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CHAPTER FOUR

THE CINC-TO-CINC MEETING

(U) The Near CINC-to-CINC Meeting

(", 1Ironically, General Otis had been working for some
time to have a face-to-face meeting with the Commander in Chief
(CINC) of GSFG, General Mikhail M. Zaytsev. General Otis said

the purpose of the meeting would have been "...to know the
other guy better. I want to get a feel for how he thinks; how
he would react in certain situations." It seemed to General

Otis that the procedures for exchanging information or reaching
agreements between the two headgquarters were backwards. Face-
to-face meetings between the generals should come first, and
then the liaison people could take over the follow=-on actions.?l

() When General Otis assumed command of USAREUR in
April 1983 there had been no recent CINC-to-CINC meetings,
except for the brief, social meeting the former CINC, General
Frederick J. Kroesen, had with CINCGSFG in Berlin during his
farewell tour of the command. US=-Soviet tensions over Afghan-
istan and other issues had precluded such meetings. With the
warming of relations between the United States and the Soviet
Union under the leadership of Gorbachev, in late 1984 it was
thought that a CINC-to-CINC meeting might be arranged. General
zaytsev had responded positively to General Otis' invitation
and suggested a late March meeting. General Otis was seeking
national-level permission to conduct the meeting when the
Nicholson Incident intervened to preclude any sort of normal
CINC-to-CINC meeting.?

( )- General Otis remained convinced that it would have
been extremely useful if he had previously met with General
zaytsev, and had been able to call him up immediately after the
shooting. He thought that he and General Zaytsev could have
discussed the incident and sought ways to defuse the situa-
tion. However, he felt a previous face-to-face meeting was a
prerequisite to this type of frank telephone exchange. Such an
early telephone call might have prevented the incident from
escalating to the subsequent levels of rhetoric, which may have
been caused by lack of information on the intent of both
sides. After the incident General Otis began pushing for an
early face-to-face meeting with his counterpart, which
eventually led to the Shultz-Dobrynin agreement that such a
meeting should take place.3
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(U) Aapproval for the Meeting

{ ) Approval for General Otis to meet with General
Zaytsev was not a sure thing. USAREUR was pressing for an
early meeting so that the situation could be resolved satis-
factorily, which would allow USMIM to get on with its mission.
However, an interesting battle of wills was developing between
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense. Secretary
Shultz seemed intent upon closing the incident and getting on
with bettering relations with the Soviets, while Secretary
Weinberger early on took a deep, personal interest in the
incident and the Nicholson family, and had no intention of
allowing it to be resolved on terms favorable to the Soviets.

(U) Secretary Weinberger had been quoted as demanding
that the Soviets apologize for murdering Major Nicholson prior
to any CINC-to-CINC meeting. (For more information on the
apology issue, see the section on "Follow-on Sanctions,"
Chapter 3.) However, when DoD spokesman Michael Burch was
asked on 4 April if an apology was necessary before the two
commanders could meet, he hedged on the question and said that
it should be answered after a date for the meeting was set.
When asked point blank if there would be a meeting without an
apology, he answered: "I don't know. I just can't say at this
point." During follow-up questioning he did say that the two
secretaries were not at odds on the gquestion, and that he did
not know if Secretary Weinberger would go so far as to say that
there would never be a meeting if the Soviets did not apolo-
glze. The Secretary just thought it was a reascnable first

step.4

. (U) Although not a prerequisite for the CINC-to~CINC
meeting, Secretary Weinberger did add a new demand that same
day during an interview. He said that he thought it was vital
the Soviets provide some form of compensation for Mrs.

Nicholson. He added:>

There's no way you can compensate a family like
that in any material way. But, on the other
hand, they have been deprived of parental and
other support, and some kind of compensation
for such a brutal act seems to me to be

absolutely required.

