majority. :

9. The Mixed Committee would bé .entrusted .with the task.of.
formulating proposals:

(2)
(b)
(¢)
(a)

to coordinate and expand technlcal contact between
the two parts of Germany; °

Ito ensure the free movement of persons, ldeas and

publications between the two parts of Germany;

to ensure and guarantee human rights in both parts

‘of" Germany ;

for a draft law providing for geﬁeral, free and
secret electlions under independent supervision,

10, The Mixed Commlttee would transmlt any proposals made by
1% under subparagrpahs (a) to (¢) inclusive of paragraph 9
above -to the appropriate authorities in both parts of Germany,
Such proposals, 1f no objectlions are railsed wlith respect of
them, should be implemented as approprilate in both parts of

Germany,
e
(v)

(e)

()

(e)

Any agreed proposal for an electoral law 1ln accordance
with subparagraph (d) of paragraph 9 above would be
submitted to a plebiscite in both parts of Germany,

If within one year no such draft law had been formu-
lated by the Commlttee, the group of members from the
Féderal Republic on the one hand and the group of
members from the so-called German Democratic Republic
on the other would each formulate a draft law approved

‘by a2 majority of its members, These two draft laws

would then be submitted to a plebiscite as alternatives
The electoral area for each draft law would conslst

‘of both parts of Germany.

If any proposal for an electoral law obtained a
majority of valid votes in each of the two parts

of Germany, 1t would acquire the force of law and

be directly applicable for the entire electoral area,

The Four Powers would, at the time of signature of
the agreement, expressly authorize the competent
German authorities to promulgate any electoral law
S0 approved, : v - -

‘The Four Powers would adopt a statute providing for
the supervision of the pleblsclte.

1g. dIF



-4~ FR 332

12, If all-German elections had not been held on or before
the termlnation of a thirty months' period beginning on the
date of the signing of' the agreement, the Four Powers would
determine the disposition to be made of the Committee: '

Security

13, An exchange of information on military forces in the areas
referred to in_paragraph 5 above would be undertaken,

14, The Four Powers.would regtrict or reduce their armed

forces to agreed maximum limits, for example, United States
2,500,000; Soviet Union 2;500,000, During this same period,
these states would place 1n storage depots, within thelr own
territorlies and under the supervision of an international control
organization, specific quantitiles of designated types of arma-
ments to be agreed upon and set forth in lists annexed to the

agreement,

15. The Four Powers would be prepared to negotiate on a further
limitation of theilr armed forces and armaments to become effec-
tive in Stage III subject to:

(a) verification of compliance with the provisions of
paragraph 14 above;

(b) agreement by other essential states to accept limits
on their armed forces and armaments, fixed in relation
to the limits of the armed forces and armaments of the

Four Powers;

(c) installation of an inspection and control system to
verify compliance with all agreed security measures,

16, Measures .of inspectlon and observation against surprise
attack, helped by such technical devices as overlapping radar
systems, could be undertaken in such geographical areas through-
out the world as may be agreed by the Four Powers and other

states concerned,

17. Slnce 1in 1954 the Federal Republic of Germany renounced
the production of chemical, bilological and nuclear weapons,
the Four Powers will take such arrangements as might be appro-
priate to secure similar measures of renunclation in the re-
mainder of Germany and in other European countries to the East,

18, 1Inspection systems would be worked out for ensuring com-
- pliance with the approprilate securlity measures envisaged in

Otege III.
STAGE III

Reunification

19, Not later

O

O

O
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19. Not later-than'two and a half years after the signature of
thé agreement élections foriah all-German assembly would be held
in both parts of Germany under'the’ terms of the electoral law
drafted by the nmlxed Commlttee, approved by the IFour Powers and
adopted by the German people in a plebiscite (in accordance with
the provisions in Stage II abovej_ ey : :

20. The eliections would be supervised by a supervisory commission
and supervisory teams throughout all of Germany. The commission
and teams would be composed of either (a) United Nations Persodnnel
and representatives of both parts of Germany, or (b) represen-
tatives of the Four Powers and representatives of both parts of

Germany .

