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FOREWORD(U)

(U) The purpose of this monograph is to provide reference material
and background informat on for personnel engaged in Berlin planning and
operations, The first nart of the study sketches the principal military
and political events of the years 1945 to 1961 that affected the United
States! position in Ber.in. It also acquaints the reader with the most
significant changes in ‘he command structure of the U.,S., Army in Europe
as it affects the Berli situation. The second part of the monograph
covers those Berlin defi:nse and contingency plans——quadripartite, tri-
partite, and unilateral --that are of interest to the U.S. Army. The
third part deals with tlie various aspects of the problem of access by
tracing the origins of hrecedents that eventually evolved into proce-
dures. In general, inc (dents involving U.S. personnel in Berlin are
included in the narratiire only insofar as they created precedents,
vhereas all other incid:nts of significance are inserted in the chro-
nology, which forms Par!, IV of the study.

(U) Prepared by Mr. George E. Blau, Chief Historian, and Mr. James
J. Borror, PFC Donald J Hickman, Mr. David A. Lane, and Mrs. Marcia D.
Wolfe, the monograph is based on research in the files of USAREUR and
USCOB headquarters. Adilitional information has been obtained from
interviews with key per:iionnel, For only too obvious reasons, the con-
tents of this monograph cannot be considered as definitive: the problems
it discusses are with u: every day.

December 1962 %I DOLEMAN
General, G5

Deputy Chief of Staff, Operations

AG TS 2-102 Page % of xiii Pages
GC/28/62 Copy. of 50 Copies

|




CONTENTS

me.......‘...’................

CONPENI‘S. ® & & o & 5 06 5 & o 0 6 0 o 0 0 0 ° 0 0 @ ® o6 ¢ o o

Chapter
1.

24
3.
4e

5¢

Chapter
6.

PART I. (S) MILITARY AND POLITICAL DEVELOPMENTS

1s . Quadriparti:s Control

Allied Plans t) Ocoupy Germany and Berlin

The Z mes of Occupation ® o 0 o 0 0 0
The A’.lled Control Council for Germany.
The Birlin Kommandatura « « * o 0 0 0 o
Frencl: Participation in the Occupation.

a,
b.
Ce
de

Entry of U,S, .. my Forces into Berlin
The Establishment of the Kommandatura

The Command St:ucture of the U,S., Forces in Europe

a8,
b.
Ce

The Over-All Commande « o« o o o o o
The M:litary Government Functions .
The Berlin District o & o o 0 o o o

The Deterioration of UgSe=Soviet Relatioas

8,
b.
Ce
d.
€.

Disagreement on Economic Matters. .

e o o ’

Political Differences « o« o e ¢ 6 06 06 0 0 & 0 o
The Decision to Create a West German Government
The Irtroduction of the Deutsche Mark « « o o o
The Berlin Blockade and the Airlift « o & o o o

2:¢ The Creatior of "Two" German States

Change in the Fission of U.,S, Forces

AG TS 2-102
GC/28/62

VORI O OO Bt W OV M

11

Page i1 of xiii Pages
of__50 Copies

Copy.



_Contents -~ Continued

Page
a. The Establishment of the Federal Republic of
Germanye ¢« o o o ¢ o o 0o o o s ¢ a o o o o o 11
b, The Office of the U.S. High Commissioner for
GemaIWO L ] [ ] - ° L] [ ] (-] [ ] L] L] L] L] L ] L ] ® o L] * 12
c. The Occupatior Statute « ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o ¢ o o o o 12
d. The Status of Berlin e 6 o 8 8 0 ® o 0 o o o @ 12
7. The North Atlantic [reaty Organization 12
8. Changes in the Compand Structure of the U.S. Forces in
Europe 13
9, The Establishment c¢f the "German Democratic Republic" 13
10. The Divislon of Berlin 14
Chapter 3: The Growing Con!rast between West Berlin and
Its Communist Environment 15
11, Orgapizing for the Defense of Western Europe 15
a. The U.,S., Miliary Bulldupe o o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o 15
b. More Changes .n the U.,S. Command Structure . . 15
c. The Pledge to Protect West Berlin, ¢« « o« « o & 16
12. Rebullding West Be::lin . 16
a, The City Gove nmenNte ¢ ¢« o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 0 ¢ o o o 16
bo The Iocal Ecolow. [ ] [ ] L] L] [ ] L ] [ ° L] [ ] L] [ [ ] L 17
13, Revolt in East Ber.in 18
Chapter 4: The Impact of W:st and East German Sovereignty
on the Status of Berlin 19
14. The Two "Sovereign:ies” 19
15, The East German Struggle for Recognition 20
16, The Soviet Plan for the "Demilitarization" of West
Beriin 22
AG TS 2~102 Page 111 of xiii Pages

GC/28/62 Copy. of_50 Copies



Contents - Continued

Chapter 5
17,
18.

19.
20.

22.

¢ The Years o Intensifying Crisis

The Soviets Sugzgest a Peace Treaty
The Foreign Miiisters' Conference of 1959

8. The Weste™n Plane « ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o o o o
b. TheSovie‘;Plan......'.......
¢, The Impasie Concerning Berlin « . « ¢ « &

The Disrupted 3ummit Conference of 1960
The Vienna Con’rontation and Its Aftermgth

a. The Meeti l-g ¢ 6 & o6 ¢ & 4 & O 6 06 o 8 o o
b, The Excha ige Of Notes « v o ¢ e ¢ o o o o
c. President lal Authority for Buildup of U.S

Militar; FOrces « o o« o o ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o

August 1961 ani the "Wall"

a, The Mass .ixodus ® o o 8 6 0 6 ¢ 0 0 0 0 @
b. Commnist: Reactlion. « « o o o 00 s o o
c. U.S. Counteract ion. ® 5 & 6 0 6 0 0 o o o

Regrganization of the Beriin Command Structure

PART II. (S) PLANNING

Introduction

a., The Early Post-War Years. « o« ¢« o o o «
be. TheNeedforPlans. ® o o 0 6 0 0 0 o 0 0
6. Planning Fesponsibilities . « « « o o

Chapter 63 Planning for the Defense of Berlin

%,

AG TS 2-102

GC/28/62

TIripartite Plerning

a, A Threatered "Invasion" of West Berlin. .
b. The Need for Tripartite Planning. « « « .

Copy

L ]

Page
24
24

&

35

35
35
35
36
37
37

37
37

Page_1v_of xiii Pages
of 50 Copiles



N

Contents - Continued

Qs

Creation of the illied Staff, Berline. « « «
Emergency

The Proposal for Creating a Unified
Command...,-.‘.,......
The First Tripar:ite Plan . .
ANewConc'ept ¢« 1+ 6 o o o6 o o o
Demolitions e 6 > o & o @ 8 o o
The Second Defense Plan  «
The French and B ritish Attitudes.
The Forward Conczpt « « o« o o o

o & & o & ¢
® & © & a o

Further Attempts to Establish a Unified
New Instructions for the Accomplishment
DemOlitionSo‘»ooooooooa.ooo
Alrfield Denial 1. e.» o s s o & «a e o o o o
ificant Chanzes in Concepts o « « « o o

(1) The New Rols of the West Berlin Police
(2) Plans to Cointer Large-Scale Civil
Disorders. « ¢ « ¢ ¢« e o o ¢ o o o
Subsequent Plans--o'o e @ -6 ® 6 o e o o .0
(1) Gradually Daveloping Civil Disorders
(2) An A11-Out dilitary Attack « « o o
(3) Demolition Plans o« o o ¢ ¢ o o ¢ ¢ o
(4) The Allied Position on Airfield Denial .
(5) Planning for the .Event of an Uprising in
East Berlin and/or East Germanye « o o

(a) The Quidripartite Rules of Conduct. .

(b) Commenusooo'oooocooooco

25, Unilateral Planning

a.
b,

Ce

d.

Chapter 7:

Defense of the U,S, Garrison o « « o o o o

Reinforcing the jarrison in Cases of Major

Civil Disturba10es o« o« ¢« o ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ o o

The Use of Speciil Forces Demolition Teams
Outside West B3rlin, o « o o o o » o ¢ o
Emergency Arms R2serve « « o o ¢ o o ¢ o o

Airlift Planning

26, A Full-Scale, Tripartite Airlift

a,
’bo

AG TS 2-102
GC/28/62

Conflicting Conc:ptsS « o o« o o o o o

U.S. Unilateral iupport Planning . .

Page v |

Copy.

® O o o o o e o & »

57
57

57
59

v_of xiil Pages
of_50 Copies




. WO N
Contents - Cont inued
Page
27. Quadripartite 1irlift Planning : 60

a, West Gel;m in Résponsibilities. * o o ¢ ¢ o ‘ov o e o 60
b. U,S. Supp)rt Plans, L A R S R T I TR o 60

28, Bipartite Airlift Planning . ) 61
.29, Unilateral Air[ift Planning S o , 61
Chapter 8: Access Planing . o o 62
30. Ground Access "o West Berlin ' T 62

8, TheFirqt Pl‘n."“ . 'o‘.o.o .0 oo -0 o o o _ob bo * e . 62
(1), Use uf Force to Determine Soviet Intentions. 63

(2) Use «f Force to Break a Blookade o o o . o 64

b. Preparaticns for Tripartite Planning. o « o o o » 64
Ce Tripartit( Draft S_tu@. ® & & 6 ¢ 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 o 65
d. Unilatera. Planﬁing.. ~o . o ® o & ¢ 0 0 6 6 0 ¢ @ 67
e. The "Use ¢f Force'" Cono’pt Growse o ¢« ¢ o o ¢ » . 67
f. Revision ¢f USAREUR EP 103, . R 68
g+ New Tripa:ltito PlansSe ¢ « ¢ o o ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o o« o 69"
h. Larger Forces and Nuclear Weapons « « o o o o o o 69
(1) EP 1(3 (kp‘nd‘d). e 6 6 ¢ 6 4 606 68 0 o 69

(2) Augmentation and Nuclear Weapons . o « . o mn

(3) A Third Concepto * o o o 0". e ¢ 06 4 o 0 0 o B A

31. Other Access Plans o C 73
a. 'USAREUR Support of Air Access Planning. . « + o . 73
b. AOGQSS” to East Berlin o o ¢ o &6 o 0 0 0 0 ¢ 0 s o 73

ce Steinstuecken Aoccess Planning « o« « o o o ¢ ¢ o .

Chapter 9: Evacuation.Flanning o : - .
32, Early Unilateral Planning ) o 77
a., For Evacuaiion, by Alr . . ® ¢ e 0 0 0 0 0 s 0 o . 77
b. For Surfac: Evacuation, . . e ¢ e s o 0 0 s e e u 77
33. Iripartite Plamifng' -~ - - . m
AG TS 2-102. . . = . Page_vi of xiii Pages
Go/Bf62 o T Copy_gg of 50 Coples *



Contents - Contimued

Fage

8 Opera'bion TRIPLE PLAYe o« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 6 o s o 78

be. Plans to Evacuate the U,S. Garrison. « « ¢ ¢ ¢ o ()

¢. USAREUR-USAFE Dis igreeme'nts. e 6 ¢ 0 0 8 ¢ 0 0 o 79

d. Approval of TRIPLT PLAY, » » o« e o o o 0 0 & 8 o 80

34 Changes in Evacuation Joncepts 80

a. Deemphasis of Surface Evacuation ¢« ¢« ¢ o o ¢ o o 80

b. Change in Off-Loa iing Points « o« o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o 8l

c. Evacuation of Specified Aliens « ¢« « ¢ « o ¢ o o 81

35. Subsequent Planning 82

a. The Rapid Phase-(ut of Dependents. « « « ¢« ¢ o o 82

b. Emergency Evacuation ¢« « ¢« « ¢« ¢ o o ¢ o . 82

c. Tripartite Operations Instructions . . . . 83

PART TII. (S) ACCESS 84

Chapter 10: The Right of Access ' ’ 84
36, Introduction : 84
37. The Basic Agreements - 85
38, The Legal Basis for Allied Access ‘ 86

a8, The Agreements of 1943-450 e © ® o6 o © 0 o 0 o o 86

b. The Four-Power Agreement of 20 June 1949 . « « 87

39, Definition of U.S. Access Responsibilities 88
Chapter 11: Military Trains ard Travel Documentation 89
40, The Rail Route from Helmstedt to Berlin 89
41. Supplementary Route by Way of Stendal 0
42, Initial Difficulties vith Soviet Personnel 91

AG TS 2-102 Page_yiiof xili Pages

GC/28/62 - Copy. of_50 Copiles




eaRee

Contents — Continued

Page

43., Interference w:th Military Rail Traffic Before the oo

o Ai;lift 91

Lh. New Quadr_gar‘c. te _greaments S : 92

45¢ Clearances for Special Trains 93

46, The Issue of Travel Documentation %
a, U.S. POliO) on Leave Travel ¢ o ¢ 6 o o o o o‘o ; . 94 .

b. The Preparstion of Uniform Travel Orderse o « « « « 95

Ce New Soviet Restrictions 6 06 ¢ ¢ 0 o 6 6 0 0 06 0 o o 95

de Tripartite Efforts to Standardize Travel B

Documente tion S 6 06 0 ¢ 06 06 ¢ 0 9 6 0 0 0 9 8 0 0 97

e. Agreement cn New Travel Documentation « « o o6 o o 97

f. The Stampixg of Travel orderﬂ e o ¢ @ o o o o o o 97

€. Broadening the Categories of Personnel Authorizod
Travel OIders L] . L N *» e B o L/ L . . ¢ o o [ * o 98
h, RestrictiOIS‘on U.S, Citizens - ¢ o & 0 06 06 ¢ o o @ 99

47, The Freight Car Isswe  ~ . 99
a, Soviet Demendse o« o o ® ¢ 6 0 o 0 0 e s 0 0 0 0 0 99
b. U.S. Procedire. ¢ e o0 s 0 p 6.4 0 0 0 00 0.0 s e loo
Co Soviet Actionse o o « o o ¢ o ¢ o o o e o o o o 100
48, The Threat of Eist German Check Point Conmtrol 101

8. C00rdinatio of PoliGFe o o o o o« o « o o o o o o o 101
b, Revislon of the Instructions for Train Commanders 101
c. Supplementary Special Instructions for Train

Commanderie ‘e o o o o o o ® o & o 0 -0 0 0 0 0 o 102
(1) Prohibitioms o o o s o-¢ o s o o o « o s o o o 102
(2) Author |zed Concessions ., . ® o 0 & @0 0 0 0 o o 103
(3) Detachad Care. ® & 0 ¢ 0 ¢ 0 0 0 06 0 e & 0 o 103
(4) StOUEH\YS. 6 © 6 6 & 0 6 0 0 02 0 ® 0 06 0 0 0 o 103
(5) The Br tiSh Instruotionﬂ e o o o e o o 104

(6) Stiffening of U.S, Attitude toward Soviot or
East German Interference « « « o o o o o« o« « 104

49, Reexamination o Rail Access FPolicies . ' 104

a, East German Threats ® 0 6 6 0 06 6 06 06 06 06 0 0 0 o 0 104
b.» Wes‘b German Customs Inspection of Military Trains . 105

AG 78 2-102° R Page viii of xii] Pages
Gc/8/62 Copy 29 of 50 Copies




Contents - Continued

Page
50, Formalization of Trave! Documentation and Military
Train Procedures 105
8. USAREUR Circular 55 0-182. 06 9 @ e © e o o # e @ 105
b. Unauthorized Passergers Found Aboard Military
Trainso ® 6 6 6 &€ o ¢ © o © 06 & * & © o & 8 & 105
Chapter 12: Autobahn 107
51. Initial Arrangements ‘ | 107
§2. Truck Shuttle Service » - 108
53, Establishment of Procecures . ' 109
a. Clearance for Entry into the Soviet Zone. . . . 109
b, U.S. Request for a Second Access Road « « « « & 109
¢. U.S, Facilities Alcng the Helmstedt-Berlin
Me e & o e 6 & o ¢ o 0 o o o o 0 0 o llo
d. Soviet Check Point Procedures o« « o ¢ o o o ¢ o 110
e. Interzonal Travel legulations . « o o o o o o & 110
5,. Other -Events Preced the Blockade o111
55, Poast Blockade Harﬁssmeli 112
56. The Issue of Identifioction Procedures in 1957 | 114
57. Documentation of Cargo ‘ 115
a, Change in the Docunentation of Individual
Military Vehicle: e 6 6 G & & & 0 & & ® & o & 115
b. CINCUSAREUR'S Pos1 10Ne ¢ 6 06 ¢ o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o ¢ & 116
C. The SOViet ReactiOI: e @-® o Y @ ., e © @ o o o o 117
58, Instructions for Milit:ry Convoys and Individual :
Vehicles : . 118
a. Movement Orders « « o« o o o vo e o6 6 6 o & o & o 118
b. Travel through theSoviet Zone, G, .6 ¢ 6 o 0 0 0 118
Co _IndiVidual Vehliclet « o« o ¢« ¢« ¢ o o ¢ 0 0 o o @ 118
AG TS 2-102 Page_ix of xiii Pages

GC/28/62 Copy of_50 Copies



Contents - Continued

Page
59. Privately ed Vehicles 118
60. Inspection of Vahicles 119
61. Movement of a R:inforced Battle Group in One Day 120
62. Dismounting and Headcount
63. Advance Notific:tion 122
a, A Time-Saving Deviceo ® 6 s 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 122
be Other PrececentSe o o o o o o o ¢ ¢ o 6 o o o o 122
c. Establishmert of a POliOy e ¢ ¢ 0 0 0o 0 0o 0 ¢ o 123
de ILater DGVQl‘ApmentSc © o 06 06 0 06 80 e 00 e e 123
e, New Signifi( BNCCe-4 oo ¢ o 6 ¢'c o ¢ o.0 o o 124
64, U.S. Military Arsistance Patrols 12,
- @, The Need for Assistance Patrols « « « o o o o & 124
b. Soviet Deniel of U.,S. Rights to Patrol the
mm. ® o ¢ ¢t 0.0 4 6 06 676 06 0 0 0 8 & o 125
Ce The Praoctioce is Set AS1de o o « o o o ¢ o o o o 126
- ds The Use of latrols.as Convoy Escorts. « « « o 126
(- Irregular P(trOls ® 6 & 0 ¢ ¢ - 0 6 o 4-0 0 ¢ o o 126
" f. Regular Patrols Are Resumed ¢ « o o o o o o o o 126
65. Means of'Increas‘ing M'Mévoménts 127
66. Contingency Instructions for Identification Proce-
dures....bo-ooooooooo'o‘ooooo 129
Chapter 13: '_I‘hé Air Corrldors 132
67. The Basic Agreem:nt 132
<X::;68. The Haragsment
B 8, Incidents ® 1 & & 6 0 ¢ ¢ 6 0 6 6 0 0 6 6 e e @ . 134-
Ab. Soviet Prote:is ® 6 o 6 ¢ 0 0 0 ¢ 6 0 0606 0 o o 134
69, The Issues - 135
. a, East G‘an fiove.reignty e 6 @ 6 0 6 2 2 2 8 2 o 135
AG TS 2-102 ..~ | Page__ x of xiii Pages °
GC/28/62 Copy 29__of_ 50 Copies

120 -

134



Contents - Continued

b.
Ce

The Altitude Dispufe. RN
Interference with (ommercial Alr Traffic. « « »

70, Missile Protection

Chapter 14: The Borders
71. General

72, The Initial Situatilon

a,
b.
Ce

InBerlin « ¢« ¢ ¢ s o o s o o «

During the Blookade
At the East-West German Border.
(1) Military AccerSo « « « o o
(2) German Civilien Access . .

73. Gradual Isolation

a.

t b.
Ce

d.

€

f.

g

h.

The Soviets Tighter Their Grip.
Protest ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o i ¢« 6 ¢ o« ¢
Further Restrictiors. s« « o o«

17 Jine 19530 °o e

The Allled High Conmissioners
Autobahn TollBe o« ¢« ¢ o o o o
Relaxed Tension .
East German Controis. ¢« o o &
(1) The Currency leforms « o o
(2) A New Passport Law « o o o o o
(3) New Restricticns on West Germans
~— (4) Interference with U.S. Rights. .

74. Status At End of 1961

Chapter 15:

Steinstuecken

75. The Exclave

8.
— bo
Co

AG TS 2-102
GC/28/62

e o v o o o
e o o 0 & 3 ¢ 0 o o s o
o o ¢ o o @

e ¢ o o o @

e o o o o o

o o o o o 0

o e o o o o

e e o o o o o

e @ e 0 6 o o o © o ¢
React « ¢ o

e o o o ® o o

¢ & e ¢ @ o © & o o o o
e ¢ o o o o o

e o o 8 o o

e o o o

L] L ] [

e o o

Background. © 6 6 « o & 6 ©¢ 06 o & ® & & o &

The First Incident:

New Significance o’

the Exclave o« o ¢ ¢ o o

Page_x1
Copy_____

[ [ L L ] [

135
136

136

138
138
138

138

139
139
139

148

148
18
149

of xiii Pages
of__50 Capies



R

Contents - Continued

d.
6.

Chapter 16:

Page

TheRingisTigh‘bened..v.;........... 11#9
The Search ‘or a SOlutiono ® & o 6 0 06 &6 0 0 0 o @ 150

The U.S., Mi itary Liaison Misgsion

152

76. Operating Procelures in the Face of Soviet Harassment 152

a. The Exohhng}r of Missions , . o ¢ o 6 0 0 0 0 0 o 152
b. A Source of Information, . © ¢ 0 6 o o 0 0 06 e s @ 153
~~——o06. Soviet Hara:sment, . ® & @ @ 0 0 6 0 2 6 e 0 0 0 153
“—— d., Allied Reta .ietion ¢ 0 6 o ¢ 0 o 0 o 6 0 0 0 e 0 0@ 153
e. The Withdraial of Passes in 1950 « o« o o ¢ o o « 154
f. USAREUR Retrliation to Soviet Trailing ¢ ¢ « « o & 155
77. A Change in Sov et Poligy 156
78. Increasing Fast German Interference 156
a, East German Harassment ® o 06 06 0 ¢ o ¢ 0 0 6 0 0 o 156
b. The .hchang( of Pas_sas ® o & ¢ ¢ 0 5 ¢ ¢ 0 0 0 o o 158
c. Allied ViOWI oints. . . ® 6 o 6 6 6 & o e ¢ 0 0 o o 159
d. The Prep&ra' ion of a Protest o o6 o o 6 ¢ ¢ 0 0 o o 160
€. Restr’icting the Soviet Missions. « « « e o o o o o 161
f. Point and Ccunterpoint o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o ¢ ¢ 0 ¢ 0 ¢ o o 161
&€+ The Pattern Continues. . . o ¢ o o & 6 0 & 0 06 o o 162
h. Increase in Restricted Areas e o 6 0 % o6 6 0 0 o @ 163
FART IV, (U) CHRONOLOGY 164
MAPS
Map 1--(U) Zones of Occupation of GErMANY. « « o« o o'c o o o « 195
2--(U) German Territory Held by U.S. Forces at the End of
World War Il. o o « ¢ 6 6 6 & o o o 0 0 & ¢ 0 o @ l%
'3——(U) Ocoupation Sectors of BerliNe « o o o o o o o o o o 197
4--(U) Alr Co_rridore ® 0 6 06 6 0 @ 6 6 0 0 @ ¢ 06 0 0 0 0 o 198
AGTS 2-102° . Page_x11 of xi11 Pages
GC/28/62 . : Copy. of 50 Copies



Contents - Continued

Page
CHARTS
Chart 1--(C) Command Relationstips of Allied Staff Berlin , . 199
BIBLIOGRAPHY 200
AG TS 2-102 : Page xiiiof xiij Pages

GC/28/62 Copy of 50 Copies




PART I. MILI'ARY AND POLITICAL DEVELOPMENTS (U)
Chapter 1

Quairipartite Control (U)

1. (U) Allied Plans to (lccupy Germany and Berlin

In 1943, long before the invasion of Normandy, American and British
political and military le:ders had discussed plans to occupy Europe in
the event of a sudden Gerran collapse. They hed assumed that Allied
troops would have to disa:m the German forces in occupied countries and
return them to Germany. 1ithin the framework of these plans, the United
States had been expected 1o occupy France, Belgium, and the southern .
part of Germany. Presidert Franklin D. Roosevelt, however, had favored
a northern zone of occupaiion for the United States, so that supplies
might be routed: through Ncrth German rather than French ports. He had
also objected to the propcsed southern zone because he did not want the
United States to be. involved in the post-war problems of southern Europe.

8. The Zonmes of Occupation. As the Russian Army continued its
drive toward Germany, it tscame evident that a formal agreement on the
zones of occupation was nesded, In January 1944, the British repre-
sentative to the European Advisory Commission (EAG)l proposed a plan
whereby Germany would be c¢ivided into three zones of occupation., Under
this plan the Soviet Unior would occupy the eastern part of Germany, the
United Kingdom the northwest, and the United States the southwestern .

lThis commission was zomposed of representatives of the United
States, the United Kingdom, and the Soviet Union who were charged with
recommending courses of action on various European questions to their
respective governments. France subsequently became a member of this
commission., UNCLAS, ' :
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part. This proposal also envisioned dividing the city of Berlin--the
capital of Germany--into threes sectors of occupation in a similar geo-
graphical pattern.

On 12 September 1944 the EAC approved a draft protocol between the
United States, the United Kirgdom, and the Soviet Union, establishing
zones of occupation for Germeny, as a whole, and sectors of occupation
in Berlin. Although the protocol assigned the eastern zone of Germany
and the eastern sector of Beilin to the Soviet Union, it did not define
the areas of American or British responsibilities.

President Roosevelt subsequently agreed to accept a southwestern
zone of occupation, provided that the U.S. forces controlled the ports
of Bremen and Bremerhaven, with the necessary staging areas, and were
granted the right of passage through the British zone. Thus, when the
12 September protocol was amended in November, the so-called amending
agreement not only assigned tpecific zones of occupation and sectors of
occupation in Berlin to the United States and the United Kingdom, but
also provided the United States with an enclave in northern Germany and
access rights to it through the British zone of occupation.?

b. The Allied Control (ouncil for Germany. The European Advisory
Commission also reached agreement that an Allied Control Council (ACC),
composed of the commanders ir chief of the occupying powers, would exer-
cigse, as a body, the supreme suthority over Germany as a whole., Each
commander in chief would be tupreme, however, within the particular zone
of occupation for which he wes responsible,3 '

c. The Berlin Kommandatura. At the same time it was agreed that
an inter-allied governing authority (Kommandatura)--consisting of allied
commandants, orne from each pcwer, appointed by their respective command-
ers in chief--would be established to direct jointly the administration
of the Greater Berlin area, end would operate under the general direction

2(l) Forrest C. Pogue, The Supreme Command, UNITED STATES IN WORLD
WAR II (Washington, 1954), pr. 348-51; 463-5, (2) "Protocol on Zones
of Occupation and Administration of the !'Greater Berlin' Area, September
12, 1944" and "Amending Agreement on Zones of Occupation and Administra-
tion of the 'Greater Berlin' Area, November 14, 1944,® in Documents on

Ge 1944-1961. Prepared for Senate Committee on Foreign Relations,
Dec 61 (hereafter referred tc as Documents on Germany), pp. 1-5. Both
UNCLAS.

3"Agzweemeni; on Control Machinery in Germany, November 14, 1944," in
Documents on Germany, cited above, pp. 5-8. UNCLAS,
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of the Allied Control Couricil. A technical staff, composed of personnel
from the occupying powers , would supervise and control thz activities of
the local authorities resjonsible for municipal services.

d. French Participa'ion in the Occupation. At the Yalta Conference
in February 1945, the United States, the United Kingdom, and the Soviet
Union invited France to psrticipate in the occupation of Germany. It was
agreed that a zone of occipation would be created from the areas that had
previously been earmarked for occupation by the United States and the
United Kingdom, but 1; wa: not specified that France would share in the
occupation of Berlin.

On 26 July 1945 the 1'AC reached agreement on the formation of a
French zone of occupation (see Map 1l)--subsequently ratified by all
governments concerned--but was not able to reach an accord on the ques-
tion of a French sector ir Berlin. The commission noted that, in view
of the physical conditions then prevailing in Berlin, no gttempt had
been made to establish a Irench sector of responsibility.

2. (U) Entry of U.,S, Arty Forces into Berlin

At the time when the basic agreements for the occupation of Germany
and Berlin were being developed, it had not been possible to gauge how
far each of the converging armies would penetrate into Germany. In late
April 1945, for instance, the Soviet forces seized Berlin, while the U.S,
combat forces were advancing far beyond the agreed-upon boundary between
the Western and Soviet zores of ococupation. By the end of hostilities
in Europe--8 May 1945--the U.S. forces occupied a large part of the zone
earmarked for Soviet occuration (Map 2).

Since the basic agreements did not include specific provisions for
U.S. access to Berlin, President Harry S. Truman wrote Marshal Joseph
Stalin on 14 June that the U.S. troops would withdraw to the zonal borders,

4Tbid., p. 7. UNCLAS.

SwProtocol of the Prcieedings of the Crimea (Yalta) Conference,
February 11, 1945," in Documents on Germany, cited above, p. 9. UNCLAS,

6(1) m"Amending Agreenent on Zones of Occupation and Administra-
tion of the 'Greater Berlin'! Area, July 26, 1945," in Documents on
Germany, cited above, pp. 20-3. (2) Foreign Relations of the United
States: The Potsdam Conference, 1945, Dept of State Pub 7015, p. 293
ff., Both UNCLAS,
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provided that U.S. forces wouli have free access into Berlin by air,
road, and rail from the U.S, zone of occupation and the Bremen enclave,
Stalin replied on 18 June that ", . . all necessary measures will be
taken in Germany_. . . in accordance with the above-stated [inter alia
access to Berli§7 plans,” To ‘mplement this exchange of letters, a
tripartite conference was held in Berlin a few days later, during which
certain access arrangements were made. Accordingly, U.S. troops with-
drew from their advanced posit.ons, and on 1 July elements of the First
Airborne Army entered Berlin.?

3. (U) The Establishment of “:he Kommandatura

On 7 July the British, U.!i,, and Soviet Commandants in Berlin held
a formal meeting to establish - .he Kommandatura. They agreed that they
would alternate by rotation in the office of chief military commandant
and. that this official would be responsible for administering all Berlin
sectors of occupation, conferring with the other commandants on matters .
of policy and on problems commcn to all sectors. All Kommandatura
resolutions would have to be p:ssed unanimously, and orders of instruc-
tions issued by the chief military commandant would have to be obeyed
in all sectors. His headguarters was to coordinate and supervise the
administration of the sectors, and representatives of the occupying
powers were to be attached to every section of the city administration.8

Fosr days later, on 11 July, thé first Kommandaturs order was
issued:

7(1) Ttr, Truman to Stalia, 14 Jun 45, and lbr, Stalin to Prunan,
18 Jun 45, in Documents on Germany, cited above, p. 441. (2) Harry
Se. Truman, Year of Decisions (Girden City, 1955), p. 307. (3) Oliver
Jo Frederiksen, The American Military Occupstion of Germany, 1945-1953
(Karlsruhe, 1953], p. 24. ALL INCLAS,

81p11ied Agreement on the adripartite Administration of Berlin,
1945. Resolution of the Repres:ntatives of the Allied Command on the
Joint Administration of Berlin, 7 July 1945," in HICOG Hist Div, Berlin:

Development of Its Government ad Administration, pp. 209-10. UNCLAS.