(U) Apparently the disagreement was resolved, and on
5 April it was announced that although it was appropriate for
the Soviets to apologize for the murder of Major Nicholson, and
to pay compensation to his family, meeting these damands was
not a precondition for the CINC-to-CINC meeting.®
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(+) US policy on the advisability of holding the
CINC~to-CINC meeting and, more importantly, what our goals
would be at the meeting was outlined in a memorandum from
President Reagan to Secretary Weinberger on 7 April. The
impact of this memorandum upon both the upcoming meeting and
the subsequent negotiations with the Soviets was such that it
is quoted in its entirety:”

() It is important that Major Nicholson's
murder not be followed by a return to the
status quo ante. We owe Major Nicholson, his
family, and future generations of service men
and women to come, the solace and future
confidence that can only come from proper
resolution of this specific act as well as
Soviet actions to prevent its recurrence. As
we pursue these ends, we should keep in mind
that our objective is to get results in both
areas. I believe results will best be achieved
by dealing privately and firmly in a prompt
meeting with Soviet authorities.

( ) Toward this end you are requested to have
the Commander in Chief, US Army, Europe
(CINCUSAREUR), arrange an early meeting with
the Commander in Chief, Group of Soviet Forces
in Germany (CINCGSFG). The purposes of the
meeting are:

- First, to express firmly our belief and
expectation that an apology is due Major
Nicheolson's survivors and the United States
Govermnment. In addition, appropriate com-
pensation should be offered to the family.

- Second, to insist that actions be taken by
the Soviet Union to insure that acts of
brutality, such as Major Nicholson's murder,
will not recur.

(") At the meeting, the US representative
should make the following points:

- The United States is increasingly concerned
over the failure of the Soviet Union to respond
in a responsible manner to the shooting of

Major Nicheclson and denial of medical .
assistance.
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- This act is totally inconsistent with the
manner in which the military liaison missions
have operated over many years. The denial of
medical assistance was an inhumane act and
contrary to all standards of human behavior.

- As a professional soldier, I am sure you
will agree with me that the treatment of Major
Nicholson by your soldiers was totally contrary
to the standards of our profession.

- Secretary Shultz has made clear to
Ambassador Dobrynin the implications that
this tragic incident could have on US-Soviet
relations unless we are able to deal with it
constructively. Ambassador Dobrynin has
informed Secretary Shultz that ycu have
instructions for dealing with this issue.

- We believe that the Soviet Union should
provide:

-=- An apology to Major Nicholson's family
and the United States Government.

~-- Compensation for Major Nicholson's
family. While material compensation can in no
way satisfy the sense of loss Major Nicholson's
family feels, it would help replace the loss of
support to his family. This step is founded in
law and expected in relations between responsi-
ble parties.

-- Instructions to the soldiers and officers
under your command so that there will never
again be a recurrence of this tragedy. The
troops under my command are under firm
instructions that under no circumstances should
they use violence against any members of the
Soviet military liaison mission. I ask that
you issue similar instructions to the officers
and men under your command.

( ) In raising the peints on the apology and
compensation, CINCUSAREUR should not allow a
negative response to deter him from addressing
the key issue of the procedures. The apology
and compensation issues will be addressed at
the political level if a satisfactory response
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is not forthcoming. CINCUSAREUR, however, must
press to receive a positive Soviet response on
our request that instructions be issued in GSFG
to insure that this type of tragic incident is
not repeated.

() On 9 April JCS informed USEUCOM and USAREUR that
Secretary Weinberger had approved the CINC-to-CINC meeting and
relayed President Reagan's instructions and goals for the
meeting. JCS indicated that a meeting in Western territory was
highly desirable. USAREUR and USEUCOM were to develop plans
for timing, venue, and meeting details, and were to send them
to JCS for Secretary Weinberger's approval.®

(U) Early Planning for the Meeting

() Although permission to hold the CINC-to-CINC meeting
and the president's goals were not passed to USAREUR until
9 April, there had been extensive prior planning about what
should be accomplished at the meeting. The USAREUR head-
quarters documentation from shortly after the incident contains
various possible scenarios, to include a CINC-to-CINC meeting.
Oon 1 April General Fiala had forwarded a plan to General Otis,
who was in the United States. He envisioned an early meeting
between USMLM and SERB to set up a meeting between the two
nheadquarters' chiefs of staff, at which the two chiefs would
agree to the time, place, and agenda for the CINC-to-CINC
meeting. His proposed agenda for the CINC-to-CINC meeting
included:

- Request status of CINCGSFG response to CINCUSAREUR's
protest letter, if one had not been received prior to the
meeting. If response had been delivered, then necessary
responses could be given at that time.