21. The 'all-German Assembly would have the task of drafting an
all-German constitution. It would exerclse such powers ag are
necessary to establish and secure a liberal, democratic and

federative system.

22. As soon as an all German Government has been formed on the
basis of the above mentloned constitution 1t would replace the
governments of the Federal Republlc and the so-called German -
Democratic Republic and would have:

(a) full freedom of decision in regard to internal and
rexternal affairs, subject to the rights retained by
the Four Powers as stipulated in parapgraph 23 below;

(b) responsibility for negotlating, 8s soon as possible
after 1ts establishwent, an all-German Peace Treaty.

23, Jlending the signature of a Peace Treaty wlith an all-German
Government formed on the bagls of the all-German constitution,
the: Four Fowers would retailn only those of thelr rights and
regpongibilities which relate to Berlin and Germany as a whole,
including reunificatlon and a peace gettlement and, as now
exercised, to the stationing of armed forces in Germany and the

protection of thelr security.
Scourity

24, TImplementation of the following security provisions would
be Adependent upon the establishment of effectlve control and
inspection systems to assure verification and upon the agreement,
where appropriate, of the all-German Government to the geonurity

meatures ocalled for. in Stage.III. ;

°%, Upon the egtablishment of an all-German Government, the
Four Powers and such other countries as are directly concerned
would Hgree that in a zone comprising areas of comparable slze
and depth-and 1mportance on-either side of a, line to be mutual ly
determinéd, agreed ceilings: for the indigenous and non-

indigenous forces would be put into effect.
26.
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26. After conclusion of the peace treaty, no party would
statlon forces in any country.in this area without the consent
-of the country involved. Upon the request of the country :
involved, any party so stationing forces would withdraw them
within a stated period and would undertake the obligation not
to send forces to that country agaln without the consent of

the Government of that country.

27. Should the all-German Government declide to adhere to any
security pact: : '

(a) there might be special measures relating to the
disposition of military forces and installations in
the area which lies closest to the frontiers between
a8 reunited Germany and countries which are members
of another security pact;

(b) the Four Powers would be prepared to Join with
other parties to European securlty arrangements
in additional mutual obligations, covering especially
the obligation to react against agressions;

(¢) the Four Powers would be prepared to Join with other
parties to European security arrangements herein
described in giving an assurance that they would
not advance theilr forces beyond the former line of

~ demarcation between the two parts of Germany.

28. Providing that the limitations and conditions set forth
on armed forces and armaments 1n Stage II are met, the Four
Fowers would further 1limit their armed forces together with
corresponding reduction on armaments to agreed maximum levels,
for example U.S. 2,100,000; and U.S.S.R. 2,100,000. Reductions
in the armed forces and armaments of other egsential states to
agreed levels would take place at the same time in accordance
with paragraph 15 of Stage II.

29. After verified compliance with the above limitations,

and subject to the.same conditions, negotiations would be
undertaken on further limitations (for example U.S. 1,700,000;
and the U.S,S.R. 1,700,000) together with corresponding
reductions on armaments. The levels of armed forces and
armaments of other essential states would be specified at

the same time through negotiations with them.

30. The measures provided for above would be harmonized with
general disarmament plans so as to be included in a general
framework. ]

31. All of the security measures of the "Phased Plan” would
contlnue In force as long as the control system l1ls operative
and effective and the security provisions are being fulfilled

and observed,
STAGE IV

O

O

O
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- STAGE IV

Since a final Peace Settlement can only be concluded with
a Government representing all Germany, it should be concluded
at this stage, The Settlement should be open to signature by
all states members of the U,N, which were at war with Germany.
The Settlement should enter into force when ratified by the Four

Fowers and by Germany,

* »* *

State-~FD, Wash,,D,C,







CONFIDENTIAL

May 8, 1961
MEMORANDUM
To: GER - Mr, Hillenbrand
From: L/EUR - Mr, Wehmeyer
Subject: Probe of Points Re Germany Contained in Lippmann

Report of Khrushchev Conversation

Since one of the most difficult aspects of planning re-

garding Berlin and Germany is, of course, the determination
and evaluation of Sovet intentions, it seems to me that the
recent series of articles by Walter Lippmann recounting his
interview with Khrushchev offers certain possibilities for

probing or countering views therein expressed which appear

to be of particular significance.