9"Kommandatura Order No, 1. Confirmation of Previous Soviet
Action in Berlin, 1945, 11 July 1945," in Berlin: Development of Its
Government and Administration, «ited above, p. 211. UNCLAS,
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The Inter-Alliec Kommandatura has today assumed
control over the City of Berlin, Until special notice,
all existing regulat:ons and ordinances issued by the
Commander of the Soviet Army Garrison and Military
Commandant of the Ciiy of Berlin, and by the German
administration under Allied Control, regulating the
order and conduct of the population of Berlin . . .
shall remain in force.

This first order had a great impact, for it meant that all regu-
lations and ordinances issued before the arrival of American and British
forces would remain in efiect. Moreover, since all Kommandatura decis-
ions had to be unanimous, it would be difficult-——if not impossible--to
make basic changes in the pattern of political life that the Soviets
had established in Berlin during the first two months of occupation. 0

On 12 August the Frerch took over the responsibility of adminis- ,
tering an ocoupation sectcr of Berlin (Map 3), and four days later the »
French Commandant was seated as a voting member of the Kommandatura.,ll

4. (U) The Command Structure of the U,S, Forces in Europe

a. The Over-All Comnand. At the end of World War II the U.S.
Army forces in Europe were operationally under Supreme Headquarters,
Allied Expeditionary Forces (SHAEF), while for administration and supply
they were under the contrcl of the European Theater of Operations, U.S.
Army (ETOUSA). By 1 July L945 ETOUSA, having served its purpose as a
wartime supply and administrative agency and as a post-war transitional
organization, was redesigrated U.S., Forces, Furopean Thester (USFET).
SHAEF was dissolved two wesks later, ‘

On 15 March 1947, as part of an over-all program to unify overseas
commands, USFET was replacsd by the European Command (EUCOM), a joint
headquarters. The Army elsment——initially designated Headquarters, U.S.
Ground and Service Forces, Europe--became the U.S. Army, Europe (USAREUR),
for the time being a nonopsrational paper organization whose staff duties
were performed by EUC(M headquarters.

10y, Phillips Davison, The Berlin Blockade (Princeton, 1958), p. 30.
UNCLAS.

pocuments on Germanr, 1944-1959. Prepared for Senate Committee
on Foreign Relatioms, 8~ygr 59, (hereafter referred to as Documents),
pe 442, UNCLAS,
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b. The Military Governme;t Functions. The military government
functions had been assumed ini‘ially by the J-5 division of SHAEF head-
quarters. Pending the.establi:hment of the quadripartite Allied Control
Council, a U.S, planning group--the U.S. Group, Control Council--had been
organized in 1944. That group eventually became the policy-determining
body for the U.S. zone of occujation, in addition to acting as the U.S.
element of the Allied Control (ouncil. On 1 October 1945 it was redesig-
nated as the Office of Military Government, United States (QMGUS).

c. The Berlin District. In preparation for the occupation of a
sector of Berlin, it had been cecided to activate on 21 May 1945 the
Berlin District--an area commard that was to exercise administrative
control of the U.S. forces to te stationed in the German capital, Its
commanding general was designatsd as U.S. Commandant in Berlin,

In theory the Berlin District was directly subordinate to the Allied
Control Council. However, as time went by and the Allied Control Council
falled to function effectively, the Berlin District became directly sub-
ordinate to the theater commandsr, excapt that for military government
matters it was reasponsible to tie Deputy Military Governor. Berlin
District commanded the troops tiat garrisoned the U.S. sector, admin-
istered military government, ani furnished logistical support to U,S.
agencies in Berlin,l?

5. (U) The Deterioration of U,S,-Soviet Relations

When the Allied Control Council undertook its responsibilities in
the summer of 1945, Germany's oindition was desperate. There were neither
central nor state govermments, :nd county and city administrative suthor-
ities had ceased to function. "'ransportation had broken down. Shelter
was at a premium. In short, destitution covered the land, and famine was
close at hand,

From the beginning the Sov: et Union displayed general intransigeance
in the Allied Control Council, vhile the United States made constructive
efforts to bring order out of claos. The Soviet representative to the
Council used his veto power on €9 occasions during the first few post-war
months. The result was that, w:th the exception of a few decisions con-
cerned basically with formal educational matters, the only agreements
reached in the Council were on regative or punitive matters,

12Frederiksen, cited above, pp. 14-42; 191. UNCLAS.
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a. Disagreement on E:onomic Matters. A major area of disagreement
between the United States and the Soviet Union revolved around the prob-
lem of German economic reiovery., The United States——in concert with its
Western Allies--wanted a iself-supporting Germany. The Soviet Union, on
the other hand, wished to exploit German industry, agriculture, and labor
with the intent of forcin; Germany into the Soviet orbit. Despite the
Potsdam declaration that tiermany was to be treated as a single economic
unit, the Soviet Union no'. only vetoed proposals to accomplish this re-
sult, but insisted upon riceiving $10 billion in reparations to be paid
from current production. Inflation therefore developed, and a black
market flourished.

During the meeting of the Council of Foreign Ministers in 1946 in
Paris, the Unlted States charged that Germany was split into "four closed
compartments" and that as a consequence none of the zones was self-
supporting. The United S'ates therefore proposed the establishment of
German central administra’ive agencies to govern the country as an
economic unit, to arrange for free trade between zones, and to develop
a balanced program of impcrts end exports. When the Soviet Union re-
Jjected this plan, the Uni‘ed States offered to administer its zone in
conjunction with any one «r more of the other zones as an economic unit,.
The British agreed at onc« to a merger, which led to the oreation of
Bizonia,

In an important policy address at Stuttgart on 6 September 1946,
Secretary of State James ]', Byrnes pointed out that the Allied Control
Council was "neither goveining itself nor allowing Germany to govern
itself," and then he proaceded to set forth a positive economic program
for Germany.

b. Political Differerces. In the following month--October 1946--
the first free elections leld in Berlin resulted in a resounding defeat
for the Comminists; they von less than one-fifth of theseats, A Socilal
Democrat, elected as mayor, was repudiated by the Berlin legislature in
April 1947, because he hac promised to cooperate with the Soviet-sponsored
Socialist Unity Party (SEI). On 24 June 1947 the legislature elected
another Social Democrat, I'rnst Reuter, as mayor, but the Soviet Union
vetoed his election. Unitl December 1948, a deputy mayor conducted the
oity's affairs.l

13(1) The United States and Germany, 1945-1955. Dept of State Pub
5827, pp. 12-6. (2) Beriin-1961, USIS Publication, 18 Aug 61, p. 7.
Both UNCLAS.
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Another attempt to reach four-power agreement on policy regarding
the future of Germany had mearwhile been made at a meeting of the Council
of Foreign Ministers in Moscow in March 1947. Here the United States and
the United Kingdom advocated a federal form of government for Germany,
while the Soviet Union demandei a strongly centralized state. While pro-
fessing a desire that Germany be united economlically, the Soviet Union
refused to make known what fooi supplies were available in its zone. With
regard to reparations, the Soviet Union again rejected the U,S. recommenda-
tion that the Soviet plan to rsmove factories and equipment should be
modified to permit Germany to jecome self-sustaining, Still another area
of disagreement was over the tomporary German-Polish border. The United
States held that the perpetuation of the Oder-Neisse line would deprive
Germany of land that in prewar times had provided more than one-fifth of
the nation's food supply. The Soviet Union, however, insisted that the
line should be made permanent,-

A final attempt to reach fiur-power agreement on Germeny was made at
another meeting of the Council of Forelgn Ministers in November and
December 1947. However, no progress was made toward a peace treaty with
Germany, and the Soviet represcntatives renewed their demands for $10
billion in reparations. On 15 December the U.S. delegation withdrew
from the meeting.15

¢es The Decision to Create a West German Govermnment. Following the
fallure of this conference to «chieve any ooncrete results, the three
Western Allies invited Belgium, the Netherlands, and Luxembourg to send
representatives to London to d:scuss the German problem, At the conclu-
sion of this meeting in March 1948, France announced that for economic
purposes its zone of occupatior would be merged with Bizonia. Further-
more, during the meeting the representatives of the six nations agreed
on & federal form of government for Germany. The new German government,
whose authority and prestige was to be greatly increased by the develop-
ment of an ocoupation statute, was also to be invited to participate in
the nganization for Economic Cooperation and to apply for Marshall Plan
ald,

Lirhe United States and Gersany, 1945-1955, cited above, p. 17.
UNCLAS.

15Frederiksen, cited above, p. 147. UNCILAS,

l6The United States and Ger any, 1945-1955, cited above, p. 19.
UNCILAS,
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When the three Weste m Allies refused to submit the decisions of the
London conference to the !/llied Control Council, where it would have been
subject to Soviet veto, tlie Soviet chairman adjourned the Council on
20 March 1948, This mark:d the end of the quadripartite control machin-
ery for Germany.l

d. The Introduction of the Deutsche Mark. The cleavage between the
United States and the Sov..et Union became even greater on 18 June 1948,
when the Western Allied owcupation authorities invalidated the inflated
Reichsmark and introduced the Deutsche Mark, in a currency reform con-
sldered basic to West Geriany's economic recovery. Since Berlin lay
within the Soviet zone of occupation geographically, the Western Allies
declared their willingnes: to retain the Reichsmark in that city, pro-
vided they shared control over its issuance. When the Soviet Union
refused this proposal, the Western Allies introduced the new Deutsche
Mark into the western seciors of Berlin a few days later,l8

e. The Berlin Blockede and the Airlift, From the beginning of
1948 the Soviet authoritics had made repeated attempts to apply pressure
on the Western Allies thrcugh interference with travel and communications
between Berlin and the We:tern zones of occupation. In Jamuary 1948, for
example, they began to interfere with rail and Autobahn (express highway)
traffic, and ten days after the adjournment of the Allied Control Council--
on 30 March--they announced new restrictions on transportation, For a
short time in the middle of April, all passengers between Berlin and the
U.S. zone, as well as suct cargo as mail and food, had to be carried by
air. Thereafter normal civilian transportation regulations prevailed
until June, but after the introduction of the Deutsche Mark on 18 June,
the Soviets blocked all lsnd and water commnications betweer Berlin and
the western occupation sectors, and the entire population of Berlin was
cut off from West Germany except for transportation by air.

Alr transportation of some military supplies for West Berlin had
been in progress for several months. On 26 June, in response to the
blockade, the United States, the United Kingdom, and France began the
vast air operation--the Berlin Airlift—to transport all supplies to
Berlin. For eleven months the Western Allies, rather than to submit
to Soviet access demands, supplied West Berlin by air, carrying over
two million tons of suppliess into the city during this period.

17Frederiksen, cited ibove, p. 147. UNCLAS.

18The United States ai1d Germany, 1945-1955, cited above, pp. 19,
21. UNCLAS.
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The airlift came to an eni on 4 May 1949, when the governments of
the United States, the United Kingdom, France, and the Soviet Union
reached an agreement in New York to remove, by 12 May, "all the restrio-
tions imposed since 1 March 19/8" by both sides in the conflict. The
following month the four power: agreed to seek improved gomminications
between and across their respe:tive sones of occupation.

19(1) Frederiksen, cited above, p. 147. (2) Berlin - 1961, cited
above, p. 13. Both UNCLAS.

AG TS 2-102 Page__10 of 206 Pages
Go/28/62 Copy. of__5Q Copies




Chapter 2

The Creation of "'wo" German States (U)

6. (U) Change in the Mission of US, Forces

Meanvhile the U.S. forces!' primary mission of supporting military
government in Germany in its enforcement of the terms of surrender had
gradually become less urgzent, and by mid-1948 emphasis was shifting to
particlpation in the def:nse of Western Europe against the Soviet Union
and its satellites. The blockade of Berlin added impetus to this
development and the need for establishing a central government in the
western zones of Germany in the face of Soviet opposition. The forma-
tion of such a governmen: meant combining the three western zones,
developing a new Allied >rganization to control the new government,
drawing up an occupation statute to define the relationship between the
Western Allies and the niw goIernment, and authorizing the new govern-
ment to draft a constitu:ion. ‘

& The Eatabliahmeat of the Federal Republic of Germany. %o
initiate the formation o’ a new central government, the Western Allies
authorized the minister presidents of the 1l Laender (states) of the
3 Western zones on 1 Julr 1948 to oonvene a constituent assembly to
draft a constitution., Tw0 months later, the West German Parliamentary
Council convened in Bonn —the eventusl capital--to begin this work. By
the following May, a constitution (or "Basic Law") had been drawn up.
The first free general e lection in Germany since 1932 was held on 14
August, and on 21 Septemier 1949 the Federal Republic of Germany came

] .
(1) Frederiksen, :ited above, pp. 140-7. (2) Harold Zink,

The United States in Geriany, 1944-1955 (New York, 1957), ppe 44-5.
Both UNCLAS,
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into being.?

b. The Office of the 1,S, High Commissioner for Germany. With the
creation of the Federal Republic, the purely governmental functions of
the U.S. military authorities in Germany were transferred from the
ocoupation forces to a new State Department agency, the Office of the
U.S. High Commissioner for Cermany (HICOG), and the Office of Military
Government was discontimued. The U.S. foroes contimied to exercise their
military mission of occupyirg the U.S. area of responsibility,

The British and French changed their occupation funotions similarly,
with the result that the Allied High Commission, consist of the three
High Commissioners, replacec the Allied Control Council,

ce The Occupation Statute. Concurrently with the creation of the
Federal Republic of Germany and the establishment of HICOG, an ococupation
statute was drafted in 1949 to meet the new relationship between the
Western Allies and the new German administration. By this statute, the
Federal Republic of Germany vas granted full domestic authority except
for the control of the coal and steel industries of the Ruhr, displaced
persons, foreign exchange, and certain other matters., The new govermment's
authority in the internationil field was also curtailed for the time being,
and it was not authorized to create a nilitary establishment .4

d. The Status of Berlii. In May 1949, while the occupation statute
for West Germany was being d-afted, a statement of principles was issued
to govern the future status of Berlin, The Western Allies continued to
retain their ocoupation powers in West Rerlin, even though the West
Berliners were granted certain legislative, executive » and judicial rights.5

7. (U) ZIhe North Atlantis ‘'reaty Organization

Following the communist gcoup d'etat in Czechoslovakia in 1948, France,
the United Kingdom, Belgium, the Netherlands, and Luxembourg signed the

2The United States and (ermany, 1944-1955, cited above, pp. 21-3.
UNCLAS,

3(1) 2zink, cited above. p. 45. (2) Frederiksen, cited above, p. 148.
p
(3) “Charter of the Allied Iigh Commission for Germany, 16 June 1949," in

HICOG Report on Germany, Sepiember 21 — December 31, 1949, p. 58. All
UNCLAS.

I‘Zink, cited above, p. 188, UNCLAS,

Berlin: Development of Its Government and Administration, cited
above, p. 178, UNCLAS
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Brussels Treaty, linking them in a 50-year defense allliance. In June
1948, moreover, the U.S. Senate adopted a resolution that supported the
principle of U.S. associatilon with such regional collective security
alliances as were sanctiored under the charter of the United Nations.

These developments led to negotiations that resulted in the forma-
tion of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) on 24 Aug 1949.
It was composed of 12 memter nations, including the United States. Its
major objective was to preserve the peace through unity, strength, and
preparedness, and under the terms of the accord, an ermed attack against
any member of the organizetion would be considered an attack against
all members. During the sutumn of 1949, a committee of the NATO council
began to prepare a defense plan for the North Atlantic community.6

8. (U) Changes in the Ccmmand Structure of the U,S, Forces in Europe

With increased emphasis being placed on defense as opposed to
ocoupation, it became essential that the Commander in Chief, Europe
(CINCEUR), be freed from cperational details so that he could concen-
trate on his new international responsibilities. At the same time, it
was thought desirable to provide an Army commander who would be able to
focus his attention on molding the ococupation troops into an effective
defense force. To achleve these ends, tactical troops and military
posts, formerly directly under EUCM headquarters, were assigned on
11 May 1949 to the U.S. Army,Europe (USAREUR), which ceased to be a
mere paper organization., Another step in the direction of establishing
a standing wartime organization in Germany took place five months after
the outbreak of the Korear War, on 2/ November 1950, when the U.S.
Seventh Army was activated.

In Berlin, the commari structure was modified by the creation of
the Office of the U.S. Comnander, Berlin (USCOB) on 1 September 1949, so
as to provide a single regresentative of both CINCEUR and the U,S. High
Commissioner for Germany.

9. (U) The Establishment of the "German Democratic Republic”

In an apparent answer to the formation of the Federal Republic of
Germany, the Soviet Union announced on 7 October 1949 the creation of
the "German Democratic Repiblic." The new Soviet satellite government

6The United States ani Germany, 1944-1955, cited above, ppe. 22-3.
UNCILAS,

7Frederiksen, cited asove, pp. 150, 197. UNCLAS.
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administered the German population in the Soviet zone of occupation and
had its capital in the soviet sector of Berlin., Immediately after its
creation, the puppet re;:ime declared that it was the only legitimate
German government. The Allied High Commission promptly stated that this
so-called govermment re)resented neither the eastern part of Germany nor
all of Germany.

10, (U) The Division ©f Berlin

After the withdraw:l of the Soviet Commandant from the Kommendatura
in June 1948,7 the Soviits began to interfere openly with the operations
of the city administrat lon of Berlin, Soviet pressure reached a peak on
23 August, when a commuiist-inspired riot broke up an assembly meeting.lO
After several such incicdlents, it became evident that the Communists did
not intend to allow thi: body to funotion. The assembly therefore moved
to the British sector o:1 6 September, and its subsequent meetings were
held in West Berlin, wiihout the Communist and Socialist Unity Party
members.,

The final political. division of Berlin was completed on 30 November
1948--five days before city-wide elections were to be held. On that day,
an "extraordinary sessitn" (sic) of the city assembly, attended only by
the 26' Communist and Cormnist-front members, selected a so-called
"magistrate." One day later, the legitimate magistrate was turned out
of clty hall and forced to move to the British sector. On 3 December
the Soviet Commandant of Berlin recognized the newly-formed "magistrate"
as the only legal city jovernment. Thus, from that date, West Berlin
and East Berlin had sepsrate city gdministrat@ons.ll

8(1) Berlin - 1961, cited sbove, p. 14 (2) The United States
and Germany, 1945-1955, cited above, p. 22, Both UNCLAS,

Fr'he Kommandatura gubsequently functioned on & tripartite basis,
UNCLAS.

10rhe city hall, housing the magistrate and the city assembly, was
looated in the Soviet seotor of Berlin, UNCILAS,

llDocuments, cited sbove, pp. 455-6. (2) Berlin: Development
of Tts Government and Acministration, cited above, pp. 78-9. Both
UNCLAS,
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Chapter 3

The Growing Contrast between West Berlin
and Its Commnist Environment (U)

11. (U) Organizing for the Defense of Western Europe

a., The U,S, Militapy Buildup. In September 1950 the NATO nations
decided definitely to inirease their military forces in Western Europe
in order to counter the 3oviet threat. In emplementation of this
decision, the United States announced at once that its troop strength
in Europe would be greatly augmented, so as to fulfill a new mission--
the maintenance of stronz and mobile defense forces to face an invader
from the east. Although the requirements of the Korean War delayed the
shipment of troops somewiat, during 1951 the strength of the European
Command was increased frim 80,000 to over 240,000, and the number of
divisions from one to fire,l

b. More Changes in the U.,S, Commend Structure. The changes in
the U.S, militery commani structure in Europe that had begun in 1949
culminated in the creatiin of a new joint command—-the United States
European Command (USEUCO1) on 1 August 1952. The former European
Command (EUCOM) was rede;ignated as the United States Army, Europe
(USAREUR), and the Commaider in Chief, USAREUR (CINCUSAREUR) was given
the responsibility for all the Army functions previously exercised by
the Commander in Chief, IUCOM, except for a few joint responsibilities

1(1) EUCOM Ann Nar: Rept, 1950, p.v. (2) EUCQM Comd Rept,
1951, p. 3. Both SECRET (info used UNCIAS). (3) Frederiksen, cited
above, pp. 140-50, UNCLLS,
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that were specifically trarsferred to the new joint headqulrtors.2

Subsequently, USAREUR made a number of intermal changes that con-
solldated its military posts and subposts into area commands. The Berlin
Military Post was redesigneted as the Berlin Command, & major USAREUR
subordinate command with a tactical mission.3 The U.S. Commander, Berlin
(USCOB), as the personal representative of CINCUSAREUR in Berlin and the
U.S. member of the 4llied Kommandatura, continued to perform both military
and political functions. ‘

G, The Pledge to Protsct West Berlin., In 1952, following the
signature of the contractusl agreements with the Federal Republic of
Germany that would end the >oacupation of Germany when ratified, the United
States, France and the Unit:d Kingdom pledged themselves to maintain armed
forces in Berlin" , . . as long as their responsibilities require Z§7 it,"
and stated that they would" . . . treat any attack against Berlin from any
quarter as an attack upon thieir forces and themselves, "4 Although the

- Buropean Defense Community iever came into existence, the Federal Repub-
lic of Germany was admitted in October 1954 to full membership in the
Western European Union, whoie other members were the United Kingdom,
France, Italy, and the Bene ux countries,’ and the Western Allied pledge
to protect West Berlin rema ned in effect.

12, (U) Rebuilding West Berlin

a4, The City Governmeni. Under & new constitution for West Berlin
that became effective on 1 (lctober 1950, the city acquired the status of
& quasi-Land (state), ss well as a city, with loose- ties to the German
Federal Republic and with seats--but no voting power except on committees
=—in the Bonn legislature. West Berlin was not incorporated into the
Federal Republic, because such a development would have been tantamount
to ending the city's occupation state and would have given the Soviet
Union a basis for declaring that the continued presence of Western Allied
forces there was illegal., Eowever, a number of federal authorities and

2EUCOM/USAREUR Comd Rept, 1952, p. 1. SECRET (info used UNCLAS),
USAREUR Cir 140, 31 Oc: 52. UNGLAS.

4(1) Documents, oited ibove, ppe 475-6. (2) Berlin = 1961, cited
above, p. 17, Both UNCIAS,

5"Paris Protocols Amend (ng the Brussels Treaty and Establishing the
Western European Union, Octolier 23, 1954," in Doouments, cited above,
pp. 124-70 UNCLAS.
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offices were established ir West Berlin, and the federal Bundesrat and
Bundestag were encouraged 1o hold sessions and committee meetings there
on occasion. The constitution provided for a complete city government,
with all the normal legisletive, executive, and independent judicial
agencies, to be the de jure government of all of Berlin, even though it
would in fact operate in the three sectors only for an indeterminate
period. It provided for a house of representatives-—a legislative body
to consist of 200 deputies--and for the election by that body of a
senate that would consist ¢f a governing mayor, a mayor, and not more
than 16 senators, as the city's executive body. In both the senate and
the house of representatives the seats reserved for East Berlin remained
unfilled.b

b. The local Economy. During the months following the blockade,
and in spite of Western Allied success in breaking it, West Berlin had
become more and more an isclated western outpost. In 1950 its economic
condition was precarious. Through the ravages of war and because of
Soviet dismantling, which kad removed the plants of more than 450 firms
from its most important indistrial areas, the city had lost about 3/4 of
its pre-war economic capacity. The subsidies that it had received from
the Allies during the blockade through the Govermnment and Relief in
Occupied Areas (GARIOA) agency had ceased. The population of Berlin as
a whole, which was once 4.3 million, stood in 1950 at 3.3 million--2/3
of whom lived in West Berlin., There was a surplus of women--as in most
of Germany after World War [I——a preponderance of the higher age groups,
and much unemployment. In Vest Berlin 32 percent of all potential
salary and wage earners wer: without regular work. Moreover, the loss
of the city's functions as i1 national capital was certain to handicap
its comeback unless its industrial structure could be restored.?

Since the West Berlin 'iovernment could not raise sufficient funds
to meet its obligations by iaxation, subsidies in the form of grants
from West Germany and the Uiited States were necessary from the start 8
With this assistance, West lerlin--sharing in West Germany's economic
recovery, although in many respects lagging behind it--made remarkable
strides, Even though every third dwelling in Berlin had been destroyed
during the war and effectiv: reconstruction did not begin until after

6Pamphlet, Berlin: Fimures, Headings, Charts. Press and Infor-
mation Office, Land Berlin, 1961, pp. 21-5. UNCLAS.

7(1) Franz Kluge, Ber .in, Pivot of German Destiny (Winston Salem,
1960), pp. 134-55. %2; Be:-lin: Figures, Headings, Charts, cited
above, ppe 29, 33, Both UN(LAS, :

821nk, cited above, pp. 349-51. UNCLAS.
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the blockade, the expenditur: of large sums of money made it possible
practically to eliminate the housing shortage and to raise industrial
production gradually to pre~iorld War II levels, West Berlin's
political situation prompted West German and Western Allied govern-
mental and commercial agenciss to place increasingly larger orders
there. Unemployment was als» virtually eliminated, except for older
persons who presented special problems. With only 20 percent of the
industrial production being :0ld in the city itself, by 1953 goods
from West Berlin were being sxported to many foreign countries. At
the same time West Berlin wa:; increasing its use of raw materials and
finished products from all orer the world.

13. (U) Revolt in East Berlin

The significance of the:e developments was not lost on East Berlin
and the German inhabitants o the Soviet zone. At mid-morning on 15
June 1953, from 2,000 to 3,0)0 workers in that zone went on strike, to
protest a recently-declared |0 percent increase in the work norm
without any compensation. Tliey refused to negotiate with a communist
arbitration team, and on the following day marched on the chancellery
of the so-called German Demo:ratic Republic in East Berlin, to present
a petition. Throughout the lay the demonstration grew in size and
intensity. Although store windows were broken, police vehicles over-
turned, and anti-communist pisters displayed, the East Berlin police
took no action. By evening, however, Soviet armored vehicles, includ-
ing tanks, began to move int. East Berlin., -

On 17 June the demonstriticns resumed. By mid—day the number of
demonstrators had grown to butween 30,000 and 40,000, and the East
German police were concentra‘.ed in large numbers., Early in the after-
noon the Soviet Commandant 1:jposed martial law on East Berlin, but
rioting continued and the criwds grew to 100,000, More Soviet armor
moved in., By evening all Eaut Berlin streets were patrolled by Soviet
armored cars and trucks. On the morning of 18 June the Soviet troops
were 1in complete control of Ilast Berlin, and the sector border was
gealed.? There could be no (loubt thereafter of the Soviet Union's
determination to hold on to :ts East German satellite and to East
Berlin,

%Berlin Comd Hist Rept, 1 Jan 53 - 30 Jun 54, pp. 90-1. SECRET
(info used UNCIAS).
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Chapter 4

The Impact of West and East jerman Sovereignty on the Status of Berlin (U)

14. (U) The Two "Sovereigr:ies"

The 10-year military oc:upation of Western Germany came to an end on
5 May 1955, when the Allied iigh Commission for Germany terminated the
Occupation Statute. On that date the protoccl to the North Atlantic
Treaty,l signed on 23 October 1954, became effective, and the Federal Re-
public of Germany, recognizei by the Western Allies, acceded to sovereignty
over the three zones of Germiny hitherto occupied by the United States,
the United Kingdom, and Fran:e, respectively. About 4% months later the
Soviet Union and the East German regime entered into a treaty that
ostensibly elevated the so-cilled German Democratic Republic similarly to
sovereign status over the eastern zone of Germany, with full control over
its internal and external affairs.? This treaty became effective on 6
October 1955.

In related actions the Tederal Republic of Germany was admitted to
membership in the North Atlaitic Treaty Organization as of § May 1955,3
and a week later the so-call:d German Democratic Republic became one of

l"Protocol to the North Atlantic Treaty on the Accession of the
Federal Republic of Germany, 23 Oct 54. In Documents, cited above, pp.
142-3 e UNCLAS .

2"'Treaty between the Soriet Union and the German Democratic Republic,
September 20, 1955," in Docuients, cited above, pp. 156-7. UNCLAS.

3"Protocol to the North Atlantic Treaty on the Accession of the
Federal Republic of Germany, October 23, 1954." In Documents, cited above,
pp ° 142"3 . I]NCLAS .
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~the adherents to the Soviet-d:minated Warsaw Paot .4 The Soviet Union
established diplomatic relatisns with the Federal Republic of Germany;
but the Western Allies, adhering to their policy that insisted upon the
reestablishment of a united G:rmany through free elections,’ continued
to refuse to recognize the "Gsrman Democratic Republic." Berlin remained
an occupied area.

15. (C) The East German Striggle for Regognition

The U,S.S.R, implemented its treaty with the East German regime
almost immediately, in an agr:ement of 20 September 1955 stipulating
that the German Democratic Resublic would thenceforward guard and
exercise control over its own frontiers, over the demarcation line be-
tween it and the Federal Republic of Germany, at the outer ring of
Greater Berlin, inside Berlin, and over the lines of commnication
between West Berlin and the F:deral Republic of Germany that lay in
East Germany. Moreover, the ierman Democratic Republic would deal di-
rectly with the appropriate aithorities of the Federal Republic of
Germany concerning rail and road traffic and the passage of citizens
and freight from and to the F:deral Republic of Germany, West Berlin and
foreign states, However, traffic control of personnel and goeds of the
American, British, and French garrisons in Berlin over the Berlin-
Helmstedt Autobahn, the railwiy, and the three air corridors would con-
tinue temporarily to be exercised by the Commander of Soviet Forces,
Germany, on the basis of exisiing four—poweg agreements and pending the
conclusion of an appropriate 1ew agreement.

The three Western Allies lost no time before pointing out to the
U.S.S.R. that this agreement :ould not and did not relieve the Soviet
Union of its obligations and responsibilities under existing four-power
agreements and arrangements p:rtaining to Germany and Berlin; and that

4"Treaty of Friendship, looperation, and Mutual Assistance between
the . o . Peoples! Republic o Albania, . . . the German Democratic
Republic, . « o the Union of 3Soviet Socialist Republics, . . . etc.,
May 14, 1955," in Documents, :ited above, pp. 144-7. UNCLAS.

Smjestern Proposal for R:unification of Germany by Free Elections,
November 4, 1955," in Documen:s, cited above, p. 177. UNCLAS.

6(l) "Letter from the Foreign Minister of the German Democratic
Republic (Bolz) to the Deputy Foreign Minister of the Soviet Union (Zorin),
September 20, 1955." (2) "Note from the Soviet Foreign Ministry to the
American Embassy on the Sovie:-GDR Agreements, October 18, 1955." Both
in Documents, cited above, pp. 158-60, Both UNCLAS.
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since the Federal Republic of Germany was the only German government
freely and legitimately constituted, and therefore the only government
entitled to speak for Germiny in internationsl affairs, they did not
recognize the East German :’egime or the existence of a state in the
Soviet zone.? In short, 1. was still true that only the Soviet Union,
and not the so-called Germ:n Democratic Republic, could speak for East
Berlinj; and in matters regiurding East Berlin the Western Allles would
dezal only with the Soviet :uthorities, and not with the East Germans.