- Review history of treatment of military liaison
missions in both zones, with emphasis on the US record of no
deaths or injuries versus the Soviet record of beatings,
violence, and now a murder.

- CINCUSAREUR would express concern over how this could
happen and would show the instruction card given to US soldiers
to insure SMIM members were not harmed. He would ask the
Soviets what their instructions were to their soldiers.

- He would solicit CINCGSFG agreement that use of force
was unacceptable. He would affirm the need for timely and
factual notification and reporting of any encounters, acci-
dents, or detentions involving military liaison missions.
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() By 3 April two primary objectives for any
negotiations with the Soviets had begun to emerge:

- Establish concrete actions GSFG will take to prevent
future acts of violence against US and Allied MLM personnel on

duty in East Germany.

- Allow no reduction of the US and Allied MIM right of
free access (collection capabilities) in East Germany.

() From the first, this second objective was to be of
more importance to USAREUR and USMLM than it was for senior
headquarters and Washington. There was a great deal of concern
that future USMLM collection operations would be severely
encumbered, or even stopped altogether. General Fiala was
worried that USMLM might be closed down because there were
people in Washington who thought the worth of its collection
gains was outweighed by the risks for creating incidents.®

() At this point, with the incident still fresh in
mind, a very hard line was being taken in internal USAREUR
discussions as to possible responses to different types of
Soviet behavior. There was firm agreement that the US course
of action should be based on the Soviet response to CINC-
USAREUR's protest letter. If there was no response or an
unsatisfactory response, USAREUR thought the Allies should
implement the second level of sanctions (see "Follow=-on
Sanctions," Chapter 3). The USAREUR staff thought it was
essential the Soviets respond with a full explanation of the
incident prior to any CINC-to=-CINC meeting.

( ) USEUCOM was ambivalent about the advisability of the
meeting, and on 4 April it forwarded to Washington a list of
the pros and cons of a CINC-to-CINC meeting. Although USEUCOM
thought the meeting would be useful for allowing the United
States to express its anger over the incident and for
establishing Soviet responsibility for the murder of Major
Nicholson, it was afraid the Soviets would admit guilt in
private and then carry on a misinformation campaign in public.
USEUCOM agreed it would be desirable if the Soviets weould
guarantee the safety of USMILM members and their free access to
unrestricted areas in East Germany, but thought it was possible
the Soviets might further reduce USMLM access in East Germany
or might fail to complete any agreed actions to resclve out-
standing problems. However, USEUCOM said it would support
General Otis' participation in the meeting if General Zaytsev's
response gave an "indication of genuine concern on the part of
the Soviets regarding the development of an appropriate
solution to this matter.®
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( ) The Soviets attempted to sidestep the issue by
calling in Colonel lLajoie on 6 April and having Colonel
Pereverzev, Chief of SERB, deliver a non-paper from General

Zaytsev:

In accordance with the understanding reached in
Washington General of the Army M.M. Zaytsev,
Commander in Chief of the Group of Soviet
Forces in Germany, agrees to meet with General
G. Otis, Commander in Chief of US Army, Europe,
to completely close the issue of the incident
involving the crew of vehicle no. 23, of the US
Military Liaison Mission to the Commander in
Chief, GSFG. It is proposed that the meeting
be held in Wuensdorf or Potsdam (at the Soviet
Officers Club).

