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DECLASSIFIED

SEVENTH SENIOR SEMINAR IN FOREIGN POLICY ,
1964-1965 Session NOovenBeR 10, \qLY

August 12, 1964 -~ June 11, 1965

Authority NND 67230
By BKT/NC on 2 May 2013

STX BERLIN CRISES, 1961-1964
(A Case Study in Foreign Policy Problem Management)

During the Kennedy a&miniatration. the Berlin problem erupted
“into a series of crises. Although they were not all of the same
intensity, each presented the United States with a serious challenge.
Partly besause of the nature of the challenge but mostly because

of Ehorxcnnady style, these crises brought about drastic changes in
the management of the Berlin problem. - :

I propose to examine the six major crises relatéd to Berlin
which oceured during the Kennedy-Johnson administration. The first
revolved around the erection of the '"wall" and lasted from the
Ksnnody-xhruuhchev meeting in June, 1961 through the tank confrontas= |
tion'at Checkpoint Charlie in October. During the second, the ”
Boviets tried to interfere with allied aircraft flying to Berlin
during Februayy and March, 1962. In August, 1962 the murder of
Peter Féchter by an east German guard at the wall precipitated the
third crisis, which led to rioting in west Berlin, a dispute over
the use of armored personnel carriers by the Soviets in west Bctlin.'
and‘thc abolition of the Soviet Kommamdatura in east Berlin, Thg'
fourth Berlin crisis took place in the Caribbean in Oct:ober, 1962,
when Khrushchev aoughc to improve hias bargaining position by |
sneaking missilea into Cuba. The Cuban missile crisis was followed

w ;
by a year long lull, which hﬂé'ended in October and November, 1963,
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—CONFTRENT AL a



bthompson
NND 67230

bthompson
Line

bthompson
Line


when the Soviets detained American convoys traveling flo or from
Berlin, Pinaliy, in June, 1964, the Soviets symbolically terminated
the 1958 crisis by concluding a treaty with east Germany.

As you will see, each of these crises not only presented U,S,
and allied officials with completely different opening scenarios,
They also caught Allied planning in various stages of completeness
(or incompleteness). Even though each erisis found the Allied team
better equipped and in better training than its predecessor, they
ledd to adjustments in organizational and communications arrangements,

This record will essentially be a memoir, based primérily on
my recollections of the three years from mid-1961 to mid+«1964,

Bince I was at that time a member of the Berlin Task Force, my

point of view will be essentially that gained sitting on the seventh
¥loor of the State Department, This will be supplemented, however,
by my observations on a half dozen trips to Europe, either alene, x

in the company of military officers, or with Secretary Rusk,

.
§
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FIRST "WALL" CRISIS, JUNE=OCTOBFR, 196§

The Facts:
The events leading up to and.following the division of Berlin
on August 13, 1961 are so well known as to require only the

sketchiest outline,

Khrushéhev and Kennedy met in Vienna in June to take each others
measure, Khrushchey used the ocsasion to throw down the gaumtlet %
on Berlin, demanding that the Allies get out of the city and formally
accept the division of Germany. Kennedy came away from the encounter
in a sober mood, declaring that it was going to be a léng, cold
winter.

A period of increasing tension followed. Both the Soviet
Union and the United States announced an increase in military

‘expenditures.> As fears mounted that the escape hatch would be closed,
hofdes of east Germans fled to west Berlin. Khruschev, meanwhile,
thumped the war drums louder and louder. On July 25, President
Kennedy informed the world that the United States would under no
condition abandon Berlin. As tension and the flood of refugees
continued to mount, the world waited for the explosién, not quite
au;e when it would occur or what form it would take.
The answer came eagly one Sunday morning, when Berliners
awoke to find their city cut in‘é;be soldiers and barbed wire, A ,

The immediate Western reaction was cautious and limited to mild

reproofs. When the west Berliners made it clear that they were not
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satisfied, Kennedy sent Vice-President Johnson and a battle group
to Berlin as tokens of American determination, He subsequently also
agked General Luclus Clay to return to the city as his special
representative,

Although these movey resssured the west Berliners of Western
determination to defend them, the question of Allied rights in
east Berlin remained up in the air, After a period of moves and
counter-moves, in Octobery there was a confrontation between American
and Soviet tanks at Checkpoint Charlie, the sole Allied crossing
polut into east Berlin, The net result was that only Américan
personnel in uniform continued to travel into east Berlin without
showing any ildentification to east German police.

This cycle ended with the access routes between west Germany'

J4nd West Berlin open.

The Management} e

The United States and its Allies entered the 1961 Berlin ecrisis
of

with a minimnmﬁrangement tools - planning, organization, and communications.

During 1959, U.S. U.K, and French Foreign Ministers approved
a remarkable planning directive, which would be hard to improve
upon today. This provided for plans to safeguard access to Berlinm,
patticularly by autobahn and air. By 1961, most of the plans in~
volving the use of force had been completed, These included plans
for company ;E;; and battaliou';%?; probes for use on the autobahn ¥

in case of blockage of Allied access, They also included plans for

the use of fighter alrcraft in the corridors, if this became neceiaary

nlin
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‘to protect Allied alreraft. Other than the development of ailrlift
plans, however, little was done to plan for meeting communist
mo;elw not requiring the use of force by the Allies, In addition,
while there was a plethora of plans for the defense of west Berlin,
no possitde p
there were seme plans to deal with the penible division of the "
«ecity.

On the recommendation of General Louls Norstad, the three
Forelgn Ministers approved the formation of an integrated, tripartite
sflff (Live Oak) in Paris to prepare military plans related to
access to Berlin, They also directed the U.K. and Frénch Ambassadors
in Washington and the Assistant Secretary for Europeén Affairs of
the State Department to meet as required, to provide over-all direction
to the field. The Foreign Ministers also assigned planning functlions

coomd i mahow y
t® the three Allied Embassies in Bonn, in Hndﬂaﬁinnwith the . X
Commgndants in Berlin.

Within the U,S, Government, planning was done by an in f ormal
working group, consisting primarily of State and Defense Department
representatives. This group received plans prepared in the field,
met with representatives of the French and British Embassies, and
prepared instructions to the fileld,

‘These various organizations and groups depended entirely on
pational -~ U,S,, British, and French - communications systems.
Although the U,S5, military communications were adequate, State De-

partment communications to Europe, ingluding Bonn and Berlin, were

dangerously inadequate. A telegram sent from Berlin to the Department

=5
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by the most expeditious means tock from four to six hours. There

were furthermore no secure telephone facilities between Washington,

-
‘--I\LJ/ Y !

swd Bonn er Berlin,
Although I have described these management tools as minimal,
‘the situation was not as bad as this implies. It was saved by the
« fact that between 1958 and 1961, the Berlin problem had attracted
a group of very capable Allied officers. It would take too much
space to list them all here. I should, however, like to mention in
particular Assistant Secretary Foy Kohler and Director of German
Affairs Martin Hillenbramd, both of whom in 1961 were devoting their »
full-time energies to Berlin, At the American Embdssy in Bonn,
the late Francis Williamson had the primary responsibility for Berlin.
In Berlin itself, Allan Lightner, an old German hand, headed an
"Yable group of Foreign Service officers, who manned the ramparts.
Fimally, in Paris, General Louis Norstand took a direct and persgpal
interest in the defense of Berlin, alded by the tripartite staff
headed by British Major General George Baker.
After Kennedy returned from Vienna, Washington plunged into
an orgy of "policy review," which culminated in the President's
July 25 policy declaration on Berlin. This was perhaps the most
difficult phase of the Berlin crisis. The: President and his staff,
impatient with and not entirely understanding State Department
processes, clamored for answers to half formulated questions. State
and Defense, uncomfortable in a double harness, struggled to meet