Subsequent developmen's included what may best be described as a
series of Soviet maneuvers designed to move the Western Allies and the
Federal Republic of German;" from this position. In November 1955, for
example, wvhen USCOB protesiied ageinst the detention of two members of
the U.S. House of Represenatives by East German police, the Soviet
commander in Berlin assert:d that the German Democratic Republic was
"sovereign" in East Berlin, In February and May 1956, when the Western
Allied missions protested :igainst the parading of East German military
and paramilitary units in ‘he Soviet sector of Berlin in violation of
four-power agreements, the protest was rejected by the Soviets--likewise
on the ground of GDR sover:ignty over East Berlin. In early Jamuary
1958 the American, British. and French diplomatic missions in Berlin
were notified by the Sovie's that their personnel would thereafter be
required to obtain East Ge:r'man transit visas for travel through East
Germany. In their protest to the Soviet Ambassador in East Berlin, the
three Allied Ambassadors s'.ressed that the quadripartite agreements on
the issuance of visas coul:l not be rescinded unilaterally, nor could
the Western diplomats be e:pected to apply for visas to a govermment
that had not been recogniz.d by their countries. Nevertheless, on
1 May 1958 the East German:; tried another maneuver by levying a tax on
canal traffic. It was app.rent that all of these measures were intended
to force the West German and Allied Governments to negotlate with the
East German regime, Howevir, although routine contacts with East German
officials, as agents of th: Soviet Government were accepteg, the Western
Allies refused to deal wit!: them as sovereign authorities.

7(1) "Statement by t!ie American, British, and French Foreign
Ministers, on the Soviet-G)R Agreements, September 28, 1955." (2) "Note
from the American Embassy .0 the Soviet Foreign Ministry on the Soviet-
GDR Agreements, October 27, 1955." Both in Documents, cited above, pp.
158-9; 161. Both UNCLAS.

8(1) USAREUR Sp Intel Est 2-59, 27 Feb 59, pp. 9-10. CONF. No Gp.
(2) Berlin--Fate and Miss.on, Press and Information Office, Berlin, 1961,
p. 30. UNCLAS,
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16. (U) The Soviet Plan for the "Demilitarization" of West Berlin

In November 1958 the Soviet Union, after acocusing the United States,
the United Kingdom, and Franc: of having "long since rejected the essen-
tials of the treaties and agrisments concluded during the war against
Hitler Germany and after its .lefeat," announced formally that in recogni-
tion of the "actual state of .ffairs"™ it considered all of its agreements
made with the Western Allies luring 1944 and 1945 to be null and void.

It suggested the withdrawal o the Federal Republic of Germany and the
so-called German Democratic Ripublic from NATO and the Warsaw Pact respec-
tively and demanded that all nilitary forces be withdrawn from West Berlin.
Although insisting that the ™iost correct and natural solution" of the
Berlin problem would be to abiorb West Berlin into the German Democratic
Republic," the Soviet Union pivposed that West Berlin be converted into
"an independent political unii-—a free city . . . demilitarized . . .
whjcg7 could have its own government and run its own economic, admin-
istrative, and other affairs". If agreement to this effect was not
reached within six months, th« Soviet Union would "then carry out the
planned measures through an ajreement with the German Democratic Re-
public,"9

It was apparent that wha? the U.S.S.R. was proposing would leave the
Soviet forces in East Berlin, while the three Western Allies abandoned
their rights and the sgreed-upcn presence of their forces in West Berlin
and retired in favor of the e:tablishment of a so-called "free" city,
obviously envisioned as a temjorary expedient pending the "most correct
and natural solution." To this proposal the three Allies, supported by
the North Atlantio Council, replied merely that they were solemnly com-—
mitted to the security of the Western sectors of Berlin, that they would
not acquiesce in the unilatersl repudiation, by the Soviet Union, of
its portion of the quadripart:tely-assumed responsibilities and obliga-
tions in relation to Berlin, #nd that they would not enter into any
agreement with the U.S.S.R. wiich would in effect turn the people of West
Berlin over to Soviet domination., The United States not only rejected
the Soviet demands but stated that it could not enter into discussion
with the Soviet Union "under nenace or ultimatum." At the same time, it
asked whether the Soviet Unior was ready to enter into discussions on
the basis of the Western propcsals for free all-German elections and
free decisions for a united Germany that would include all of

FNote from the Soviet Fcreign Ministry to the American Ambassador
at Mosoow (Thompson) Regarding Berlin, November 27, 1958," in Documents,
cited above, pp. 317=31, Similar notes were delivered to the Ambassa-
dors of the United Kingdom, France, and the Federal Republic of Germany.
UNCLAS,
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Berlin,10 similar replies vere sent by Great Britain and France.

A detailed analysis, ir December, of the legal relationships of the
three Allied Powers to Berlin since the end of World War II revealed
once again that the rights ¢f the United States, both in Germany and in
Berlin, did not depend in ary way upon the sufference or acquiescence of
the Soviet Union but were derived from the defeat of the German Third
Reich and the subsequent assumption, by the victors, including the
Soviet Union, of supreme authority in Germany. This authority had been
assumed as a joint undertaking in which the participants were deemed to
have equal standing, as the right of each power to ocoupy its zone and
the rights of the three Western Allies to have free access to Berlin
were an essential corollary of their right of occupation, not bestowed
upon them by the Soviet Unicn. Since these rights did not stem from
the Soviet Union, the Soviets could not repeal them by denouncing agree-
ments or transferring certain prerogatives to third parties; nor could
the East German regime acquire, in Berlin or in the Soviet Zone, a power
which the Soviets were poweiless to give,ll

While it probably cannct be said that the Soviets acceded to this
point of view, their six-morth deadline passed without any attempt to
bring about changes in the status of Berlin through the threatened
bilateral "agreement with tte German Democratic Republic."

10(1) nStatement by the Department of State, Regarding the Soviet
Note on Berlin, November 27. 1958." (2) "Four-Power Communique on Berlin,
December 14, 1958." (3) "MATO Declaration on Berlin, December 16, 1958."
(4) "™Note from the United {tates to the Soviet Union, on Berlin, December
31, 1958." All in Documents, cited above, pp. 332-4; 347-50. All UNCLAS,

ll"Statcment by the Depsriment of State, on the Legal Aspects of the
Berlin Situation, December :0, 1958," in Documents, cited above, pp. 336~
4'7. UNCLAS,
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Chapter 5

The Years of Intensifying Crisis (U)

17. (U) The Soviets Suggsst a Peace Treaty

In Jamuary 1959 the Siviet Union submitted to the three Western Allies
the draft of a proposed peice treaty with Germany and stated its intention
of convening in Warsaw or ’rague, within two months, a conference of
representatives of the couitries—29 by their count——that had been asso-
ciated in the war against (jermany, to consider the draft and sign an
agreed-upon text. It assuned that representatives of both the Federal
Republic of Germany and thu "German Democratic Republic" would participate
for Germany. Included in “he treaty draft was another proposal for
converting West Berlin intc a demilitarized free city "until the re-
establishment of the unity of Germany,."l

In February the Westein Allies, reiterating that a peace treaty could
be negotiated only with a united Germany, stated in reply that they were
ready to participate in a four-power conference at the ministerial level,
at a time and place to be {ixed by mutual agreement, to deal with the
German problem in all of its aspeots. They suggested that German
"advisers" be invited to tte conference and consulted. At the same time
they reaffirmed their stand against the unilateral abdication of respon-
sibilities and obligations in Berlin, and stressed that they would uphold,
by all appropriate means, their risht of access to Berlin and their
commnications with their ssotors.< -

InNote from the Soviet Union to the United States, Transmitting a Draft
Peace Treaty for Germany, Juuary 10, 1959," in Documents, cited above, pp.
350-70, UNCILAS.

2tNote from the Americ:n Embassy to the Soviet Foreign Ministry,
February 16, 1959," in Docuiients, cited above, p. 382, UNCLAS.
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18. (U) The Foreign Ministers' Conference of 1959

Although the Soviets zsemed anxious for either a malti-nation con-
ference on the one hand or four-power summit talks on the other,” they
agreed to a foreign ministers' conference, to be held at Geneva.* This
conference began on 11 May 1959, with representatives of the Federal
Republic of Germany and the East German regime present as advisers, and
continued—-with a 4-week recess—-for almost 3 months.

a. The Western Plan. Holding that agreement concerning Berlin
should apply to the whole ¢f Berlin, and not merely to West Berlin as
proposed by the U.S.S«Re, the Western Allies proposed the reunification
of Berlin as the figst step in; and a pattern for, the reunification of
Germany as & whole.” As pert of the first phase of their peace plan
they proposed that Berlin thould be made a single city belonging to all
of Germany. This was to be achieved through the free election, under
quadripartite or United Nations supervision, of a council that would
administer the entire city of Berlin. As the future capital of a re-
unified Germany, Berlin would be guaranteed by the Four Powers, who would
continue to be entitled to station troops there.

As the second phase, 1he Four Powers would set up a mixed German
committee of Federal Republic of Germany and "Germen Democratic Republic"
representatives to formulaie and submit to a plebiscite, in all parts of
Germany, a draft law provicing for Germany-wide, free, and secret elec-
tions, under independent svpervision. If the law was agreed to by the
plebiscite, free elections of an all-German assembly would follow, as
Phase III of the plan. Th:s assembly would have as one task the drafting
of an all-German constitut: on as the basis of an all-German Govermment
that would replsce the govirnment of the Federal Republic of Germany and
that of the so-called Germen Demooratic Republic; and this government
would negotiate an all-Gertian peace treaty as soon as possible there-
after. After conclusion o' the peace treaty, a final peace settlement

3"Ncﬂ;e from the Sovie’ Union to the United States, on a German Peace
Treaty, March 2, 1959," in Doocuments, cited above, pp. 383-9. UNCLAS.

L"Noto from the Amerian Embassy to the Soviet Foreign Ministry,
Proposing a Foreign Ministirs Meeting at Geneva, March 26, 1959," in
Documents, cited above, pp, 409-10. UNCLAS,

5"Statement at Geneva by Secretary of State Herter, Presenting the
Western Peace Plan, May 14, 1959," in Documents on Ge , cited above,
PPe 457—61. UNCLAS.
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and the withdrawal of non-German military forces would be worked out.6

b. The Soviet Plan. The U,S.S.,R., rejected this plan at once and
presented its own plen, calling for the immediate negotiition of a peace
treaty with "the two Germanies."’ The Western Powers rejected this plan
because it would formalize the division of Germany and. tend to make its
partition permanent. Meanwlile, Premier Khrushchev repeatedly threatened
to draft and sign a separate peace treaty with the East Germans which
would give them sovereign rights over all of East Germany, including all
of Berlin,

ce The Tmpasse Concerring Berlin. During the course of the confer-
ence a number of proposals &énd counter-proposals were made concerning '
Berlin, Teaking note of & stated decision of the Soviet Union to withdraw
its military forces from East Berlin-——but not from East Germany--the
Western Allies proposed that their forces in West Berlin be limited to
the existing levels. If developments 8ormitted, a reduetion of forces
might be considered from tine to time.® The Soviet Union rejected the
reference to its projected troop withdrawal and, although the Western
Allied forces in Berlin were less than 2 percent as large as the Soviet
forces surrounding them, prcposed their drastic reduction to enly
"symbolic" contingonts.é Chtarging, moreover, that the United States was
using West Berlin for the release of violent anti-Soviet propaganda, the
Soviet Union proposed a four-power commission to supervise and assure
the implementation of extensive restraints on West Berlin without any

6'(1) ""Western Peace Plin, Presented at Geneva by the Foreign
Ministers of France, the United Kingdom, and the United States, May 14,
1959." (2) "Statement at Gsneva by Secretary of State Herter, on
Western Proposals Regarding 3erlin, May 26, 1959." Both in Documents
on Germany, cited above, pp. 461-5; 507-12. Both UNCLAS.

7(l) "Statement at Gensva by Foreign Minister Gromyko, Presenting
the Soviet Draft Peace Treat; with Germany, May 15, 1959." (2) "Soviet
Draft Peace Treaty with.Germiny Presented at the Foreign Ministers!
Meeting at Geneva, May 15, 1759." Both in Documents on Germany, cited
above, pp. 465-87. Both UNC .AS. ..

8"Uestorh Proposil on Birlin, Handed to Foreign Minister Gromyko at
Geneva on June 16, 1959," in Documents on Germany, cited above, pp. 538-9.
UNCLAS, ) . _ ‘ .

9"Statement at Geneva b Foreign Minister Gromyko, Presenting a
Soviet Proposal on Berlin, June 19, 1959," in Documents on Germany, cited
above, pp. 539-40. UNCLAS,
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corresponding inspection 1n East Berlin.l0 The Western Allies proposed
instead that the United lations be invited to send a staff to Berlin to
report, to the Secretary General, any propaganda activities that disturbed
public order, seriously iffected the rights and interests of others, or
amounted to interference in the internal affairs of others. The U.S.S.R.
rejected this proposal.

When this conferenc:, after a recess from 20 June to 13 July, came
to an end on 5 August, tie opposing Western and Soviet positions had been
clarified but not modifi:d, and no agreement had been reached on any
matter of substance.ll

19. (U) The Disrupted 3ummit Conference of 1960

In September 1959 P.-emier Khrushchev, at President Eisenhower's
invitation, visited the /nited States. During a serles of personal
convorsations,12 he ease:! international tension for a short while and
suspended temporarily thi» Soviet threat to sign a separate peace treaty
with the East Germans. !lis visit brought about a number of encouraging
developments, such as th: promulgation of a new U,S.-Soviet cultural
agreement in November ani the signing of the Antarctic Treaty by the
United States, the Sovie. Union, and other countries in December. It
also led to high-level tilks that brought about agreement for a four-
power summit conference (n Paris, to begin on 16 May 1960. This confer-
ence was not held howeve:, because of the so-called U-2 incident, and its
spectacular disruption l:ft the general situation more "up in the air"

lo"statement at Gene'ra by Foreign Minister Gromyko, on Soviet
Proposals Regarding Berl n, May 30, 1959," in Documents on Germany,
cited above, pp. 512-21. UNCLAS.

1101y "Closing Statoment by Secretary of State Herter at the
Foreign Ministers Meetin;; in Geneva, August 5, 1959." (2) "Four-
Power Commnique Issued .t the Close of the Foreign Ministers Meeting
in Geveva, August 5, 1957." Both in Documents on Germany, cited above,
pp. 577-83. Both UNCLAS.

lz"Joint Communigue 1)y the United States and Soviet Unionm,
Regerding Camp David Conrersations of President Eisenhower and Premier
Khrushchev, September 27, 1959," in Documents on Ge , cited above,
PPe. 584-5 « UNCLAS,
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than_,ever.l3

.- This Soviet outburst climaxed a series of events that had begun with
Premler Khrushchev's vitriolis, though unsuccessful, attack upon the
Secretary General of the United Nations during the meeting of its General
Assembly in September-October 1959, On 11 November 1959 the Soviets had
protested West German plans to build a broadcasting station in West
Beflin;;4 On 14 November Khrushchev had boasted, in a speech, of the
Soviet Union's missile power and had begun an attack on Chancellor
Adenauer and the Federal Republic of Germany that had increased in in-
tensity as the date of tne summit conference neared. About 1 December
he had repeated his threat to sign a separate peace treaty with East
Germany, He had reiterated this threat in an address to the Supreme
Soviet on 14 January 19€0 and in remarks during a visit to Indonesia
later in Jamuary. On 4 February the Warsaw Pact signatories had issued

a formal commitment to sign such ‘a treaty, and on 25 April Premier
Khrushchev, in an address at Baku, Azerbaijan, had repeated the threat in
harsher terms.l5 ' Since the Western Allies had continued to stand together
effectively in the face >f this barrage of threats, they felt that
Khrushchev had seized upsn the U-2 incident as an excuse for avoiding a
plenary conference at which the Soviet point of view could not possibly
have prevailed.l6 - ' o ‘

20, (U) The Vienna Confrontation and Its Aftermath

a., The Méet;gg; Alter his inaugiration in Jamary 1961, President
Kennedy uhpted to have a direct exchnngefof views with Premier Khrushchev.

13(1) "Western Commnique on the Disruption of the Summit Conference
at Paris, May 17, 1960," (2) "Report by Secretary of State Herter to the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee on Events at Paris, May 27, 1960,"

(3) "Statement by Premi:r Khrushchev at East Berlin on the U-2 Incident
and Disruption of the Pais Summit Conference, May 20, 1960." All in

Documents on Germany, ci'ed above, pp, 603-14, All UNCLAS,
lipept of State Bul,, 4 Jan 60, p. 7 ff. UNCLAS.

'15"Address by Premicr Khrushchev at Baku, Azerbaijan, on the German
Problem and the Outlook :'or the Forthooming Summit Conference, April 25,
1960," in Doouments on Germany, oited above, pp, 598-603. UNCLAS,

16"Report by Secretiry of State Herter to the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee...May 27, 1960," cited above. UNCLAS,
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The resulting talks took place in Vienna, on 3 and 4 June., "I will tell
you now," President Kennedy was to state two days later, "that it was a
very somber two days. There was no discourtesy, no loss of tempers, no
threat or ultimatum by either side. No advantage or concession was either
gained or given; no major decision was either planned or taken; no spec-
tacular progress was elther &chieved or pretended."l7

b. The Exchange of Notes. At the end of the two days the Premier
presented to the President ar aide-memoire, on the subject of Germany
and Berlin, in which he repested the Soviet Union's previous demands in
very harsh tones:

The Soviet Union siands for the immediate oonoclusion
of a peace treaty with Cermeny « « « The U.S.S.R, deems it
necessary . « o to normelize the situation in West Berlin
e o o At present the Soviet Government does not see a
better way to solve the problem of West Berlin than by
transforming it into a cemilitarized free city. . . The
ocoupation rights will raturally be terminated upon the
conclusion of a German }eace treaty, whether it is signed
with both German states or only with the German Democratic
Republic, within whose {erritory West Berlin is located. . .
The Soviet Government proposes that a peace conference be
called immediately, witlout delay, that a German peace
treaty be signed, and trat the problem of West Berlin as
a free city be solved ir this way. . . The Soviet Govern=-
ment considers that not more than 6 months are needed for
such negotiations. « « This period is quite sufficient
for the G.D.R. and the 1'.R.G. to establish contacts and
to negotiate, . . If the United States does not show that
it realizes the necessi’y of concluding a peace treaty, we
shall deplore it, becaure we shall be obliged to sign a
peace treaty . . . with those who wish to sign it. . .

17 '
"Report to the Nation by President Kennedy Following His Visit to
Paris, Vienna, and London, Jine 6, 1961," in Documents on Ge , clted
above, pp. 646-51, UNCLAS,

18
"Aide-Memoire from the Soviet Union to the United States, Handed
by Premier Khrushchev to President Kennedy at Vienna, June 4, 1961,"
in Documents on Cermany, oitud above, pp. 642-5, UNCLAS,
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. After consultation with the United Kingdom, France, and the -Fedaral
Républic of Germany, the Uaited States replied to the Soviet: aide~-memoire
as follows:19 : ,

The United States ... . supports the clearly expressed
wish of the West Berlihers that' no.change: be-made in the.
‘status of their city +hith would 'expose them, at once or
" gradually over a long time, to the domifnation of the.regime.

* which presently controls the surrounding arsas . . . What the
. ‘Soviet Government prcposes, unless the Three:Powers.formelly
~_.abandon their efforts to reunify Germany,. is:to determine by-
"1tself the fate of Gémmany through an agresment with the
, ... authorities.of tis sc-ealled "Gérman Democratic: Republic!"
o o o-The United Statss considérs:entirely unfounded the.
. claims that this unilateral aot oould deprive the other
“three partiocipants it the joint oscoupation of Berlin of
their basid rights ir the city .. .. .. It is evident that the
, present status of the oity ...... does . not: constitute any.
threat to peace .. .- . The immediate: .. .. . thrsat to: peoacs-
arises from the announced. intentidm of the Soviet Government:
to present the tliree Jesteyn Powers with a de facto situa-
. “tion based on the fulse assumption that they would ne longer:
. be entitled to remaitr: in Berlin:or:to. heve: fres scsess there-
Yo, The United’ States comsiiders: the: exersise: of  its. rights:
together with the Brdtisk: and French Alljies,. in order-te:
maintain the freedom of over two: million peeple ih Wesb «
Berlin, a fundamental political and moral obligatiom .. .. .. Ib:: -
hopes . . . that .. . . the Soviet Govermment will renounce:
any idea of / a fait sggompli / whioh,. as neted, would have
unforesesable scusegy 2noes.. '

o, PEregidential Authopity for Buildup of U,S, Military Forces.
Seven weeks after returairg from Vienna, President Kennedy infoxmed the.
nation that "so long as: tts Commnists insist that they are preparing
to end by themselves unilsterally our rights in West Berlin and our
commitments to its people, we must be prepared to defend those rights

19 B - .
"Note from the Unitsd States to the Soviet Union, Replying to the
Sovist Aide-Memolirs Hande! to Presidsnt Kennedy at Vienra, July 17,
1961," in Docupents on Geymsny, cited above, pp. 681-7. UNCLAS.
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and those commitments."2® He therefore asked. Congress for, and obtained
soon thereafter, the authorit: for ordering a substantial build-up of
U.S, military forces.

21, (S) August 1961 and the '"Wall"

a, The Mass Exodus. On: reaction to the uncompromising attitude of
Premier Khrushchev in Vienna and his threats to conclude a peace treaty
vith the East German regime bsfore the end of 1961 was a marked increase
in the westward flight of refugees from East Germany and the Soviet sector
of Berlin., Already well over three million people had fled since 1945.
More than 1.5 million of thess had been registered by the authorities of
West Berlin, marking it unmietakably as an "escape hatch" from the Soviet
zone, where serious manpower shortages were developing. In November
1960 it had been reported thet the winter planting and harvesting there
were falling behind, The East Germans had admitted to a shortage of
500,000 workers, in all categories, in East Berlin alone, In the
professional field, there were ‘only 380 dentists in the Soviet sector,
as compared to 700 in 1959. ' o :

During 1960 over 150,000 refugees had entered the Western sectors
of Berlin; more than 20,000 ¢f them were of military age--a serlous loss
in East German military manpcwer resources, During February 1961 this
exodus averaged 2,650 persont per week. By the end of May the weekly
average had risen to 3,200, By mid-July it was about 1,800 per day,
and for July as a whole the rumber of refugees exceeded 30,000--largest
for any month since 1953. Wlen the figures rose to more than 3,000 a
day during early August, it reemed ﬁertain that the Communists would
take some action to stem the tide. R ‘

b. Communist Reasction. The ineffectiveness of border control,
new passes, and visitors' pe.mits had been clearly demonstrated in
October 1960, when thousands. of East Germans eluded these controls to

0
2 "Report to the Nation on the Berlin Crisis, by President Kennedy,
July 25, 1961," in Doouments on Germany, cited above, pp. 694-701,

21, L - , A
(1) Extracted fr filss of Maj F. J. Holoomb, USAREUR Intel Div .
Gen Coll Sec. CONF. Gpe=4s (2) Cable UNN, USBER to Sec State, 27 Jul
61. CONF. (3) USAREUR Ann Hist, 1960, p. 59. TS (info used SECRET )
Cp=l. (4) Pamphlet, Eve *{fth Person, Fed Min of All-German Affairs,

1962, pp. 1, 17. UNCLAS, 5) Berlin - August 13, Fed Min of All-
German Affairs, 1961, p. 5. UNCLAS,
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attend the Billy Grahan religious meetings held just inside West Berlin.
When the employment of almost 5,000 East German police to guard the
borders around West Berlin, the construction of new fences on the French
Sector/East Zone border, the dismantling of the pedestrian bridge across
 the Tetlow canal, and the drafting of members of the "Free German Youth"
to assist the Eest Berlin Transportation Police. in making S-Bahn checks
at the intracity crossing poirts proved equally ineffective, the East
German regime announce¢ without warning, on 12 August, that all except
13 of the existing 120 border-crossing points between the Soviet and
Western Aliied sectors >f Berlin would be closed, effective immediately,
to both vehicular and pedestrian passage in either direction. On 12-13
August the regime begar to exercise strict border controls and to turn
back hundreds of refugees. During the night East German police, armored
cars, and tanks were deployed along the entire border of the Soviet
sector, Workers erected barbed-wire barricades and shortly thereafter
began the construction >f a high cement-block wall, with only a few
openings, that eventually cut off the Soviet sector and its inhabitants
from the rest of Berlir. A series of decrees prohibited East Germans
and Bast Berliners fror entering West Berlin and forced more than
50,000 to give up their jobs there. Within 48 hours the flow of refugees
was reduced to about 2(0 per day. Although the Soviet forces attempted
to avoid the appearance of being involved, by 15 August three Soviet
divisions had apparently established a ring around Berlin, and Soviet
superg%sony elements ard backup troops were observed to be within the

ce U.S, Counteraction. The foregoing 1llegal acts, the Westi
Berliners' demand for positive counteraction, and a statement by West
Berlin's Governing Maycr, Willi Brandt, that he would welcome a
strengthening of the U.S., garrison in Berlin, led President Kennedy and
the Joint Chiefs of Steff, on 18 August, to order a reinforced battle
group, with appropriate artillery and engineer units, to be sent to
Berlin as a concrete pclitical and psychological demonstration of the
U.S. attitude. Thus tle 1lst Battle Group, 18th Infantry, 8th Division
moved to Berlin, over the Helmstedt-Berlin Autobahn, on 19-20 August.
Concurrently, the Pres:dent appointed General Lucius D. Clay (Retired),
former United States M:litary Governor, as his special
military adviser in Berlin, and stationed him there., Moreover, the
strength of the U.S. Army forces in Europe was increased by about

22(1) Cable SX-4f27, CINCUSAREUR to distr, 15 Aug 6l. SECRET.
(2) For a detailed account of the August crisis and the building of
the Wall, see USAREUR .inn Hist, 1961, pp. 32=5. TS (info used SECRET).
Both Gp-l.
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40,700 by the end of 1961, ani the Air Force was strengthened corresponding-
ly. Equipment for two additional Army divisions was "prepositioned" in
Europe and, a 2-division forc: aggregating 51,000 was prepared in the

United States to move to Euroje at short notice. A test made at the end

of 1961 showed that the force could be moved overseas and be operational
within 10-1/ days, and the Unlted States was prepared to take such action

if necessary.

22, (S) Reorganization of tne Berlin Command Structure

As pointed out earlier, In 1952 U.S. military responsibilities in
Berlin were assigned to two sgencies, both reporting directly to CINC-
USAREUR., They were the Berlin Command--a USAREUR major command with a
tactical mission--and the Office of the United States Commander, Berlin
(USCOB), who was the Americar member of the Allied Kommandatura, the
personal representative of bcth CINCUSAREUR and the U.S. Ambassador to
Germany, and by direction the single point of U.S. military contact, in
Berlin, with the Soviet Government and the other governments participating
in the occupation of the city. USCOB dealt frequently with his Soviet
and Allied military counterperts, and in some matters reported directly
to the U.S, Ambassador.

Even before the onset o: the Berlin crisis of August 1961, the
overlapping of the functions and responsibilities of USCOB and the
Commanding General of the Be:1lin Command, under the dual organization,
had been of considerable concern to CINCUSAREUR. As the orisis inten-
sified, directives from USARIUR to the Berlin Command frequently
impinged upon USCOB's respon:ibilities, sometimes precluding the
rapid reaction, execution of orders, and reporting of results called
for by the situation.

On 1 December 1961, the-efore, the USAREUR forces in Berlin were
consolidated into a single orer-all command—the U.S. Army, Berlin
(USAB)--responsible to CINCUSAREUR, and the channels of command and
commnication were streamlin:d. The U.S. Commander, Berlin (uscos),
without relinquishing any of the former functions or responsibilities
of his office, was designatei also as Commanding General, U.S. Army,
Berlin (CG, USAB), and the tactical units formerly constituting the

23For a detailed account of the military buildup, see USAREUR Ann
Hist, 1961, pp. 17-38. TS (info used SECRET). Gp-1l.
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Berlin Command became elenents of a new command known as the Berlin
Brigade, subordinate to U.S., Army, Berlin,4

2(1) Ltr, Gen B. C. Clarke, CINCUSAREUR, to Maj Gen A, H, Watson,
II, USCOB, 26 Oct 61, In USAREUR SGS Berlin file, FY 62. SECRET. Gp-l.
(2) USAREUR GO 377, 11 Ncv 61, subj: Redesignation and Reorganizations.
UNCLAS.
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PART II - PLANNING (U)

23, (T8) Introduction

a., (U) The Early Iost-War Years. Immediately following the German
surrender in 1945, U.S. ylanning in Berlin focused on the administrative
problems of feeding, cloihing, and reeducating the civilian population
within the framework of the victorious Allies' postwar occupational
responsibilities, However, the Berlin blockade and other manifestations
of communist aggression, as pointed out earlier, brought about a gradual
shift in planning emphasis, With the outbreak of the Korean conflict,
the establishment of the East German regime, and the continued worsening
of Eagt-West relations, rew and urgent importance was attached to pre-
paring plans to meet the Soviet threat against West Berlin,l

b. (S) The Need fcr Plans., Specifically, the need for detailed plans
to counter civil disturbsnces in Berlin, or even a military attack against
West Berlin, became acute, The maintenance of Western Allied access
to the city was also a problem of ever-increasing urgency, since the
possibility that the Sovists might again attempt to block the routes
from West Germany could no longer be considered remote, Plans had to be
made for reinforcing the Western Allied garrisons in Berlin and for
evacuating their sponsorel noncombatants; for although all such plans
had been important even during the earlier post-war period, by 1950 the
likelihood of their execution, and therefore the priority and importance
attached to their preparation, had increased.

1praft Manuscript, hanging Concepts of Strategy in the Ground
Defense of Western Europe QBj, 31 Dec 59, ppe iv=v, AG TS 17-10, In

USAREUIZQ Ops Div. 1S (info used UNCLAS), Gp~l.

EUCOM Ann Narr Rep:, 1950, pp. i, iii, SECRET. Gp-1l.
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Berlin plans therefore fell into two broad categories: those for
occupying and rebuilding ths city and those for "containing" the Soviet
Union.2? In this study only the latter will be considered.

c. (T8) Planning Respongibilities. USAREUR--and its predecessor,
EUCOM—-played & significant role in the development of plens to meet the
Soviet threat in Berlin. Wien the joint United States European Command
(USEUCOM) headquarters was :stablished in Frankfurt, in 1952, USAREUR, as
one of its component commanis, was given over-all responsibility fer devel-
oping and coordinating all jerlin planning activities. In 1954 the Joint
Chiefs of Staff shifted thi: planning responsibility to USCINCEUR, but
much of it was redelegated, so that USAREUR, through the U.S. Commander,
Berlin (USCOB) and the Berlin Command, continued to be the primary coor-
dinating link between the Uiited States, the United Kingdom, and France
in the preparation of tripa-tite Berlin plans, In this connection
USAREUR provided Berlin Comnand with guidance for the preparation of
defense plans and coordinat:d with USAFE joint plans for airlifting
supplies to Berlin and for :vacuating noncombatants. In 1954, moreover,
a revised U.S. policy direc:ive on Berlin assigned USAREUR the principal
responsibility for developing plans and maintaining a readiness posture
for testing Soviet intentiois to block the surface routes to Berlin and,
if necessary, reopening and completely controlling those routes.