( ) In the discussion after delivery of the non-paper,
Colonel Lajoie said that in anticipation of the complexity of
the staff work that would be necessary to close the issue, it
was likely that General Otis would prefer an early CINC-to-CINC
meeting to give impetus to the staffs, with the staffs then
being entrusted with the task of working out the necessary
details. He thought that General Otis would prefer the meeting
take place at USMLM's Potsdam House rather than at either of
the proposed Soviet sites. He said that a clear, prominent
expression of regret should be forthcoming from the Soviets,
one not buried somewhere on the back page of a TASS news
release. He stated the United States would insist on a
prohibition of the use of deadly force against any military
liaison mission member, just as USAREUR banned the use cof force
against members of SMILM.

({ ) Colonel Pereverzev replied that he only had
authority to read the paper, to answer questions about it, and
to pass on US views to GSFG headquarters. He said the import-
ant part was that the meeting be held. If General Otis desired
to meet at Potsdam House, he would relay this information as
well as proposals for the mechanics of arranging the meeting.
He noted that the Soviets had already expressed regret over the
death of Major Nicholson in the official statement made by the
Soviet Embassy in Washington, and reiterated that the Soviet
position remained that the responsibility for his death must be
borne by the United States.

() Colonel Pereverzev also agreed to relay the US

demand that the Soviets prohibit the use of deadly force
against military liaison mission members, but stated that even
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US regulations required its guards to act in the same way as
Soviet guards, regardless of the identity of the trespasser.
He seemed to be genuinely surprised when Colonel Lajoie
produced copies of the standard SMLM warning cards (AE Form
3231) issued to every soldier, which specifically prohibited
the use of force against SMIM members.

( ) Afterwards, Ceclonel Lajoie told USAREUR that the
proper sequence might be an early CINC-TO-CINC meeting,
followed by staff negotiations, and -- after careful
consultations with the British and French -- a final meeting
between the two CINCs to close the incident. He noted that the
non-paper had made no mention of finding "possible measures to
prevent incidents," a phrase which had been used by Ambassador
Dobrynin during his meeting with Secretary Shultz on 30 March.
This was a disturbing note in that it had become one of
USAREUR's major objectives for the meeting.ll

) When relaying Colonel Lajoie's report to General
Otis, General Fiala proposed several options for the meeting.
General Otis turned down the options of not agreeing to a
meeting until after he had received a formal response from
General Zaytsev as well as that of the two chiefs holding a
prellmlnary meeting to work out details for the CINC-TO-CINC
meeting. He wanted an early meeting without preliminary staff
consultations, preferably by 10 or 11 April. For planning
purposes, he agreed that the location for the meeting should be
either at USMILM's Potsdam House or at the SMIM facility in
Frankfurt. USMILM, in the meantime, was te take no further
steps pending instructions from Washington.l12

(U) The Soviet Response

{ } The Chief of SMLM delivered General Zaytsev's
response to General Otis' protest letter on 10 April. While
dellverlng the letter to General Fiala =-- General Otis was
still in the United States -- General Shevtsov commented that
CINCGSFG had thoroughly reviewed the incident and would like to
meet with General Otis to agree on how such incidents could be
precluded in the future. He said that a preparatory meeting
should take place between the GSFG Deputy Chief of Staff and
the Chief of USMLM in order to formulate an understanding in
advance of the CINC-TO-CINC meeting.

( ) However when the CINCGSFG letter was translated, it
turned out to be a restatement of the Soviets' public line on
the incident. General Zaytsev said that a review of the
incident revealed that all responsibility for the incident lay
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with the American side. While he regretted the tragic results,
he rejected General Otis' protest of the incident and all
accusations against the staff of GSFG and the Soviet guard, and
asked that General Otis take active measures to ensure strict
compliance by the American side with the Huebner-Malinin Agree-
ment, in particular paragraph 10, which guaranteed freedom of
travel "except [for] places of disposition of military units."