‘\' xux.« J
the demands piawd upon them by the White House. Within State, a
i\

H
|
|
|
4

atruggle went on as to who below the Secretary was going to "control"

the Berlin problem,

ot
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Finally, President Kennedy called i{n Dean Acheson to advise
him and Secretary Rusk on Berlin. Although there were a number
of papers produced in the summer of 1961, the Acheson ;apers were
by far the most influential, if only because of the personal
authority he exercised. He, on the other hand, was obviously
impatient with the confusion he found swiriing aound him. He
apparently blamed this primarily on President Kennedy. In speaking
to the Foreign Service Assoclation, he referred to Kennedy as
"a gifted amateur." In a meeting of the Berlin Task Force, he
declared at one point, "Gentlemen, you might as well face it.

This nation is leaderless!' ;

Despite the disorder, the bureaucracy managed to throw together
two voluminous studies containing the raw material for policy
discussion, Policy, however, finally took the form of the President's
July 25 speech and a brief policy paper prepared for the Allies, ™
which indicated what the U.S. planned to do and what was expected
of them.,

During this period, the idea of forming a Berlin Task Force
kept cropping up. The White House favored this. Officials in
Defense did also. Many State Department officials were opposed,
howéver, on the grounds that in such a group State would "lose
control of the problem.'" (This assumed that they were in control
of it, when in fact no one was on a full-time basis,) Finally,
however, Foy Kohler agreed with Assistant Secretary of Defense Paul
Nitze and Major General David Gray'of the Joint Staff to establish

-7=
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the nucleus of a task force. This step took place shortly before

August 13, It consisted of an officer from Defense, Col.

A
s

Showalter, an officer from the Joint Staff, and an officer from

State, myself, This group did little ﬁore than hold the fort and

get acquainted while their principles went to Paris for a meeting.
'™ P

Shortly after this conferencghbroke up, the Soviets divided
Berlin. With the pressure for action really on, Foy Kohler directed
us to call a meeting of thé full task forée. Wg made up a list of
people who had been working on the Berlin problem during the past
several months, announced a meeting, and shortly after Aﬁgust 13
the first full meeting of what became known as the Berlin Task
Force was held.

For the next year or so, this group became the primary locus
for coordination of policy within the U,S, government. The three
key persons were Foy Kohler, who was chairman or Director, Paul =
Nitze and Major General David Gray. Each of these men enjoyed the
confidence of their superilors, and what they agreed upon normally
became policy, Other government departments, such as USIA, CIA,
and Treasury, were 21so represented, but they had more specialized
roles,

This is the way the task force usually worked, with the entire
process not infrequently compressed into a single day. When a problem
presented itself, a team consisting of officers from the agencies
directly concerned - normally State, Defense, and the Joint Staff -
would prepare a staff study. This would be reviewed and either

-8
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amended or approved in a meeting of the full task force, It would
then be sent, often simultaneously, to the White House, Secretary
' Rusk, Secretary MacNamﬁra, and the Joink Chiefs., If the decision

required approval by the President, MacGeorge.Bundy would arrange
a meeting with the President. This would normally be attended by
Secretary Rusk, assisted by Ambassador-at-Large, Charles Bohlen, Foy
Kohler, and Martin Hillenbraud; Secretary MacNamara, assisted by
Paul Nitze; General Hemnitzer, assisted by Major Ceneral Gray; |
MacGeorge Bundy; and the President's Special Military Adviser,
General Maxwell Taylor, Although this group invariably submitted
any recommendations to extremely critical examination, theltask
force enjoyed a very high batting average.
' In view of the friction between the White House staff and the
;;ate Department, MacGeorge Bundy asked Foy Kohler to nomipate
a liaison officer on European problems. Kohler selected David
Klein, a Foreign Service offic;r Qn detail to the task force whp,
had served in Moscow, Berlin, and Bonn. Althouéh friction was by
no means eliminated, he deserves a great deal of credit for absorbing
what he could and improving working relations between Pennsylvania
Avgnue and Foggy Bottom.

Management of and in the field posed quite different problems.
In the first §lace, there was an honest difference of views over
whether the problem should be managed in Berlin, in Washington,
or somewhere in between.

Both the soldiers and the civilians in Berlin have chafed for
many years under what they consider excessive control by Bomm,

=P
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Washington or both, President Kennedy made it clear, however, early

in the plece that he intended to oversee not only strategy but
tactics. He felt that the stakes involved required that he do the
bidding and play the hand. In addition, there was no one in the
field in mid-1961 in whom he had sufficient confidence to delegate
any authority,

The appointment of General Lucius Clay as the Preaident's
Special Representative shortly after the wall only exgcerbated the
management problem. Whatever Kennedy's reasons for acquiescing
;;y Willi Brandt's reﬁuest to send Clay to the rescue, theg#leat;;g
did not include an intention to auadicate the responsibilities he had
assumed for managing the Berlin crisis. When, thefefore, Clay began
using escalation tactics to ‘deal with ﬁhe Soviets, the White House
d#ant word to Foggy Bottom to tighten the reins. Since neither
Kennedy nor Clay could admit publicly that thelr concepts of tacties
differed, the State Department inevitably became the goat.

Clay also socon ran afoul of the military chaing of command.‘
Clay had no command authority in Berlin.c Major General Watson, the
Cowmandant,reported in his military capacity to General Clarke in
Heidelberg, who in turn reported to General Norstad in Paris.
General Norstad, who took a particular 1ntetest in Berlin, objecﬁed
strongly to Clay'!s giving instructions to Watson. His objectionq
on technical grounds were compounded by the fact that he believed

Viﬁku)‘ »
Clay's tactics unnecessarily mishy.
' The Embassy in ﬁoun, on the other hand, soon all but withdrew®

from the game. Ambhassador Dowling apparently decided the better part
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of wisdom in the circumstances was to lie low.

While General Clay was fencing with Soviet General Konilevg in
Berlin, the Allied team in Washington plunged into a whirlwind of
planning. Having been caught off base on August 13, it was determined
to examige every concelvable contingency, in order to cope with the
wbrk load, tﬁe Ambassadorial Group - with the Germans added -

established a number of sub-groups. Partly as a result of a Soviet

note of , & military sub-group chaired by Paul Nitze
reviewed and expanded the previous air access planningf, This |
expanded planning provided in particular for use of military crews
on civil airéraft in case the civilian crews refused to fly. The
military sub-group also prepared and pushed through the North AtiEmtic
Council a directive to NATO military authorities, calling for pre-
paration of NATO military plans which went beyond existing tripartite
plgns. (These tripartite plans extended to a battalion size operation
on the autobalm and attacks against ground installations in east
Germany firing at Allied fighter aircraft.) A political sub-group,
chaired initially by Martin Hiylenbrand, began preparation of a com-
prehensive catalogue of ;:;5::: contingencies regarding access and
within Berlin, along with an indication of p§ssib1e reactions. An
east German sub-group, chaired by Deputy Agsistant Secretary of
State for European Affairs Richard H. Davis, preﬁared plans relatéd
to a possible east German uprisiﬁg. An economic sub-group, chaired
by Under Secrefary of the Treasury Henry Fowler, obtained NATO agree-
ment t§ use economic counter-measures 1n certain circumstances.