(1) Frederiksen, cited above, p. 140. UNCLAS, (2) Changing
Concepts, cited above, p. v, TS (info used UNCLAS), (3) EUGCOM Ann Narr
Rﬂpt, 19509 Pe iii. SECRE'I, Gp-lo

4

(1) TS Suppl, USAREUR Ann Hist Rept, FY 1955, pp. 28-30. T8, (2)
USCINCEUR OPLAN 200-10, "Berlin Contingency Plan C," 1 Feb 60, TS. (3)
USAREUR Mission Regis, 19 Ost 61, pp. 4~6. SECRET, All Gp-l.
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Chapter 6

Planning for the Defense of Berlin (U)

2. (TS) Tripsrtite Planning

a. (S) A Threatened "Invasion" of West Berlin., In divided Berlin,
where occupying forces of the East and West faced each other daily, the
undercurrents of these fcrces! basic differences rose rapidly to the sur-
face. In January 1950 th: communist~inspired Free German Youth Organi-
zation  ennounced that morz than 500,000 East German youths would parade
and demonstrate in the western sectors of Berlin during their Whitsuntide
rally (Deutschlandtreffer), in May, Feeling that such an "invasion" of
West Berlin might constitute a serious threat, the Western Allied powers
made counter-preparations accordingly. Their announcement, with physical
evidence to support it, that they would employ military forces to back
. up the West Berlin authorities, stimulated the morale of the West Berlin
population and police, It also served, evidently, to deter the East
German communists because, ag it turned out, there was no serious dis-
turbance during this peri::d.1

b. (TS) The Need for Tripartite Flanning. Following the Whitsuntide
rally a tripartite study of the capabilities of the Western Allied forces
in Germany to withstand an attack by East German forces was drafted by
representaetives of the Amsrican, British, and French Commenders-in-Chief
in Germany. The combined study concluded that, if all available East
German forces were concentrated for a deliberate attack against the
Western sectors of the city, the Allied forces would probably not be able
to offer effective resistance. The most suitable countermeasures to be
taken immediately were tc improve the combat effectiveness of the Western

1
EUCOM Ann Narr Rept, 1950, pp. 5-6. SECRET, Gp-1,
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Allied forces and to augmen: those forces by creating West Berlin police-
type units capable of limit:d combat operations. The study group agreed
that Soviet aggression should be countered by force of arms, without hesi-
tation, and recommended tha: the Allied Commanders-in-Chief in Germany
approve its conclusions and forward the study to their governments.

Shortly after the completion of the study, however, a new idea
arose—that of establishing, in Berlin, a permanent tripartite staff for
contingeny planning.2

c. (TS) Creation of ;he Allied Staff, Berlin., The proposal to
organize a permanent tripar:ite staff for the coordination of Western
Allied plans and action in 3erlin was approved,> The U.S. Commandant in
Berlin recommended that the staff should work with the Berlin Commmandants
on internal security plans ind that it should also represent the three
Allied Commanders-in-Chief in discussions with officials of the Allied
High Commission for Germany (HICOG) about the non-military plans required
to support Berlin, such as stockpiling, economic programs, and propaganda.
In September 1950 an interin tripartite planning group, known as the Allied
Liaison Officers Standing Committee, was formed to study all aspects of
the defense of Berlin., Lat:r that year this committee was renamed the
Allied Liaison Committee ani before the end of 1950 it was finally
designated as the Allied Staff, Berlin, (See Chart 1).

do (TS) The Proposal for Creating a Unified Emergency Command, With
the new emphasis on Berlin lefense planning, the U.S. Secretaries of State
and Defense, in January 195l, approved a proposal for the unification of
the Allied military command in West Berlin, When the proposal was discussed
at length in the Allied Hig: Commission, the U.S. representatives recom-
mended that a single commanier be designated from among the three Command-
ants, The British High Comnissioner took no official position, but
suggested that a single milltary commander be appointed and that the
Commandants be replaced by i:ivilians., The French also took no official
position, but expressed a preference for continuing the existing arrange-
ment under which one of the Commandants assumed over-all command in times
of crisis. No agreement wa: reached, but discussions continued during the
years to follow,

2
3 . _
Berlin Mil Post Com® Rept, 1951, p. 75. S3SECRET. No Gp.

A
(1) TS Suppl, EUCOM Comd Rept, 1951, p., 86, TS, Gp-1l. (2) Berlin
Mil Post Comd Rept, 1951, p. 75, SECRET, No Gp.
5
TS Suppl, EUCOM Comd Rept, 1951, p. 86. TS. Gp-1.
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e. (TS) The First Tripartite Plan, During 1951-52 the Allied Staff
drew up its first tripartite plan for the defense of Berlin, to be executed
in case of civil disturbence and/or an attack by enemy military forces.
Known as Operations Instructions No, 3, the plan envisaged the establishment
of defense perimeters arcund the three national sector bases—-Tempelhof Air
Base in the U.S. sector, the Olympic Stadium in the British sector, and
Napoleon Barracks (adjacent to Tegel Airfield) in the French sector. (See
Map 3), Each of the thres Allied garrisons would be responsible for de-
fending its own base; or, if the situation demanded, the three national
forces would be regroupec to defend any one of the three strong points.

Each of the Allied Commandants prepared unilateral plans, based on
Operations Instructions No, 3, t6 carry out his particular responsibili-
ties, To test these plars, Exercise FAIR TRIAL was conducted at the
Olympic Stadium in November 1953, and a similar exercise was held at
Tempelhof Air Base in March 1954.

These exercises and the studies which followed them demonstrated
that Operations Instructions No, 3 and its unilateral support plans had
one common fault--they wciuld not work., By meking separate initial stands
at three different points, the Western Allied garrisons would probably
be unable to offer more than token resistance., Moreover, the likelihood
that they would be able to regroup later, for a combined defense, would
be slim,

Meanwhile the ground work for a new defense plan was being laid, 7

f. (TS) A New Concapt. The wartime mission of the Western Allied
garrisons in Berlin was r:defined during the spring of 1953, Though
there were differences of opinion over specifics, the agreed aim was to
"keep the flag flying" as long as possible. The British argued against
any peacetime political considerations that might interfere with either
the making or the execution of general war plans; but both the British
and the French Commanders-in~Chief in Germany agreed on the new mission,
after CINCUSAREUR had assired them that, whatever wording on the three
governments agreed upon, -he Berlin Commandants would still be allowed
to make a sound military slan for the employment of their forces in the
event of a general war, '

6 .
(1) Berlin Mil Post Comd Rept, 1951, p. 77. SECRET. No Gp.
(2) Draft Study on Berlin, 24 Sep 57, in TS Suppl, USAREUR Ann Hist
Rept, FY 1958, pp., 20-8, TS, Gp~1,
7

(1) Tng Memo 28, lerlin Comd, 13 Nov 53. (2) Tng Memo 6, as
changed, Berlin Comd, 11 /"eb 54. Both in Berlin Comd Hist Rept, 1 Jan
53=30 Jun 54, pp. 108; 115i-6, Both SECRET. No Gp.
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Upon receiving the revised mission, the Commandants analyzed their
own limitations in the ligit of Soviet capabilities and agreed that their
ability to carry out a unified, protracted defense of Berlin would depend
upon achieving a maximum ccneentration of forces from the beginning of
hostilities and in the most suitable part of West Berlin., Since the
position would have to be }repared in advance, the choice was limited to
one of the three national 1ases, Of thess, the British base occupied the
highest ground, contained i{he best terrain for defense, and afforded the
strongest natural obstaclei, For these reasons the Commandants selected
the Olympic Stadium in the British sector as the most suitable position,
They decided, however, to }repare all three bases in case the need for
protecting noncombatants, ihe inability to concentrqte their forces, or
some unexpected occurrenee should force them to execute an alternate
plan, Therefore, in addition to prestocking the British base with all
requirements for the entir¢ Allied force, the American and French
Commandants had to stock, ¢t thelr national bases, sufficient provisions
to meet the requirements of their own troops and noncombatants for a
10-day period-~the maximum for which the Commandants believed a defense
could be maintained,

From all consideratior s, the Commandants assumed that four courses
of action would be open to the Soviet Forces. These were: to launch an
attack against West Berlin with whatever forces were available without
mobilization; to blockade V'sst Berlin, seal off the Allied garrisonms,
and eliminate them by alr ¢itack, artillery fire, or starvation; to sup-
port mob action on the pari of either West or East Berlin citizens; or
to stage an all-out and pre¢planned attack on West Berlin,

The most probable of {hese possibllities was the fourth--that the
Soviets would commence hosiilities with a planned all-out attack aimed
at reducing the Allied gar:isons as quickly as possible., In counter-
action to such an attack, {he Commandante considered a plan to defend the
stadium to be the soundest but since survival would depend upon quick
decision, they would have o be prepared for all four contingencies, For
this reason, they prepared an outline defense plan covering all of the
contingencies and the possibility of earrying out the defemnse of all or

any one of the three natiocral bases. In January 195, they wege ‘authorized

to prepare detailed defense¢ plans, based on the outline plan,

8

USCOB Study, 3 Nov 57, subj; Estimate of the Military Situation
in West Berlin in the Even' of War, in TS Suppl, USAREUR Ann Hist Rept,
1 Jan 53 - 30 Jun 54, pp. .13 33-4. TS, Gp-l.
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g. (S) Demoliticus. In 1952 the Allied Staff had issued instructions
for the use of strategic and tactical demolitions in the event of an
enemy attack. The instructions had outlined the specific targets which
would or would not be damolished in conformance with the then-current
defense plans. Each Ccmandant was held responsible for the demolition
of targets in his sectcr. No guidance, however, was provided concerning
the means of demolition or the priority of the ‘bargets.9

During the first eix months of 1954, when the tripartite demolition
plan for Berlin was refined and the selection of tactical and strategic
targets revised, tactical targets were given first priority. It was
agreed that all demolitlons of targets specifically outlined by the
Allied Staff could be cirried out in each sector in approximately 18
hours. The inference wis that no peacetime chambering would be done and
that all demolitions woild be prepared in the face of hostilities,l0

h. (S) The Seconi Defenge Plan. Based on the "keep the flag flying"
policy and the Commandaits' outline, the Allied Staff prepared Operations
Instructions No, 5, dat:d 27 September 1954. This defense plan provided
for an initial state of readiness during which noncombatants would be
evacuated, followed by 1 second stage in which either the Allied base or
the national bases wouli be occupied and defended., The national bases
would be defended only (f evacuation of noncombatants had not taken place
or had been interrupted, if movement between sectors had become impossi-
ble, or if enemy pressuce became so great that a force could not disen~
gage. Appended to the jlan was an outline for tactical and strategic
demolitions, the execut.lon of which, however, would be subject to the
time available,ll

i, (TS) The Fren:h and British Attitudes., Though the British and
French approved Cperatl ms Instructions No. 5, they expressed renewed
doubts concerning the fiasibility of making a determined defensive stand
in Berlin, In 1953 the British had recommended the issuance of instruc-
tions to the Commandant:; covering negotiations for a possible surrender,
if and when it was deciiled that the city could not be held, At that time
CINCUSAREUR had objecte:l, on the grounds that a surrender was a political

9Berl:l.n Mil Post Comd Rept, 1952, pp. 61-2., SECRET, No Gp.

10
Ltr, 4SB, 6 Apr 5/, subj: Demolitions - Berlin - Policy, in Berlin
Comd Hist Rept, 1 Jan 5. - 30 Jun 54, pp. 111-2, SECRET. No Cp.
11
ASB Ops Instr No. 5, 27 Sep 54, in Berlin Comd Hist Rept. FY 1955,
ppo 96_70 SEGRET. NO (po
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matter, to be discussed by the respective governments. Upon the publi-
cation of Operations Instructions No., 5 the British restated their re-
commendation, but CINCUSAREUF again objected, holding that surrender
instructions were neither recuired nor were they even appropriate topics
of discussion. The French Ccmmander-in-Chief in Germany suggested that,
if and when it was unanimously agreed that all means of accomplishing

the defensive mission had been exhausted, the Commandants should carry
out the destruction of resources, assure the security of noncombatants,
and order military persomnel to escepe individually and rejoin other
Allied forces as soon as posrible, In USAREUR's opinion, however, there
was little difference between the French and British views, and the
United States therefore non-concurred in both. When other similar plans—-
such as thinning out the Wesiern Allied garrisons before a Soviet attack,
dispersing, attempting to break out to the West, or going underground and
continuing the battle as pariisans--were proposed, USAREUR's position
remained unchanged,l?

jo (TS) The Forward Ccncept. Operations Instructions No, 5 remained
in effect until September 19‘6, The preparation of a new plan, however,
had been initiated almost a ysar before when, at a November 1955 meeting,
the Berlin Commandants and tle Chiefs of Staff of the Allied Commanders-in-
Chief in Germany formulated & new concept of "forward" defense, The
A1lies agreed at that time tlat making a stand at the British base would
not fulfill the defense mission as effectively as would & determined stand
on the perimeters of the wesiern sectors. Early withdrawal to the stadium
would not only fail to contain as many enemy forces as possible, but would
expose the Allied garrisons to being bypassed, isclated, and exterminated
at leisure. On the other hard, meeting the enemy forces at the borders of
the western sectors would force them to disclose their intentions immed-
iately, contain them in maxinum numbers, and keep them from penetrating
deeply into the western half of the city. The Western Allies would not
only better accomplish their mission, but would win the support of West
Berliners and demonstrate thet they were defending all of West Berlin,
and not merely the Allied garrisons. The directive to be issued under
the new concept could also meke provision for a withdrawal, under pressure,
to the Olympic Stadium for ar ultimate stand.

In May 1956 USAREUR forivarded to the British and French Commanders-
in-Chief a draft of a proposed defense directive incorporating the new
concept, and also providing for certain demolition activities outside
Berlin, The draft directive was approved and forwarded to the Commandants

12 ‘

(1) TS Suppl, USAREUF Ann Hist Rept, 1 Jan 53 - 30 Jun 54, pp.
35-7, (2) TS Suppl, USAREUF Ann Hist Rept, FY 1955, pp. 35-6 (3) Draft
Study on Berlin, cited above. 411 TS, Gp-l.
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shortly afterward, and in September, Operations Instructions No, 6, based
on the tripartite directive, was published.

During the first phase of the new plan, the Allied garrisons were to
be brought to a high degree to combat readiness, the West Berlin police
alerted and deployed, ani demolitions groups equipped. During the
second phase, the garrisons would deploy to cover all likely avenues of
enemy approach into their respective sectors; withdrawal routes from the
sectors to the Allied base at the Olympic Stadium would be secured, and
demolition groups would »e dispatched in accordance with the situation.
During the third phase, the defenders would make a coordinated withdrawal
to the stadium and the planned demolitions would be executed. The fourth
and final phase would coisist of the defense of the stadium area,

Operations Instructilons No, 6 also provided that, if noncombatants
could not be evacuated, -hey would be moved to certain specified loca-
tions as early as possible, The enemy commander would then be informed
that these locations wer: "open areas" that should not be subjected to
attack. If noncombatant; could not be moved, they would be instructed
to take shelter in cellars of substantial buildings.?'3

k. (T8) Further A:tempts to Establish a Unified Command, Meanwhile
USAREUR continued to inglst on the need for designating a single Allied
commander in Berlin befo'e the outbreak of hostilities., Although the
Commandants had agreed, "y 1955, that in an emergency a single commander
would be necessary, the /iritish and French governments did not approve
the U,S, proposal. The /iritish held that, while the military advantages
of designating a command:ir in peacetime were considerable, they were
outweighed by the politii:al disadvantages. They felt that the appoint-
ment of a wartime comman ier before the outbreak of hostilities would
give the Russians ground: for alleging that the Allies were making
warlike preparations or :mpairing the quadripartite status of Berlin,

As a result, by the end of 1957 USAREUR concluded that the Com-
mandants would probably e unable to reach a tripartite agreement on
& single commander in peicetime, and recommended that further efforts,
if desirable, be undertalien at the governmental level, The Commendants
agreed informally, however, that in the event of war one of them should

13

(1) Draft Study on Berlin, cited above, TS, (2) USAREUR Ann Hist
Rept, FT 1957, pp. 138-9. SECRET. (3) TS Suppl, USAREUR Ann Hist Rept, FY
1957, pp. 46=7. TS. A1l Gp-l,
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act as a combined-force commaider.l4

1. (TS) New Instructicns for the Accomplishment of Demolitions.
Following the adoption of the "forward" defense concept, the Western
Allied Commanders-in-Chief agreed that a new demolitions directive
for Berlin was needed, The question remained open,- however, because
of disagreement on whether priority should be given to strategic or to
tactical targets., While the Ffrench and British advocated the former,
USAREUR objected on the grouni that the forces might be unduly burdened
with strategic demolition tastg _that would divert them from their primary
migsion of defending the city.15 The French countered with a proposed
combined defense-demolitions plan which again called for the dispersal
of the Western Allied garriscas following the execution of demolitions,
Having already voiced its obj:ctions to the dispersal concept, USAREUR
prepared a separate demoliticns draft directive that was eventually
approved by the Allies as an annex to Operations Instructions No, 6,

While placing primary emphasis on tactical demolitions, the new
directive also specified the iestruction of certain strategic targets.
In addition it provided for the demolition of specified targets loca-
ted outside West Berlin, to facilitate the execution of the primary
wartime defense mission. In selecting these targets outside Berlin,
the Commandants were to coordinate the establishment of sectors of
national responsibility in th: Soviet Zone territory surrounding the
city., After demolition targets in each sector had been listed in order
of priority, each sector commander would review the lists and advise
his colleagues as to which he would attack, The timing and methodg of
attack would remain a national responsibility of each Commandant,

m. (TS) Airfield Denisl, The potential value of the three West
Berlin airfields to hostile alr forces had become & matter of concern
as early as 195/, A Western .11lied staff study on the possibility of
denying the airfields to the :nemy in the event of war revealed that

Ltr, CINCUSAREUR to USZINCEUR, 11 Sep 56, subj: Status of Berlin
Planning (U), in TS Suppl, USAREUR Ann Hist Rept, FY 1957, p. 49. TS.
NOFORN, Gp-1,

15
6TS Suppl, USAREUR Ann iist Rept, FY 1956, pp. 35-6. TS, Gp-l.
1

(1) Ltr, CINCUSAREUR to USCOB, 1 Sep 56, subj: War Planning
for the Allied Garrison, Berlin (C). (2) Ltr, same to same, 2 Jan 57,
Subj: Demolitions to Be Performed in the Defense of Berlin, Both in
TS Suppl, USAREUR Ann Hist Reot, FY 1957, pp. 47-8. Both TS, No Gp.
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existing plans provided for the destruction of the vital installations
at each airfield, but not for the destruction of the runways, If these
airfields were seized intact, the Soviets would be able to launch
atomic-strike aircraft ithin easy tactical range of the air forces in
Western Europe., Moreover, a Western Allied attack upon the fields after
their selzure might have both political and psychological repercussions
on the German people., 1/SAREUR therefore reexamined two possible courses
for destroying the airf:elds: the use of conventional demolitions to
destroy the facilities lefore withdrawing--a tripartite matter——and the
employment of atomic derolitions--a unilateral responsibility to be
undertaken in coordination with USCOB.

In 1955 both Frenck and U.S. representatives maintained that pre-
parations for demolitiors should be made in advance. The British, how-
ever, objected because f a lack of funds and engineering means, as well
as because of their doutt that such an operation could be carried out
secretly., They proposec instead that a limited-yield atomic device be
used to accomplish the cestruction., Having previously investigated this
alternative, USAREUR dic¢ not agree to it because of the extensive
casualties that might result,

To break the apparent deadlock, the Allied Commanders-in~Chief
appointed a tripartite committee to consider the technical aspects in-
volved, In January 195€ the committee recommended that main reliance
should be placed upon ccnventional peacetime chambering and the use of
high explosives., To keep such an operation secret, it was suggested
that the work be done ccncurrently with the installation of equipment
or facilities on the airfields,

In February 1957 the Commandants agreed that chambering of the air-
fields could be undertek:n either overtly or covertly. If overtly, the
West Berlin authorities and the Federal Republic would be fully informed
of the program and political support would be required to obtain financing
from Berlin occupation cost funds. If covertly, it would be undertaken as
a secret part of an airfield improvement scheme., Because of the political
implications involved, the Commanders-in-Chief asked their respective
Ambassadors for advice through national channels before making any further
decisions, Meanwhile, each Berlin Commandant prepared detailed studies
of the airfield in his s:ctor, including estimates of precisely what denial
measures could be accomplished in an airfield improvement program and of
what their cost would be. 1In April, however, the American Embassy indi-
cated that tripartite political coordination had been delayed because of
the need for further stuiy of the political implications of the plan.17

17

(1) TS Suppl, USI\REUR Ann Hist Rept, FY 1955, p. 36. (2) T8

Suppl, USAREUR Ann Hist Rept, FY 1956, pp. 37-8. (35 TS Suppl, USAREUR
Ann Hist Rept, FY 1957, pp. 48~9, A1l TS, Gp-l.
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n. (S) Significant Cha:iges in Concepts. Although the concept of
forward defense remained valil, Operations Instructions No, 7-—published
in 1959—and Operations Instrictions 1/61 called for the deployment of
screening forces along a line that was in general far short of the city
borders in the U.S. Sector, aid for the establishment of an initial defense
line generally following the {i-Bahn line, I§ necessary, a phased with-
drawal to the Olympic Stadium would follow.1® Within the framework of
these basic planning concepts. two new and significant ideas were incorpor-
ated into Western Allied deferise plans. One involved the use of West
Berlin police and the other erwvisaged measures to counter large-scale
c¢ivil disorders.

(1) The New Role o' the West Berlin Police., Over a number of
years the Commandants had givin increasing consideration to improving the
defensive capability of the Wist Berlin police. A special element of the
police forces, referred to as Force "B", had been established and trained
to reinforce the "ordinary"™ police units in emergency situations., In 1953
the Commandants had agreed thit, in the event of an armed attack, Force
"B" would be employe¢d as a mi’itary unit. Two years later they had recom-
manded that suthority be granied to employ all police units in the defense
of the city. This recommenda’ion was not fully approved, however, because
of a fear of possible enemy riprisals against the police. Instead, the
Commandants were authorized t» increase the capabilities of Force "B",
which was to be trained in th: use of grenades, mines, and mine field
patterns. Meanwhile, two new types of highly-mobile riot control alert
units—-the Einsatzkommandog aid the Revierhundertschaften--were organized
within the regular police est.blishment.l?

By 1959 tripartite plans placed heavy reliance on assistance by
police units which were assigied the responsibilities of screening the
gonal and sector borders, que.ling civil disturbances, and providing early
warning of hostile attacks. .n addition, elements of Force "B" and the
Eingatzkommandos would occupy certain striking points on the defense peri-
meter in case of civil disturiiance, and would be charged with reserve
responsibilities in the defenie of other areas. Another major emergency
task assigned to the police wiuld be the blocking of the S~ and U-Bahns
(eubway and surface transit srstems). However, the employment of police
units in an attempt to defen:| the borders against a military attack was
not planned, and the police wire never informed that they had any defense

18
(1) U.S. Army, Berlin, Hist Rept, 1961, p. 50. (2) ASB Ops
Instr 1/61, dtd 1 Oct 61l. Oy in USAREUR Ops Div Trp Ops Br files. Both
SECRET, Gp-1. '

190SAREUR Ann Hist Rept, FY 1957, pp. 140-2. SECRET. Gp-l.
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missions.zo

In November 1959 the Allied Staff recommended other improvements in
the combat potential of tiie police force. It emphasized the issuance of
better weapons to Force "', then armed with outdated French rifles of
inferior fire power. In [anuary 1960, therefore, the Department of the
Army authorized the issuasice of 2,784 M-l rifles, with ammunition, to the
Berlin police. Of these, 1,869 were issued to Force "B" and the remain-
ing 915 to Force "A", for use in riot control and conventional warfare.

Operations Instructiins 1/61, published in October 1961, clarified
the command, control, and use of the police in emergency situations., I%
provided for complete Allled control of Force "B", the alert units, and
those policemen attached ‘o Allied headquarters. These units could not
be deployed without the cinsent of the Allied Commandants. Furthermore,
if a situation arose that the police were unable to cope with alone, the
Allied troop commanders would assume command of the entire police force
and mount a combined mili‘ary-police defense operation. The missions of
the police were to mainta:n normsl law and order, keeping troop command-
ers and the Commandants irformed as to the movement and possible inten-
tions of crowds; to protect the military routes within the Allied sectors;
to provide mobile forces capable of supporting engaged police units and
assisting in repelling amed attacks; and to perform certain emergency
duties. In conformance w:th these missions the new Berlin Command de-
fense plan, prepared in s pport of the tripartite plan, assigned to
Force "B" units the task ¢f actually holding a portion of the defense
line in the U.S. sector.?~ -

(2) Plans to Counte; Large-Scale Civil Disorders. In July ’
1960 the Allies received information that the Communists planned to
seize control of West Ber]in without committing East German or Soviet
military foress. This would be done by deliberately combining the use
of large, riotous crowds vith commando-type attacks against points that
were essentlal for controlling the western sectors. Since existing plans

20 ‘ | ' , _
(1) Berlin Comd OFLAN 1-59, 23 Jul 59. (2) DF, USAREUR Ops Div
Trp Ops Br to Hist Sec, 1¢ Nov 62, subjs Monograph Comments. AEAGC-CO.
Both SECRET. Gp-l.
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(1) DF, USAREUR DCSOPS to CofS, 18 Nov 60, subj: Ammmition
Allowance for West Berlin Police (S). AEAGC-OP, (2) Cable SX-6694,
CINCUSAREUR to DA, 28 Nov 40. Both SECRET. No Gp. _
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(1) ASB Ops Instr L/6l, 1 Oct 61, cited above., (2) Intvw PFC
D.J. Hickman, 9th Mil Hist Det, with Maj C. W. Elliot and Capt J, L.
Yaden, Berlin Bde G3 Planring Officers, 18 Jul 62, Both SECRET. Both Gp-1l.
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were not fully responsive to such an attack, the Commandants directed
the Allied Staff to prepare s new emergency deployment pla.n.23

The resulting plan--Operation WINTER STORM—outlined the automatic
deployment of the Allied garrisons and the West Berlin police to counter
a surprise attack by enemy civilian and paramilitary forces. Upon the
Chairman Commandant's order to execute the plan, troop commanders would
automatically take control of all police units and would deploy both
troop unite and police forces. The strategic points vital to the
defense of West Berlin would be secured or recaptured, as soon as
possible and, at the same tine, a reserve would be formed to counter
a military threat and reestatlish Allied control. The police would
close the S~ and U-Bahng immediately, block the canals, keep railway
yards under observation, and arrest all persons who might actively assist
the enemy. In October 1961, after the Berlin garrison had been reinforced
by an additional battle grour, a special "Commandants! Reserve", composed
of two reinforced rifle compenies, was designated to hold the Olympie
Stadium as an ultimate defente position,24

o. (8) Subsequent Plarg. In February and May 1961 the basic Allied
defense plan contained in the Operations Instructions No. 7 was tested
during Exercises TRIDENT III and IV. In the subsequently published
Operations Instructions 1/611 minor adjustments were made in the initlal
defense perimeter near the E: st/Mest border, the "open area" sanctuary
concept was abandoned, depencents were to move to the Olympic Stadium
area, and the plan to establish an outpost line just outside the final
defense position was deleted. In addition, all tripartite civil dis-
order and defense plans were incorporated into the one document.

The new instructions priwvided for three types of operations: eauto-
matic deployment to counter ¢ surprise civil attack (Operation WINTER STORM)
as described above; an operafion to deal with gradually developing, large-
scale civil disturbances; anc deployment to meet an attack by enemy mili-
tary forces. An alert stage would precede any one of these operatlons.

(1) Gradually Deviloping Civil Disorders. The planned operation
to quell gradually developin;; large-scale civil disorders consisted of
three successive phases that could be executed simultaneously, depending

2 .
2 USAREUR Ann Hist, 1960, p. 60s TS (info used SECRET).  Gp-l.

2‘!'(1) U.S. Army, Berlin, Hist Rept, 1961, p. 48. (2) ASB Ops Instr
1/61, cited ebove. Both SECIET, Gp-l.
259.8. Army, Berlin, Hist Rept, 1961, pp. 50;54. SECRET. Gp-l.
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upon the sltuation. If & civil disturbance endangered the security of
West Berlin, the police president would order the execution of Opera-
tion KUGELBLITZ, involvirg the deployment of additional police units

to break up the disturbarce. Immediately upon execution of KUGELBLITZ
the Chairman Commandent would alert the Allied garrison, if this had not
already been done. In tlLe case of gradually increasing civil disorders,
the Allied Commandants wculd order execution of PAX ROMANA, a plan under
which Allied units would be deployed to loocations from which they could
be quickly committed to sssist the police in maintaining law and order.
Allied forces would also deploy to protect vital Allied installations.
The protection of other sach installations and the quelling of disorders
would remain a police responsibility during this phase, ' If events in-
dicated that the police might not be able to control the situation,

the Allied Commandants weild implement Operation JULIUS CAESAR. During
this phese the police would be placed under the operational control of
troop commanders, and comosined military/police operations would be
conducted to restore law‘and'ordqr; ’ :

In the event of a surprise civil disturbance or a move by the
Communists to take control of West Berlin with paramilitary forces
under the guise of civil iisorders, the Allied Commandants would order
implementation of Operatisn WINTER STORM. Thus the actlonszgireeted by
PAX ROMANA and JULIUS CAE3AR would be executed immediately.

(2) An A11-Out ilitary Attack. Operations Instructions 1/61
did not change, to any ma|or extent, the tripartite plan to counter an
attack on West Berlin by nilitary forces. The plan—Operation TROJAN
TRIUMPH-~consisted of thrie phases: the occupation of a reconnaissance
and security line near th: East/West border and an outer defense line
generally following the trace of the S-Bahn; a withdrawal to an inter-
mediate defense line; and a final withdrawal to the main defense posi-
tion in the Olympic Stadiim area. The outer defense positions would be
held as long as possible, so as to compel the enemy to deploy his forces
and reveal the scope of h.s threat, to allow time for preparing the final
position and for evacuatiig the noncombatants, and to permit emplacing
and blowing demolitions a:; far forward of the final position as possible.

~(3) Demolition ’lans. As previously mentioned, the Western
Allies had long experiencid difficulties in reaching agreement as to
which category of demolit:ons should be given priority. ASB Operations
Instructions 1/61 providec that the execution of demolitions, either

1tr, USAB to CINCUCAREUR, 28 Nov 62, sub.z: Review of Draft
Monograph "The U.,S. Army :n Berlin, 1945-1961" (U). AEBAB-GC. In
USAREUR Ops Div Hist Sec {1les, SECRET. Gp-l.
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tactical or strategic, would be at the discretion of each troop commander,
acting within his own nation:l sector. Should military attack seem immi-
nent, the preparation of demilitions would start simultaneously in each
sector. The exscution of denolitions would be governed by the time factor.
if the Allied base had to be occupied hurriedly or under enemy pressure,
only enough time and enginee : effort to deal with certain demolitions
might be available, If, on she other hand, there was a period of mounting
tension, with war seeming inivitable, there might be sufficient time to
prepare a wide range of both tactical and strategic demolitions. The
instructions also provided for the demolition of specific targets in and
around Berlin ocutside the Weitern Sectors.27

(4) The Allied Position on Airfield Denisl. Up to the end of
1961, neither tripartite nor unilateral Berlin defense plans provided for

the effective denial of the shres West Berlin airfields to enemy aircraft.
The British and French goverments continued to refuse the use of any type
of peacetime chambering methid, and the United States had not approved
plans that would utilize atoiic devices after the beginning of hostilities.
The most recent plans therefire envisaged inflicting maximum damage on
airfield facilities, thereby handicapping their use by the enemy but leav-
ing the runways intact. Plais to destroy the bases completely had been
deemphasized, primarily becaise of Allied disagreement but also because
the facilities and capabilit.es of the Soviet Schoenefeld Airfield, loca-
ted just outside West Berlin, had been continually increased and the value
of the t121ree West Berlin air’ields to the Soviets had been proportionately
reduced.