The last of three articles (attached) by Mr. Lippmann

begins:

"It was clear to me at the end of a long talk
that in Mr., Khrushchev's mind the future of Germany
is the key question. I sought first to understand
why he thinks the German problem is so urgent, and so
I asked him whether, since agreement was so far off, a
standstill of five or ten years might not be desirable.
He said this was impossible. Why? Because there must
be a German solution before 'Hitler's generals with
their twelve NATO divisions' get atomic weapons from
France and the United States. Before this happens
there must be a peace treaty defining the frontiers of
Poland and Bzechoslovakia and stabilizing the existence
of the East German State, Otherwise, West Germany will
drag NATO into a war for the unification of Germany
and the restoration of the old Eastern frontier.

"His feeling of urgency, then, springs from two
causes: His need to consolidate the Communist East
German State-- known for short as the GDR--and second,
his need to do this before West Germany is rearmed.

He said
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He said several times that he would soon bring

the German question to a head. Quite evidently,

the possibility of nuclear arms for West Germany

is not immediate., Bonn does not now have the weapons
and although the possihility of it is real enough,

the threat is not so urgent as to be a matter of a
few months, The more immediately urgent considera-
tion is, no doubt, the need to stabilize the East
German regime, particularly in view of the flow of
refugees." (Emphasis added).

If the above truely represents Khrushchev's thinking, I
believe we ought in some manner to have the following questions
posed:

1. If by "a German solution" Khrushchev refers to the
signature of a treaty between the East German regime and the
USSR, how would such a treaty prevent, deter, or affect the
arming of the Federal Republic? The article appears to suggest
that somehow "a peace treaty" will diminish the militaty threat
which he purports to envisage in West Germany--"otherwise,

West Germany will drag NATO into a war for the unification of
Germany and the restoration of the old Eastern frontier."
Assuming that Khrushchev is truly concerned about the
military power of the West Germans, if he believes they might on
some occasion try by force to reunify Germany, it is not clear
what significance a "peace treaty" between East Germany and the
communist bloc would have on the situation. Failure of the
Versailles Treaty in serving as a brake on German military
and political aspirations is of such recent history that one
would presume Khrushchev must recognize that a treaty per se,
and one to which the West Germans would not even be a party,
would not stop a German military adventure if one was planned.

It could well be argued that insofar as any threat to
East Germany or to the Soviet Union is concerned from West
Germany, that the present situation, i.e., no peace treaty with
either East Germany or West Germany, is an advantage to the
Soviet Union in that, the Western Powers, under residual four

power
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power responsibilities, are presumably in a position to act
as a dampener on any elements in the West German military
which might advocate reunification by force. In brief, the
suggestion that a separate peace treaty is necessary in terms
of preventing a military expedition from West Germany appears
to justify some probing and countering.

2. The reference to the flow of refugees, in conmnection
with the need to stabilize the East German regime, which is
described as "the more immediately urgent consideration"
is also a point obscure to me. The Soviet proposal for a
"free city" or other variations of a GFrman settlement
which has bean proposed by the Soviets with West Germany,
have not, as far as I know, suggested that there would be no
movement between East Germany and Berlin, and Berlin and Western
Germany. Just how a "separate peace treaty" would accomplish
this is not clear and we ought to try to discover what is
intended. I cannot see how the Soviets could control the
refugees any better after a "peace treaty" with East Germany
than they can right now if they really wish to do so.

They have al ways had and have now the capacity to "seal

off" the refugees. Other than possibly being able to claim
some "legality" in doing so if they first set up the situation
with a "peace treaty" I don't see what bearing a peace treaty
would have on the flow of refugees.