While there was intense Allied coordination in Washington and
Paris, this was not the case in Bonn and Berlin. This was partly

: -11-
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because Washington suddenly became very active and was slow to in-

volve the field. In addition, however,; the Americans in Bonn and

Berlin were generally unenthuslastic about cooperating too closely

with the British and French, on the grounds that this would force -+he

United States to adopt the cautioﬁs approach of the British. This, overlooked,
however, the fact that Washington was often little more inclined 4

to be adventuresome than London.
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EVALUATION:
Although the U.S. and its Allies went into the 1961 crisis with
a minimum of planning and organization, they managed to emerge

without any serious disaster. This was mainly due to the quality

of the improvisation of the Allied team, for which neither planning

nor organization in a substitute.

The weakest performance was related to the division of Berlin
beginning August 13, This was due to a failure by Allied officials -
particularly in capitals - to recognize promptly the requirements ofv

@vent,

this wemt. There were several reasons for this failure., First, the
A

Allies for several years had thought of and planned for a Berlin
crisis 1n12;;:$of a threat to access. Thus although many Berlin
experts had recognized for years that the Soviets might one day
divide the city, they did not plan for this contingency and hence
were slow to recognize its significance. In addition, many high
officials were preoccupled in early August with the possibility of

an east German uprising. They saw east Germany as a pressure cooker,
with west Berlin as a safety valve., They were concerned that,if

it were closed, there might be an explosion. This concern led them
to want to go easy on August 13, lest a more vigorous Allied response

i

lead to unwarranted expectations in east Germany It remained, how-

ever, for later Soviet moves to demonstrate whether intensive planning

would improve the Allied performance.

<
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whabQV!r is said concerning the Allies reaction to the "wall.

it ebviously did not discourage Khrushchev from pteaaing hia densnds. ’f

After a note exchange during the fall of 1961, the Soviets launched

du:ing February and March, 1962 a cautious but determined effort to

disrupt Allicd air access to nerlin. They sought at first to re-
. 7/

serve two corridors for several hours for use by Soviet military

They then tried to reserve certain lttitﬁdti

v 1in corrido¥s for use by Soviet aircraft. They also”demanded’ loli . Ly

airecraft for maneuvers.

changes in flight procedure, such as a requirement thdt Allicd fltsht

plans specify the time attcra!t would cross the east-west Ger-su

border. Finally, they directly harassed Allied flights, patticulltly

by buzzing some with Soviet fighters.

They :

The Allies responded in a determined but cautious way,

concentrated on keeping the civil airlines flying at as close to

They flew aome>military and

their normal schedules as possible.

They

civilian probe aircraft without passengers at critical attitudes.
Finally, they®

declined to alter their procedures under pressure.

placed fighter aircraft on ground alert.

Although these measures preserved Allied rights to fly the corridors

at times of their choosing, they did not bring suffidient pressure

on the Soviets to cause them to cease their harassing tactics,

U,S. show its determination by

General Clay recommended that the

flying fighters in the corridors and by flying military atrcwaft |

over ten thousand feet.

#14~ | . ‘ , | ‘ .

’
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The Allies maintain that t:he? have these rights, but they have not

exercised them for years, The Smrlftl have threatened dire con-

",scgunces if they try. Although the Allies had agreed hefore the

Soviet 1.ca-;mi.gu began to use fighters under certain éircmuncgs, ‘

these did not arise, Both General Norstad and governmentd rejected

General Clay's recommendation that the ground rules be changed to'

permit the use of fighters as a demonstration. General Norstad did ‘

. re;:o'-et{i “ﬂmt he be given authority to fly over 10,000 feet but

elected not to use the authority after it was given to him. . 4

The Soviets finally ceased their campaign only after Secretary

Rusk and British !'oreiign Secretary Home upbraided Gromyko for trying . Ve

[ ? 3~ ‘ to cagey on a discussion in Geneva while kicking them on the shins %
g .
& in Germany .
1 The Management; | A
| 5 The Allies went nto the air corridor exercise much better ‘ ,:‘.J‘."
g : " : \C.fs.}
& ; prepared than they had been n August 13, In the first place, they H ‘,'f}
- - \ ’Lf

had done extensive planning over a period of yeara' directed toward e

preserving air acceas, As a matter of fact, the final instwuction

to General Norstad was dispatched by the Ambassadorial Group only o

‘

weeks before the Soviet campaign began. Secan% the Allled

team was much better uorga'nized. This is not to say, however, thaf.

the planning or the organization were perfect.

Although the planning had been pretty thorough, it had com~
a

centrated on possible Soviet moves requiring a response involving

use of force. This was probably due to the fact that prior te 1961

most of the planning had been done at LIVE OAK in Paris. This Aot

| military bias was uin.fctceé when the Defenic Department took the
\ ’ Lot ) b 5 b ®
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lead within the U.8. governgent in 1961 on air access planningv

~@nd the quadripartite planning was|done in the Military sub-group.

of the Ambassadorial group, Thl1l. although this revﬁw was done

primarily by cdvilians, it concentrated upon the militsry aspects,
building upon the planning done by LIVE OAK. ' e
Imniuuy. in 1959 the Foreign Ministers' basic directive on

- Berlin planning anticipated Soviet moves not mvolving use of force. g5

m.y‘ulj.;oanted this planning to the Embassies in Bonn. Although
v _ , :

I Bl AT s il e P

the Iibasliés‘began such planning, it was never completed, primardly

for want ﬂ snidance ftom the Foreign offices,
ks L'y ik i

3 ! This m:l.uury oﬂ,autltion of planning had at: leut one hporu;t T e

result fot the management of the air exercin. ithen the Soviet 4 P

e ‘ campaig‘.n began, the American Embassy in Bonn and General Clay in

Berlin began sending in recommendations which largely ignored the :

pteviouu Allied planning, The sute‘mpartmen: promptly called to

| s l:heit attention the fagt tha‘: considerahle #i###¢ discretion on air -

The Department

' acceu utteru had heen deleglted to General Norsr.ad.

. directed Bonn and Berlin therefore to coordinate with their British

and French colleagues and to send their recommendations to Paris.:

Although this pleased General Norstad immensely, it was galling to

Ambassador Dowling and his staff, to say nothing of General Clay.

Nevertheless, the day to day management of flights in the

corridors fell to the LIVE OAK staff, under the close supervision

of General Norstad., Without excepliion. his approach-which was ¥

based on matching but never raising Soviet bets-was supported by

e e

= ai it G ]

governments,

Ag a matter of fact, President Kennedy subsequently o
A S - | | o
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commended General Norstad's careful handling of this crisis. g

 While General Norstad and his LIVE QAK staff managed the flights
their
in the can'idorl » the Ambassadorial Group mitored vhk activities

‘and concentrated on the diplomatic aspects of the Boviet. campaign.