(5) Planning for :he Event of an Uprieing in East Berlin and/or

Bast Ge!m .

(a) The Quariripartite Rules of Conduct. When the erection of
the Berlin "wall" in August .96l increased the possibilities of frequent

incidents along the sector birder, the three Western Allies and the Federal
Republic of Germany prepared plans for quadripartite action to be taken in
the event of an uprising in !last Berlin or in the zonal area surrounding
West Berlin. The "rules of :onduct" included in the plans were approved
by the Four Powers in Decembur,

According to these rule: of conduct, attempts to escape from East
Berlin or East German territury should not lead to any active intervention

2
7ASB Ops Instr 1/61, 1 Oct 61, cited above., SECRET. Gp-l.

281ntw, FFC Hickman wi'h Maj Elliot and Capt Yaden, 18 Jul 62, cited
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by Western Allied elemerts. However, any refugee who gained West Berlin
or West German soil should be given instant asylum and protection., Soviet
or East German fire directed at refugees who had reached West Berlin or
West German territory should be returned, and pursuit of these refugees
into "free" territory stould not be tolerated. Allied or West German
troops were not to cross the border to support East German insurgents,

nor should they assist them with erms or ammunition. They might be

given food and medical supplies, however,

The rules of conduct were to be incorporated into instructions
issued to personnel whos: duties brought them in close proximity to the
Communists,

(b) Comments. The reaction to the rules of conduct was
mixed, Assuming that th:re would be no decision to intervene, CINCUS~
AREUR believed that the rules would cover the contingencies for which
they were designed, but idded that detailed instructions that might fit
all possible contingenci:s could not be prepared in advance, He recom-
mended a set of instructions to implement the proposed rules, and dis-
agreed to any increase i1 boundary patrolling, USCOB commented that
the rules did not clearl; indicate whether the Western Allies wished
to see a rebellion perpe‘uated or quickly crushed, He also recommended
that additional contingencies be covered,

Both the U.S. Ambasiador at Bonn and General Lucius D, Clay (Ret.),
the President's personal representative in Berlin, were highly critical
of the rules. The Ambas:ador raised objections to the assumptions on
which the rules had been based, and agreed with USCOB that more contin-
gencies should be coverel, General Clay argued that detailed instructions
of this nature were of no value; that the situation in Berlin could not be
controlled by Washington, Paris, or Heidelberg; and that the Berlin
Commandant should be given guidence and allowed within that framework to
use his own judgement in meeting emergency situations. Clay felt very
strongly that "we must got away from any thought that emergency problems
can wait for instruction: from on high,"30

25, (TS) Dnilateral Pl nning

a. (S) Defenie of the U.S. Garrison, The Berlin Military
Post's internal security plans, which had been prepared initially for the

29
Cable JCS-2442, J(S to USCINCEUR, 2 Dec 61, SECRET. Gp-l.
30
USAREUR Ann Hist, 1961, pp. 63-5. TS (info used SECRET), Gp~l.
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Whitsuntide rally in 1950, vere revised repeatedly and maintained until
late 1956 as the only plans that dealt with the defense of the U.S. garrison
only. While all other U.S. defense plans had been prepared in conjunction
with tripartite instructions and had envisaged the defense of either Tem-
pelhof Airport or the entire U.S. sector, the internal security plans had
been prepared primarily to establish standards of readiness and to pre-
scribe courses of action aprlicable to the various stages of a civil dis-
turbance that might threater the internal security of Berlin Command.

At the same time, provisions were made for a final defense of certain
strong points, such as Tempelhof Air Base or McNair Barracks, should the
distrubances be large-scale and pose a dangerous threat,3l

In 1956, however, anotter contingency was taken into considerations
that a sudden militery attack might be launched without any prior warning,
creating a situation that wculd preclude the implementation of tripartite
defense plans. Though this contingency was remote, in early 1957 Berlin
Command prepared the first prlan in its "Emergency Action" series. This
series, which continued to btz in effect through 1960, provided for the
organization of a defense perimeter around the general area in which the
U.S. headquarters was located, Units not located within the perimeter
were to make every effort tc gain the perimeter, fighting to join if
necessary.

In late 1961 Berlin Comnand initiated the development of a new
unilateral defense plan that would depart from the former concept. In-
stead of attempting to concentrate all U.S. forces in the headquarters
area, the units located in each caserne would initially defend and
secure their own areas. If and when each area was secured, efforts would
be made to "branch out," to join forces, and finally to form a perimeter
around the entire U.S. military area., This plan-—-Berlin Comggnd Operations
Plan 3-l--was still in the draft stage at the close of 1961, :

31
(1) Berlin Mil Post Jomd Rept, 1951, pp. 56=7. (2) Berlin Mil
Post Comd Rept, 1952, p. 62. (3) Berlin Comd Hist Rept, 1 Jan 53 -
30 Jun54, p. 108, All SECRET. No Gp.
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(1) Berlin Comd Hist Rept, FY 1957, p. 112, (2) Berlin Comd
Hist Rept, FY 1958, p. 115. (3§ Berlin Comd Hist Rept, FY 1959, p. 73.
All SECRET. No Gp.
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b. (TS) Reinforcing the Garrison in Cases of Major Civil Disturbances.
In November 1956 USAREUI prepared a contingency plan providing for the
reinforcement of the U.{, garrison with men and equipment to improve its
defensive capsbilities.,-4 As forwarded to USCINCEUR for approval in
February 1957, this draft USAREUR EP 10, was based on the concept that
troops and supplies would be marshalled and airlifted from bases in West
Germany. Supplies and forces would fall into the following three general
categories: medical suprlies and equipment as required; small arms to
equip forces mobilized to reinforce the West Berlin police; and troop
units, ranging in size from a reinforced company to a reinforced infantry
battalion, The troops would be furnished by Seventh Army and would be
airlifted from Neubibsgg Airbase to West Berlin, where they would pass to
the control of USCOB,

USAREUR EP 104 was revised in December 1957 to provide for Berlin
reinforcement by two infantry companies to be airlifted from Rhein/Main Air
Base, instead of from Neabiberg as outlined in the earlier plan. Logistical
support would be suppliei by USAgOMZEUR and delivered to the Toul-Rosiere
Airfield for airlift to Serlin,>

In April 1959 EP 10, was rescinded37 and USAREUR EP 115 substituted.
The new plan was based 0. the same basic concept as EP 10/ but provided
for a larger unit to be 1irlifted and for the periods when elements of the
Berlin Garrison would be away from Berlin for training in West Germany.
Specifically, an entire infantry battle group, minus all vehicles except
those essential for commind, control, and communications, would be airlifted
to Berlin in the same mainer as outlined for the infantry companies in
earlier plans, In addition, if units of Berlin Command were training in
West Germany, they would be prepared to close at Rhein/Main Air Base so
promptly that the first :lements would be ready to return to Berlin eight
hours after an alert ord:r, and would then follow the reinforcing battle

34
DF, USAREUR G3 to G4, 6 Nov 56, subj: Emergency Plan (U), TS Suppl,
USAREUR Ann Hist Rept, F' 1957, p. 50. TS. Gp-1. |
35
(1) Ltr, CINCUSAIEUR to USCINCEUR, 27 Feb 57, subj: USAREUR
Berlin Reinforcement Plar (TS), (2) USAREUR EP 104 (U), 7 Feb 57. Both
in TS Suppl, USAREUR Ann Hist Rept, FY 1958, pp. 245, Both TS, NOFORN,
Gp-1.
36 '
Ltr, CINCUSAREUR <o USCINCEUR, 5 Deb 57, subj: USAREUR Berlin Rein=-
forcement Plan (EP-104), in TS Suppl, USAREUR Ann Hist Rept, FY 1958, p. 25.
TS. NOFORN. Gp-1.

3TUSAREUR Ann Hist, FY 1959, p. 32, TS(info used SECEET), Gp-1.
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group into Berlin via the airlift,38

Following the movement of a third battle group to Berlin in August
1961,39 the need for immediate reinforcement in an emergency was reduced,
but not eliminated, Therefcre, Seventh Army was still to maintain one
battle group, or its equivalent, at a readiness that would allow commence-
ment of an airlift from Rhein/Main to Berlin within elght hours after
issuance of the alert order.%0

c. (TS) The Use of Spscial Forces Demolition Teams Qutside West
Berlin, In November 1955 CINCUSAREUR agreed to a USCOB proposal that the
possibility of a wartime breakout of at least a portion of the U.S. Berlin
garrison, in connection with Special Forces activities in the area, should
be considered. During that same month, at a conference attended by the
chiefs of staff of the three Western Allied headquarters in Germany and the
three respective Berlin Comm:indants, agreement was reached that demolition
squads should be used to destroy strategic targets located outside of West
Berlin. Consequently, USAREJR took steps to assign six Special Forces
teams and a staff element to the 6th Infantry Regiment in Berlin, The
concept of operations envisioned was that immediately upon the outbreak
of general hostilities, or uider certain conditions of a localized war,
the teams would cross from W:st Berlin into East Germany and attack
targets selected by USCOB as being vital in his fight for the city, as
well as priority targets ind cated in USEUCOM's Unconventional Warfare Plan,

In May 1956 CINCUSAREUR authorized USCOB to commit the assigned
Special Forces teams, in con unction with his defense plan, when and if
necessary. The designated piiority targets were rail lines, rail communi-
cation systems, military heaclquarters, telecommunications, POL facilities,
storage and supply points, uiilities, and inland waterways, in that order,
After the completion of the rissions assigned by USCOB, the teams would
conduct operations as directed by the Commander, Support Operations Task
Force, Europe (COMSOTFE), USCOB was also authorized to discuss with the

38
(1) USAREUR EP 115 (Formerly EP 104), 6 Mar 61. (2) Seventh
Army Eg 115 (Formerly EP 104}, 30 Mar 61, Both TS, NOFORN, Gp-1.

This movement took plece on 20 August 1961 for the primary purpose
of showing U.S. determinatior to honor its commitments there and to re-
assure the West Berlin population, USAREUR EP 115 was not executed.
Instead, the force was moved over the Berlin-Helmstedt Autobahn. (Source:
USAREUR Ann Hist, 1961, pp. 34-6) TS. Gp-3.

40
Cable SX-6060, CINCUSAREUR to Seventh Army, 3 Oct 61. TS. Gp-3.
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Western Allied Commandarts in Berlin the general peacetime Special Forces
training activities, the wartime operational sectors and general missions
of the teams, and the French and British target requirements in his sector,
as outlined in tripartite plans. However, he was not to discuss the sup-
port of the teams, including resupply to be arranged by USAREUR, or clan-
destine activities in ccnnection with unconventional warfare.

At the end of 1961 the above initial plan was basically unchanged.
In a revision dated 1 July 1959, the six demolition teams were reorganized
into five task groups ard the actions of each group upon completion of its
USCOB mission were more clearly defined. After having accomplished the
assigned demolitions in their respective target areas, the five groups
would pass to the contrcl of the 10th Special Forces Group., Two of them
would be prepared to move to predesignated areas or to return to West
Berlin for "stay behind" operations,4?

d. (TS) Emergency Arms Reserve. In May 1960 USAREUR asked for
authorization tc establish an emergency arms reserve in Berlin., The original
proposal envisioned the storage of approximately 16,000 U,S. weapons, with
appropriate ammunition, at Tempelhof Air Base and Andrews Barracks, and
their distribution by Spscial Forces persomnel to West Berlin police and
known pro-western civilians. It was assumed that, in the event of an
emergency, the police ard civilians would assist the U,S. garrison in
the defense of the city, USCINCEUR approved the proposal the following
month, but stipulated that the Special Forces should not be made respon-
gsible for distributing the weapons. USAREUR thereupon directed USCOB to
develop a plan for the cover, security, storage, maintenance, and distri-
bution of the weapons, which USAREUR was to obtain, pack, and ship to
Berlin,

In October 1960 Ber lin Command proposed a new concept according to
vhich the weapons would be distributed in two successive actions, The
first action would strengthen the tactical defense of the clity by provid-
ing rifles and carbines to qualified West Berliners who desired to fight
alongside the Allied garrisons as quasi-military elements. The second
action would involve maintaining an armed resistance potential within
Berlin and the surrounding area by providing these same individuals with
easily-concealed harassing and self-defense weapons and a limited amount
of ammunition that they could keep after the final perimeter of the
Western Allied garrisons had been overrun. The second action would be

4l g Suppl, USAREUR Ann Hist Rept, FY 1956, pp. 36~7. TS. Gp-l.

2 .
4 Berlin Comd Ops Crder No, 2, 1 July 1959. In USAREUR Ops Div TS
Control., TS. NOFORN., 3Ip-1.
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tied in with subsequent Spec:al Forces stay-behind operations: The pro-
posal also provided for notiiying West Berlin police who were included

in current defense plans., Tle police would be informed of the location
of the weapons and their sugiested use and would be directed to pick up,
distribute, and control them, consistent with planned tactical employment,
It was assumed that the West Berlin police were in & position to distri-
bute the weapons and impose :tringent controls so that they would not
fall into the hands of unrelfable individuals. Although the concept was
approved in early March 1961, no authority to inform the West Berlin
police was granted. ' '

By the end of 1961 all veapons to be used in the Emergency Arms
Reserve with the exception of 6,000 pistols that were being shipped from
the United States, had arrived in Berlin., According to a proposal made
by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, small arms weré to be provided for West
Berlin civilians, who would te trained as "police auxiliaries,” and
committed in the event of disturbances or military actions aimed at
seizing West Berlin., Meanwhile, the planning that could be accomplished
in this area was limited by the fact_that the subject could not be dis-
cussed with the West Berlin Iolice.43 ' '

43(1) Memo, C/USAREUR Ops Div Plans & Rqmnts Br to Asst DCSOPS
2 Nov 1961, subj: Emergency \‘rms Reserve (U), AEAGC-PW. Gp-3. (25
Berlin Bde Plan for Emergency Arms Reserve, 15 Nov 61, subj: Unilateral
Flan for Arming Civilians (TS). In USAREUR Ops Div TS Control. Both TS.
(3) DF, USAREUR Ops Div Trp Ops Br to Hist Sec, 19 Nov 62, cited ebove,
SECRET. Both Gp-1l. | -
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Chapter 7

Airlift Planning (U)

26, (TS) A Full-Scale, Tripartite Airlift

a. (TS) Conflietiag Concepts. Negotiations toward a tripartite
agreement on a plan for sapporting Berlin by an airlift began shortly after
the Soviet blockade of 1348-49.1 Differences of opinion existed, however,
both between USAREUR and the State Department and betwsen the United States
and its two Allies, The State Department favored a full-scale airlift
capable of sustaining Berlin indefinitely without dipping into the exist-
ing stockpiles, The oth:r two governments felt that an_operation large
enough to meet these coniitions would be too extensive.< Working from a
position between the two extremes, USAREUR attempted not only to modify
the State Department's r:guirements but also to increase the contribution
of both France and the United Kingdom, hoping to get at least a plan for
a reduced-scale airlift jefore attempting to make plans for a larger
operation,

In August 1953 a tripartite committee proposed to the three Allied
Commanders-in-Chief and ‘heir governments an airlift of 4,000 metric
tons per day, This 1ift, with_the existing stockpiles in Berlin, would
sustain the city for one year.3 Since the British and French felt unable

1
TS Suppl, EUCOM Cond Rept, 1951, pp.95-8. TS. Gp-l.

2

IRS, USAREUR G3 to DCSOPS, 22 Apr 54, subj: Tripartite Berlin
Airlift Planning, in TS {luppl, USAREUR Ann Hist Rept, 1 Jan 53 - 30 Jun
54’ pp. 37.8. Ts. Gp-l.

3Ibid. IS, Gp-1.
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to obligate themselves to 1ift more than 1,300 and 500 metric tons a day,
respectively, the assumption was the't the United States would accept
responsibility for lifting 2,200 tons, CINCUSAREUR agreed to assume

this responsibility if the other governments recognized that the extra
commitment was not permanently binding., Thus, if requirements decreased,
or if the French and British capabilities increased, the United States
would assume responsibility “or only one~third of the total tonnage.

Objecting to this plan n the grounds that the tonnage figures were
inadequate ,* throughout 1953 the Department of State was still thinking
in terms of 12,000 metric tons a day. The French and British were un-
willing to discuss any figur: above 4,000 tons, and there appeared to be
no probability of early comp:omise,

However, in January 195.. the National Security Council issued a
revised policy concerning Be:'lin that modified considerably all planning
for a Berlin airlift.5 Unde: previous agreements and policies, an open
Soviet attack on Berlin woull have involved the United States in a war
with the Soviet Union but, a: in 1949, the U.S.S.R. would have been able
to restrict or interrupt All ed access to the city, without making a
direct military attack and w.thout necessarily causing a general war.

The revised policy toward Be:lin recognized that several elements of

the situation had changed siiice 1949. The Soviets were in a better posi-
tion to interfere with an ai:1lift or other Allied counterblockade measures.
On the other hand, the militiry position of the United States, France, and
the United Kingdom was stronjer; the Western Allies had established stock-
piles in West Berlin, and they had declared and demonstrated to the
Soviets their intention to remain in Berlin, Therefore, with the prestige
of the United Stales deeply committed in Berlin, the new policy advocated
that the Western Powers take forceful action if the. Soviets threatened
their access to Berlin, even though such action might lead to a general
war., It recommended that the Allies take a firm stand that would leave

no doubt that they would resist, forcefully and promptly, any Soviet
challenge to their position, To minor Soviet harassment they would react
with vigorous protest and reyrisal and take positive action to improve the

“canie CS-6101, CINCUSAEEUR to CofSA, 17 Jul 53, in TS Suppl, USAREUR

5(1) IRS, USAREUR G3 tc DCSOPS, 22 Apr 54, subj: Tripartite Berlin
Airlift Planning, cited sbove. (2) Memo, USAREUR CofS, 20 Apr 54, subj:
U.S. Policy Paper on Berlin, dtd 25 Jan 54, - Both in TS Suppl, USAREUR
Hist Rept, 1 Jan 53 - 30 Jun 54, pp.38-9., Both TS, Gp-1. .
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morale and economy of Berlin, to enlarge the stockpiles, and to intensify
intelligence activities. In the event of an actual blockade, or even a
threat of blockade, the new course of action would proceed from protests
to threats of force, backed up by mobilization measures designed to con-
vince the Soviets of the seriousness of the situation and constituting
actual preparation for war, gnd finally to the use of limited force, which
might lead to a general war,

The new policy appeared to rule out any plans for a long-term airlift
and to replace it by the concept that an airlift, if resorted to at all,
would be supplementary t> the use of force and therefore of limited dura-
tion. Following this clarification,? the Western Allied Commenders-in-
Chief agreed, on 30 August 1954, upon an Allied capability of moving 4,000
metric tons of supplies ser day to supplement existing stockpiles in the
event of a blockade of B:irlin,

The Allied High Comnission plan (HICOM P 5,) was completed during
the fall of 1954, and in early 1955 the Commanders-in-Chief of the &1lied
air and ground forces pripared a tripartite military plan for a Berlin
airlift. It called for noving the agreed tomnage from 4 airfields in
West Germany to the 3 finlds in West Berlin, in two phases. Immadiately
upon receipt of the execution order, airlift operations would begin from
Rhein/Main Airport and fiom bases in the British zone of responsibility;
but as soon as practicable the United States would shift its efforts to
bases in the British zon:, Only high-cost and perishable items would be
airlifted,8

b. (S) U.S. Unilaeral Support Planning. (C) To carry out U.S.
responsibilities set forth in tripartite plans, EUCOM had established, in
1951, a U.S, Army Air Support Command (USAASC) which would be capable of
delivering the required .onnage of supplies to aircraft for transport to
Berlin, HICOG--and late:' the U,S., Embassy, Bonn--would be responsible for
procuring German supplie:! and moving them to USAASC-designated railheads or
transfer points,

6
Memo, 20 Apr 54, c:ted above, TS. Gp-l.

Tcabie SX-3025, CINCUSAREUR to DA, 5 Jun 54, in USAREUR TS Suppl,
USAREUR Ann Hist Rept, 1 Jan 53 = 30 Jun 54, p. 40. TS, Gp-l.

8
Cable DA-963996, Di to CINGUSAREUR, 2 Jul 54, in TS Suppl, USAREUR
Ann Hist Rept, FY 1955, 1, 34, TS, Gp-1.

?Annex 3, EUCOM Supjort Plan to Alternate Operations Flan for a Berlin
Airlift (Reduced), 28 May 1951, with IRS, EUCOM Log Div to EUCOM OPOT Div,
30 Jul 51, in EUCOM Comd Rept, 1951, pp. 227-8, SECRET (info used CONF), Gp-1.
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(8) 1In each revised un:lateral airlift support plan the USAASC .
continued to be the responsille ground agency despite the objections of
USAFE, which wanted to contrcl the ground support to facilitate coordination
with the air operations, US!/HREUR, on the other hand, preferred to follow
the pattern that had been used successfully during the 1948-49 blockade,
when the Army had been resporsible for ground operations. In 1956 USCINCEUR
resolved the matter by direc'ing that USAFE should provide adequate port
squadrons at all airfields ctntemplated for use, meking plans for an
extensive USAASC unnecessary. However, CINCUSAREUR would still be
responsible for the maintenaice of the airfields when the alrlift became
operational, and wggld also retain the authority to implement the alrlift
at his discretion, S o

27, (S) Quadripartite Airlift Planning

a8, West Cerman Respons: bilities. The question of West Germany
participation in a Berlin air1ift was ralsed in tripartite discussions as
- early as 1955, USAREUR recormended that the Federal Republic participate
in any future airlift beceuse¢ without this assistance USAREUR's commit-
ments of personnel and equipnent would be too heayy. In 1956, Allied and
German officials reached agrcement on the point.11 Planning coordination
evidently proceeded slowly, lowever, for it was not until 1958 that the
Federal Republic was actually given specific airlift responsibilities.
Under & revised plan the Gerrians would provide, equip, and maintain four
airfields for an airlift, and would also furniih the POL products required
at those airfields and at Rhein/Main Air Base.i? In December 1960, all
existing airlift plans were :-ncorporated into the Quadripartite Berlin
Kirlift Plan (QBAL), which g[s based on HICOM P 54 and included West German
participation and support. : ' .

b. U,S, Support Plans. The U,S. objective specified in USAREUR's
supporting plans was the attcinment of the capability to move 1,965 metric
tons of supplies per day,é witlin 90 days after the start of airlift opera-
tions. The U,S. airlift wou d operate from Rhein/Main for seven days and

- |
104SAREUR Ann Hist Rept, FY 1956, pp. 169-70. SEGRET, Gp-l.

2 _
1 Ltr, USEUCOM J3 to AMIMB, Bonn, 20 Oct 58, subj: Tripartite Berlin
Airlift Plan (S). ECJCJ 381. SECRET. No Gp. _

1 | '
3Quadripartite Berlin /irlift Plan (S) (QBAL), 10 Dec 60, EUCOM
S-59-2708, SECRET. No Gp.
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then move to the Britist zone if possible. In any event, Rhein/Main would
be used no longer than 15 days. CINCUSAREUR would have control of ground
operations, and the USA/SC was reorganized to integrate Federal Republic
of Germany support.14

28, (S) Bipartite Airlift Planning

If a blockade was imposed on Berlin and an airlift operation initi-
ated, the plan to be implemented would probably be quadripartite. 1In
early 1961, however, it seemed possible that a situation might arise in
vhich an airlift would bave to be initiated before quadripartite govern-
mental agreement could te reached or before equipment could be made
available by France and the United Kingdom. The United States therefore
prepared plans for a U.S,-West German airlift that would be executed
until the other Western Allies could join in the operations,l5

29. (S) Unilateral Airlift Planning

In addition to developing plans to supply the Berlin civil population
in the event of a surfac: blockade, USAREUR maintained plans to airlift
supplies to the U.S, garrison if only the surface military supply lines
were blocked. These plais paralleled other airlift plans, but would be
implemented on a smaller scale and would involve only the Rhein/Main
and Tempelhof Airports,.l”

14(1) USAREUR EP 101, 5 Jul 59, revised 13 Jul 61. (2) Berlin
Comd EP 101, 1 May 6l.  Foth in USAREUR Ops Div Trp Ops Br files. Both
SECRET. Gp-l.

Lmid. SEcREr. Gp-1.

16(1) USAREUR EP 121, 5 Jun 59. (2) Berlin Comd EP 131, 18 Nov 59.
Both in Berlin Bde G3 Plens Br files. (3) Intvw, FFC Hickman with Major
Elliot and Capt Yaden, 1€ Jul 62, cited above., All SECRET. Gp-1.
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Chapter 8

Access Planning (S)

30, (TS) Ground Access to West Berlin

"Access planning" wita regard to Berlin was initiated by a National
Security Council paper putlished on 25 January 1954 and entitled "U.S.
Policy on Berlin." Up to that time only the posaibility of maintaining
access to Berlin by airlift had been considered, because of the tripartite
poliey that, if Berlin was blockaded, the Allies would counter with an
airlift similar to the sucessful operation of 1948-49. However, eince
the United States was so dieply committed in Berlin and since its prestige
was at stake, it would hav: to take a fim stand, clearly indicating to
the Soviets that the Westem Allies would forcefully resist any challenge
to their position, that thiy would react to minor Soviet harassment with
vigorous protest, and that in the event of an actual blockade or even a
threat of a blockade, they would proceed, even though such action might
lead to a general war. This when USCINCEUR assumed the over-all Berlin
planning responsibility in December 1954, he became responsible for
preparing U.,S, unilateral iccess plans in conformance with this policy
and, where appropriate, coordinating them with the French or British in
an attempt to arrive at a iripartite course of action.l

a. The First Plan. [n February 1955 USCINCEUR directed CINCUSAREUR
to act as his planning repesentative and prepare plans for two unilateral
courses of action: one, tie use of force to determine Soviet intentions

1

C/N 1 to IRS, USAREU! DCSOPS to G3, 12 Jan 55, subj: Directive for
Accomplishment of Berlin P._.anning, in TS Suppl, USAREUR Ann Hist Rept,
FY 1955’ PP. 29-30, TS. Hp—lo
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if the Soviets imposed a blcckade; the other, the use of force to break
such a blockade,

(1) Use of Force o Determine Soviet Intentions. Planning was
to be based on the assumption that any Soviet refusal of passage to Allied
or West German air, rail, or vehicular traffic would be a blockade, unless
the Soviet action was obviously of only a temporary or harassing nature.
The first U.S. reaction to a blockade would be vigorous public and private
protests, followed by several attempts by properly dooumented U,S, mili-
tary personnel and vehicles ;o get past the blockade, At the same time,
the United States would spee! up traffic om any routes that might remain
open.

If these actions failed to open the blockade » and if Soviet intentions
had not been determined defiiitely by other means, the United States would
offictally notify the U,.S8.8.l. of its determination to keep 'its right of
access to Berlin even if it ")ecame necessary to resort to force, Next,
a small mounted forse--not t. exceed a reinforeced platoon at either end of
the Autobahn—followed by & :onvoy of from § to 10 U,S. military trucks,
would approach the soviet roidblock, present the proper credentials and
documents, dnd fequekt passaje. If the Soviets homored the eredentials
and let the convoy pass, the armed foroce would withdrew as soon as the
convoy had passed the check ioimt. On the other hand, if the Soviet
guards refused passage throuh the check point to either the armed force
or the convoy, the commainder of the armed force weuld indicate, orally
and in writing, that he interded to use force to pass the check point,
but that he would first walt a reasonable length of time to permit the
guards to consult their supe;ior officers. If again.refused, the sommander
ol the armed forgse would orde¢r his armed vehicles to proceed, orashing
through any Barrier blocking the read., If no additional resistance was
offered, he would then returr and order the cenvoy to proceed through the
sorridor. However, if the guards, either Soviet or satellite, opened fire
with aimed shots, or if the srmed vehicles ran into a mine field or physi-
cal barriers too large to pars, the cemmander would interpret any suoch .
oocurrencé as resistance by force and would withdraw, applying only such
countermeasures as necessary to protest his force. The convoy would not
procesd. S _

Firn plans fer a similar test in the event of Soviet interference
vith military trains were difficult to make because all members of train
crews—-except for the train commander—were employees of the West German
railroad system, and especially because ths movement of trains might be
stopped by technical as well s physical means. However, if operating
persomnel were available, an armed train would be sent im either direction,
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with ,incxmgtions to return if the Soviets fired at the train or disrupted

(2) Use of Foiwe to Break a Blockade, The objective of the
second course of action vould be to determine whether the Soviets were
prepared to risk war im order to force the Alliss out of Berlin., This
- time the armed foree wou .d be no larger than a reinforced battelien, if
comiitted at the Helmsteilt end of the Autobshn, or a reinforeed company
if at ‘the Berlin emnd. Ii addition, the force moving up from Helmstedt
would have to be prepareil to bridge the Elbe River if necessazy. Either
foroe would be ostensibl;  an escort for a militery eonvoy, but persennel
in the ‘trucks would be aimed. Properly documented, the armed force and
the convay wotld approacl the roadblock, present their credentials, and
request passage, vhich tle Soviets would either grant or refuse., In
either instanse the cenviy would proceed toward the opposite end of the
Aujobahn, atbempting to «vercome resistance on the way. If umable to
-overceme the resistance, the forces committed would disengage and with-
draw, subject to CINCUSAIEUR's approval.

- ‘Both ‘courses of aot.on provided for employing air cbservaticn planes
- and ‘tactieal alr support snd for using ammed trains. The plana ecould be
implenmentet] étther from lerlin or from Helmstedt or simultanecusly from
both pointe.  USCINCEUR lad the authority for ordering the exscution of
either eourse of acticn, with CINCUSAFE responsible for air support.’

b, FEreparations fo: Tripartite Planning. Although the questicn of
discusaing the mew U.S. ¢ceess plans with the Freneh and British was
~conaideted on several oceasions during 1955-56, no definite action was
taken at first because tle Departments of Defense and State failed to
agree abotrt ii. The Dep:rtment of State held that since a primary U,S.
objestive. in Europe at tlat time was to conclude an agreement concerning
West German sovereignty snd rearmament, and since obtaining French ratifi-
cation of such an agreement was a delicate task, it would be inappropriate
- 4o dlscuss with France a new Berlin policy that contemplated the use of
force to break a blockadé, Moreover, the British had already indicated
that their government corsidered an airlift to be the most logical answer

2. _ v
Ltr, CINCUSAREUR tc USCINCEUR, 21 May 55, subj: Berlin Planning.
GOT 381, in'TS Suppl, US{REUR Ann Hist Rept, FY 1955, pp, 30-1l. TS. Gp-l.

