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Let them come to Berlin: The geopolitical role and significance 

of President John F. Kennedy’s visit to Berlin on 26 June 1963 

 
Edward James Bryan 

Department of Geography, University of Cambridge 

 

President John F. Kennedy's visit to Berlin on 26 June 1963 has come to be regarded 

as one of the greatest political spectacles of the twentieth century. During the eight 

hours which he spent in the city, hundreds of thousands of jubilant spectators flooded 

onto its streets to catch a glimpse of the US President, and to hear him declare proudly 

that he, too, was a Berliner. But despite the visit's now iconic status, the geopolitical 

imperatives which informed Kennedy's decision to appear in Berlin remain less well-

known. By travelling to the divided city, members of the Kennedy administration had 

hoped that he would frame its western sectors as a collective bastion of liberal 

democracy and Western Allied cooperation, and thereby restore a much-needed sense 

of unity to an increasingly fractious Euro-Atlantic Alliance. Drawing together 

materials from the John F. Kennedy Presidential Library and Museum, the 

Landesarchiv Berlin, and other archival institutions, this thesis explores whether and 

how Kennedy's trip to Berlin – its planning, performance, and portrayal – achieved 

this geopolitical objective. More specifically, it appeals to recent theoretical 

discussions concerning the more-than-representational nature of geopolitical discourse 

in order to reveal the words, bodies, practices, and affects which came together during 

this event to (re)define Berlin's position within the wider landscape of the Cold War. 

In so doing, the thesis provides new insight into the role and significance of US 

presidential visits as mediums through which geopolitical subjectivities are enacted, 

challenged, and reworked. 
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NOTE TO THE READER 

 

This thesis examines a period of time during which the names of places often changed 

and were subject to fierce dispute. Throughout the Cold War, for example, the question 

of whether US Presidents should refer publicly to Western Allied rights in ‘Berlin’ or 

‘West Berlin’ was under constant review. President John F. Kennedy himself would 

become acutely aware of this contentious issue after his decision to discuss America’s 

presence in ‘West Berlin’ during a televised address broadcast on 25 July 1961 sparked 

outrage and protest across Germany.  

 

What to call and how to describe Berlin, as well as other places whose names were 

contested or controversial (the East/West, the First/Second/Third World, etc.) in the 

pages of this thesis therefore posed a number of difficulties. With the exception of the 

Bundesrepublik Deutschland and the Deutsche Demokratische Republik, as well as 

the streets, buildings, and districts of Berlin, which are presented in their original 

German form, the author chose to use the names which were employed in the archival 

materials studied. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

‘GEOGRAPHY DOESN’T MEAN THAT MUCH’: 

EXAMINING THE GEOPOLITICAL ROLE AND 

SIGNIFICANCE OF PRESIDENT KENNEDY’S VISIT TO 

BERLIN 

 
INTRODUCTION 

President John F. Kennedy awoke to a piece of alarming information on the 

morning of 16 October 1962. As he sat in bed perusing a collection of newspapers, his 

Special Advisor on National Security Affairs, McGeorge Bundy, entered the room to 

inform him that US reconnaissance aircraft had obtained photographic evidence that 

Soviet nuclear missiles were being stationed covertly in Cuba. The President was not 

one to be easily rattled. But, as Bundy would later recall, successive waves of shock, 

anger, and fear spread across his face upon hearing this news. After taking a moment 

to process the gravity of the situation and regain his composure, Kennedy instructed 

Bundy to gather a specialist team which could set about organising an immediate 

response.1 

This hastily assembled group – later awarded the title of ExComm – met on two 

separate occasions on 16 October 1962. The first of these meetings, convened at 11.50, 

would prove to be an emotionally fuelled affair, with much of the conversation being 

dominated by repeated outbursts of astonishment over the apparent recklessness of 

Soviet foreign policy.2 Yet when the team gathered again at 18.30, the mood was 

noticeably calmer and the discussion far more focused.3 At the top of the meeting’s 

agenda was a need to identify whether the stationing of Soviet missiles was motivated 

by either military or political concerns. For the President’s Military Representative, 

General Maxwell Taylor, this unexpected action was intended first and foremost to 