This covered two aspects, the legaliﬁy of the Soviet flights in
the corri:lora and the Soviet demands for changes in procedure.

The State Department early in the game uh: t'o the field au_&
ﬁn tio ghe Allies a legal opinion that the Soviet flights were
within the framework of the post-war agreements. Some people; f&»
mcemeeed this to mean that the U,8, government did nmot
ob ject r.o the Bavte‘ flightl. Unfortunltely, this led to considerable
con.fuaion. ous of the results of which was thet the three Alldes’ '
did npt officially protest the Soviet flights at the government level

when finally sent,
until‘ very late in the game. This protest/took the common sense
positioﬁ that these flights were a threat to the safety of Allied
aircraft and should eea‘e.‘

The Ml;asudorul Group referred the quelci:on of the Soviet
request for.chanies in procedure to the quadripartite group in
Bonn for study, No agreement was.reached, and the Soviets stopped
pushing their demdnds ",\_rithout recelving a definite tripartite response,

The critical ei@nt, however, during this period was probably
the desire of the U.8. and U.K. governments not to allow the Soviet
campaign to disrupt ithe dialogue on Berlin. This led to an effort to

minimize publicly the nature and significance of the Soviet
campaign, This policy almost went off the track when the Soviets
dropped some chaff in the con'idoﬂ shortly before Secretary m

10!: for Gmevl- Ec cmidered cancelling hi- t:ri.p bu: was d:luuded
d Vi i S TS

g v v
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In the west, this was yrobaply just as well, because his and Lord
Home's intervention with Gromyko was apparently primarily r;sponqible
for the Soviet decision to end theim campaign,
o éltpough the Allied performance regarding the air corridors
wag far £ti'm perfect, it was an improvement over their response to
the "wall," 1In addition, they emerged from this experience far bettlr
orgutq\e$ than they went in. Al.though General Norstad and his suff
were the heroes, the Quadripartite Group in Bonn worked together ..
much be:ter than prcviousl‘y. In addition, the Ambassadorial Group
Areaia‘i'gd."the temptation to try to manage the day to day tactics from
Washiﬁgt&ﬂ. The only place theu‘.uliel' did not voi'k together was
Berlin‘ where General Clay steadfastly refused to be shackled
by "the lowest common denominater." As a result, he was able to

play no large role and soon resigned to return to New York.

The most important ope*atiml lesson learned from this exer-

cise related to communications. LIVE OAK found that it was

severely hampered by poor quadripartite communications, particularly

et o

to Bonn and Berlin. This led in due course to the creation of an
excellent quadripartite communications system, which tied together

the three Commandants in Berlin, LIVE OAK, and the Quadripartite

Group in Bonn., &

The exercise aho prwided the value of secure telephonic

s Bl . “3".’-,

4 -y

communications between State and the field, for - as action officer =
I used our secure telephone to Bonn, Berlin, Paris regularly, This
means of coumniution became even more important during the second

wlll o:m.- in t.ho 2111 of 1962, dutinz 'hich it: m doc:lded to 3

" -
1 ~ ! "18" r‘:" P R
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THE FACTS;: :

During the summer of 1962, teéaion began to mount again

There was a marked increase in incdidents along :

}

regarding ;erliﬁ.
Khrushchev resumed his threatening tone. The Soviets

the wall,
on June 7, protested the "Fascist" behavior of West Berlin, pbucm.

¥
The Allies countered two weeks later with a ptopoul for qudripu'tite

talks in Berlin directed toward ending violence alcng the wall., ° I .
On! July 2, the U,S. announced the withdrawal of some of the - ey :

troops it had sent to Europe during the summer of 1961, A weeky lager,

G, TR, g e+

Khrushchey called for the withdrawal of Allied troops from Berlin

and their replacement by UN-supervised troops from the smaller NATO

i

' ‘l ‘
and Warsaw !act countries. - -4

Smelling smoke, the Allied Berlin team w ‘/

began practicing their fire drill.

Ttx;r smoldering fiwe began to throw off sparks an August 13, ¢ \ J.,
L

b e

the first anniversary of the‘ "wall," when a West Berlin crowd

rioted at the wall, It burst into flames a few days later when an

east German rgfugeé named Peter Fechter was wounded by east German

guards and was allowed to bleed to deat;'hlon the east Berlin side of

the wall, Tension mounted in west Berlin, and West Berliners -

After a period of

frustrated and angry - rioted for three nights.

uncertainty 8s to whom to blame, they began #f##iifi§ stoning buses

bringing guards to the Soviet war memorial in West Berlin near the

Brandenburg Gate,
After a short period of heaitation,‘ the Soviets reacted. On

August 21, they began bringing their guards into West Berlin in

~J0=0 §
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- armored pu'lonnel carriers. The following day, they amnnounced"the

e

N e g

_#bolition of the Soviet xomandacm!p in East Be:un. | o g

_ liuce there was nothins t- Allies could do to p:;even: the Soviegn v
itﬁ, aboliahing the Kommandaturfa, they limited their reaction to i

u mtaent that this step would not affect Allied rights in Berlin.

my ttsen &nletlyw idn t:he Soviet' action, by using alternate
means of dealing with the Soviets concetming east Bérlin. ‘
'!he @oviet nrmored personnel’carr:lerl presented a greater
challenge. T}xe Allies fipnally decided to handle this in two b.i:?e'
They first told the Soviets on Beptenber 2, that they should use ap

Crossing, .
Bint nearey the Soviet memorial than Checkpoint Charlie.

Mhip .
!lmo, abéit two weeks later they told them to stop using the armored
carl. The Soviets acquiesced in both tﬁese demands. |
In retrospect, it appears clear ﬁhat they did this because they
had bi‘g}u f;sh fry.tng elsewhere, On September 11, three dAyQ
b&m:e the Soviets abtndonéi the use of armored perlonhel carriers,
TASS issued a statement that the Krenlin would wait until after the
Anaxicm.clerttiona' to resume the diflqgut on Berlin,
The U.S., however, continued to gﬂl for battle over Berl.in...
During October, the Adiiniltution pouted mcr e and more storm
varningl. . This lead congreu to issue a resolution regarding Anarim

nrentions
to remain in Berlin, Shortly thereafter, Presidential

Assistant !!cGearge'm:‘ndy stated publicly t:ha:‘, if necessary, the
U.8, would "go it alone" on Berlin,

With attention thus focused on Berlin, few people seemed to
notice that the TASS statement on Berlin came at the end of a poucy
dcchution on cuba.