Jbta. 1S. Gp-l.

AG TS 2-102 Page_ 64 of 206 Pages
ao/28/62 Copygg of 50 Copies

A —————



] L
! -

to a blockade and had expressed the hope that U.S. policy on the subjeot
would not change.

In February 1955, USCIVCEUR instructed CINCUSAREUR to. initiate tri-
partite discussions concerning access plans.- The directive, ‘based upon
JCS instructions, specified that tripartite military planning was to be
carried on in coordination sith simultaneous political discussions. How-
ever, American diplomatic officials in Germany contimued to be reluctant
to discuss the subject with the British and French, because it seemed
improbable that they would igree to a tripartite position thet tied them
' in advance to the strong policy suggeated.5 USAREUR delayed the tri-
partite discusslons until lite September 1955, when the Department of
State issued formal authori:iy and guidance; and on 1l October, whean the
French and British Ambassadors did receive the "U,S. Policy on Berlin"
paper, all references to U.3. unilateral action for the use of force to
galn access to Ber %in in th; event of a Soviet blockade h&d been deleted
from this version. - .

6. Tripartite Draft Study. At a tripartite conferenoe held on 4
May 1956, the use of militar-y force was discussed. At that time the
" British and French represen:atives demurred to the proposed U.S. terms. of
reference. They did not agree to any step beyond inviting their commanders
to study the military impli:ations of the American proposals. The British
and French position was coniistent with their previously expressed re-
luctance even to infer the se of force to maintain access to Berlin,

At the request of the \llled Ambassadors, however, the three. .. -
Commanders-in-Chief agreed .0 prepare a study of the military feasibility
of such a plan., On 11 June USAREUR forwarded to the British and French a
draft study on the use of Allied military force to maintain access to

(1) Ltr, Dept of Stae to Mr. N. P. Fales, USAREUR - POLAD, 2_1 Oot 54.
(2) Ltr, Mr. Fales to Dept of State, 27 Nov 54. Both in TS Suppl USAREUR
"Ann Hist Rept, FY 1955, pp. 31-2. Both TS, Gp-l.:
5Cable 723, HICOG, Bon: to Dept of State, 11 May 55, in TS Suppl,
IBARE[]R Ann Hist Rept H l J56 Pe 390 Tso Gp"'lo

6Memo, C/USAREUR G3 P&’ Br to ACofS G3, 8 May 56, subj: Tripartite

Discussions in Implementatiin of NSC 5404/1, US Pblioy on Berlin, in TS
Suppl, USAREUR Ann Hist Rep', FY 1956, p. 39. TS. Gp-l.

7
Ibld. TS, Gp=-l,
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Berlin as a basis for a.coordinated paper to be. submitted to the respestive
ambassadors: in July. The study concluded that the use of limited Allied:
military forces to deternine Soviet intentions to reopen apcess would not:
be: foasible via rail and water routes. However,, the use of force.via the.
Autiobahn could be envisaged, In the air corridor-the use of limited milir
tary foree: would be possible if air trevel was restricted by Soviet air-
craft, but if air travel was restricted by physicel obstruction and:
jammuing, force shomld not be used. In general, it .was.thounght that. the
Soviets weuld not react if force was used to break the blockade by air:

or road,.

To dimouss this draft, a tripartite meeting was held in Heidelberg in:
July 1956, at which time the British and French made oprtain recommenda-.
tions. that were incorporated into the text, The French accepted the new-
draft, but the British recommended two further changes: that a reinforced
alert, should be declared before. limited force action, was. undertaken and’
that the Allied: forees.employed for this operation should be desigmated as:
NATO. forees,

Barly in the discusslone it became apparemt that the British and
French. were still opposed to the use of limited force. becauss. of its
impact. on: NATO and the inierent danger of bringing on. a generel war, As
a result, the action: recomsnded: in the study's final form was of a much
milder nature than the: United Statea had sought.® It was obvious that
the reascns why the study did not: lend full support to the National
Security- Council's policy on Berlin wers political rether than military.9

Based on this tripariite study, the Al1ies prepared a plan which
cutlined: their intended a:tions to counter a pessible access threat. In.
the. event of serious haraisment, such as the substitution of East German
for Soviet officials at tie check: points, the Allies would protest and
negotiate at ambassadoria . levels, and ultimately in the United Nations.
These moves would be agcoripanied by  public statements and news releases
at appropriate level-a-,lo' The Soviets would be held' responsible for any

8

(1) Draft Study, Use of Allied Military Force to Maintain Access
to: Berlin, 26 Jul 56. NOI'ORN, except U.K. %:3 DF, UBAREUR G3 to DCS,,
3 Nov- 56, same subj. Botl in TS Suppl, USAREUR Ann Hist. Rept, FY 1957,
Pe 49. Both TS. Gp-l.

9

Ltr, Gen H. I. Hodes, CINCUSAREUR, te Hon James B. Conant, U.S.
Ambassador to Germany, 6 lov 56, im TS Suppl, USAREUR Ann Hist Rept, FY
1957,15.‘ 49, TS. Gp-l.

Cable SX-~6934, CIN(USAREUR to USCINCEUR, 8 Nov 57, in TS Suppl,
USAREUR Ann Hist Rept, FY 1957, p. 49, TS. Gp-l.
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action against the Western position in Berlin, whoever carried out such
- aotion, .If access.to Berlin was seriously threatened, the Alljes would
intensify the use of all remaining neans,of'iOcdss in an effort to gain
public support and to.arouse vcrld_opinion,l_:ﬁOthpr tripartite. plans
were prepared calling for the use of limited military force at both ends
of the Autobahn to determire Soviet intentions and to demonstrate that
the Allies refused to relirquish voluntarily their right of access to
Berlin, If this course of action disclosed that the Soviets were prepared
to deny Allied access forsibly, however, no additional action would be
taken and no additional forces would be committed to Berlin. Instead,
~appropriate mobilization measures would be initiated, with the dual
purpose of convincing the.Fussians of the seriousness of the situation
and of preparing the Allie¢ forces for general war. .Actually, most of
. the planned aotion would bc~ttk£3,by the United States, but in coordina-
tion with the other two powsrs. _ o I

de Unilateral Plannirg. In addition to the foregoing plans, and in
conformance with USEUCQM Jcint OPLAN 10-55, USAREUR prepared EP 103 on a
unilateral basis, This plan outlined measures to be taken to determine
Soviet intentions and to rezain access to Berlin, if necessary, For this
purpose, a reinforced battalion was to move along the Autobahn toward
Berlin and a reinforced infantry company toward Helmstedt, with the mission
of clearing the routes to Barlin until stopped by a superior force 13

e. The "Use of Force" Congcept Grows. The basic difference between

- tripartite and unilateral acess concepts contimued to be evident through-
out 1957-1958: in the even. of a blockade, tripartite policy called for
mobilizing world opinion agiinst the Soviets as a ﬂ§§at step, whereas the
United States intended to r:open access routes by forse.l4 During the
last four months of 1958, hiwever, a significant change began to take
place. By then the Saviets had begun to step up their harassment of land,
wvater, and air access route: to Berlin in an obvious attempt to force the
Allies to recognize the so-:alled German Democratic Republic (GDR). On 13

11 o
Draft Study on Berlin, 24 Sep 57,loited above. TS. Gp-l.
2JCS 1907/154, 7 May '8, subjs Broad Policy Guidance Under Which
USAREUR Planned for Defense of Berlin, 27 Aug 58, in USAREUR Ops Div Trp
Ops Br files. TS, Gp-l.
13 B : : . .
Draft Study on Berlin, 24 Sep 57,.oited_above. TS. Gp-l.
lALtr, Dept of State to AMEMB, Bonn, 12 Mar 59, subj: ﬁeriin
Contingenoy Planning. In Burlin Bde G3 Plans Br files. SECRET.
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" September the Soviet Cormandant in Berlin declared that the GDR was
~competent. to deal with "he Western Allies on all matters affecting

" Berlin and East Germany In October USAREUR EP 103 was revieed to

- 8trass the faot that in the event of an attempted Soviet blockade the
“United States would take: immediate and forceful eounteractions even

: ‘bhongh i they. might lead ‘o a general war. However, the planned courses
.- of @ction-~first probin; Soviet intentions and subsequently committing
a‘aba‘tfbali%-size tank-irfantry force to reepen the Autobashn—wremained
“the same.

‘The .6emonth ultimaium, issued by Mr. Khrushchev in November 1958,

~-according to which all )rotocols and agreements entered into by the

" UeSeSeRe with respect t« Berlin were abrogated and the city was to be

- demilitarized and declared a free city by 27 May 1959,16 led to a new
state of tension. In tle face of the ultimatum, however, the Western

"Allies initiated policy discussions, and on 4 April 1959 issued a new

“tripartite ambassadorial policy directive, entitled "Berlin Contingency

“Planning," -which provided for a contingency force to reopen ground

- acoess routes to Barlin 17 :

- f. Revision of US/REUR EP 103, Meanwhile, USAREUR had prepared a
- mew version of EP 103, In addition to the two courses of action listed

An the previous plan, the new plan included:three others that called for
- more: definite counteraction to a Soviet blockade. The first of these
‘provided for the use of a combat command to reopen the access route -in
.much the same manner as had been prescribed in the first two courses.
The -second ‘stipulated that an entire armored division would perform the
“task. Both the first ard the second envisioned that the forces respomsi-
" ble for reopening access would subsequently assume control of the
-Agkeobakie The third course of action provided for the extrication of
“personnel and equipment 3detained by Soviet or GDR 'authorilgies in the
vicinity of Helmstedt, if that contingenocy should arise.l

-15
(1) USAREUR Sp Intel Est 2-59, 28 Feb 59, cited above, pp. 5-10,
‘TS, GlgPlo
1

Gable 320, USMIM to Dept of State, 12 Nov 58, in USAREUR Ann Hist,
‘FY 1959, pp. 26<7. TS (info used SECRET). Gp-l.
17

Annex B, USEUCOM Ann Hist Rept, 1960, pp. 15«6, TS. Gp-l.
18
USAREUR EP 103, 27 May 59, in USAREUR Ann Hist, FY 1959, pp. 30-1,
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g New Tripartite Plans. Based on the tripartite policy directive
of April 1959, the Allies cdordinated their plans for probing Soviet
intentions es to a possible Berlin blockade and regaining ground access
in the event of a blockade. In the spring of 1960 both the British and
French published plans providing for a probe force at each end of the
Autobahn and also outlining the action of a reinforced battalion to re-
open that access road. Later in the year, USAREUR published EP's 112
and 113, and Berlin Commané completed Operations Plans BACK STROKE and
LUCKY STRIKE, providing for similar actions. These plans, along with
four Allied Staff instructions, on which they were based, were still in
effect at the end of 1961.17 4 |

h. Larger Forces and Nuclear Weapons.

(1) EP 103 (Exparded). On 19 May 1961 the Joint Chiefs of
Staff directed USCINCEUR tc develop new plans for reopening ground access
to Berlin, These plans were to outline the employment of larger units
and were to be based on the assumptions that all operations would be
opposed ostensibly by East German forces only, that muclear weapons would
not be used, and that the forces of the Federal Republic would participate.
By mid-June USAREUR had coupleted a new draft outline plan, referred to as
EP 103 (Expanded). Bundesyehr participation in operations on East German
territory, however, was not planned because it was thought to be politically
unsound and that it would undoubtedly evoke intervention by Soviet as well
as Satellite forces, Morecver, since the German gound forces were not
ready for sustained offens:!ve combat in East Germany, they could be
committed more effectively for defensive missions in West -Germany.

As outlined in the dreft, the reinforced U.S, VII Corps would be
assembled just west of Helustedt, if the United States was denled acoess
to the Autobahn. On order the corps would move the 4th Armored Divislon,
followed by the 24th and 8{h Infantry Divisions, eastward along the
Autobahn. If East German nilitary forces opposed the movement, the corps
would attack with the objective of securing a 12 to 20-mile corridor
centered on the Autobahn. Consideration would also be given to the
employment of helicopter-birne troops to seize the bridge over the Elbe
River. The corps would pruceed as rapidly as possible along the axis of
advance, and would be dispused along the entire length of the route to
insure the uninterrupted fiow of traffic between Helmstedt and Berlin,

1

_9(1) CINCBOAR's (Live Oak) Plan "Operation Free Style" (U), 12 May
60. EUCOM TS 4474. (2) ((INCBOAR's (Live Oak) Plan "Operation Trade
Wind," 11 Jun 60, B 1161/5'4G. EUCQM TS 4550. (3) USAREUR EF 112, 20
Sep 60, (4) USAREUR EP 1.3, 20 Sep 60. All TS. Gp-l.
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A Hawk missile. battalion would be deployed to provide air defense of the
Elbe River -crossing sit:. .If the VII Corps attack ‘was endangered ‘by
substantial East German foroces, Seventh Army would be prepared to assume
- . control of tactical.groind operations,.and on order, wonld commit the V
Corps .in-an attack in tie general direction of Kassel-Berlin, -

-+ Upon initiation of ground action, USAFE would establish a 24~hour
alr patrol of the Autobihn and would provide a mixed strike and air
defense force. Additional forces on ground alert 'would be available on
call, Before the initiiition of operations, however, Strategic Army Corps
(STRAC) forces~~presumaiily from the United States-—would be positioned

to reinforce the line wakened by the commitment of VII Corps; the German
I Corps would be moved "0 an area near its General Alert Order (GAO)
positions north of Helmitedt;. the German III Corps would:be moved to an
area near Kassel; the Gurman II Corps would be redeployed initially to .
cover the sector vacatec by the U.S. VII Corps, then meve to its.GAO
positions after STRAC firces were positioned; and logistical support
units and supplies woulc be moved to locations from which the ‘operation
could be supported,

. -After careful study, USCINCEUR.submitted the ocutline plan to the -
Joint Chiefs of. Staff ir‘late July, listing both his own and CINCUSAREUR's
objections to the basic aasumptions., First of -all, the assumption that
only East German forces would oppose the access operation was considered
totally invalid, In addition, -the :general war posture of U.S. ground and
air forces would be materially reduced: OCINCUSAREUR believed :that, before
comnitting major forces to an access operation, a smaller force should be
employed to test East German intentions, as provided in the then~current
Plan, The use of such & force might bring about Soviet intervention, in
. which case decisiong concerning expansion of the operation could be made.
To impress upon the Sovists the seriousness of: their access denial, NATO
-and U.S, forces might evsn.move to their battle .stations before the execu-
tion of probe operationg, = - . ' LT ot

A decision to commit a U.S. force of sufficient strength to prevent
defeat by Satellite forc:s would have to be based on the possibility, and
even the probability, of Soviet military intervention and the resultant
"clear-cut" possibility of general war; measures would ‘therefore have to
be taken first to insure that .the West would be’ fully prepared for this.
contingency. The Presidint should declare American intentions to the .
Soviets, outlining the gineral. actions they could expect: if a second force
was denied access, At liast two, and possibly three » STRAC divisions.
should be.moved to Europ: to strengthen positions weakened by the commit-
ment of USAREUR forces aid to pose a strategic threat to the East Germans.
All U.S. general war.fori:es ghould be placed on. an appropriate alert -
status and NATO units shiuld be mobilisged to full strength. LANDCENT .
elements should be deplo:ed to their GAO positions and dependents should
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be evacuated both from Berlin and from the remainder of Europe. If these
measures brought no results, U.S. access operations could begin.

(2) Augmentation end Nuclear Weapons. Following the construction
of the Berlin wall in August, the Joint Chiefs of Staff directed that a
second series of plans be developeds One of these plans would incorporate
the use of nuclear weapons, and all would be based on the assumption that
USAREUR had been augmented ty either a 2, 4, or 6-division force. They
were to be both unilateral &nd tripartite.

The four outline plans, prepared by USCINCEUR and his component
commanders, were based on the previously submitted corps access plan and
the more recent guidance. In his introductory statement, USCINCEUR warned
that a major risk would be involved in implementing any one of the four
plans., In addition to the possibility of explosive escalation to general
war, they would offer the Scviets an opportunity to seize the initiative
in the use 3{ conventional veapons, and in enlarging the arena of their
employment,

(3) A Third Concert. In early November CINCUSAREUR was asked
to comment on a third planning concept, envisioned by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, that provided for four types of military action——all designed to
maintain Allied access to Berlin and to preserve the NATO alliance.

As the first type of military action--Phase I-~the Joint Chiefs of
Staff proposed that, if Soviet or East German aotion interfered with
Berlin access but was short of definitive blockage, the three Allied
Powers should execute Berlir contingency plans, to include tripartitely-
agreed probes of Soviet inte¢ntions by a platoon-sisze force, with provi-
sion for taoctical air support. In his comment CINCUSAREUR added that the
Allies should attempt to visrualize the various actions that their oppo-
nents might take and should develop tripartitely-approved counteractions,
so that they could react quickly and keep the Soviets and East Germans
off balance.

20(1)_ Cable ECJCJ=9-1(0451, USCINGEUR to CINCUSAREUR; CINCUSAFE;
CMSOTFE, 23 May 61. (2) Itr, USAREUR to USCINCEUR, 13 Jun 61, subj:
Berlin Contingenoy Planning (U}, AEAGC-OP. (3) Ltr, USEUCOM to JCS,
24 Jul 61, subj: Revision cf US Unilateral Berlin Contingenoy Plans (U).
EGIO'J. All Tso Gp"3.

21 ,
' (1) DF, USAREUR DCSUPS to CofS, 15 Sep 61, subj: Access Plans
(U)e AG TS 40-91, Gp-3. (2) Min, Component Commanders' Conference,
Hq USEUCOM, 21 Sep 61. AG 1S 75-101, NCF(RN. Gp-l. Both TS.
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In Phase II, which might occur if the Soviets or East Germans were
determined to block Allied access to Berlin in spite of the first tri-
partite military probes. the Joint Chiefs of Staff proposed such non—
combat activities as an economic embargo, maritime harassment, and United
Netions actions. During this period the Allies would also mobilize and
reinforce rapidly, thus iumproving their capability to execute military
actions. CINCUSAREUR comunented that his first concern pertained to mili-
tary readiness measures, and more specifically to the strengthening of
the Army forces in Europe, He again recommended that in conjunction with
& buildup by the Allies, JSAREUR be reinforced with additional divisions
not later than during the period immediately following the failure of a
platoon-size probe. A 2-division balanced force, deployed and ready for
employment, would be the ninimum requirement. Another matter to be
considered before the outireak of hostilities was the evacuation of non-
combatants from Europe to the United States. If evacuation was ordered,
it would have to be compl:ted--at least in Germany-—before Phase III was
initiated.,

Phase III of the pla: specified military actions to be taken by the
Allies if the Soviets sti .l blocked either alr or ground access., The
Allies would either expani non-nuclear air actions, against a background
of expanded ground defens:ve strength, in order to gain local air
superiority, or they wouli! expand non-nuclear ground operations into East
Germany by using division-.size or larger forces, with strong air support.
CINCUSAREUR pointed out tliat while the plan provided for the selection of
one of two courses of act:on, depending upon which access route was
blocked, the Allies would have to be prepared to execute both actions
simultaneously. Moreover planning for expanded air actions would have
to be based on clearly-de:i'ined military objectives and missions. CINC-
USAREUR recommended that ‘he tripartite force, considered necessary to
accomplish the action to le taken in Phase III, should not exceed a
maximum of one division, :ncluding one U.S. armored combat command,

In Phase IV the Joint Chiefs of Staff provided for the employment of
nuclear weapons if the Soviets continued to encroach upon vital Allied
interests. At first the Vestern Allies would launch selective nuclear
attacks for the preliminary purpose of demonstrating their will to use
nuclear weapons. They would next make limited tactical use of muclear
weapons to achieve an additional significant tactical advantage. Finally,
they would execute general nuclear war measures, if necessary, CINC-
USAREUR commented here thet because of the special problems involved in
selecting and releasing nuclear weapons, SACEUR should be responsible for
the release of each weapon during the first stage of Phase IV and that
targets should be within the area of operations, CINCUSAREUR believed that
the releasing authority ccntained in the land battle program was adequate
for the next stage, but that an essential part of any plan would be a
selective R-hour message giving appropriate commanders the releasing
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authority for the use of nuclear weapons in and adjacent to the access
area, No new or special rel:ase system was required. The essential factor
would be a positive command :ommnication link between USEUCOM headquarters
and the releasing commander, so that the decision to employ muclear weapons
could be acted upon immediat:ly,<2

31. (TS) Other Access Plan:

a. (TS) USAREUR Support of Air Access Planning. USAFE was given the
responsibility for preparing tripartite and unilateral plans designed to
maintain access to Berlin th-ough the three air corridors. USAREUR, of
course, always had a direct Interest in such plans because of the support
functions it would have to aisume. Following the joint Soviet-East
German "air corridor declara:ion" of 1957 and repeated Soviet and GDR
actions in early 1958, the Uinited States had to prepare for additional
contingencies. The USEUCOM iir Contingency Plan, published in June 1958,
outlined specific responsibilities for USAFE and USAREUR in the event of
an effective blockage of the air corridors.

To carry out ground supjort responsibilities, USAREUR--when directed
by USCINCEUR—-was to move, br surface means, the cargo and personnel
normally transported by mili.ary airoraft. In addition, USAREUR alert
measures would be executed, .'orces would be maintained in readiness for
general war, and intelligenc: efforts would be intensified to determine
Soviet and East German inten.ions. Strong news coverage efforts would be
made to mobilize world opiniin against the Soviet Union.23

be (S) Access to East Berlin. The erection of the Berlin wall in
August 1961 spurred the prepiration of two local plans that were to be
implemented upon USCINCEUR's orders if the Soviets or East Germans
attempted to block access to east Berlin completely. Berlin Command
Operations Plan 3-6, publish:d late in October, outlined action to be
taken should the Friedrichst -asse entry point to East Berlin be closed,
and Berlin Command OPLAN 3-7, published in November, made provisions for
"nosing down" sections of th: newly-erected wall. '

If the execution of OPL/N 3-6 was ordered, the U.S. garrison in
Berlin would assume a state «f alert and move a 2-team task force to _

22 ' '
USAREUR Ann Hist, 196., pp. 57-62. TS. Gp-l.

23(1) Cable SX-6941, C RCUSAREUR to USCINCEUR, 8 Nov 57, in USAREUR
Ops Div Trp Ops Br files. CIONF. (2) CINCUSAFE's Plan "Operation JACK
PINE" (U), 12 May 60, in Annix B, USEUCQM Ann Hist Rept, 1960, pp. 15-6,
(3) USAREUR ep 1013 (former.y EP 107), 14 Sep 59. In USAREUR Ops Div TS
Control., Both TS. All Gp-l1
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the Friedrichstrasse crossiig point. With one force acting as a reserve
some 500 yards away, the otlier force would remove the barriers blocking
the orossing, demolish all ¢bstacles, and then withdraw immediately.

OPLAN 3-7 provided for another action which might or might not be
performed simultaneously wi'h the reopening of the Friedrichstrasse entry
point. Should the order be given to execute this plan, five additional
teams, each composed of two tanks and one or more armored-personnel-
carrier-mounted infantry squads, would deploy with orders to "nose down"
sections of the wall at sca .tered, designated locatlions, These teams
would also withdraw immedia‘ely after completing their assigned missions.24

co (TS) Steinstuecke: Access Planning. (S) Following the August
1958 incident when approximitely 800 East German policemen entered Stein-
stuecken and captured a refigee,?5 the problem of guaranteeing U.S, access
to the exclave became acute. Since the situation would be greatly .improved
if the United States contro.led an access route to the island, considera-
tion was given to offering ‘he Soviets two other West Berlin exclaves in
exchange for a land corrido:' between West Berlin and Steinstuecken. Such
a transaction would be no gi.eat loss to the United States, since access
to Nuthe Wiese had not been permitted since 1952, and for all practical
purposes, Wueste Mark had busen integrated into the Soviet Zone. The West
German government agreed to the proposal, and in late 1958 the Soviets
were approached with regggd to an exchange of land., These efforts, how-
ever, were unsuccessful,

(S) In early 1960, th«: deanger that a Steinstuecken incident might
present a major challenge to U,3, prestige and intentions led to a detailed
study aimed at clarifying U S, and West Berlin access rights to the exclave,
It was proposed at that tim« that, if an incident developed at Steinstuecken,
two West Berlin police officiials should attempt to visit the island to
investigate., If they were (lsanied access, two U,S. officials would make a

24(1) Berlin Comd OPL/N 3-6, 28 Oct 61, (2) Berlin Comd OPLAN 3-7,
20 Nov 61, Both in USAREUR Ops Div Trp Ops Br files., Both SECRET. Gp-4.

25
For background infortation, see Chapter 15, UNCLAS,

26
(1) USBER Memo, Mr. Burns to Richard V. Hennes, 16 Oct 58, subj:
Possible Resolution of the :iteinstuecken Problem. SECRET, (2) Airgram
CN 1169, USBER to Seoy State; AMEMB, Bonn, 23 Oct 58, (3) Foreign
Service Dispatch 261, Dept «f State to USBER, 7 Oot 58, subj: Further
Developments Concerning Ste nstuecken, All in USAREUR Ops Div Trp Ops
Br files, Both CONF,
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similar attempt; and if they were also refused passage, the United States,
itself, should propose the establishment of a land corridor to the exclave
in oxchang for a part, or--as a last resort--all of the other 'bwo '
exclaves,

(S) After careful study of these proposals it was decided that a land
exchange offer would probably be futile, since a similar effort had falled
in 1958, The essence of the Steinstuecken problem was that the United
States had apparently hesitated to treat it in the same manner in which
other Berlin problems were Landled; and that this hesitation, in the face
of an incident, would probatly arouse as much public indignation as the
August 1958 incident. For these reasons, it would be essential that, in -
oase of an incident, the U.S, forces execute immediately some form of overt,
readily identifiable measure, In May, USCOB was therefore directed to
prepare a plan based on the assumptions that the Soviets and/or East Germans
might oreate an incident at Steinstuecken and that a polit:l.aal decision
would be made to reestablisk access to the 1sland. B

(S) The resulting plar--Berlin Command OPLAN 3-3, published in ‘April
1961—outlined three courses of actiont Should an incident ocour at’
Steinstuecken, USCOB.would ask USAREUR to approve the dispatch of a
vehicle-mounted and/or helikorne military police patrol that would-test
Soviet intentions of blocking U.S. access. The second course of action
provided for a Berlin Commani alert and the dispatch of a tank-infantry
task force to an assembly ar:a near the exclave., While this unit stood
by, the military police patrsl would be dispatched with instructions to
proceed to the scene of the incident, capture or reject unauthorized
personnel, restore order, ani evacuate persons seeking asylum. If the
patrol was unable t6 handle the situation, the third course of action
‘would be taken: the task for:e would proceed to the exclave, using’ suoh

(1) Ltr, USBER to Dest of States AMEMB, Bonn, 2 Mar 60, subjs:
Steinstuecken Proposal. (2) Ltr, USCOB to CINCUSAREUR, 4 Mar 60, subjs: .
Steinstuecken., USCOB 250/17, (35 DF, USAREUR ACofS G3 to CofS, 18 Mar
60, subjs Steinstuecken Projosal, AEAGC. All in USAREUR Ops Div Trp
Ops Br files. All SECRET. 1o Gp. ' ‘

28(1) Ltr, USCOB to CIJCUSAREUR, 5 Apr 60, subj: Steinstuecken
USCB 250/17. (2) 24 Ind, :ame to same, 1 Jun 60, same subj. (3) DF,
USAREUR DCSOPS to GofS, 24 Jin 60, subj: Steinstuecken (U). AEAGC-OP
250/17. All in USAREUR Ops Div Trp Ops Br files. All SECRET, No Gp.
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force as required to gain access and to accomplish this mission .29

(S) The question of access rights became acute in August 1961, when
the East Germans isolated the island by erecting barbed wire entanglements,
In order to reduce the rerction time in the event of an incident s USAREUR
propogsed that USCOB be aul horized to implement, at his discretion, the
first two courses of acticn ggeciﬁed in OPIAN 3-3 without further refer-
ence to higher headquarters.

(TS) This proposal, however, was not approved. At a White House
meeting on 16 September i1 was decided that if an incident occurred at
Steinstuecken, or if access to the exclave was interrupted, USCOB would
be authorized to implement Course of Action 4 of the plan by dispatching
& vehicular-mounted and/or heliborne military police patrol to test the
communist intentions of blocking U.S. access. If the situation required
movement into the assembly area or the dispatch of the task force,
instructions would have to be obtained from Washington. This directive
wag subsequently modified +hen USCOB was instructed to no tify CINCUSAREUR
or USCINCEIR even before inmplementing Course of Action A. If the need
for implementing the remaining courses of action aros e, USCOB wou%g have
to obtain authority from U3SCINCEIR and keep CINCUSAREIR informed.

(1) Ltr, USC®B to Sibor Units, 19 Apr 61, subj: Berlin Plan for
Steinstuecken (S). AEABGC* SEGRET. Gp~i. (25 Berlin Coml OPLAN 3-3
(U), 18 Apr 61, Berlin Com¢ Plen for Stelnstuecken (S). SECRET. NOFCRN.
Gp=3.
30

Cable COB~-498, USCCE/CG USAB to CINCUSAREUR, 27 Dec 61. SECRET.
e

(1) Cable SX-5370, CINCUSAREUR to USCINCER, 5 Sep 61. SECRET.
(2) Cable JCS-1517, CJOS to Gen Norstad, 16 Sep é1, as quoted in EGJCJ=~O-
101212, USCINCEUR to CINCUSAREUR; USCOB, same date. TSe Both Gp-3.
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Chapter 9

Evacuation Plaming (S)

32, (TS) Early Unilate:Q_j_L]._a__qn_i_r_;g

ae (TS) For Evacurtion by Air. EUCOM's 1951 General Alert Order
contained an anmex that called for the air evacuation of Berlin non-
combatents from Tempelhoi Airfield to Orly Air Base. In that same year,
however, CINCEUR directec that airfields in southern England be used as
primary destination points, and also that there should be a “orash"
evacuation plan. A liaison group was established in Landon to arrange
with the British Govermment for the use of Burtonwood Air Base, and a
revised plan was developed, This plan provided for a brief warning
period, evacuation by elenents of Twelfth Air Force directly from Berlin
to Burtonwood, and the staging and reception of evacuess in England by
the 1iaison group. In adiition, Twelfth Air Force would be prepared to
airlift noncombatants to Orly, if a crash plan was ordered, and COMZ
would be prepared to provide logistical support and to move the_evacuees
to other points fer subsejuent evacuation to the United States.l

b. (8) For Surface Evacuation. Evacuation Plan OVERLAND, first
‘drafted in 1951, was the inly existent Berlin surface evacuation plan until
1953. Though it could be executed only under normal conditions, OVERLAND
was considered the primary plan for evacuation, on the assumption that sur-
face movement could be ac:omplished without Soviet interference, thereby
eliminating the need for m air evacuation. The plan envisaged evacu-
ation operations by militiry trains and privately-owned vehicles at a

1

TS Suppl, EOCOM Com! Rept, 1951, pp. 89-92, TS, Gp-1
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steady but not an emergency _oace.2

In 1953 it was felt thet a plan was needed to evacuate the U.S.
noncombatants from Berlin mcre rapidly., A plan was developed, there-
fore, for a rapid phase-out of dependents (RAPOD) and certain other
personnel under conditions "short" of a full emergency. The operation
itself would be similar to taat previously planned, but at a much faster
pace, This plan was also based on the assumption that the Soviets would
not interfere with surface travel.3

33. (T8) [Iripartite Planniig

a. (S) Operation TRIP.E PLAY, In December 1951 the Allied Com-
manders-in-Chief had agreed in over-all emergency measures for the tri-
partite air evacuation of noicombatants from Berlin. Each commander,
however, reserved the right ;o take unilateral action after consultation
with the other two. In support of this agreement, tripartite draft plans
were completed on two occasiions, but they were in each case deficient
because of the omission of ditail.