 
1 McGeorge Bundy, Danger and Survival: Choices About the Bomb in the First Fifty Years (New York: 

Random House, 1988), p. 394. 
2 JFKPL, Presidential Papers, POF, Presidential Recordings, Transcripts, Meeting at the White House, 

11:50 a.m., 16 October 1962. 
3 JFKPL, Presidential Papers, POF, Presidential Recordings, Transcripts, Off the Record Meeting on 

Cuba, 6:30-7:55 p.m., 16 October 1962. 
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endanger American lives. By establishing a position in the western hemisphere from 

which to launch nuclear weapons, it was believed that the Soviet Union had greatly 

enhanced its strike capacity against the US mainland.4 Kennedy, by contrast, held a 

different interpretation. Instead of viewing the missiles as a new and unprecedented 

threat to American citizens, he was of the opinion that they were actually part of a ploy 

to force him to withdraw US military personnel from the Allied-occupied city of 

Berlin. After all, Soviet forces were already capable of raining nuclear destruction 

down upon America. And, as Kennedy went on to suggest, they therefore had very 

little to gain militarily from deploying additional missiles some one-hundred miles 

away from Florida’s coastline. In a world where the Soviet Union could unleash 

nuclear Armageddon at any location on the Earth’s surface, the President concluded, 

‘[g]eography doesn’t mean that much.’5 

Kennedy’s belief that the geographical origin of Soviet threats was no longer 

significant to twentieth century politics is of interest for numerous reasons. Some have 

proposed that this rationale would provide the basis for the peaceful resolution of the 

so-called Cuban Missile Crisis, whilst others have debated the degree to which it 

influenced his foreign policy in locations such as Laos and Vietnam.6 Yet the 

President’s suggestion that the near-global scope of nuclear weaponry had rendered 

geography irrelevant to international affairs is also worthy of consideration owing to 

the specific understanding of ‘the geographical’ upon which it is based. Significantly, 

it would appear that Kennedy viewed geography as a neutral and fixed setting for 

matters of politics. In the past, geographical phenomena such as the distribution of the 

Earth’s continents may have exerted an influence over international relations. But, for 

the President, the newfound ability to project nuclear weapons over vast distances 

meant that this had ceased to be the case; the course of politics was not determined by 

geographical borders or proximity, but by the global balance of nuclear power. 

 
4 Ibid., p.13. 
5 Ibid. 
6 See Lawrence Freedman, Kennedy’s Wars: Berlin, Cuba, Laos, and Vietnam (Oxford: Oxford 

University Press, 2000); Robert Kennedy, 13 Days: The Cuban Missile Crisis, October 1962 (London: 

Macmillan & Co., 1969). 
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Geography, in short, was understood to be an essentially apolitical phenomenon: one 

which existed independently of and could be separated from the demands of the Cold 

War.7 

Kennedy was by no means alone in holding this view. As the transcript of the 

second ExComm meeting indicates, the US Secretary of Defence, Robert McNamara, 

was similarly convinced that the increasing sophistication of nuclear weaponry had 

freed politics from geography’s conditioning grasp.8 This is not to suggest, however, 

that the President’s understanding was – and, indeed, is – the only way of interpreting 

the significance (or lack thereof) of geography during the Cold War. Take, for 

instance, the proposal that the geographical is not a pre-given reality but a rationalising 

discourse.9 From this vantage-point, geography operates as a subjective and malleable 

form of knowledge about how the world is or should be organised. Such spatial 

reasoning is also considered to be shot through with relations of power, for to evoke a 

particular worldview is to engage simultaneously in an exclusionary process through 

which other outlooks may be rendered abnormal or illicit.10 Geographical knowledge, 

to put it simply, is necessarily geopolitical.  