3. Lippmann states that the "thesis" of Khrushchev
is as follows: "The two Germanys cannot be reunited. The
West will not agree to a unified Communist Germany and the Soviet
Union will not agree to the absorptimn and destruction of the
GDR by West Germany”. This analysis appears to me to be unduly
rigid as there would appear to be other alternatives than those
envisaged in the Khrushchev "thesis".

I recognize that the reports by Ambassador Kroll of his
discussions with Khrushchev cast some uncertainty on the
Lippmann articles. Assuming that Khrushchev's thinking is as

complex
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complex as is to be expected and includes some inconsistent
proposition, it is possible that the points expressed by
Lippmann represent certain points in Khrushchev's thihking.

I believe that we ought to use appropriate means to get
across to him that signing a separate treaty would not signi-
ficantly affect either the military potentiality of West
Germany or the flow of refugees, but on the contrary, the
Soviet Union would be in effect relinquishing an opportunity
to exercise some degree of control and restraint by reason
of the present four power obligations with respect to Germany
as a whole.,

Attachments:

Press clippings.

cc: L- Mr. Chayes
S/P - Mr, Fuller
SOV - Mr. Guthrie
EUR = Mr, Elting

L:L/EUR:DWWehmeyer: jcm
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MEMORANDUM
To: L - Mr. Chayes
From: L/EUR - Mr. Keerney (<.Q 7< :

Subject: Berlin - A Negotisble Solution

I
The Facade of Reunification

The first tenet of the orthodox credo on Berlin is that a
permaenent solution of the problem is contingent upon the reunifica-
tion of Germany. This is undeniable as a matter of abstract logic,
for the division of Germany is what gives rise to the Berlin problem.
In the event of the need for an immediate solution regerding Berlin,
however, the conclusion has value only if the reunification of Germany
is reasonably attainable within a reasonable time.

The Soviet terms for reunification have envisaged, as a minimum,
a Germany detached from any intimate political, economic, or military
connections with the Western Powers, disarmed, and so constituted as
to maintain the Pankow regime in being and to afford a good chance of
achieving the eventual communization of West Germany. In addition,
the Soviets have suggested or implied at various times further con-
ditions including withdrawal of United States Forces from Europe,
abolition of the United States European bases and dissolution of NATO.

Acceptance of German reunification on the minimum Soviet terms
would mean the emasculation of the North Atlantic Alliance, abandon-
ment of the painful progress which has been made toward European unity,
and relegation of Germany to a condition at least as pregnant with
danger as that of the Weimar Republic under the Versailles Treaty. It
could also mean surrender of the only real position of strength the
United States has outside the North American continent.

There is a school of thought which considers that the reunifica-
tion of Germany on the basis of a greater or lesser acceptance of the
Soviet terms should be preferred to continuation of the danger of
nuclear holocaust implicit in the present direct confrontation. This
acquiesence would constitute pert of a process of disengagement between
the Soviets and the Western Powers, through establishment of a

neutralized
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neutralized zone in Furope, and withdrawal of Soviet troops behind the
Russian frontier in exchange for United States withdrawal from Europe
or, less probably, behind the Rhine. The net advantages of this
approach, in addition to lessening the chance of nuclear warfare by
misjudgment or inadvertence, are considered to include the possibility
of detaching the Eastern Buropean satellites from the U.S.S.R., elimi-
nating the nuclear arming of the Federal Republic, refucing the
possibility of the German Federsl Government making a unilateral

deal with the Soviets to achieve reunification, and settling the
Berlin problem.