' 1
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» Iru Wu’ahingtmi. Fresident Kennedy took a close personal interest

L

Within the U.8, govesmment, the sécond wall crisis was run ,

and made the critical decisions, For example, the key decisions

tclat‘cd to the Boviet use of irnored .personnel carriers were made oYy
A » 8-
in meetings at the White House, Kennedy was at first inclined to ; Aty

take & SONGUINE yiew of this practice and s‘o in:'.orned one of hia ' ‘/ san
p£eu copferences, Secretary Rugk was inclined toward this view B
also, Practically everyono' else on the U.S. Berlin team, howeved§ ‘T
felt that it could pot be tolerated. They gradually wore the ; ' )i
’uuden‘t down, and he went relucuntly along. o ' ok 0
Tt:e ‘dly to day and hour to hour tactics nrc nnnged by a group T
of Berlin Task Force ofﬂcers from the State nepartment Operations
Center, Thcy were unenthusiastic about this role ~ prefering to £ “ f
leave Lhe tactics to U.8,'authorities in Berlin - 'but were forced ' ;J\v
into it by the Aeairea of t:hse President and s:crel;ary Rusk to call the | M’ I
shots., In vi-.ev of the slowness of tql'egnphic communications to - |
Berlin, these officerl had ‘to rely primarily on the secure telephene e |
to convey in advance the contents of imstructions. | ‘ |
While one could disagree with the effort of the ?rea'ident c;
manage detalls from ﬁnhington. one cannot complain that he procras- : j
tinated or glowed down the dégision making process significantly, , I
Both the Secretary amd rréaident were very accessible and acted i:
quickly on recommendations. For éumh, Berlin, early one morning,
requested urgently by secure talephone reconsideration of an imstruc- X - 1 |
tion sent them the night b,fore. I drafted l teply.v Acting Beczimy : ,;,"‘ ‘

¥ b . . .
- - f - i -l ta
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. where it was approved by the President - after he #tldpd a sentences.

WL t
% Ball took my hand written draft immediately to the White House,

.

I telephoned t:he' text of the instruction to Berlin,lw:lthin an hom."
of thefw original request for instructions. ‘

Allied coordinacion‘took place pr:ﬁnr:lly in Berlin, where the
Commandants mked extremely well gogether.

The Anbcsudornl Group in Washington propared, obtnined
a»roﬂl_!b, governments, and issued a statement about the abolition
of the 80vte; Kommandatura within tweﬁtj-fout hours, & great imppowe-
ment over its performnce at the time of the "wall,” :
;0 The tlz ;. and Allied reactions were largely mprovised since

L

it would havc been difficult to foruc t:he Soviet use of armored

personnel carriers and the abolition of the Soviet Kommandatura was

; unlnticipated. The Allies had for years had elaborate plans to deal

I“

vith riots in West Berlin, The difficulty in this case was reluctance

on the part of West Berlin auzhoritiea ta nuppteu the riots and

failire on the plrt of Allied authorities to understand the

impression’ these riots were creating outside Berlin - and particularly®

in Huhins:on: This deficiency waa.coti;ected when Secretary Rusk
ealled Charles Hulick, Acting head of the U.S. Mission, by secure .

telephone to urge him éo see that action was taken to stopcthe riots.

UATION :

-

The second wall :qrisis found the Allied team very well prepared.

It was anticipating trouble, even though it took an umnticipcted

term
fewee. The Allied Commandants in Berlin deserve the major credit

A
for the coordination of the Allied effort..

Although the lack of detailed plqnning ll.md dm tlu Allied {

-23-
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relqtionl to the Soviet use of armored personnel carriers, this factor

probably did not alter the ultimate outcome, which was apparently .
detemineci by mulhchev'n desive to avold a confrontation in Berlin
a_t:“ﬁ time when he had aer;' tﬁeﬁeeln in motion to move the game to

 the weltern henicphere.

The ucond wall cr:llin denonttrated anew to the Allied Berlin

team the importance of rapid, secure tel.e-comnications. In

roquirement for o S

addition t:o the«-ﬁxn, network linling Bonn, Berlin, and Paris,

it was found that the political staffs in Berlin were severely
hampered ?{ lack of e!fective communications. Located in sepnat:e
rrts of aeflin, the spent an undue amount of timing travelling to
and from meetings. This was corrected subsequently by establishing
gsecure teletype co-mnicat;iona between thé Btitinh,' French, and U.S;
politicg} ’officea . \

The tequirenent for effective camﬁnications was' to be

eve \ /
Q demonstrated m more dramitically during the Cuban crisis. o/
p” ~
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S CRISIS

In August, 1961, the policy 1e§e1 -of the U.8, government was
bracing itself for a Soviet challénga to Allied access to Berlin or
for an uprising in east Germany. Instead, the Soviets di'.vided
Berlios ﬁuring the summer and fall of 1962, the U,S. government

was battefning down the hatches for a storm over Berlin, ' Instead,

the We:. tried to smeak some missiles into Cuba. These veapdns
may, hmvet:, have not been as untelated to Berlin as their distance |
would sgem to appear. Khrushchev ‘had promised to resume the dialogue by )  -"-
over Bgrlin after the American elections, It was probably no |
coincidence that at that time he expected the migailes in Cuba to
be operational. |
THE MANAGEMENT: _

When ?fuident Kennedy and his advisers decid;d to counter this 'l;‘ \
Soviet move with a na-vll blockade of Cuba, the thought occurred
Medut;ely that the Soviets might cqunter with a blockade of Berlin,

Key members of the Berlin Task Force were, therefore, called into

¥

Kennedy made his speech, which was on a Monday. Since there was
little that could be ;dded to planning for Berlin at that point,
they were drawn into the complex of activities related to Cuba.

The President's Executive Committee of the National secﬁtity
Council, which was called into being to deal with the missile crisis,

established a sub~-committee on NATO and Berlin, chaired by Paul

Nitze. élthough as 1t turned out thia group did not have much mk ke "
| -25- 00 e R e
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to do, it did serve to keep those people working on Berlin igforméd

of whnt'was'happening conéerning Cuba:
The only operational problem concerning Berlin which arose

during that critical October week was removed from the agenda

promptly, A dispute aroa; between Soviet checkpoint personnel and

a U.S. military commander over procedures for Processing his convoy.

X
Although it was resolved wittf'a lengthy detention, the U.S8. Mission ,V/"

in Berlin recommended that gs\?ake advantage of the Soviet preoccupation
with to precipitlte a showdown on the procedure issue, which '
had been looming for about & year. The difficulty with this suggestion
was that the leaders of the U.S. Qere also somewhat preoccupied M7 e
with Cuba, and the last thing they wanted was a crisis in Berlin.
After checking with my colleagues in Defense and on the Joint Staff
and getting Martin Hillenbrand's appiovnl. I called Berlin on a secure
telephone and advised them to avoid if possible difficulties on the
autobahn, ' 3 . |