If treated as a discourse, geography therefore does not refer simply to an 

independent variable which may or may not impinge on matters of politics. It 

encompasses those modes of thought which construct, administer, and discipline 

space, and thereby establish an epistemic framework wherein certain actions or 

subjects are rendered legitimate, and others not. When viewed through this alternative 

lens, Kennedy’s suggestion that geography did not ‘mean that much’ to the Cold War 

suddenly appears far less valid. For although at pains to stress the totalising nature of 

 
7 The term ‘Cold War’ is used to describe the period of political, economic, and cultural competition 

between two oppositional power blocs led by the US and the Soviet Union from 1945 to 1991. See Odd 

Arne Westad, ‘The New International History of the Cold War: Three (Possible) Paradigms’, 

Diplomatic History, 24:4 (2000), 551-65. 
8 JFKPL, Presidential Papers, POF, Presidential Recordings, Transcripts, Off the Record Meeting on 

Cuba, 6:30-7:55 p.m., 16 October 1962. 
9 See Gearóid Ó Tuathail and John Agnew, ‘Geopolitics and discourse: Practical geopolitical reasoning 

in American foreign policy’, Political Geography, 11:2 (1992), 190-204. 
10 Joanne Sharp, ‘Publishing American identity: popular geopolitics, myths and The Reader’s Digest’, 

Political Geography, 12:6 (1993), 491-503. 
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the threat posed by the Soviet Union, the very logic operating within the President’s 

assertion still relies on a decidedly geographical characterisation of the world. By 

elevating the Cold War to a global level, where orders of distance are dwarfed in 

comparison to the all-encompassing prospect of nuclear destruction, Kennedy was 

nevertheless advancing a particular form of knowledge about the spatiality of the 

conflict. Even at the moment when the President declared its supposed irrelevance, 

then, geography as a politicised and rationalising mode of discourse sat at the heart of 

his foreign policy. 

It is this observation which forms the foundation of the thesis. Taking as a point of 

departure the notion that the production, execution, and legitimation of the Kennedy 

administration’s foreign policy was grounded upon a myriad of geographical beliefs 

and assumptions, it investigates the types of geopolitical knowledge which came to 

surround a locality that was at the forefront of the President’s mind on 16 October 

1962: the metropolis of Berlin. In particular, the thesis assesses whether and how 

Kennedy’s appearance in the western sectors of Berlin on 26 June 1963 served to 

(re)define the city as a site and subject of the Cold War. This endeavour is not, 

however, based purely upon an examination of the ways in which the President 

described Berlin on this occasion. Rather, the thesis explores how a host of different 

actors – politicians, journalists, and even the Berliners themselves – both contributed 

to and contested the establishment of a specific understanding of the city. What is 

more, consideration is given to how the actions, objects, affects, and atmospheres 

which constituted this event were additionally embroiled in framing the former 

German capital. Through pursuing these various lines of inquiry together, the thesis 

ultimately seeks to broaden conceptualisations of geopolitical action by drawing 

attention to the visit’s role as a medium through which geopolitical subjectivities were 

performed, challenged and reworked. 

The object of this introductory chapter is to outline the leading epistemological 

assumptions of the thesis and to situate its research agenda within the relevant 

literature. With this in mind, it begins with the field of critical geopolitics – a school 

of thought which, since its emergence in the late-twentieth century, has contributed 
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extensively to debates concerning the geographical conventions and logics that 

underpin political action. After summarising the movement during the field’s infancy 

to redefine geopolitics as a discursive practice, the chapter goes on to consider some 

of the leading challenges which were levelled at this early scholarship. As will be 

revealed, one of the most potent of these criticisms was the suggestion that the concept 

of discourse, as employed in critical geopolitical accounts, was inconsistent with the 

poststructuralist philosophies upon which the discipline was based. The chapter then 

charts the ways in which scholars have since attempted to rectify this unsatisfactory 

conceptualisation of ‘the geopolitical’, and reviews how these efforts have 

subsequently informed inquiries into the geopolitics of ‘everyday’ diplomatic 

practices as well as the more ‘dramatic’ occasions of sporting mega-events, summits, 

and conferences. A summary of the extant scholarly work on US presidential visits is 

offered next, before the chapter considers the contributions which adopting a critical 

geopolitical perspective can make to the study of these diplomatic events, including 

Kennedy’s visit to Berlin. Finally, the principal research question and structure of the 

thesis are discussed. 