The pros and cons of this type of proposal have been exhaustively
debated, The major issue always remains whether, because of what are
clearly great, indeed awesome, dangers of nuclear warfare, we should
sever our ties with Western Germany and, as a consequence, to a large
extent with Europe, in the belief that a neutral, disarmed and re-
unified Germany, plus Soviet troop withdrawal from Eastern Europe,
will provide a substantial diminution of these dangers. Lacking any
certified prophets, we can only rely on experience. It is true that
Berlin would be eliminated as an immediate point of friction, but if
the past has any value as a witness, the Germans would remuin indefinitely
disarmed or neutral, and the Soviets would not relax control over
Eastern Burope. In the absence of a general agreement on general
disarmement or a complete Sino-Soviet rupture, the dangers would mount
higher, and our only gain would be the purchase of some little time
at a monstrous price.

If reunification is not prospectively available on any terms
acceptable to us, there is no permanent solution of the Berlin problem
available in the sense of a complete disposition of the problem.

LT
The Crux of Contingency Planning

What then confronts us is whether any other arrangement to main-
tain the freedom of Berlin can be negotiated with the Soviets. To
muster the possibilities, it is necessary to review some of the ele-
ments of the Berlin problem.

The Western position in Berlin has two strong points. The first,
and most important, is the presence of troops there. The Soviets
cannot take the city frontally without risking a major struggle, The
second is that our troops are there by right, and any direct Soviet
effort to dislodge them would be palpably in violation of international
lew. That this latter aspect carries some weight with the Soviets is
attested by the Soviet withdrawal, under constant Western pressure 5
from their November 1958 position, in which they denounced the Four-

Power
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Powver agreements regarding Berlin, to the position expressed in the
course of the 1959 Geneva Foreign Ministers' Meeting that the Western
Powers were legally in Berlin. These elements of strength permit two
reasonably safe assumptions in the light of Soviet conduct in the past.
The U.S.S.,R. will not launch any direct assault upon our troops in
Berlin except as part of a general assault upon the NATO forces. Any
action which the Soviets take to force withdrawal of our forces from
Berlin will be based upon some theory of legal right. {The 1958
denunciation of the quadripartite agreements, for exemple, was, in
light of the Soviet argumentation, based upon the dubious doctrine
"Rebus sic stantibus".)

Other elements of the Berlin situation, however, may be manipulated
by the Soviets so as o place us in an intolersble position. The over-
ghadowing consideration, of course, is the control which the Soviets or
the East Germans can exercise over ground traffic end communications
between Berlin and the Federal Republic., But of almost equal importance
is our commitment to the political principle that we will not recognize
the existence of the "G.D.R." as a state or as a govermnment.

By turning over control of the access routes to the East Germans,
probably using a peace treaty with the "G.D.R." as the legal pretext,
the Soviets can force us:

1. to attempt to keep the ground access routes open by force; or
2. to rely on an air-lift to supply Berlin, or

3. ‘o deal with the "G.D.R." in such manner as will lead to de
facto and possibly de jure recognition of the regime.

For an appreciation of the complexities involved in selecting a
course of action, it is helpful to consider a hypothetical situation.
After signing a peace treaty with the "G.D,R.", the Soviets withdraw
from the Autobahn check-points and East German officiels take over.
Under the contingency planning procedures, we continue military
traffic by submitting copies of a movement order at each checkpoint
to the East German officials. For a period this procedure is followed.
The "G.D.R." then announces that it is imposing a fee of 50 pfenning
per trip on each Allied vehicle using the Autobahn to meet the cost
of up-keep of the roed (or that its officials will begin examining
luggage, or any one of a hundred other innocuous-appearing require-
ments), and that the Minister of Transport will be happy to meet with
the Western ambassadors to discuss methods of payment., Otherwise,
the fee will be collected from each vehicle.

We refuse
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We refuse to meet with the Minister; we order the vehicles to
refuse to pay the tax; the East Germans turn beck Allied vehicles
at the checkpoints. After unavailing protests, after the failure
of sanctions short of force, the Western Powers consult whether a
probe at battalion strength should be made to test Soviet intentions.
This is the crucial decision, regardless of whether or not the
battalion is instructed to withdraw if it encounters disproportionate
force. For, if under orders, it is obliterated by "G.D.R." forces,
do we have any choice but to mount a heavier probe, except at the
loss of our honor? And, if it withdraws after encountering resistance,
do we have any choice but to mount a heavier probe, except at the
loss of all confidence in our courage and reliability? But if the
probe in strength is undertaken it, too, can be contained by the
available "G.D.R." conventional forces and we would then be faced
with the necessity of ourselves commencing the third and last world
war., For, if the probe used low-yield atomic weapons to neutralize
East German conventional superiority, could the Soviets afford to stay
out even though their action would trigger World War IIT ?