Although the fo;mnl charter of the quadripartite Ambassadorial
Group does not extend beyond Berlin and Germany, it was found com-
venient to,&til;zc it to brief thetnlitish,‘ltgnch, and German
Embassies on Cuba, Paul Nitze cailedra meeting of the Military .
sub-group to receive an accound of the intelligence on Soviet
activity in Cuba and Leat President Kennedy's speech. Othet‘than the
fact that the State Debartment Operation Center's antiquated T.V. set
did not produce a picture, only sound, this was ; useful exercise.
The Ambassadorial Group subsequently met several times to be briefed
by its Chairman, Bmbassador-at-Large Llewellyn Thompson, who was

playing an important role 'in White House discussions. \
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5 EVALUATION: -
The most important {mplication of the Guban crisis for the ;
'l management of the Berlin problem was the effect of placing the
‘h Strategic Air Command and other strategic forces on a high state of v ;
;j alert: Comfronted with the certainty of esier destruction if they | v
3 made a ﬁis-sfep. the Kremlin behaved extremely ‘caut:ioua‘;\"' This had o
ﬁl been predicted by the military members of the Berlin Task Force e
:j (particularly Col, Chauncey Meacham), Ct.ld their view seemed to be :
‘% born out by the war-faeace games we had played on Berlin. There was
3 no way, however, to be sure what the effect on the chess game would .
I“ be until theq:l::“wan actually advanced. After Cuba, SAC if possible /
; played an even /;arger role in our thinking on Berlin and gave me at R l_
i‘ 1 east the assurance that the Soviets would thereafter try to keep 7
g any ctisis below the level at which the U.S. would p‘lace its : 7
3 N strategic fércea on & high &tate of alert. s ~ ¥
At The Cuban crisis also l‘aid bare lone of the deficiencies in
5 the U.S.. government's and particularly the State Department's
colnnnicacip‘ns. These had 'long been i;nm, but Cuba brought 4
51 them forcibly to the attention of the President and Secretgry Rn_sk.
As a result of & "crash" program to correct these Jeficienciel, the
‘t State Department greaf.;ly improved its communications capabilities to .
Europe, including with Bonn and Berlin. In addition, Becret:ary‘ .
Rusk obtained the agreement of his British, French, and German
colleagues to the creation of a quadripartite teletype conference
facility, for use by the Foreign Ministers in event of another Berlim
crisis, This facility became operatiomal in the sp.r'in; of 1964, -
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CONVOY INCIDENTS

5 s . . . ‘ !
During October and November, 1963 the dispute over convoy.
procedures that had been going on for several years came to a head.

.

. Although there have been disagreements over procedures for

»

processing Allied convoys since the war, the .1963 crisis had its
origins in the battle group sent to Berlim in Auéust, 1961. In
order to speed up piocesning, the commanding officer, Col. Glover
Johns, ordered his men to dismount to be counted by éoviet petammei. :
The 30v1etl: took advantage of this by insisting that subsequent
 convoys dismount. When the U.S, aut.horities in Berlin learned.of
this practice some months later, they tried to stop it - but too *
late.

out = '

bA of this situation 2 running dispute arose over which
size convoys would dismount and which would be counted in the
trucks, The situation was complicated by the fact that U.S., and
British procedures differed, (The French transported their troops
by train), £#688##%k Attémpts were made to agree on standard
procedurea. but'vit:h;mt success., When, therefore, the Soviets
detained a U,§, convoy on October 10, 1963, there was nbt' only a
dispute between the U.S. and Soviets over procedures but the U.S.

and British were not agreed either. : .

The October 10 incident was preceded  over i:he day before /

by a dispute over dismounting, which was resolved without a detuntion, V

E When the soviéts refused to §# < lzar  a Berlin bound convoy i
; at the western end of the autobahn on October 10, U.S. authaorities \
in Berlin were ready for touble and promptly hpleﬁgnted_.thg‘ ‘v B % -;v.,\;;{.;;' I
__=20= e e A A i
——— T L
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contingency plans. The key.to these wag that, after having been

detained for about fifteen hours, the convoy commapder 1nfor§ed the
Soviet officer in charge that, if the convoy were n&t processed

within two hours, the convey would proceed without processing. Ihia
information was also passed to the Soviet headquarters at Wlndsdorf v
through the U.S. Military liaison Mission at Potsdam.

Just before the time limit expired, the Soviets processed the
convoy and it proceedg@ toward Berlin, only to be detained ﬁy the
Soviets at thﬁt end., This time the Soviets allowed the time iimit.
set by the convoy commander expire. When the convoy attempted :
to proceed, t;eir way was blocked by Soviet t£00ps in armored
personnel carriers, The U.S. Comhandaﬁt in lerliﬁ; Major General
James Polk, thereupon halted aﬁ outbound convoy of troops at the V
checkpoint to bring counter-pressure to bear.

The U.S. protested strongly and repeatedly both ’fii#lii! in

Rédddd)# Germany and at the government level. President Kennedy e o

protested to dromyko on October 10. Becretary Rusk protested to
%
J

Ambassador Dobrynim on October 11, while Ambassador Kohler was
talking to Lorin 1in Moscow. Fifty:t:wahhours after the originall
detention the Soviets finally released the convoy without the troops
dismounting. " I ag |
A Britiep convoy Was subﬁequently halted on October 16 but
was allowed to proceed after niﬁe hours. A 4
These detentions had a number of results. First, the three
Allies agreed upon harmonized procedures regarding dismounting. Becond;

they transmitted these agreed procedures to the Soviets . Thitd,.

they sent & U.S. convoy on November 4, to test Soviet intentions. f' z;ﬁﬁ

4
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The Soviets detained this inbound convoy at the western end

of the autobahn for 41 hours, When the convoy attempted to meye
UL [ .

forward the first day of the detention, the Soviets4again deployed 2
troops ‘in armored personﬁal carriera.to block it,

In ndditi;n to protesting, the Allies took two steps. On the
second d:;.of the detention, the British and French sent c;nvoys
identical to the U.S, convoy from Berlin, Second, @eneral Lemnitsor
ordered the assembly of the tripartite company size probe force
near the western end of the autobahn.

After a Srief period of hesitation, the Soyiets processed the
British nna French convoys without ﬁheir dismounting. Before these
conyoys reached the western end of the  autobahn, they released the
U.?. convoy detained there, |

The éoviéts subsequently replied to the Allied communications

theirs, 7

concerning procedures, by setting forth theemdes. Although they were
A LA i 4

not the same as the Allied, they were compatible.

The U,S. ‘sent one-more test convoy about the middle of November,
but it wen§ through without incident.

It wa; t;ua that east and west ;eached a "negotiated" agreement
on procedures for dismounting by Aliiedlconvoys. The ﬁrocedures
were esseutialiy the sa?e as the U,S. had followed prior to the
detentions, The differ;ncea were that the British in substance
adopted U.S.ﬁprocedures. th? Allies informed the Soviets what the

=

procedures were, and the Soviets implicitly accepted them.
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THE MANAGEMENT :

Since the October 10 convoy detention found me in Berlin, I
had an opportunity to observe the manggement of éhe crisis in
Berlin, Paris, and Washington. I spent the first day observing the
Berlin end of theoperation, the second day at LIVE OAK in Paris,
and I réturned to Washington in time for the detention of thé
British convoy on October 16,

As soon as word was received that a U.S. convoy was having
difficulty on October 10, the key military and civilinp staff gathered
in the Berlin Emergency Operations Center, under the chairmanship
of General ?blk:s Chief of Staff, Col. Thomas Foots: By the time /
General Polk arrived from a meeting with the British and French :
‘éommandants. the teleconference facility with Heidelberg had been
;pened.’ General Polk began pressing within a short time for
authority to set a time limit, at the end of which the convoy
would proceed. . %

Before he got this authority, Heldelberg had opened its
teleconference facility with Paris, and Paris in turn was in contact
with Waeﬁigéton. When the'White House learned of the proposal to set
a "time limit:,"Athe term used was "ultimatum," The-:;z:;nt-ﬁvu: /
of this termfled to a telephone call from David Klein to‘Gfover
Penberthy of the Berlin Task Force, instructing him to tell Paris
not to issug an "ultimatum" dntil it had been approved by the President.
Penbetthy called General };EcOnnell, Deputy Commander-in-Chief ‘for v
Europe, As a result, orders were issued to Berlin to withhold
setting a time limit, These arrived in time to halt the wheels at
the checkpoint but the military liaison mission officer

-32~ ' 4 X,
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—CONFIDENTIAL

was already on his way to Potsdam, and General folk could not
contact him because he did not have 4 radio in 'his vehicle. Afteé/aane
confusion, the White House flashed the green ligpt, and the time
limit was set at the checkpoint..