 

GEOPOLITICS AS DISCOURSE 

In her compelling 1990 account The Imaginary War: Understanding the East-West 

Conflict, Mary Kaldor offered a robust critique of the then-prevailing interpretations 

of the Cold War. Instead of subscribing to realist perspectives which proposed that the 

post-Second World War political order had been forged from an inevitable clash 

between the capitalist West and the communist East, she suggested that it was, in fact, 

the product of an imaginary war. Guided by the hostile rhetoric of politicians, military 

personnel, and social commentators, populations on both sides of Winston Churchill’s 

figurative ‘Iron Curtain’ were thought to have assembled the image of a dangerous 

ideological adversary against which permanent vigilance was needed. This perceived 

threat, Kaldor went on to explain, gave a crucial sense of meaning to the notion that 
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one belonged to either the East or the West, and thereby drew two parts of the world 

into a conflictual embrace which would last for over four decades.11  

Kaldor’s critical venture into the rationalising frameworks of the Cold War is but 

one example of a new generation of scholarship which swept across the late-twentieth 

century North American and Western European academy. Often influenced by 

continental European philosophy, this research looked to unsettle the presumed 

stability of traditional political theory by examining the execution of foreign policy 

decisions in situ. Crucially, scholars from across the social sciences developed an 

interest in exploring the symbols and concepts which political figures used to justify 

territorial expansion and the domination of place, rather than assuming that these 

actions merely reflected some form of pre-existing rationality or ethos.12 

It was within this context that Gearóid Ó Tuathail and John Agnew laid the 

foundations for a school of thought which would eventually be branded as ‘critical 

geopolitics’.13 Drawing heavily upon Foucauldian poststructuralism, theories of 

political economy, and studies from ‘dissident’ international relations, they proposed 

that geopolitics, commonly understood as the scientific inquiry into the geographical 

basis of politics, was necessarily discursive.14 Politics was not governed by fixed and 

discrete geographical laws, they argued, but instead was embedded in, and partially 

constituted by, ‘sets of socio-cultural resources used by people in the construction of 

meaning about their world and activities’.15 In light of this notion, Ó Tuathail and 

Agnew proceeded to outline a mode of critical geopolitical analysis which set out to 

expose the value-laden discourses used by ‘intellectuals of statecraft’ to spatialise 

political affairs and render them meaningful. To study geopolitics in discursive terms, 

 
11 Mary Kaldor, The Imaginary War: Understanding the East-West Conflict (London: Penguin Books, 

1990). 
12 For example, John Agnew, ‘An excess of “national exceptionalism”: Towards a new political 

geography of American foreign policy’, Political Geography Quarterly, 2 (1983), 151-66; Leslie 

Hepple, ‘The revival of geopolitics’, Political Geography Quarterly, 5 (1986), S21-36. 
13 Ó Tuathail and Agnew, ‘Geopolitics and discourse’. 
14 See Simon Dalby, ‘Geopolitical Discourse: The Soviet Union As Other’, Alternatives, 13 (1988), 

415-42; Creating the Second Cold War: The Discourse of Politics (London: Pinter Publishers Limited, 

1990).  
15 Ó Tuathail and Agnew, ‘Geopolitics and discourse’, p.192. 
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as they put it, is to examine the ‘rules by which geographies of international politics 

get written’.16 

In keeping with the likes of Kaldor, the ‘practical’ geopolitical discourse relayed 

by politicians during the Cold War and its aftermath would provide fertile ground for 

this enterprise to take root and develop.17 Examining a range of materials, both 

political geographers and international relations theorists uncovered numerous 

instances wherein the vision of a global bipolar struggle had been mobilised to 

legitimise often aggressive interventionist policies in locations across the planet.18 

Others chose to unpick the ‘formal’ geopolitical discourse of academics and 

researchers,19 as well as to consider how particular framings of world politics came to 

be recycled in ‘popular’ media such as newspapers and films.20 In its earliest guises, 

the field of critical geopolitics was therefore characterised by efforts to expose and 

unravel the relations of power which underpinned the writing of global space across 

numerous different sites. 