Throughout 1953 and the first half of 1954, a tripartite group
worked on the draft of a new plan--Operation TRIPLE PLAY. As originally
conceived, TRIPLE PLAY was t» be implemented by order of the three
Commanders-in-Chief. Each nition would begin the air evacuation of its
own noncombatants before enturing into a joint effort; zonal airfields
would not be used as destinalion points except with the approval of the
respective Commanders-in-Chicf.4 The plan called for the air evacuation
of dependents and civilian erployees in Berlin, for whom the Allies were
responsible, on a non~crash liasis and directly to destinations in France
and Great Britain. In addit:on, selected German nationals, members of
friendly missions, tourists, and local residents who were citizens of the
three Allied countries would be evacuated. If the evacuation had to be
conducted on a crash basis, I'rench and American nationals would be moved
by air to Rhein/Main and British nationals to Duesseldorf. From those

2
(1) Berlin Mil Post Evacuation Plan "Overland," 23 Feb 51, in
Berlin Mil Post Comd Rept, 1¢51, pp. 77-8. (2) Berlin Comd Hist Rept,
1 Jan 53 - 30 Jun 54, p. 110, Both SECRET. No Gp.
3
Ltr, Berlin Comd to CINCUSAREUR, 13 Jan 54, subj: Rapid Phase-
Out of Dependents and Certair Other Personnel (RPD), in Berlin Comd Hist
Rept, 1 Jan 53 - 30 Jun 54, p. 112, SECRET. No Gp.
4

IRS, USAREUR ACofS G3 to DCofS Ops, 5 Sep 53, subj: TRIPLE PLAY.
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points British evacuees would be flown to off-continent destinations,
French nationals would le moved to Franch by land routes, and Americans
would be transported overland to staging areas in accordance with the
then-current USAREUR plen.d

b, (S) Plans to Ivacuate the U.S. Garrison. Participation in tri-
partite noncombatant evicuation planning did not prevent USAREUR from

preparing unilateral plins for the evacuation of the U.S. garrison.

It was a firmly amrounced U.S. policy that the maintenance of the
Western position in Ber!in was of paramount importance to the Western
Allies, and that, since Berlin could not be abandoned except at the cost
of a major political reversal, they should not leave the city for any
reason. On the other hend, because of the risk of a general war, the
United Kingdom and France had hesitated to approve the idea of making a
stand in Berlin if a cormunist invasion appeared imminent. Though the
United States had convirced its two Allies of the wisdem of maintaining
the Western position in Berlin, U.S. contingency plans still had to take
into account the possibility of a unilateral air evacwation of the U.S.
garrison, Therefore, all USAREUR air evacuation plans for Berlin pre-
pared up to 1958 included a "U.S. eyes only" annex providing for the -
continuation of airlift operations, after the completion of the non-
combatant evacuation, which would allow for the evacuation of the U.S.
troops should a decisior be made.6

c. (TS) USAREUR-USAFE Disagreements. USCINCEUR assigned CINCUSAFE
and CINCUSAREUR certain areas of responsibility for the preparation of
Joint Berlin air evacuation plans, but delegated to CINCUSAREUR the respon-
sibility for directing the implementation of these plans. USAFE, however,
apparently objected that the principle of unified command did not apply
to the field of air evacuation, Thus specific areas of disagreement
arose concerning commanc relationships, evacuee movement control from
the altermate to the primary destination, and the determination of the
western terminal of the airlift, all of which revolved around the basic
issue of CINCUSAREUR's euthority.”?

5
Draft, Operation TRIPLE PLAY (Final), undtd, in USAREUR Ann Hist

(1) USAREUR Ann Elst Rept, 1 Jan 53 - 30 Jun 54, pp. 191-3. Gp-l.
(2) Berlin Comd Hist Rept, FY 1958, p. 116. No Gp. Both SECRET,
7

(1) Ltr, USAREUR 3ofS to USAFE CofS, 12 Mar 56. In USAREUR SGS
(1956) files, Item 5, T3, No Gp. (2) Wkly Sum of Maj Actions Taken by
CINCUSAREUR and Gen Offe of USAREUR, 8 Feb 56, in USAREUR Ann Hist Rept,
FY 1956, pp. 16975, SEJRET (info used CONF)., Gp-l.
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These differences of ojinion were brought to light during the staffing
of the draft of Operation TAIPLE PLAY in 1955, USAFE objected to the
designation of Burtonwood Alr Base as the primary destination for approxi-
mately 3,000 U.S. noncombatints from Berlin, with the Air Force responsible
for thelr logistical suppori, It would have preferred to terminate the
airlift at Rhein/Main, or some other West German airfield, so that its
aireraft would be released s soon as possible., In addition, USAFE asked
for the latitude to accompl‘sh the evacuation in the manner best suited to
the situation existing at tiie time. Another USAFE suggestion was separa-
tion of the Berlin evacuees into two groups: those for whom the Depart-
ment of State was responsib e, who would be airlifted to Benelux' fields,
and those for whom the Depa -tment of Defemse was responsible, who would
be transported to West Germiny. CINCUSAREUR, however, did not approve of
the use of such close-in de.tinations under alert conditions, except on a
crash basis, He proposed Birdeaux as an alternate 30 Burtonwood, and a
Benelux field (if available 1instead of Rhei <

de (TS) Approval of ‘RIPLE PLAY. During the USAREUR-USAFE dispute
the British became seriousl; concerned over USAREUR's failure to act on the
proposed Operation TRIPLE Pl AY. Since reaching an agreement on a tri-
partite evacuation plan for Berlin was in the best U.S. interests, USAREUR
suggested that USAFE concur in the plan as written and that revisions be
made at a leter date if neocessary. USAFE agreed, and in July 1956 CINC-
USAREUR approved the proposed plan, The British and French agreed to it
shortly afterward, and late that year, after almost four years of work
and negotiations, the plan {or Operation TRIPLE PLAY was published,

34+ (8) GChanges in Evacugtion Concepts

as Deemphagis of Surfece Evacuation, By 1956 there were three
evacuation plans for U.S. ncncombatants in Berlin: an air plan, which
could be exsouted either unilaterally or in conjunction with Operation
TRIFLE FLAY, and two surface plans, both similar except for the rapidity
with which they would be imrlemented. CINCUSAREUR insisted that reliance

8
(1) Ltr, USAFE CofS to USAREUR CofS, 3 Apr 56. In USAREUR SGS
(1956) files, TS. (2) Sum Sheet, USAREUR ACofS G3, 17 Apr 56, subj:
Noncombatant Air Evacuation of Berlin, (3) DF, USAREUR ACofS G3 to
CofS, 13 Apr 56, subj: TRIFLE PLAY, Both in USAREUR Ann Hist Rept, FY
1956, pp. 169-70, Both SECR:IT. A1l Gp-1.
9

(1) Ltr, USAFE CofS t> USAREUR CofS, 4 Jun 56, In USAREUR SGS
(1956) files. TS. (2) IF, USAREUR ACofS G3 to CofS, 14 May 56, subj:
Outline Plan Operation TRIPL PLAY, in USAREUR Ann Hist Rept, FY 1956,
PPe 169-75. SECRET. Both G»>-1, ‘ :
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be placed upon an airli't; CINCUSAFE thought that surface transportation
should be given priorit;’. USCINCEUR directed that major planning emphasis
be placed on surface trunsportation,with air evacuation to be used only
vwhen surface travel was impossible.io The idea that Berlin could probably
be evacuated through the exclusive use of surface means, however, was by
necessity gradually abandoned. Increased Soviet and East German harass-
ment on the Autobahn andl at the rail check points proved that it would be
unrealistic to assume tlere would be no interference with a surface eva-
cuation, Evacuation Plin OVERLAND was subsequently cancelled, and the
rapld phase-out Elan wa: revised to combine the use of air and surface
transportation,l

b. Change in Off-/.cading Points. In early 1957 USCINCEUR directed
that Burtonwood be dele'ed as a destination airfield in the U,S. portion
of the recently published tripartite plan because of its vulnerability.
Instead, Bordeaux and Rlein/Main were designated as off-loading points
for the evacuees, with USAREUR assuming responsibility both for their
logistical support at temporary stopovers and for their movement to an
established safehaven. Although USAREUR objected, because the es-
teblished safehavens we:;e already overtaxed, the decision stood, and in
May 1957 TRIPIE PLAY was revised accordingly.12

¢e Evacuation of {pecified Aliens. In addition to U.S. non-
combatants, certain non-U.S. nationals also had to be air-evacuated
from Berlin. Specifically, it was in the interest of U.S. intelligence
agencies in Berlin to evacuate certain alien noncombatants of critical
importance to protect them from exposure that might damage their future
usefulness. In 1956 anc¢ 1957 USEUCOM provided the necessary guidance,
which was incorporated :nto an appendix to the evacuation plan in 1958
and published as a separate USAREUR plan in early 1959. A number of air
evacuation spaces for specified aliens were reserved and each U.S,

10(l) Ltr, CINCUSAREUR to USCOB, 9 Jul 56, subj: Emergency Eva-
cuation of U.S. Noncombsatants from Berlin by Surface Means (C). AEAGC-
PL 371.2 GC. (2) DF, USAREUR ACofS G3 to CofS, 13 Mar 56, subj: Non-
combatant Evacuation frcm Berlin. Both in Berlin Bde Gl Plans Br files.
Both SECRET. Gp-l.

11Ltr, CINCUSAREUR to USCOB, 18 Aug 58, subj: Noncombatant Evacuation
from Berlin, in USAREUR Ann Hist, FY 1959, pp. 28-30. TS (info used
SECRET ) . Gp"l .

12cable EC-9-190, USCINCEUR to CINCUSAREUR; CINGUSAFE, 11 Jan 57, in
USAREUR Ann Hist Rept, F{ 1957, p. 138. SECRET. Gp-l.
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intelligence agency in Ber..in was allocated a share of these spaces,
Upon issuance of the evacu:tion order, each agency would assemble its
sponsored aliens and place them in the evacuation channel. Escorts
would be provided when desred, and intelligence coordinators would be
stationed at the West Germ:n destination point to Erovide for the
security of the alien evaciees upon their arrival,l3

35. (S) Subsequent Plann:'ng

By 1961 the U.S. plan: for Berlin evacuation were contained in two
documents, both of which p:ovided for the use of surface transportation
but placed emphasis on air evacuation. The Allied Staff revised its air
and surface evacuation plars and republished them as operations in-
structions. All the plans were based on the assumption that the Soviets
would permit the evacuatior of noncombatants from Berlin, ’

8. The Rapid Phase-Out of Dependents. Under Berlin Command's RAPOD,
from 14 to 21 days would be necessary for the completion of the entire
evacuation operation. The plan called for the phasing-out of dependents
on an accelerated rotation basis, with the noncombatants departing Berlin
by air and rail within 4 deys and their sponsors turning in privately
owned vehicles and household goods for shipment within 21 days. The
noncombatants would be trarsported to Rhein/Main by air and to Bremerhaven
by military train, USAREUE would be responsible for their subsequent
evacuation either to the Urited States or to safehaven areas in other
parts of Europe,

b. Emergency Evacuatisn. If an emergency order for the immediate
evacuatlon of U.S. noncombatants from Berlin was given, all available
means of transportation would be used. First priority, of course, would
be given to air evacuetion. Noncombatants would be flown from Tempelhof
Air Base to Rhein/Main, and from there they would be transported to
France, Spain, or other saf:haven areas. This plan would be executed
either unilaterally or as a tripartite operation under TRIPIE PLAY.
Though designed for completlon in 72 hours, evacuation could be accom-
plished within 36 hours.

If air evacuation coulil not be attempted and surface routes still
remained open, overland evauation would be accomplished through the use
of the Autobahn and militar trains., The primary plan relied on the use
of some 1,700 requisitioned privately-owned vehicles, organized into a

13(1) USAREUR Ann His', FY 1959, p. 29. TS (info used SECRET.
NOFORN). (2) USAREUR EP 1()9, 2 Feb 59, in USAREUR Ops Div P&R Br
files. SECRET. Both Gp_lo : .
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convoy with march units and moving over the Autobahn from Berlin to
Helmstedt, Military treins, with a capacity of 2,500 persons within
72 hours, would also be used to carry noncombatants to Braunschweig.

The remaining evacuees would be taken to Braunschweig by military buses
operating a shuttle service.

Under the above plans there would be no briefing of noncombatants,
no requirement for maintaining food, medical, or POL storage, and no
rehearsals by evacuees. Noncombatants would be told only that plans had
" been made for their safety in case of an emergency. The reasons given
for this deviation from sxisting noncombatant evacustion policies were
the isolated position of Berlin, making enemy permission necessary for
evacuation, and the political repercussions that would result if the
Soviets, East Germans, cr West Germans became aware of the details of
such plans, Actual preparations were to be made only by those military
personnel who would be rssponsible for evacuation. The procedures out-
lined in the plan were t> be rehearsed periodically without noncombatant
participation.l4

c. Tripartite Operations Instructions. In September 1961 the
Allied Staff republished its air evacuation plan under the title Opera-
tions Instructions 2/61. According to the new instructions the Allied
Staff would coordinate a>tivities in Berlin and each Allied Air Force
would be responsible for controlling its transport aircraft both on the
ground and in the air. J,S5. noncombatants would be transported to
Chateauroux, France and ihein/Main, Germany unless a orash evacuation
was ordered, in which case they would be airlifted exclusively to Rhein/
Main, Each Allied Air Force would evacuate its own country's non-
combatants before aisistlng the others. The categories of evacuees
remained unchanged, >

A plan was also published for the tripartite surface evacuation of
Berlin, using the Autobain and rail facilities. This plan, however, was
designed for either non-:mergency conditions or a situation when air
access had been blocked 't surface routes remained opon.16

14(1) Berlin Bde G. Briefing, 30 Nov 61, p. 3, (2) Berlin Comd
Manual for Emergency Eva:uation of Noncombatants (C), Berlin Comd EEN
(U), 1 Aug 61. Both in jerlin Bde Gl Plans Br files. (3) Intvw, PFC
Hickman with Capt J.R. Mison, Berlin Bde Gl Plans Br, 19 Jul 62, All
SECRET. Gp-l.

15AsB Ops Instr 2/6°., 25 Sep 61, In file above. SECRET. Gp-l.
1648 Ops Instr 3/6", 13 Sep 61. In file above. SECRET, Gp-l.
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PART III. ACGESS (U)

Chapter 10

“'he Right of Access (V)

3. (U) Iitroduotien

The problkem -of ‘acces: to Berlin goes back ‘to the Mossow Conference
‘of Foreldgn Ministers in O:tober 1943 and the work of the European Advis-
oxy ‘Commigésion in London. In the fall of 1944 .and 1945 several four-
power .agreenents and .declirations mentloned Berlin, but none containsd -
specifia provisions for tiie supply of the city or the troops stationed:
‘there. This vagueness re 'lected rivalry between Great Britain and the
United Stabtes, on the one hand, and both of these ceuntries' suspicions
of ‘the U.S5.S.R., on the oher. The Western Allies did inot insist on
written agreements definig access, since at a later stage the U.S.S.R.
might have inberpreted = jermanent allocation of speoific routes as
limiting the Western .righ. of access over any and all routes.l Even
‘when the Counocil of Forei;m Ministers of the four powers met in June
1949 after the Berlin ‘Bloikade, no specific delineation of military
corridors to Berlin was mide, nor had the matter of access been included
in ‘any ‘arrangements among the four powers.-<

l(l) Lucius D. Clay , Decision in Germany (Garden City, 1950), pp.
25+6, :(2) Davisen, cited above, p. 6., (3) Intvw, Mr. G. E. Blau,
USAREUR Qps Div Hist Sec, with General L. D. Clay (Ret.), 19 Apr 62.
A1l UNCLAS.

2vThe Berlin Crisis,' International Review Serwise, Vol V, (1959),
No. 49, p. 12. UNCLAS. : .
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37. (S) The Bagic Agreemeits

(U) On 14 and 18 June 1945, a little more than a month after the
fighting had ended in Europe, President Truman and Marshal Stalin ex~
changed letters concerning s#rrangements for positioning U.S. and Soviet
troops and providing for free access by air, road, and rail from Frank-
furt and Bremen to Berlin fcr United States forces .3

(S) On 29 June 1945 representatives of the United States, United
Kingdom, and the Sovlet Unicn met in Berlin, Marshal Zhukov, the Soviet-
representative, opened the reeting by tieing the entry of the troops of
the Western Allies into Berlin with their withdrawal from the parts of
the Soviet Zone not yet unde¢r Soviet control. In his view, one was
contingent upon the other. Throughout the discussion, leading to the
decision that each of the occupying powers would have approximately
25,000 troops in Berlin, Zhkov was careful to reiterate that Western
Allied withdrawal from the foviet Zone should be coincidental with the
move into Berlin, He agreec to let a small advance party of the U.S.
and British foroces enter Berlin on 1 July, when the withdrawal from the
Soviet Zone was scheduled t¢ start, for the purpose of arranging quarters
for troops., The other forc¢s would be admitted into Berlin on succeeding
days as the redeployment of forces into their respective zones contimed.4

(S) The discussion of railroads and highways from the U.S. and
British Zones to Berlin consumed a large part of the ‘time of the conference,
General Clay, who represented ‘the United States, stated that the U.S.,
forces would move into Berlin over three rail lines, two highwqys, end :
such air spaces as would be needed. Zhukov did not recognize-that: these
routes were essentlal and pcinted out that the demobilizatlon of Soviet,
forces was taxing existing {acilities, General Clay countered that he.
was not demanding exclusive use of these routes, but merely access over
Them, wIthout TeSTrIotIoNs ¢ ther than the normal traffic control and
regulations that the Soviet administration would establish for its own
use, General Weeks, the British representative, supported his conten-
tions strongly. Both the Arerican and the British representatives knew
that there was no provision covering access to Berlin in the agreement
reached by the European Adv:sory Commission, and they dild not wish to .
accept specific routes that might be. interpreted as denying the right of

3For details, see Chapfer l Ent;g ; 25, é;gx Fo;oag into Berlin.
UNCLAS .,

4Diary of the CG, Berlin District (Gen Parks), "Special Extracts,"

8 May - 8 August 1945, in EUCOM Hist Div; A Survey of Soyiet Aime, Policies,
and Tactics (Karlsruhe, 194¢), pp. 62-4. SECRET. Gp-l.
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access over all routes. However, there was merit to the Soviet contention
that existing routes were needed for demobilization purposes, since both
the British and the Americans had found transport to be a bottleneck in
the redeployment of their forces, They, therefore, accepted as a temporary
arrangement the allocation of a main highway and rail line and two air
corridors, reserving thLe right to reopen the question in the Allied Con-
trol Council.? To General Clay's demand for unlimited access to the
“Hannover-Magdeburg-Brardenburg-Berlin Autobahn route, Zhukov replied that
it would be necessary for vehicles to be governed by Soviet road signs,
~military police, and dccument checking, but that there would be no inspec-
tion of cargo; the Sovist authorities, he said, were not interested in
what or how much was being hauled or how many trucks were moving, Agree-
ments were;reaohed-on‘glr lanes, telephone and telegraph commnications,
and their maintenance.® Rail access along the Helmstedt-thdeburg-Berlin
railroad was also grant:d for American-British use, o

38. (S) The Legal Basls for Allied Access _

. {U) In recent yea-s the United States has taken the position that
Soviet attempts to unde mine its rights to be in Berlin and to have access
thereto are in violatio: of international law., It contends, that it holds
these rights as a Joint. occupying power in Berlin and that they derive from
the total defeat and unionditional surrender of Germany .

: as (S) The Agreenents of 1943-45. (S) Unfortunately, and as point-
ed out earlier in this :tudy, formal agreements for air and land access to
Berlin from Allied Zone: were never entered into on a high governmental
level.  The three Wéstein Allies can thus cite only an exchange of notes, am-
-biguous Allied Control (ouncil decisions, low-level working papers, and oral
understandings concernirg .access routes by air and surface means, The basic
provision of the Allied Control Council for air access was the only one
formally agreed to on a significantly high level. However, even that paper
left open the question ¢f whether the oacupying powers had exclusive right
to the corridors or only priority in their use., Further, the question of
maximum and minimum altitudes has been in disagreement since the beginning
of the ocoupation, -

(S) At the confereace that took place on 29 June 1945 Marshal Zhukov
stated that while he did not deny the right of Western Allied access, the

5Clay, cited above, pp. 25-6. UNCLAS
6General Parks'! Dia:y, ocited above, pp. 62-4. SECRET. Gp-1.
7§p Intel Est 2-59, 28 Feb 59, cited above, p. 7. CONF, No Gp.
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Soviet authorities were not expected to "give a corridor," and that the
details of the right to access were left open to interpretation by both
the Soviets and the Western Allies. Thus the degree of control--control
in Russian means "checking"--that the Soviets sought in order to establish
the bona fide character of surface entrants_and freight was never clearly
defined to the satisfaction cf all parties,

(U) Allied rights of access to Berlin obviously embraced the right
to transport food and other supplies for the civilian population of Berlin.
The right of the people of Berlin to receive goods from, and export goods
to, the Western zones and beyond was inherent in the special political
status accorded to Berlin; it was further buttressed by the Potsdam
Agreement that Germany should be treated as an economic unit., In fact,
Marshal Zhukov insisted in July 1945 on a step that made Berlin more
dependent on shipments from the West than it otherwise would have been,
He notified his opposite mumbers that the Soviet Zone could not supply
the food that normally had gcne to Berlin. The Western Powers were
thus compelled to assume instantly the responsibility for feeding the in-
habitants of West Berlin--a task that implied transporting food across the
Soviet Zone.9

b. (U) The Four-Power Agreement of 20 June 1949. After the Berlin
blockade was lifted, the U.S.3.R., as a member of the Council of Foreign
Ministers, assumed "an obligation to take the measures necessary to ensure
the normal functioning and utilization of rail, water, and road transport"
for "the movement of persons and goods and commnications between the
eastern zone and the western zones and between zones and Berlin.," At the
same time the Soviet Union plsdged its word "to mitigate the effects of
the present administrative division of Germany and of Berlin" by "facil-
ltation of the movement of persons and goods and the exchange of infor-
mation between the western zoides and the eastern zone and between Berlin
and the zones."

8
Extracted from USBER fi.e 341, Access, 1959. SECRET.

9 .
Berlin-1961, cited abov:, p. 5. UNCLIAS,
10
"Communique on the Sixt': Session of the Council of Foreign

Ministers, June 20, 1949," in Documents on Ge;gggz, cited above, pp. 94-5.
UNCLAS.
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39. (S) Definition of U,S. Access Responsibilities

(C) Executive Orcer 10608 designated USCINCEUR as the U,S. military
commander with area responsibility for Germany. It gave him the authority,
which he could further delegate, with respect to all military responsibili-
ties, duties, and functions of the United States in all parts of Germany.
USCINCEUR, in turn, delegated to CINCUSAREUR the responsibility for the
documentation and control of U,S. military trains, vehicles, convoys, and
U.S.-sponsored vehicles moving between Berlin and the Federal Republic of
Germany,11l

(S) CINCUSAREUR rstained immediate control of olearance and documenta-
tion for military travel to Berlin by land, but delegated to the U,S. Com-
mander, Berlin (USCOB) the authority to approve and document requests for
travel originating in Eerlin, CINCUSAREUR also delegated to Berlin Command
the general direction ¢f U,S, military surface access, including the opera-
tion of the U.S. check points on the Helmstedt-Berlin Aytobahn, the super-
vision of the Helmstedt detachment, and the control of military trains. 12

11ySCINCEUR Direct’ve 55-4, 31 May 60, subj: Responsibilities Relating
to Germany (U). OONF, No Gp,

12In61 "A" to Currvnt Intel Wkly Summary, 30 Apr 59, Road, Rail, and
Air Accesgs—Administrat on and Procedures., In USBER file 341l. SECRET.
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Chapter 11

Military “'rains and Travel Documentation (U)

40, (S) The Rail Route from Helmstedt to Bsrlin

Rail transportation into Berlin was restricted to a single track
line, without signal fac (lities, which the Soviet authorities had made
avallable for the joint 'ise of the United States and the United Kingdom,
This line, from Helmsted'. to Berlin, had previously been double-tracked
and completely equipped '/ith signal commnicatlions, but one track and
all signal equipment had been carried away by the Soviet forces. Repeated
requests made by U.S. Ariy authorities to the Soviet authorities for the
return of the rails and :1ignal equipment brought no results. Moreover,
the line was unusable un':il the end of July 1945, when the Soviet forces
finished repairing the b:idge over the Elbe River at Magdeburg. On the
27th of thet month the f .rst U,S, military train traveled to Berlin
through the Soviet Zone, by way of Helmstedt and Magdeburg, but it was
not until 8 December tha'. daily passenger service from Frankfurt to
Berlin was begun.

Quadripartite Agreerient CONL/P(45)27, dated 10 September 1945--the
only agreement governing rail transportation to Berlin known to be in
existence—provided for “he movement of 16 trains a day, to transport
American, British, and F:ench military maintenance materials and Allied
and civilian coal and focd for the three Allied seoctors. There were to
be 6 U.S, and 6 British “rains daily, with an approximate total capacity
of 5,800 tons per day. "he agreement did not provide for any other
requirements, such as Allied or German passenger trains, or for westbound
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trains other than empty freight cars.l

While the Soviet authorities maintained that the line had a capacity
of 16 trains daily, during the first few months congestion in the Soviet
Zone often prevented the dispatch of the allotted number of American and
British trains. During the last quarter of 1945 freight trains moving
over this route took an average time of 17 hours. During the following
quarter transit time was reiuced to 15 hours.?

41. (S) Supplementary Route by Way of Stendal

Suggestions that one line be reserved for the Americans and another
for the British were opposei by U.S. transportation officers as likely
to evoke too many questions concerning policy and operations. Thus
neither American nor Britis: authorities insisted on the use of the line
from Braunschweig to Berlin via Stendal, until it was demonstrated that
the Magdeburg route could not carry the volume of Allied traffic., At
the end of August 1945 the 3oviets authorized trains of empty freight
cars returning from Berlin .o use the Stendal route, so as to alleviate
the congestion on the Magdeiurg line.3 However, in October 1945 it was
reported that, although the Soviets had agreed to open the Stendal line,
they had not kept their pronise.é . S

1(1) Memo, Hq, 28 MRS, 22 Aug 45, Lt Col R. O. Jemson for Lt Col
O. H. Osborn; Ltr, Inter-Allied Railway Commission, 21 Jul 45, subj
Train Operations over Line «f Commnication Seelze Yards to Berlin via
Hannover, Magdeburg, and Br:ndenburg, to Dir Gen MRS, COMZ, from Col
M. M. Shappel, in A Survey «f Soviet Aims, Policies, and Tactics, cited
above, pp. 137-8. Gp-l. () DF, Berlin Bde Trans Office to USCOB -
Deputy Gommander/CofS, 4 Dec 61, subj: Effect of Glosing of Sector and
Zonal Borders on U.S. Militiry Duty and Freight Trains. Gp-4. In
USAREUR Ops Div Hist Sec files. Both SECRET. - o

%4 Survey of Soviet Airs, Policies,and Tactics, cited above, pp.
\13 7-8 ° %CRET Py Gp"l Y

3Daily Berlin Log, Beriin Div, 24 MRS, furnishes a nearly complete
record of railway operations to Berlin during the period discussed.
UNCLAS, -

4Minutes Special Conference, Diary of CofS, Berlin District, 9 Oct
45, in A Survey of Soviet Aims, Policies, and Tactics, cited above, p.
139 [} SECRET [ Gp.lo
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42, (U) Initial Difficulties with Soviet Personnel

The first difficultles in the operation of the military train
service to Berlin arose (n 1945, when Soviet soldiers tried to enter
trains to check the iden:ities of passengers. General Clay first called
attention to these incidints in the Allied Control Council--without
results——and then confered with General Sokolovsky on this subject.
Reminding Sokolovsky of he discussions relating to the U.S. entry into
Berlin, he reiterated th:ut the only Germans carried by military trains
would be those employed )y the U.S, Forces or persons with quadripartite
permits.5 If the United States was forced to use armed guards, unhappy
incidents might result. When Sokolovsky replied that there would be no
further trouble, General Clay reemphasized that the United Statgs would
not recognize any Soviet right to inspect U.S. military trains.

43. (U) Interference w .th Military Rail Traffic before the Airlift

Contrary to quadrip:irtite agreements, the Soviet occupation autho-
rities gradually endeavo:ed to apply to military rail traffic between
Berlin and the western zcmnes the type of restrictions that might have
been applied at an interrational frontier. In Jamuary 1948, for instance,
Soviet inspectors boarde(! American military trains and insisted that they
had a right to check the identity of individual passengers. As a result,
U.S. train commanders we:e instructed to prevent the entry of these
inspectors, and guards were placed on the trains. Attempts to board U.S.
trains were continued in February and March, and frequently trains were
delayed for _hours because the Soviet inspectors were not permitted to
board them,”

On 31 March 1948 the Soviéts 1ssued new regulations that subjected
Allied military passenge: trains to a baggage and passenger check at the
border, ostensibly to thuart black market activity.8 The order not only

SQuadripartite-Issued Permits, 13 Sep 46, (Final) Establishment of - -

ACA Interzonal Facilities Bureau, CORC/P(46)286, UNCILAS, g
6Clay, cited above, p. 115, UNCLAS.

"Ibid., p. 354. UNCIAS.

8(1) 1tr, Dep CINC, Soviet Military Administration in Germany, to
distr, 30 Mar 48, subj: OCertain Supplementary Regulations Governing
Traffic between Berlin ard the Western Zones. (2) Frank Howley, Berlin
Command (New York, 1950), pp. 192-3. (3) Davison, cited above, p. 64.
All UNCLAS.
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violated the Allies' right to be in Berlin but also conflicted with
Marshal Zhukov's promise tlat U.S, personnel would not be subject to
-customs or border controls. The Soviet Kommandatura also decreed on 1
April that no freight coulc leave Berlin by rail unless it had been
granted permission. As a result, incoming traffic was limited to civil
and mi%itary_freight, while freight trains returning from Berlin were
empty . _

Rather than agree to Soviet search, in April U.S. authorities sus-
pended military rail traffic between Berlin and the western zones and
established an airlift of nilitary supplies. The 1lift lasted only 11
days, since on 12 April military supply by rail was resumed, subject
only to normal inspection ¢f shipping documents. Passenger travel and
outshipment of military freight and household goods continued to be by

plane only.