Any probe, therefore, has to be made on the assumption that if
the Soviets are not prepared to give way, the chances that it will
result in Werld War III are excellent. On the basis of availeable
information, it is apparent to us that the Soviets have no desire to
start a major war. But it is just as apparent that we do not, either.
The Soviets may feel that the repulse or destruction of a minor probe
will meke us accept the inevitability of surrendering Berlin, even at
the expense of honor and reputation.

Military history is, more than anything else, the product of
mistaken political assumptions. The Soviet estimate of American con-
cern with Korea; Hitler's estimate that the British would not support
Poland in 1939; the Austrian and German Genersl Staff estimate of
Russian reaction in 1914 are among the glairing recent examples. There
is a point of no return in the squaring off of nations against each
other. It may well be that a Berlin probe would be that point between
the United States and the U,S.S.R.

It is of course unclear that any probe would be undertaken. It
is almost certain that the British would, when under the gun, strongly
oppose such action, and the Canadians might well go along with the
British., A case can be made that either or both the French and the
West Germans mey shy away from initiating the recourse to arms over
what, in isolation, seems a bagatelle. Both countries are directly
affected if a probe should result in even limited hostilities. "Ohne
mich" could well be the German motto and "la grandeur" might not, in
the last eanalysis, encompass Germanic Berlin. Similar considerations
could apply in Benelux.

The threatened
SECRET
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The threatened use of force in such a temse-situation would, of
course, also call forth denunciations of the Afro-Asian bloc and
remonstrances from neutrals and even allies, such as the Japanese,
to whom the avoidance of fall-out would be considered a greater and
more immediate good than maintaining the non-recognition of the
"G.D.R.". Some @Qegree of opposition might be expected in the United
States as well, particularly as the issue would quite likely be pre-
sented by some of the information media and by some public figures as--
"Do you want to be blown up for fifty pfenning?"

Let us assume, then, that we decide the probes should not be
undertaken. Would an airlift allow us to escape from the dilemma?
If the "G.D.R." interferred only with military access, there is no
reason why the Berlin garrisons could not easily be supplied and trans-
ported by air with assistance from the supplies coming into Berlin
through civilian channels. But, if the East Germans succeed in re-
stricting military ground access, are they likely then to refrain from
beginning the whittling down of civilian access as a means of foreing
withdrawal of the Allied garrisons?

Presumably it would be possible to meintain a level of existence
in Berlin at some point sbove the intolerable solely by air supply
for an indefinite period. But this would mean the end of Berlin as a
living eity if the blockade continued any length of time. And the
East Germans could, if they wished, interfere with an air-1lift by
devices such & jamming communications to an extent which would make
supplying the city by air impracticable.

The gain to be expected from an air-lift, then, would be only
some amount of time and e better position to take forceful action.
The East Germans would be forced to reveal, by the successive limita-
tions upon access to Berlin, that the purpose of the restrictions is
not the acceptance of what, on the surface, are reasonable tolls or
inspection requirements or the like, but is the elimination of Berlin
as a free island in a sea of tyranny. Although current planning has
been to prefer an immediate ground probe to institution of an air-1ift,
it is suggested that from the viewpoint of internmational relationships
with allies, as well as neutrals, an air-1lift would be a more produc-
tive initial step unless we were practically certain that the probe
would result in East German abandomment of whatever restriction had
been imposed.