() General Zaytsev's version of the incident was that
"yiolators" wearing camouflage uniforms in a vehicle with
dirt-smeared license plates had penetrated a closed military
installation and attempted to flee when detected by the guard.
He contended that Major Nicholson would not have been shot if
he had complied with the guard's orders, and pointed to the
"fact® that Sergeant Schatz was not harmed since he had
followed the guard's instructions. He stated that medical
assistance was provided as soon as possible, and reiterated the
Soviet claim that Sergeant Schatz had refused to leave the car
and had not attempted to provide first aid. The statement that
rankled most claimed that "military members of GSFG when
convinced that the violators are members of USMLM have not, do
not, and in the future have no intention of using weapons to
detain or evict violators of restricted areas." He charged
that the Chief of USMIM had not presented an objective report
on the incident. He proposed that a preliminary meeting be
held by their staffs to determine questions subject to
discussion and to "examine possible measures for preventing
similar incidents in the future," after which he and General
otis could have a personal meeting "in order to conclude the

investigation of this incident." The implied agreement to seek
measures that would insure the safety of USMIM members somewhat
mitigated the overall negative aspects of the letter. (See

Appendix B for complete text of the CINCGSFG letter.)

() Also on 10 April, General Fiala forwarded a letter
through General Shevtsov to General Zaytsev in which he acknow-
ledged that he had received his letter and would forward it to
General Otis. He said that he had been instructed by General
Otis to tell him that a preliminary meeting between the staffs
was not necessary, and that they should hold a CINC-to-CINC
meeting as soon as possible after noon on 11 April.l3 (see
Appendix B for text of General Fiala's letter.)

() At 1125 on 11 April Colonel Pereverzev presented
Colonel Lajoie with a response from the GSFG Chief of Staff in
which he reiterated the Soviet desire to have a preliminary
meeting, and said that General Zaytsev expected a personal
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response from General Otis to his proposals. (See Appendix B
for text of General Krivosheyev's letter.) 1In the subsequent
discussion, Colonel Lajoie reminded the Soviets that General
otis thought it was essential to register concern at the
appropriate level and to provide a stimulus to the respective
staffs to develop effective measures to preclude the recurrence
of such incidents. Colonel Pereverzev said that he was under
instructions to do no more than serve as a conduit for
communications and that he would relay the information.

( ] In an unofficial aside, Colonel Pereverzev said that
it was unrealistic to expect GSFG headgquarters to respond to
the American proposals in one day, highlighting the Soviet
proclivity for doing things by the numbers since their system
did not encourage improvisation and spontaneity. He further
suggested that the American side check its archives for a
report of the CINC-to-CINC meeting conducted on 5 April 1962,
and that it might serve as a formula for the venue of the
current meeting. The 1962 meeting had been conducted in two
parts, the first part at the Soviet's Potsdam Officers Club and
the second part at USMLM's Potsdam House. (For more informa-
tion on the 1962 meeting, see below, "Final Preparations for
the Meeting.")

( ) General Otis, back at USAREUR headquarters from his
trip to the United States, was briefed on the contents of the
letter at 1300 on 11 April. He initially wanted to talk
directly to General Zaytsev on the telephone, but neither SERB
or SMIM could provide the necessary telephone numbers or
assistance for completing the call. As a consequence, he sent
a second letter on 11 April to General Zaytsev accepting his
offer to have a personal meeting and proposing that they meet
either that day or at the latest on 12 April. He said that
"due to the nature of this serious situation I propose that we
meet immediately without preliminary staff meetings." Although
he preferred to meet General Zaytsev at SMLM in Frankfurt, he
said he would accept USMLM's Potsdam House as an alternative
site. General Otis had been informed by JCS the previous day
that Washington had reversed its position against a meeting in
Potsdam, and that he could meet General Zaytsev in Potsdam if
that would insure the meeting was conducted as soon as
possible. (See Appendix B for full text of General Otis'

letter.)

() That same day Colonel Lajoie went back to SERB at
1755 to deliver General Otis' letter. He later recalled, "To
say that this letter took the Soviets by surprise would greatly
understate the case. The dumbfoundment and incredulity in
their eyes could not be missed." This particular meeting was
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attended by General-Major Y.I. Serov, GSFG's equivalent of the
Deputy Chief of Staff for Intelligence.