’ ‘heq I arrived in Paris, I foﬁnd LIVE OAK monito;ing the
detention but not playing any active role., The point of control
was the Operations Center at EUCOM, several miles away from the
LIVE OAK headquarters. The LIVE OAK staff did discuss the desirability
of a;sembling the tripartite company-size probe forc; but did not
recommend Shis.

LIVE OAK, however, subsequently played a key role in working
"'out the "harmonized" Allied procedures. Using the recommendations
‘of the,three Commandants in Berlin and the comments of the Embassies
in Bonn and British, French, and U.S, military headquarters, General
Lemnitiar
Lan-*f:t submitted to governments his recommendations regarding
procedures, He recemmended, however, against giving them to the
Soviets. |

At this point, the Contingenty Coordinating Sub-group of the
Ambassadorial Group took over and courdinated governmental agrefment
on the procédures,

The U.S. started out with a division between the political and
military sides on two questions, The Joint Staff, as is their habit,

Lemnytagr . -
backed General L‘-i:‘n:‘s recommendation against notifyingéthe
the Soviets. It also opposed a British proposal to agree on a
procedure regarding lowering tailgates, Defense sided with State on

these points, and we were able to overcome the resistance of the

33~
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. Joint Staff, - :

We had recelved informal word from khe White ﬁouée some time
before that McGeorge Bundy favored harmonization of procedures.
Before going‘to”ﬁhe Presidént, therefo;e, we worked out a.preliminary
quadripartite position for ##f#édidddfé# reference to governments, A

’Thia lead to a meeting with President Kennedy. Under Secretary
George Ball represented Secretary Rusk, assisted by Assistant |
Secretary Tyler, Richard Davis, and me. Secretary McNamara represented
Defense; General Taylor, JCS; and John McCone, CIA. McGeorge »
Bundy also atténded, Each of the principles went into the meeting
with briefing papers which supported the agreement reached in the
qs;hripartite group.

Under* Secretary Ball lead off by reading the key elements of
our brigfing memorandum, President Kennedy, as was his want, opposed

the recommendations, on the grounds that they would involve a cﬁ;nge
in procedures.. He also wanted to impress the Soviets at the
governmental level, rather than in Germany -~ as the French insisted.
1 am not sure why he always seemed to begin by opposing the

solution brought to him but suppose that he wanted to force its

,
- Y

advocaé%:l to defend it, In any eventgrin this case, support soon
melted. I hoped that Mc&eorge Bundy would gome to the rescue, but
for some reason he did not.

Just as I had resigned m&self to a defeat, the President 160ked
across the table at me and said, "You've been'working on this job
for some time, What do you Ehink?" As soon as I recovered from
my surprise, I made a brief qgiﬂt::::\gor harmonization. While

A {
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this did not sweep the fiqld,Af definite decision. During the following

days, the position gradually moved to ‘support ofithe quadripartite '
proposal, This was cinched when Ambassador Thompson returned to ‘
Washington and supported it, As a result, first M;George Bundy and
then President Kennedy-if with some feluctance-approved‘an.Ambassadorial
Group instruction to the field regarding convoy procedures.

The next step was to get out an instruction regarding the next
"non-dismount" convoy, The field and particularly Generai Lemmitser - ¥
were ciamoring to send a convoy as soon as possible, go as not to‘
give the Soviets the impression we were afraid.

A $##f team of officers from State, Defense, and the Joint
'8taff prepared a draft instructiom té the field about the convoy,
$pecifying in some detail its composition, The main dispute was
about how soon the con#oy should go. Ambassador Thompson and I

wanted to send it within a few days after the Soviets received

the procedures, or on Friday, Novembgr 8; General Taylor for some

reason wanted to send it on the followigng Hnnda&. Ambassador ¥ d

Thompson and I caught the President after a meeting in the Cabinet

Room and he and General Taylor presented their points of view.

The President finally suggested that we leave the decision: to Geﬁeral

Lemni%%r. Since Lemnté?r had been pressing to send the convoy, v/

I welcomed this outcome, ' ;
When he recieved the'ins;ruction, however, Lcmmié?r indicated

that he wanted to delay the convoy for a whole week, I later

learned that this was because he would be absent from Paris and

wanted to be there when the convoy went. ###k Ambassador McGhee

telefhoned him and urged tﬁat the convoy go no later than the Monday,
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—CONFIDENTIAT—

November 10, Lemmié%r agreed.

When the convoy went, we were braced for frouble. Grover
Penberthy spent the night at the Operations Center and called me
at about 4300 a.m., when it.was clear that the c;nvoy had been

Thonms pi o) ; ‘ 2
detained. By the time Ambasaadorl\an the Secretary arrived at
the office, we had gathered the Berlin Task Force team.

In the middle of the morming, Secretary Rusk, Ambassador Thompson,
and I went to the White House. President Kennedy opened the
discﬁssion by saying that it was clear now that thefe was no
misundérstanding and that there was a test over who would determine
the procedures, After ### some discussion, he said that if the éonvoy
were not released in several hours; he would approve setting a time
limitge

After I returned to the Operations Center, the task force
group discussed what we would do if the Soviets again stopped the
convoy by deploying troops in armored personnel carriers. The
consensus Qas that at that point it would be necessary to make the
operatfon tripartite. Two possibilities were discussed, sending
identical British and French cpnvoys and using one of the smaller
tripartite probe forces. .

When the Soviefs prevented the convoy from proceeding, Ambassador
Thompson_andﬁyent to see th? Secretary, IF was about six o'cloqk.

We recommended that we ﬁék the British and French to sent gonvoys and
request General Lemnitmer to aésemble the company-size tripartite

probe force, Rusk called Secretary McNamara ###, who approved, and

McGeorge Bundy, who undertock to get presidential approval.

/
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I called a quadripartite meeting for 8:00 p.m, and asked the
British and French representatives to gonvey to their governments
the request that they send identical convoys the following day from

Berlin, We also instructed Berlin to ask the British and French
; théil\

.”__?S‘

L

Commandants to make plans for convoys, psewidéms receipt of imstructions =

A
whieh they did. The JCS sent an instruction to General Lemmitser,

advising him to assemble the tripartite probe force,

At the same time as this was taking place, there was rising
prelsuré within the government for some sort of non-military
counter-fasures, which President Kennedy endorsed in principle.