But, at some stage in an air-lift, it would be necessary to again
face the decision whether to attempt to force a way through on the
ground. And, though our psychological position would have improved,
the overriding question would remain whether the East Germans and the
Soviets would give way. It seems probable that under the clear con-
ditions of emergency which would be prevailing, the chances of their
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giying vay would be better and the prospects of support by our allies
%ﬁe neutrals would be increased. The decision would remain, how=-

ever, a form of roulette peculiarly Russian.

It is possible that the pressures engendered by an air-1lift,
combined with the sanctions short of force envisaged in our contingency
planning would, as in 1949, result in elimination of whetever restric-
tions had been imposed upon access, But there is a lagion of harass-
ments to access available to the East Germans, and there is no reason
to assume that, in the absence of some type of settlement , & variety
of restrictions would not be renewed, forcing us to decide again
whether to resort to a probe or institute an air-lift. Employment of
an air-lift as a permanent, even though intermittent, feature of
maintaining Berlin would, at best, lose the substance while grasping
at the shadow. Under such circumstances, the city could not but
wither away.

The third possibility of our hypothetical situation remains.
Each military vehicle would pay the fifty pfennig toll at the check-
point and continue on its way. We could maintain, without undue
difficulty, that such payments would not constitute any recognition
of the "G.D.R." and while it might afford the East Germans some
advantages, these would be relatively minor., If the East Germans
would stop at imposing a toll for road maintenance charges, there
would be every reason just to pay and forget it. But there is like-
wise every reason to assume that the toll charge would be quickly
followed by other limitations and restrictions upon both civilian and
military access--acceptance of which would subordinate the rights of
communication and traffic between Berlin and West Germany completely
to East German control and of a nature to require continual consulta-
tion and dealing between East German officials and representatives
of the Western Powers at all levels. The price for East German
cooperation would grow continually steeper and the result would be
that at some stage we would have to revert to our other alternatives
of air-lift or probe to avoid winding up by having the worst of all
possible worlds--de facto recognition of the "G.D.R." and loss of
effective control over Berlin access.

o5 ey o Lt R
No Interim Way Out

In view of the dangers inherent in each of the courses of action
which we might take if the Soviets do turn the Berlin access routes
over to the East Germans, some other solution is required. Except for
hopeful inaction, the only alternative is a negotiated settlement.
Our aims for such a settlement can range from obtaining a stay of
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execution for some such period as twelve or eighteen months, to the
ecteptance of a modus vivendi valid for two, three, or four years,

to establishing an arrangement which might remain good for an indefinite
period.

To expect that the U,S.S.R. will enter into any kind of agreement
without exacting a substantial consideration therefor is a resort to
daydreaming. The Geneva Foreign Ministers Conference o? 1958 made it
clear that the Soviet price for a short- or medium-term arrangement
would include:

a-) a substantial reduction of troops in Berlin;

b) sweeping limitations upon propaganda, intelligence, and
refugee operations in West Berlin, with a Four-Power Super-
visory Commission to hear complaints;

¢) weakening of the legal rights of the Western Powers to be in
Berlin so that at the conclusion of the agreed period there
could be a supportable Soviet claim that the rights had been
terminated;

d) negotiations at the conclusion of the period to determine the
future status of Berlin;

e) Direct "G,D.R."-F.R.G. negotiations on reunification.

Terms such as these could be acceptable only if the Western Powers,
at the conclusion of the agreed period, would have improved their
position, vis-a-vis the Soviet Union, either with respect to Berlin
or in other fields which could be brought to bear upon the Berlin
problem, to such an extent that the Soviets would not be able to take
advantage of our weakened position. There do not appear to be any
developments which can be foreseen in the immediate or near future
which would justify buying time at the quoted price.

The Western proposals at Geneva in 1959 for an interim arrangement
on Berlin included:

a) a freeze on existing troop levels;

b) circumscribed limitations on activities in all Berlin which
would disturb public order or interfere with or affect the
internal affairs of others (so worded as to permit widely
divergent interpretations of forbidden activities);

¢) reunification to be handled by a Foreign Ministers' Deputies
Conference on a continuing basis;

d)
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d) negotiations on the status of Berlin at the termination
of the period on the basis of currently-existing rights.