( )+ Colonel Lajoie explained General Otis' desire was to
have an early meeting with General Zaytsev, which would be
followed by detailed working sessions by the two staffs, and
perhaps by a second ceremonial meeting of the two CINCs to
approve and certify the measures agreed upon by the two staffs.
ceneral Serov did not think such an unplanned meeting would be
very fruitful and, regardless, it was not probable that General
zaytsev would be able to attend a meeting on such short notice.
When Colonel Lajoie replied that he could not think of a more
significant item for the general's schedule, General Serov
stated that General Zaytsev was extremely interested in con-
cluding this issue, and in moving on to a more stable,
#eonfidence~building” type of relationship between the two
sides.

( ) Interestingly enough, with the presence of General
serov and Colonel Lajocie, the meeting could have met CINCGSFG's
requirement for a preliminary meeting between these two indi-
viduals to set an agenda and iron out the mechanics of the
CINC-to-CINC meeting. However, Colonel Lajoie stated that he
was available only to discuss times and places and could not
discuss agenda items. The Soviets rejected that idea and
expressed disbelief that the American side would go into such a
meeting without staff preparation. The Soviets said they would
convey General Otis' letter and inform General Zaytsev of this
discussion. They assured Colonel Lajole that General Zaytsev
would make an expeditious decision about the meeting and that
he would be promptly informed. As Colonel Lajoie concluded,
"The ball [was] now in their court."

(U) Report on the USAREUR Investigation of the Incident

(U) It was absolutely essential that General Otis have
the complete facts of the incident before he met with General
zaytsev. General Zaytsev's letter was just the latest example
that the Soviets would continue to adhere to their interpreta-
tion of the Nicholson Incident.

() General Otis had been concerned from the first that
an accurate report of the incident be compiled, and had dir-
ected on 25 March that Sergeant Schatz be debriefed by a
professional debriefing team. Sergeant Schatz was debriefed
that same day by members of the 766th Military Intelligence
Detachment. 13

( ) The investigating officer, Colonel Walter L.
Hatcher, Deputy Commander of lst Personnel Command, was briefed
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at 1400 that afternoon, and was informed that he would be
assisted by Major Joel D. Miller, USAREUR Office of the Judge
Advocate, and CW2 Jerold J. Unruh, Special Agent in Charge at
the Berlin Criminal Investigation Division. Because of his
location, Mr. Unruh had already started gathering information
that first morning after the shooting. The investigation
officially commenced in Berlin on 26 March and the findings
were completed on 9 April -- just in time to be of assistance
to General Otis as he prepared for his meeting with General

Zaytsev.l6

(U) The narrative portion of the report, which briefly
outlined the events of the first 2 days of the incident, will
not be repeated as it did not deviate significantly from the
expanded account cof the incident provided in Chapter 1. How-
ever, the sworn statements and the graphics contained in the
enclosures and exhibits portion of the report were very helpful
during the research phase of this study. The report's findings
were of great interest and are quoted below:1l7

- That Major Nicholson and Sergeant Schatz were
complying with valid orders in furtherance of a lawful mission.

- That Major Nicholson and Sergeant Schatz were
experienced, knowledgeable, and competent for the perforumance
of their mission and that Sergeant Schatz was a credible
witness.

= That the Ludwigslust portion of the tour was con-
sidered routine and low risk.

- That at no time prior to, during, or after the
shooting of Major Nicholson was the tour in a Soviet restricted

area.

- That Major Nicholson, while unarmed and in an
unrestricted area, was shot without warning by a Soviet soldier.

- That under threat of deadly force Sergeant Schatz was
prevented from administering first aid to Major Nicholson.

- That Soviet behavior after the shooting was callous
and inhumane.

- That the chief and all members of USMLM and other
involved US military members in Berlin conducted themselves
professionally, competently, and compassionately during and
after the incident.
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