Despite its empirical breath and seemingly radical research agenda, this first 

generation of critical geopolitical scholarship did not go unchallenged. Of special 

 
16 Ibid., p.193. 
17 The terms ‘practical’, ‘formal’, and ‘popular’ are taken from Gerard Toal, Critical Geopolitics: The 

Politics of Writing Global Space (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1996). See also Joe 

Painter and Alex Jeffrey, Political Geography: An Introduction to Space and Power (Los Angeles: 

SAGE, 2009).  
18 For example, John Agnew Geopolitics: Re-visioning World Politics (London: Routledge, 2003); 

Dalby, Creating the Second Cold War; Klaus Dodds, ‘Taking the Cold War to the Third World’, in The 

American Century: Consensus and Coercion in the Projection of American Power, edited by David 

Slater and Peter Taylor (Oxford: Blackwell Publishers Inc., 1999), pp.166-80; Gearóid Ó Tuathail, ‘The 

Bush Administration and the ‘end’ of the cold war: a critical geopolitics of U.S. foreign policy in 1989’, 

Geoforum, 23 (1992), 437-52.  
19 For example, Geopolitical Traditions: Critical Histories of a Century of Geopolitical Thought, edited 

by Klaus Dodds and David Atkinson (London and New York: Routledge, 2000); Toal, Critical 

Geopolitics. See also Jennifer Hyndman, ‘Revisiting Mackinder 1904-2004’, The Geographical 

Journal, 170:4 (2004), 380-83. 
20 For example, Jason Dittmer, ‘Captain America’s Empire: Reflections on Identity, Popular Culture, 

and post-9/11 Geopolitics’, Annals of the Association of American Geographers, 95:3 (2005), 626-43; 

Klaus Dodds, ‘‘Have you seen any good films lately?’ Geopolitics, international relations and film’, 

Geography Compass, 2:2 (2008), 476-94; ‘Licensed to stereotype: Geopolitics, James Bond and the 

spectre of Balkanism’, Geopolitics, 8:2 (2003), 125-56; Sharp, ‘Publishing American identity’; ‘Reel 

Geopolitics’, in Rethinking Geopolitics, edited by Gearóid Ó Tuathail and Simon Dalby (London: 

Routledge, 1998), pp.152-69. 
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concern was the lack of conceptual clarity surrounding the nature and operation of 

geopolitical discourse. ‘There is a tendency’, as Martin Müller would later observe, 

‘for discourse to become a catch-all term with only very vague notions of its 

conceptual underpinnings.’21 Much of this ambiguity was attributed to the fact that 

many critical geopoliticians elected to use the term ‘geopolitical discourse’ 

interchangeably with other theoretically-laden expressions without considering the 

implications of doing so.22 Certainly, it was far from uncommon to encounter 

references to geopolitical ‘narratives’, ‘storylines’, ‘imaginations’, and ‘fantasies’ in 

accounts published with the self-proclaimed purpose of deconstructing geopolitical 

‘discourse’.23 As a result of such terminological slippage, critics claimed that the 

ostensibly cutting-edge research agenda which had been outlined by Ó Tuathail and 

Agnew was in danger of being blunted by a growing sense of analytical vagueness and 

theoretical incoherency.24 

But a problematic substitution of key terms was not the only weakness identified in 

the early writings of critical geopolitics. It was also suggested that when scholars did 

refer to geopolitical discourse, they did so in a manner which was often inconsistent 

with the poststructuralist philosophies from which the field had emerged.25 At the heart 

of this critique was the contentious topic of agency. Specifically, it was observed that 

the vast majority of studies were characterised by the assumption that individuals are 

able to create and deploy discourse freely in order to pursue certain ends. Geopolitical 

discourse was, to use Ó Tuathail’s own words, treated as resource which could ‘be 

drawn upon and used by officials and leaders to constitute and represent world 

 
21 Martin Müller, ‘Reconsidering the concept of discourse for the field of critical geopolitics: Towards 
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affairs’.26 Whilst the essentialist conception of agency nestled within this outlook may 

have corresponded with popular narratives of strategic political action, it nevertheless 

sat uneasily upon critical geopolitics’ original Foucauldian foundations. Indeed, contra 

absolute agency, much of Michel Foucault’s poststructuralism is premised on de-

centring the acting individual and emphasising instead the structuring – but not 

determining – effects of discourse. From this standpoint, discourses are understood to 