These proposals offered the Soviets » in exchange for time, nothing
of practical substance from their viewpoint except a somewhat more
solid position to complain about Western propaganda activities originat-
ing in Berlin. The implicit reaffirmation of the Western position in
Berlin at least counter-balanced this concession. The Soviets have
preferred a delay of two years without any new agreement to this sort
of arrangement because they have no reason to place formel and fixed
limits on their freedom to use Berlin as a most convenient source of
pressure and harassment, and as a means of gaining recognition for the
"G.D.R.," unless we surrender a substantial advantage such as weakening
our position in Berlin, or adopt some compromise position which will
tend toward disrupting the Western alliance. Both the uncertainty and
the passage of time work for them end against us.

A short- or medium-term arrangement on terms which the Western
Powers could accept on Berlin is thus unlikely unless Khrushchev is
not serious about signing a peace treaty with the "G.D.R." and needs
the optical illusion of a verbal victory to mask an about-face., There
is no evidence to support this position although it is possible to
imagine circumstances under which he might seek such an arrangement.
For example, one of the considerations which might influence the Soviet
position is that if the U.S.S.R. signs a peace treaty with the ot 50 % L
control over the Berlin situation could move from Soviet to East
German hands. But this factor has not deterred reiterated announce-
ments of the proposed transfer, and presumably the Soviets are assured
of their ability to keep the East Germans from triggering a full-scale
conflict, or are convinced that the Western Powers will not fight over
Berlin.

Accordingly, there is no need to review the variety of possible
limited~term arrangements which have been worked out as possible pro=-
posals on Berlin to determine which might be most acceptable to the
Soviets. These solutions do not supply the material for genuine
bargaining, because our situation in Berlin permits genuine bargaining.
in the context of the Soviet demands only for a price we are not pre-
pared to pay. On the other hand, if the Soviets decide to avoid the
possibility of a collision with the Western Powers through the use of
& limited agreement which we could accept, there are a number of
solutions (variations on the July 24, 1959 Geneva proposals; the con-
tinuing negotiations device; the unilateral declarsations proposal,
ete.) which would be available. But what is more likely is that the
Soviets would merely continue the present situation without an agree-
ment, expressed or implied.

To concentrate our planning on methods of achieving an interim
solution is thus both non-productive and dangerous.

The remeining
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Non-Starting Long-Range Proposals

The remaining alternmative is to seek a long-range Berlin solution
by making substantial concessions to the Soviets. But this immediately
raises a paradox. The concessions which the Soviets seek regarding
Berlin are directed toward the elimination of free Berlin, while any
concessions which we make must not impair that freedonm. The immediately
appealing gambit is, then, to consider concessions on our side which
would not involve Berlin in exchange for the Soviet concessions re-
garding the city.

One such concession which has considerable appeal is to trade
recognition of the "G.D,R." for Soviet and "G,D.R." guarantees on
Berlin which would be good until reunification. If the conclusion
developed in Part I of this paper, that reunification is not possible
under existing circumstances, is correct, then why not deal openly
with the Russians on this basis? As a method for dealing with problems
of an indefinite duration, non-recognition is a policy difficult to
defend, more than difficult to médntain and, in a variety cf aspects,
self-defeating. Further, substantial arguments can be developed that
recognition might be as conducive to reunification in the long run as
non-recognition.

Admitting the force of these arguments, the present pressing by the
United States of a recognition policy remains subject to an insuperable
objection. Reunification is the major ideological issue in the Federal
Republic, and will remain so. The United States has identified itself
with the policy of non-recognition, and to a considerable extent is
responsible for the wide and deep acceptance of the doctrine in Germany
as an essential position in the reunification of Germany. Until there
is a very considersble change in West German thought and position,
for us to attempt to force a drastic change in the Federal Republic's
adherence to non-recognition is almost certain to be futile. It is
likewise certain to arouse a considerable degree of bitterness and
loss of confidence in our reliability with the possible result of
inclining the Germans to uni