As a result, a meeting took place at the White House in the after=
moon on the second day of the deqnetién. Various possible counter-~
me¢asures were discussed but no consensus developed. The President
was reluctant to use the strongest one available, which was to
cancei the wheat deal, Before any decision was taken, a report was
received - which later proved incomplete - that the Soviets had
released the bonvoy. The meeting broke up in some confusion.

The Soviets did, however, release the convoy some hours later,

after an agreement over whether the convoy should be$ processed

before or after the Soviet troops were removed. The Soviets finally

folded, and the convoy went on its way, without the troops dismounting

to be counted and without tallgates being lowered - the Soviet fall-

back demand,

EVALUATION:

The convoy incidents ¥brought out several aspects of problem.

management.
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The Allied Berlin team had seen the crisis apfroaching for
eighteen months, It had prepared specific plans for dealing with
a detention. It had, however, been unable tc agree on measures

which might have avoided .the crisis, such as an Allied agreement on

,!gggdures which would have been convéyed to the Sovieta;.

‘ The existence of plans to deal with a detention undoubtedly
facilitated the management of the crisis. In Washington, London,
Paris, Bonn, and Berlin officials were able to work from a single 4
documenﬁ approved by governments. This document did not provide .
all the apswers, but 1t provided a point of departure for improvisation.
The field made the suggestions, and Washington coordinated the con-'

inE

clusions,\government whose convoy was involved providing leadership.

’

Vv
It could be agreed, however, that the existence of the plans fﬁ;}

accelerated the c¢risis. There had been detentions before, suqh ;hr’ ébﬁb
as in 1958, and these were resolved in less time just by arguing with
the Soviet checkpoint .personnel. This may, however, have been

insufficient in 1963,

The critical aspect of the plams, however, which raised the
e

most serious problem was the "time limit." The plans formally <\’J
delegated to the Commandants in Berlin authority to set a time liﬁit, /G;&E;;ﬂ
at the end of which the convoy would attempt to proceed, even if it
had not been processed. This delegation of agthority was approvedl
by governments, including President Ké:;edy, in mid-1962. When, a
year later, the Soviets detained a convoy, the President and other

high ranking officlals had forgotten the delegation of authofity. IN
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g addition, the convoy detention occurred in unanticipated circumstaﬁces. z
? Gromyko was at the very ti&e in Washington and calling on President .

,; Kennedy. The net result was an a;;é;pt’;o withdraw the authority at

2 | the last moment, This failed, simply because a U.S, officer on

ﬂj his way to Potsdam did not have a rédio iqhyis vehicle. :As a result

% of this experience, Washington withdrew the authority to set a time

»é limit on future convoys. :

Although by the time of the convoy incidents theAllied organization
was esteblished and experienced, it had become a bit rTusty. This
resulted largely from some changes in personnel during the year since

L Y
the Cuban erisis. It also took awhile for the organization to adjust

to the channels required by the specific situation. The pertinent i |

lines of authority evolved, however, during the first convoy -

e
LTt R et (1]
LoTitm e G S

detention, The wrinkles were smoothed out during the "harmonization"

3
585 Fes s

of Allied procedures. By the time of the second U.S. convoy

a4, L R
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detention, the Allied team was operating in high gear.
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;; The Berlin crisis reached its denoument on June 16, 1964, with

j the signature of a treaty of friendship and mutual assistance

L{ hétween the Soviet Union and the ehst German regime. This treaty
stated that West Berlin was "an 1ndépendent political dnit,“

but reaffirmed the Potsdam Agreement (and hence Allied rights in.
' Berlin).

Having been warned two days in advance by theSoviets, the
Ambassadorial Group, on behalf of governments, instructed their .
Ambagsadors in Moscow to reserve Allied rights before the treaty
' ¥ was actually signed. The communique issued that same day after
Chancellor Erhard's talk with Presi&ent Johnson alsc warned that the
i3 Soviets "would be solely responsible for the consequences of any
i attgmpt at interference with Allied rights that might result from

15 implementation of the new treaty." Two weeks later, the Allies

L3 issued a statement, .worked out by the Ambassadorial Group, in which

;hey reaffifmed their goal of German unity. They also stated that,
contrary to the treaty, West Berlin was not "an independent political
unit" and'thlt it had "close ties" with the Federal Republic.

Thus did the artifficial crisis created by Khrushchev: in 1958

end six years later with something short of a bang. ; ' !
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CONCLUSIONS:

From these case studies, certain conclusions emerge fairly

A IST, LY e

i
/

clear ly.

1. Planning: It is evident that planning was a useful tool.

It was not a substitute for judgment and improvisation, but it

= SR

provided an agreed point of departure. It also provided the planners,

who were in most cases also the action officers, an opportunity to

5 (ERESERPEEE S S F N

become acquainted and acquire a common vocabulary which greatly

i e

L

facilitated exchanging views and making decisions in a crisis.
Finally, planning lead to the creation of resouces, particularly
military, which otherwise could not have been made available quickly
; enough.,

t On the other hand, planning for Berlin suffered from several

;é disabilities. First, no plans existed for several key incidents,

% particularly the wall and the abolition of the SoQiet Komm;ndatura
in east Berlin., In éhe case of the wall, a response was improvised,
4 but very slowly. More rapid improvisation permitted a quicker

| abolition of the Kommandat&ra, but the Allied team was saved

b primarily by the faet that this event became last in the qonfusipg
situation which emerged following the Peter Fechtef murder; The

second disability was that the planning became so complex that only

a few individuals understood it. This placed a heavy burden on °*
these officers. It also created the ever present possibility that,
in an emergency, the planning might create such confusion that it

would have to be abandoned. While this would not necessarily lead

to disaster, it would result in a loss of time/

In brief, planning is useful, but it should be kept simple. '[f;w~yﬂ
s 7 7 LS
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In addition,;;tffb not a substitute for judgment, guts, and an

abilityqto improvise. A ¢

M\ i&“ 3. Qelegat on of authority: These incidents demonstrated that

U»
Fe
. | y

1}A,

i delegation of authority can be a mixgd blessing. On'the one hand,

. 1t creates the possibility of a more rapid response. On the other,
it may lead to undesirable actions or ill timed actions by authorities
ﬁho have only a part of the picture, as was the case with the
"time limit" for the first U.S. convoy. It can also result in a
failure of the subordinate authority to take action which Washingtoﬁ
desires, such 8s with the failure of General Norstad to fly aircraft
over 10,000 feet in March, 1962.

From this, I come to the conclusi&n that Washington should delegate
full authority to make preparations but should reserve the authority
regarding timing of implefentation. It should in particilar not
delegate authority when it doem not really mean it,. since this only
leads to confusion,

3. Organization: Organizational arrangements'gauld be as //

) (Oaieé en ; /
simple and flexible as possible. They should beﬂthe best communica-

tions available, both telegraphic and telephonic. Between crises,
the organization machinery should be kept turning over with planning.
The acquainténce which is fostered by planning should be perfected
through personal visits, There is nothing more important in a crisis
than knowing whom you think you‘can rely on. . '
These conclusions are drawn from the 1961-1964 phase of the
Berlin crisis, I suspect, however, that they would apply with some

validity to other problem areas.
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