be carriers of valid knowledge in the sense that nothing can be rendered intelligible 

without being subject to a series of socio-cultural rules or norms.27 Consequently, 

whilst an individual may be able to comprehend and describe the disciplining effects 

of discourse, they can never possess absolute power over them, for their own status as 

an individual in turn depends on acting in accordance with established discursive 

constraints. Discourse is not, in short, something which can be mobilised at will in 

order to describe or control objects – it is that which constitutes both objects and 

subjects.28  

The apparent failure to translate critical geopolitics’ Foucauldian underpinnings 

into scholarly practice thus proved to be a significant stumbling block for the field’s 

initial incarnations. Yet there were some who suggested that, in other respects, critical 

geopolitics remained far too committed to the analytical thrust of its philosophical 

forebears. More particularly, both feminist scholars and those inclined toward 

employing ethnographic modes of research expressed concern that critical 

geopoliticians, influenced by the emphasis placed in poststructuralist thought on the 

linguistic nature of discourse, were awarding a disproportionate amount of attention 
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to the discursive operation of textual representations.29 Such a restricted field of study, 

it was suggested, not only served to erase people’s everyday experiences of 

geopolitical discourse, but also produced abstract forms of knowledge akin to those 

which critical geopolitics originally sought to unravel.30 Jennifer Hyndman, for 

example, castigated the field for promoting a ‘disembodied critical practice’, before 

calling for a feminist geopolitics which acknowledged the positionality of both the 

researcher and the researched.31 In a similar vein, Nigel Thrift urged critical 

geopolitics to become more attuned to what he termed the ‘little things’: the words, 

objects, and practices ‘within which geopower ferments and sometimes boils over’.32 

The pursuit of this parallel agenda, he noted, would help to bring to light the ‘often 

unconscious aggressions which lurk behind so much geopolitical “reasoning”, which 

through small details build a sense of “us” as not like “them”’.33 

The appeals issued by the likes of Hyndman and Thrift would not fall on deaf ears. 

Fuelled by a desire to both patch the conceptual pitfalls plaguing critical geopolitics 

and address the growing dissatisfaction over the discipline’s empirical breadth, recent 

years have borne witness to a range of attempts to reconceptualise the geopolitical. 

Some have striven to do so in a manner which stays true to critical geopolitics’ 

poststructuralist origins by appealing to Judith Butler’s theorisation of 

gender/sexuality.34 Bringing a Foucauldian reading of discourse together with the 

psychoanalytic accounts of Sigmund Freud and Jacques Lacan, Butler frames this 

 
29 There were notable exceptions to this trend. For example, see Gearóid Ó Tuathail, ‘‘Pearl Harbor 

without bombs’: A critical geopolitics of the US-Japan ‘FSX’ debate’, Environment and Planning A, 

24 (1992), 975-94.  
30 See Klaus Dodds, ‘Political Geography III: critical geopolitics after ten years’, Progress in Human 
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33 Ibid., pp.384-85. 
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formulation as a response to those feminist accounts which regard ‘woman’ as a fixed, 

all-encompassing category that is clearly distinct from ‘man’.35 By taking this stance, 

she argues, such works do not offer a platform from which to contest masculinist 

hegemony. Quite the opposite, they serve to mask the discursive relations which define 

human identity and further entrench existing gender/sexual inequalities in the process:  

 

[T]here is a political problem that feminism encounters in the assumption that the term 

women denotes a common identity. Rather than a stable signifier that commands the assent 

of those whom it purports to describe and represent, women, even in the plural, has become 

a troublesome term, a site of contest, a cause for anxiety. […] If one “is” a woman, that is 

surely not all one is; the term fails to be exhaustive, not because a pregendered “person” 

transcends specific paraphernalia of its gender, but because gender is not always constituted 

coherently or consistently in different historical contexts, and because gender intersects with 

racial, class, ethnic, sexual, and regional modalities of discursively constituted identities.36 

 

With the hope of sidestepping this problematic position, Butler proposes an 

alternative, anti-foundational approach to gender/sexuality which acknowledges its 

unstable, heterogeneous, and intrinsically contingent nature. Using the term 

‘performativity’, she maintains that classifications such ‘male’ and ‘female’, ‘us’ and 