Late in May Soviet rail authorities raised the question of labeling
all rail cars, military as well as civilian, with the name of the siding
at which the car was to be inloaded, and submitting a 1ist of the contents.
The U.S, authorities took tie view that military supplies could not be
inspected. They agreed to furnish detailed lists of contents, but refused
to let the rail cars be openaed. :

On 19 June the Soviets blocked both rail and highway passenger travel
to Berlin at the border of sheir zone, but let a trickle of freight ship-
ments by rail continue for :hree more days. The total blockade of West
Berlin then began as Soviet officials issued orders prohibit the move-
ment of any supplies whatevir into the city's western sectors.lO During
the first four weeks of thi; blockade, the Soviets tried to convinge
people that something was wiong with the railway tracks between Berlin
and Helmstedt and announced that, following an investigation, two high-
ranking German railway offi:ials had been discharged for allowing the
right-of-vay to fall into a state of disrepair.ll

44, (S) New Quadripartite Agreements

: (C) During quadripart:te discussions that preceded the raising of
the blockade in early March 1949, the Western position was a demand for 19

9Clay, cited above, pp. 358-9, UNCLAS.

10EyCaM Hist Div, The Berlin Airlift (Karlsruhe, 1952), pp. 2-4.
SECRET (info used UNCLAS),

11(1) Neues Deutschlanc, 8 and 9 Sep, 48. (2) Davison, cited
above, p. 127, Both UNCLAS,
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trains per day, to be shired by the Western Allies according to their
requirements, The Soviets finally accepted, though not in writing, a
daily quota of 5 passengsr trains and 13 freight trains.l2 R

(S} On the subject of rail transportation the New York Agreemants,
which terminated the blo:kade of Berlin and restored conditicns to
those that had existed b:fore 1 March 1948, read as follows:

4. Since the :onclusion of the Agreement . . . the

following arrangeme 1ts have been established without

formal or written ajreements and are now preserved by

virtue of the fact :hat since they were in effect before

1 March 1948 the Soriet authorities are now obliged under

the agreement to mantain them.

a. The ruining of military trains as follows:
2 American trains nightly in each direction between Berlin
and West Germany; 2 French trains weekly in each direotion;
5 additional paths jer week at night are also available if
required; 1 British train nightly and 1 British day train
when required in ea'h direction; 1 German passenger train
daily in each direci.ion; speciel trains as required for
important persons. ’

(S) The 1949 negot ations resulted in an agreement that the East German
Reichsbahn (State Railro:d) would provide the locomotives and personnel
necessary for the operat.on of the 19 daily trains from the West through
Helmstedt to Berlin, in :ccordance with usual railroad procedures.l3

45. (S) (Clearances for Special Trains

(S) On 16 Janmuary 2956 the Soviet headquarters in East Germany informed
the Berlin Command that future requests for clearances of special trains
to and from Berlin would have to be submitted to the commander of the
Soviet forces in Germany through the Soviet Military Liaison Mission in

120 pr /SPEC/M(49)2 of 21 May 1949 in AHC Paper ECO/Fin/Trans/Sec
(53)103, 23 Sep 55. In USBER Mission file 341. CONF.

13(1) DF, Berlin Bés Trans Off to USCOB Dep Comdr/CofS, 4 Dec 61,
cited above. Gp-3. (2) EUCOM Ann Narr Rept, 1949, pp. 33-4. Gp-l.
Both SECRET.

AG TS 2-102 Page %? of 206 Pages
GC/28/62 Copy. of__50 Copies




< (R e

Frankfurt.l4 These clearances had previously been handled by the West
and East German railway adm nistrations, acting as agents of the four
occupying powers of Berlin. Constituting a significant departure from
these longstanding procedures, the new instructions opened the way to

more stringent control of Alljed access to Berlig.15 Under the new
Soviet procedures, clearancis for special trains, other then the 13
regular trains allotted USAIEUR by agreement, would be granted only to

the Commander in Chief and (‘hief of Staff of the U,S. Army, Europe and

to the U,S. Ambassador in Benn., Any other unscheduled train would be
given clearance only as a sibstitute for one of the regular duty fbrnins.l6

(C) USAREUR immediate’y lodged a verbal protest, pointing out that any
change in clearance procedu:es would be acceptable only if it was of an
administrative nature and i.' clearances continued to be granted promptly.l7
There were no further difficulties concerning clearances for special
trains. : '

46. (S) The Issue of Trav:l Documentation

a. (C) U.S, Policy o:. Leave Travel. Existing quadripartite agreements
gave the Allied Powers an uiassailable basis for insisting upon the right
of travel to and from Berli:. for personnel stationed there. The right of
personnel stationed elsewhe:'s to travel freely to and from Berlin in the
performance of their officisl duties was equally incontestable. On the
other hand, leave travel, according to the U.,S. Embassy in Bonn, rested
upon the sanoction of practiie rather than upon any formal agreement with
the Soviets. If its contimiation on the customary scale jeopardized more
essential duty and leave trivel from West Germany to Berlin, the Embassy
favored curtailing leave tr:vel to Berlin, USAREUR nevertheless opposed
firmly any Soviet attempt t restrict leave travel, since the control of
such travel to Berlin was considered to be implicit in the right of the
U.S. Ambassador to Germany :nd of CINCUSAREUR to determine the procedures
to be applied for the.occup:tion and government of the American sector of
Berlin. Any restriction upin leave travel imposed by the Soviets would

YXcable 74, USBER to AJEMB, Bonn, 16 Jan 56. In USAREUR SGS 617
(1956), Item 3., CONF. S

15cable SX-1250, CINGUSAREUR to DA, 17 Jan 56. SECRET. No Gp.
16ceb1e 75, USBER to A/EMB, Bonn, 18 Jan 56. CONF. |
17cable 160915z, USMIM to CINCUSAREUR, 16 Feb 56. CONF. No Gp.
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be an infringement upon the right of free access to Bgrl:!.n.l8

b. (S) The Preparation of Uniforp Travel Orders. In early 1956
the Soviet authorities ieclsred that continued access to Allied military
garrisons in West Berlin would be assured, even though the German
Demooratio Republic had been granted sovereignty. These declsrations
led to speculations tha: the Soviets——throughtheir East German
satellite—~intended to interfere with diplomatic and other officially-
sponsored travel to and from West Berlin, In order to thwart such
interference, the U.S. /imbassy at Bonn suggested that only military-
type travel orders be uied for U.S. government personnel travelling to
and from West Berlin bu'. not stationed there. Consequently the form :
and wording of travel o:ders issued by the U.S. Embassy were changed
Yo correspond substantiilly to" those of orders issued by USAREUR..
Except for the heading .nd commend line, which in case of orders issued
by the Embassy carried 'he Embassy authentication and the phrase "in
connection with the occipation of Berlin," orders utilized thereafter
for all authorized travil to end from Berlin, by both civilian and
military personnel, werv similar.l9 : : -

c. (C) New Sovie, Restrictions. Meanwhile the Soviets continued
their probes, A cleara:ce request for a special troop train soheduled
for 20-21 May 1956 to mcve elements of the é6th Infantry Regiment from
Berlin to West Germany :'or training exercises was denied by Soviet mili-
tary authorities. The richeduled movement was nevertheless carried out by
attaching additional cais to the regular daily U.S. passenger trains.

On 16 November the Soviet detachment commander at the Helmstedt
border orossing point acvised the British train commander that, since

18(1) Cable SX-121, CINCUSAREUR to AMEMB, Bonn, 17 Jan 57. (2)
Cable 709, AMEMB, Bonn, to Dept of State, 15 Jun 57, No Gp. (3) Cable
SX-4048, CINCUSAREUR to AMEMB, Bonn, 17 Jun 57, (4) Cable, Dept of
State to AMEMB, Bonn, 1¢ Jul 57, SMC IN 6280. (5) USAREUR CAD Jnl, 30
Jun 57, All in USAREUR Ann Hist Rept, FY 1957, p. 307, SECRET (info
used CONF)., Gp-l.

19(1) DF, USAREUR CAD to CofS, 13 Jan 56, subj: Uniform Travel
Orders for Berlin. SECRET., No.Gp. (2) Cable SX-2079, CINCUSAREUR to
USCINCEUR, 5 Mar 56, CCNF. Both in USAREUR Ann Hist Rept, FY 1956,

p. 330. SECRET, Gp-l, ) |

20cable SX-3230, CINCUSAREUR to Berlin Comd, 17 May 56, in USAREUR
Ann Hist Rept, FY 1956, op. 328-9. SECRET (info used CONF). Gp-l.
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unauthorized personnel were traveling on military trains, individual
travel orders and identity cards, in addition to two lists indicating
the name and category of each passenger, would be required in the
future. Soviet officers woild also enter Allied trains to check the
passengers against the lists submitted. This change in Soviet proce-
dures was to take place on the night of 25-26 November. When Allied
representatives in Berlin sought to clarify the situation, they were
informed that these measures would be enforced without amendment and
that the restrictions would also apply to Autobahn travel. The three
Allied Ambassadors thereupon reaffirmed thet train commanders would
Dot discuss with Soviet officers the categories of personnel entitled
to ride on the train, Rath:r than permit the Soviets to enter the
trains or remove passengers, the commanders would return the trains to
their points of departure.2.

Antlcipating the Sovie'; restrictions, for the following two weeks
USAREUR limited military triin travel to members of the Forces and their
dependents. On 2, November. at Soviet insistence, the U.S. train
commander, without allowing Soviet personnel to board the train, paraded
all passengers past 'a door of the train to fdcilitate a check of
passengers and their travel documents. On this occasion the Soviets
confiscated the temporary iientification card of a school teacher on
the ground that it was not . valid document. On 25 November two officers
from USAREUR headquarters f ew to Berlin to represent CINCUSAREUR on the
westbound train on the nigh' of 25-26 November; the train arrived at its
destination without inciden:,22

On the night of 8-9 December the Soviets delayed the U.S. Ambassador's
special train at the check jioint and retained the Russian translations of
the travel orders of four pissengers, including those of the Ambassador,
because their passports lacled the Certificate of Status stamp. Four days
later, CINCUSAREUR sent a sirong protest to his Soviet counterpart, object-
ing to the interference witl military trains and convoys in and out of
Berlin., He added that the cetermination of U.S. military personnel who
should have access to Berlir was his concern and no one else's, After
this protest the Soviets stc¢pped the harassment tempoigrily, but the
question of travel documentstion remained unresolved.

21(1) USAREUR CAD Jnl, Nov 56.. No Gp. (2) Background Paper, 28
May 60, Inspection of Militery Convoys, 1956-1960. In USBER file 341,
Both CONFo v - .

22USAREUR CAD Jnl, Nov 56. CONF. No Gp.

S(1) Ibid. CONF. Ne Gp. (2) USAREUR Ann Hist Rept, FY 1957,
pp. 302-5, SECRET (info usei CONF), Gp-l. / |
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d. (C) Tripartite Efforts to Standardize Travel Documentation.
A factor complicating trivel documentation was the lack of uniformity
in procedures, The French used a travel order that was signed by the
French commandant in Ber .in, regardless of the isguing headquarters,
while the British employ:d a status stamp signed by the United Kingdom's
High Commissioner and li:king the bearer to the occupation of Berlin,
The United States, on th: other hand, employed two types of travel
orders—one issued over “he Ambassador's signature in Bonn and the other
over CINCUSAREUR's signa'ure in Heidelberg, Bremerhaven, or Berlin.
There were similar diffe 'snces among the Western Allies' documentation
procedures for road moveients,

After several confe ences attended by Allied and Soviet representa-
tives in Berlin it becam: evident that the Soviet objective was not
merely to standardize trivel documentation but also, and more signifi-
cantly, to restrict Berl n travel to duty personnel, The Soviets
insisted that personnel :hould carry in addition to travel orders,
documents indicating tha' they were going to Berlin either on permanent
change of station or on ‘emporary duty

e. (C) Agreement ¢n New Travel Documentation. The lengthy negotia-
tions between the three ..1lied political advisers and thelr Soviet counter-
part concerning a new trrvel document were finally brought to a successful
conclusion in November 1‘/57. On 2 December new Western Allied travel
orders for Berlin, accep ed by the Soviets, were used for the first time,
and concurrently U.S. triin commanders were instructed to cease protest-
ing to the Soviet check roint authorities against the showing of the
ldentity documents of paisengers, a practice that had been in effect
since 25 November 1956, For a short time no further difficulties were
encountered at the check point,

f. (C) The Stampiig of Travel Orders. Related to the issue of trav-
el documentation was & Scviet attempt in Jamuary 1958 to affix stamps to
travel orders of Western Allled train passengers. The Soviets rejected
Allled protests concerniig this procedural change and insisted that all

2cables 86 and 93, USBER to AMEMB, Bonn, 16 Jan and 1 Feb 57.
Both in USAREUR SGS 094 Ferlin (1957). ’Both CONF.

25Cable 144, USBER to AMEMB, Bonn, 20 Apr 57. (2) Cable 151,
USBER to AMEMB, Bonn, 29 Apr 57. Both in USAREUR Ann Hist Rept, FY
1957, pp. 305-6. Both SICRET (info used CONF). Gp-l.

26USAREUR Ann Hist Fept, FY 1958, pp. 303-4. SECHET (info used
CONF). Gp-l.
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travel orders would have tc be stamped, beginning on the 31st of that
month. The reason given was that the Soviet authorities wished to
assure themselves that travel orders would be used for only one round
trip, When Western Allied representatives pointed out that all travel
orders were limited to one round trip and that the Allied military
officials would stamp them as invalid following such a trip, the Soviets
extended the stamping deadline to 11 February., Four days before the
expiration of the deadline, Allied political advisers agreed to acoept
the Soviet stamp on the travel orders, provided that the stamping took
place on the station platform and trains were not delayed. The new '
procedure went into effect on 10 February. The stamping was done, how-
ever, in a glass-enclosed trainside office instead of on the open plat-

from as initially agreed. '

While this issue was b:ing settled, the Soviets sought to introduce
another administrative control by requesting the Western Allies to sub-
mit lists of train crew membders so that the Russian authorities could
1ssue travel orders to the trews for the following month. The American
authorities contended that only they were qualified to issue orders and
to determine who should be [ncluded in the crews. Agreement was reached
that they would issue travel orders, valid for 30 days.27

g. (C) Broadening thy Categories of Personnel Authorized Travel

Orders. As a corollary to removing all restrictions upon the Autobahn
travel of dependents of U.S. military personnel stetioned in Berlin whose
nationality was not America:, British, or French, in November 1957 USAREUR
authorized limited travel o: military trains for this category of
dependents, mostly of Germa: nationality. To test Soviet reaction, =
few passengers of this catejjory were to travel on the military train,

and if the Russians did not object the ban would be removed completely.
Accordingly, 20 test cases ere made by permitting such passengers to
travel, on permanent-change-of-station movement orders, on the U.S.
military passenger train be‘ween Berlin and Frankfurt., There were gg
Soviet objections, and step: were taken to 1ift the ban completely.

At about the same time the categories of personnel authorized
Berlin travel clearance and military travel orders were broadened further.
Travel privileges were exterded to all American, British, and French
civilian employees and to de¢pendents of U.S.; military personnel possessing

T1bi3. SECRET (info used CONF). Gp-l.

#(1) Cable SX-6698, CINCUSAREUR to AMEMB, Bonn, 28 Oct 57. (2)
Cable SX-7568, CINCUSAREUR to USCINCEUR, 11 Dec 57, in USAREUR Ann Hist
Rept, FY 1958, p. 304. SECEST (info used CONF). Gp-l.
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an identity and privilege card issued by the military services, This
modification was facilitated by the fact that, after the introduction
of the new travel documentation, the Soviet check point authorities
were unable to differentiate between c%gilia.n employees stationed in
Germany and those station:d elsewhere.

h, (C) Restrictions on U.S, Citizens. In 1960 U.Se military author-
ities barred individuals shose U.S, passport contained a visa of the .
German Democratic Republi: from being issued movement orders or certifi-
cate of status stamps by the U.S. Commandant in Berlin. This decision
was basqd on the U.S, Gov:rnment's policy of discouraging U.S. citizens
from travelling into or tirough the Soviet Zone and of prohibiting such
travel for U.S. military personnel and Department of the Army civilians,30

47, (C) The Freight Car Issue

a. Soviet Demands. Early in August 1957 Soviet check point offi-
clals protested against tlie attachment of freight cars to U.S. military
passenger trains. They also insisted that all freight cars be marked
- and that the.train commaniler show the frejght warrants upon request., In
the past, train commander: had shown only.the "train consists" documents
issued by the Frankfurt, liremerhaven, or Berlin rail transportation
-offices that listed all ci.rs composing the train'and their contents.
Documentation for freight cars-attached to U,S, military passenger -trains
“usally remained in the cuiitody of the train commander and, was not shown
at the check points,

The Soviet position reemed to be that, instead of using the .full
quota of passenger and fi¢ight trains authorized under existing quadri-
partite agreements, the U.S. authorities attached freight cars to mili-
tary passenger trains, - While the Soviets did not question the United
States' right to do this, they insisted upon the same documentation for
these freight cars as for regular freight trains. This ineistence wes
probably motivated by their wish to interfere with shipment of HICOG-12

2 o ‘
2eable SX-7005,- CINCUSAREUR to AMEMB, Bomn, 13 Nov 57, in USAREUR
Ann Hist Rept, FY 1958, pp. 304-5. SECRET (info used CONF), Gp-1.

0 )
3 Ltr, USCOB to CINCU3AREUR, 16 Dec.60, subj: Certificate of
Status Stamp. In USBER file 341. CONF. No Gp. _
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and ICEM items3l as well as vith shipments of technical radio equipment
manufactured by a West Berlir firm on Civil Aeronauties Authority contracts.
These shipments were not seni by regular freight bu§ were moved in baggage
and freight cars attached to U.S. passenger trains, 2 , _

b. U.S, Procedure. The procedure by which freight cars were attached
to military passenger trains was based on precedent, since the U.S. Army
transportation office records in Berlin showed that freight cars, mail
cars of the Bundespost (Fedeial Republic of Germany Postal Service), reefer
cars, and baggage cars had becen attached to U.S. military passenger trains
before 1 March 1948,

c. Soviet Actions. On 19 September 1957 the Soviets removed a mail
car from a passenger train., USAREUR's protest and request for immediate
return of the car were rejeci.ed by the Soviet authorities with the state-
ment that passenger trains containing freight cars would no longer be
cleared through the check po'nts. As an immediate result, USAREUR issued
instruction for the removal «f all freight cars from the next Bremerhaven-
Berlin train before it reachud the Soviet check poirt. These instructlonms,
however, were rescinded the :'ollowing day, and the previous procedure was
immediately restored. . :

There were no further iicidents at the check point until 16 October,
when the Soviet authorities ietained Bundespost cars attached to the dailly
U.S. parcel-post train, The Soviets explained that thelr action was taken
to confiscate anticomminist .iterature. The United States answered by
pointing out that the Paris !greement of 1949 bound the U.S.S.R. to insure
the normel functioning of rallroad transport and that the delaying of the
mail cars was inconsistent with this agreement. Unofficially, however,
the Federal Republic of Germiny was asked to ship its propaganda material
by other means.

31rhe HICOG-12 shipment: consisted of printed material and films
carried on a prepaid space-arailable basis. They were not to exceed
12 tons--thence their designition--per day, 10 tons of which were to be
printed matter and the remaining 2 tons—films. The ICEM (Inter-
governmental Committee for Eiropean Migration), of which the U.S. was a
member, was authorized to ship baggage and personal effects of emigrants
to the West, not including thie Federal Republic, by military trains on
a space-avallable basls, COIF. Gp=4.

32USAREUR Ann Hist Rept, FY 1958, pp. 299-300. SECRET (info used
COM‘) [ Gp-lo
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In December 1957 tLe Soviets made another attempt to modify the
U.S. procedure of attacling freight cars to military passenger trains,
They directed that Soviet approval for such action would have to be
obtained 10 days in advence, and threatened that cars attached to U.S,
military passenger trairs without Soviet approval would be removed at
the check point. USAREUR replied that German mail cars had been attached
to U.S. trains since December 1945 and that their removal would be con-
trary to international egreement. The Soviets raised no further objec-
tions and the matter was dropped.33

48. (C) The Threat of East German Check Point Control

a., (C) Coordination of Policy. In November 1957 it seemed possible
that the Soviets might transfer check point control of Allied military
trains to East German officials, USAREUR therefore wanted to modify the
existing standing instructions under which U.S. military train commanders
accepted East German clearance under protest. The U.S. Embassy at Bonn
was asked to secure tripartite agreement to a stronger procedure by
vhich the train commander would return his train to its point of origin
rather than accept East German documentation.>4

- The U.S. Embassy's immediate reaction was to reject the USAREUR
recommendation, on the ground that there was little likelihood that
Bast German authorities sould assume control of the check points and
that the United States snould avoid a self-imposed blockade resulting
from the return of trains in order not to accept East German clearance,3?
By the end of December 1357, however, USAREUR succeeded in obtaining the
U.S. Embassy's agreement to a modification of the standing instructions.

b. (C) Revision of the Instructions for Train Commanders. Under
the revised instructions, the train commander was to reject any East
German demands for visas or other documentation for any passenger on the
train, He was to protes: against such demands and insist that the train be
allowed to proceed by virtue of its Allied status:. If the train was not
cleared following the pritest, the train commander was to demand that it be
returned to its point of origin. He would also prevent passengers from

331b1d., pp. 300-2. SECRET (info used CONF). Gp-l.

34(1) cable SX-735), CINCUSAREUR to AMEMB, Bonn, 29 Nov 57. (2)
CAD Jnl, Nov 57. Both CINF. No Gp.

35Cable 265, AMEMB, Bonn to CINCUSAREUR, 3 Dec 57. GONF.
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being subjected to customs :ontrol or inspection.36

In March 1958 the respinsibilities for providing the personnel
needed for the military tra ns to and from Berlin were redefined. The
new instructions made USACOZEUR responsible for providing a train
commander for each regularl;’ scheduled passenger train and the USAREUR
Provost Marshal was to furn sh train commanders for freight trains,
Two enlisted men were to guird each passenger train and one enlisted
man was to guard each U.S, rail car. USCOB was to provide a crew of at
least three enlisted men to accompany each freight train, This orew
was to include interpreter jersonnel capable of reading and conversing
in Russian and German and one radio operator capable of maintaining
continmious watch over the ritdio equipment installed on each passenger
and freight train,37

c. (C) Supplementary Special Instructions for Train Commanders.
(U) In early 1959, when the replacement of Soviet control personnel
by East Germans seemed immirent, special instructions were issued to
train commanders. These instructions summarized the U.S. policies and
USAREUR directives that covered the movements of military trains through
the Soviet Zone,

(1) (U) Prohibitions. The train commander was not autherized
to discuss with any non-U.S. personnel at check points the categories
of personnel authorized train travel., He was not to permit any person to
enter or leave the train in the Soviet Zone, any identity decuments te
be confiscated, any physical comparisons of passengers with their indivi-
dual identity documents to te made, any cars to be detached from the
train, except for mechanical failure, any customs inspection or currency
control to be made, or any Soviet or East German officials to enter any
part of the train for the purpose of checking the documentation of
passengers or members of the crew or of removing them from the train.
However, the fact that the Ssviets or East Germans had the physical
capacity to force entry to the train was recognized, and no active force
was to be employed to prevert such entry. Rather than submit to any of
the prohibitions emumerated, the train commander was first to insist
that the train be permitted .o proceed by virtue of its Allied status

36Gable SX-7859, CINCUSIREUR to USATC Frankfurt; USCbB, 30 Dec 57,
in USAREUR Ann Hist Rept, FY 1958, p. 303. SECRET (info used CONF).
Gp-l Y

37Ltr, USAREUR to distr, 12 Mar 58, subj: Instructions for Train
Commanders on Military Train: to and from Berlin., AEACA 278/30 AG (AG-
GO). CONF, Ne Gp.
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and as s matter of right. If passage was still refused the train
commander, rather than accede to unacceptable demands, would insist
that the train be returned to its point of origin.

(2) (U) Authorized Concessions. If Soviet personnel were
replaced by East Germans, the train commander would demand transit for
the train, If no Soviet officer was preduced upon demand, the train
commander would request that the train be returned to its station of
origin, If this request was refused, he weuld repert by radie te
Berlin Cemmand. If he was unable to establish radie centact within a
reasonable time, he woulc submit te the decumentation precessing
normally carried out by Soviet check point officials. If mevement of
the train was still refused, the train commander would submit, under
written protest, to whatever Seviet or East German decumentatien might
be offered on the spet. He was to implement this final emergency
measure only te prevent & train from being trapped indefinitely in the
Soviet Zone if radio contact could net be established.

(3) (U) Detacted Cayrs. If a car was detached from the train
and set out, the train ccmmander would take the necessary steps to
guard it after the passergers and property had been removed.

(4) (U) sStowaways. The train commander weuld net permit
stowaways to remain aboard the train if they were detected before the
train entered the Soviet Zene., In Allied-centrolled territory they would
be ejected at the next station and turned over to the military pelice.
Moreover, before its entry into the Soviet Zone the train would be search-
ed to assure that no stowaways were aboard,

Stowaways apprehendei while the train was passing through the Soviet
Zone were to be arrested, kept under guard, and turned over te military
police at Helmstedt or Berlin, as appropriate. No radio repert was to be
made of a stowaway's presznce, and if Soviet or East German officisls
asked for the removal of an alleged stowaway the train commander would
not admit knowledge of th: presence of such a person., If these officials
appeared to have definite knowledge, they would be advised that the
stovaway would be turned sver to U.S. military police after the train
had left the Seviet Zone. The officials would not be allowed to enter
the train,38 »

38perlin Comd, 15 Jaa 59, Special Instructicns for Berlin Train
Commanders, Cy in USBER file 341. CONF (UNCLAS on 1 Jan 62).
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) (5) (U) The Brit.sh Instructions. Within 15 days the British
issued similar orders to thiir train commanders. There were several
points, however, in which tiieir orders differed from the U,S, instructilons.
For instance, if a car was letached in the Soviet Zone, the British train
commander would "not leave .ny member of the guard with the abandoned
vagon," If a stowaway was ‘ound on the train, the British train commander
would not surrender him volintarily, but if the Soviets asked that he be
handed over, the train comminder would "immediately do so." On no
account would he surrender :he stowaway to the East Germans, Finally,
British train commanders we e admonished to be "always . . . correct and
polite in your dealing with the Russians. To lose your temper will only
make matters worse,"

(6) (C) stiffeniig of U,S, Attitude toward Soviet or East German
Interference. In 1960 a gan in the existing instructions was filled when
the train commander was ordired to remove physically from the train, if
necessary by carrying him, any Soviet or East German official who entered
the train and refused to leuve it when told to do so. The official would
not be struck, nor would firearme he used. However, the traln commender
would demand that the train be returned to its point of origin rather
than accede to any further (emands,

49. (S) Reexamination of liail Access Policies

a. (S) East German Tireats. In December 1960, shortly before the
trade agreements between th) Federal Republic of Germany and the East German
regime expired, the East Ge mans issued statements linking the renewal
of the interzonal trade agriecments with Allied rail access te Berlin.

In refuting these statement: the United States affirmed that there was
no connection between the ti/o and that, irrespective of any failure on
the part of the West and Ea:t Germans to renew their trade agreements by
1 Jamary 1961, the Allies retained the right of access as a reésult of
their agreements with the Suviets.

While these two positiins provided the basis for a legal dispute,
the fact remained that the llast Germans could deny rall access simply
by failing to provide an Ea:t German locomotive and train crew for a

3 9British Orders for te Officer Commanding the Berlin Train, 30
Jan 59. Cy in above file. No classification.

40(1) ILtr, USCOB to C'NCUSAREUR, 12 Apr 60, subjs Instructions
for Train Commanders on Mil itary Trains to and from Berlin., (2) Cable
SX-4159, CINGUSAREUR to AME!B, Bonn, 1 Jul 60, Both CONF. No Gp.
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train when it reached Helmstedt.4l Fortunately, the situation did not
arises the West and Easi Germans renewed the interzonal trade agreement
a few hours before it exoired.

bs (C) West Germai Customs Inspection of Military Trains. In
April 1959 USAREUR drew ittention to the fact that West German customs
officials had been makinz periodic checks of Allied military trains go-
ing from the Federal Repiblic of Germany to Berlin. While the Germans
insisted that paragraph 5 of Article 35 of the Bonn Conventions
authorized their actions, USAREUR--disturbed about the politiocal
consequences——pointed ou: that the practice was prohibited by para-
graph 7 of Article 34 of the same conventions, If such inspectiens
were to be continued, th:y might provide the East Germans Xith the
excuse for their making :imilar checks of military trains. 2 The
Federal Republic of Germiny thereupon granted a temporazg wvaiver in
the exercise of border cuistoms control of these trains,

50, (C) Formslization >f Travel Documentation and Military Train Procedure

a. USAREUR Circular 550-1£2. On 23 Jamuary 1961 USAREUR
published Circular 550-132, which consolidated various directives and
instructions pertaining o military train and Autobahn movements and
documentation for travel to and from Berlin. The new circular defined
the categories of person: authorized to receive movement orders,
provided instructions for convoy and train commenders, and specified the
actions to be taken in a number of contingencies,

b. Unauthorized Passengers Found Aboard Military Trains. Follewing
an incident toward the eid of November 1961, when & U.S. military train
was stopped for more thai 15 hours until an unauthorized East German
passenger was turned over to the Soviet authorities, USAREUR revised the

4lyMemo, USCOB to OAJ; USBER; and Berlin Comd, CefS, 21 Dec 60, subj:
Allied Access to Berlin sy Rail. Oy in USBER Mission file 341. SECRET.
No Gp.

420anle 1493, AMEMB, Bonn to Dept of State, 3 Apr 59. CONF.

43L¢r, Fed Min of Fin to Lt Col Banks, USAREUR LO, AMEMB, Bonn, 18
Apr 59, subj: Customs Control of Military Trains to Berlin in Helmstedt.
Cy in USBER file 341. CINF.

44USAREUR Cir 550-132, 23 Jan 61, subj: Acoe;| to Berlin (U), with
Annexes A - E, including appendixes. For details of the doocuments super-
seded by this circular, see its Annex A. CONF. Gp-l.
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instruotions to train commenders contained in Circular 550-182, In the
future every reasonable precaution was te be taken to prevent unautherized
persons from boarding the train, Before the train's entry into the Soviet
Zone, a search was to be mide to ascertain that no unautherized persons
were aboard. If a person ¢f East German or communist-bles nationality was
found, before or after the train orossed Soviet-controlled territoery, his
presence was to be reported by coded radic message and he was to be ejected
from the train and placed in the oustody of U.S, military, West German, or
West Berlin police. If he was found aboard the train while it passed
through the Seviet Zone, a similar radio message was to be sent and the
unauthorized passenger was to be placed under guard and warned by the
train commander that, upon request of the Soviet authorities, he would be
surrendered to them. To avold this contingency, the passenger would be
given an opportunity to leave the train while it was moving slowly and

at a place where he would probably not be seen. If he refused to leave
the train he would be turnei over to U,S. military police on arrival at
Helmstedt or West Berlin. I[f the Soviet authorities stopped the train
and made a request for his surrender, he would be turned over to them,
However, he would not be handed over to East German authorities under any
circumstances.

45(1) DF, USAREUR DGSPS to CofS, 6 Jan 62, subj: Change of
USAREUR Cir 550-182. (2) (able SX-1104, CINCUSAREUR to USCOB/CG USAB,
9 Jan 62, Both CONF. Gp-4.
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