‘them’, should not be conceived as natural, pre-given states, but as the emergent 

outcomes of numerous citational practices performed within an ever-shifting field of 

discourse: 

 

Conceived in this way, the notion of the “self” is a constantly changing object crafted and 

re-crafted out of the points of power and knowledge. These points of identification, in turn, 

provide symbolic anchors by which a subject is moored, at least temporarily, into a 

 
35 Judith Butler, Bodies that Matter: On the Discursive Limits of “Sex” (New York and London: 

Routledge, 2011); Gender Trouble: Feminism and the Subversion of Identity (New York and London: 

Routledge, 2006). 
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particular subject position within which they become identifiable and intelligible in terms 

of the broader formation of discourse.37 

 

In advancing this argument, Butler’s theory of performativity has been identified 

as offering a productive means of overcoming the problematic framing of agency 

which featured so prominently in early critical geopolitical scholarship.38 Gone is the 

masterful subject who mobilises discourse to suit their own ends, and in their place 

stands a figure bound by ‘the reiterative and citational practice by which discourse 

produces the effects that it names’.39 But this does not mean that human beings remain 

passive or are subject completely to the disciplining effects of discourse. On the 

contrary, Butler goes on to claim that the need to constantly repeat identity categories 

keeps them open for subversive and parodic uses, advocating a double-move or 

‘strategic provisionality’ of assuming an identity whilst simultaneously exposing its 

constructed nature.40 It has also been suggested that Butler’s appreciation that 

identities are necessarily performative provides a suitable reference point from which 

to explore the settings in which geopolitical discourse operates. For rather than 

maintaining that the production of meaning is grounded exclusively in language – in 

contrast to the external, the real, and the material – her work is premised on the notion 

that the ‘boundary, fixity and surface’ of identities stem from both linguistic and non-

linguistic practices.41  

Given its evident ability to overcome the theoretical tensions manifest in early 

critical geopolitical thought, it is perhaps unsurprising that Butler’s performativity has 

been used as a lens to study a range of topics, including the geopolitics of nationalism 
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and  artworks.42 That being said, it is important to note that doubts have still been 

raised over the extent to which her schema can be applied empirically. For example, 

both Lise Nelson and Martha Nussbaum have argued that, in her desire to denaturalise 

identity classifications, Butler does not award adequate attention to the personal, lived 

experiences of the individual.43 Moya Lloyd, moreover, has accused Butlerian thought 

of neglecting ‘the space within which performance occurs, the others involved in or 

implicated by the production, and how they receive and interpret what they see’.44 If 

the concept of performativity is to serve as a viable touchstone for deconstructing the 

geographical specification of politics, then, it would appear that it must be paired with 

an analytical framework which is capable of addressing the fleeting, embodied, and 

intimate facets of geopolitics. 

It is such a sentiment which has led others to consider whether and how the insights 

of non-representational theory can enrich our understanding of the geopolitical. 

Formulated as a counterpoint to discursive research, non-representational theory is 

based upon foregrounding the practical composition of subjectivities.45 How 

individuals come to comprehend themselves and their surroundings does not, in this 

view, stem from an abstract power or ideological order – it is sourced from a 

productive, active, continual weaving of bodies, materials, and extra-discursive 

relations.46 In this regard, the world is treated neither as a purely epistemological 
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‘Disrupting air power: Performativity and the unsettling of geopolitical frames through artworks’, 

Political Geography, 42 (2014), 12-22. 
43 Lise Nelson, ‘Bodies (and Spaces) do Matter: The limits of performativity’, Gender, Place and 

Culture: A Journal of Feminist Geography, 6:4 (1999), 331-53; Martha Nussbaum, ‘The professor of 

parody’, The New Republic, 22:2 (1999), n.p. 
44 Moya Lloyd, ‘Performativity, Parody, Politics’, Theory, Culture & Society, 16:2 (1999), 195-213 

(p.210). 
45 Ben Anderson and Paul Harrison, ‘The Promise of Non-Representational Theories’, in Taking-place: 

Non-Representational Theories and Geography, edited by Ben Anderson and Paul Harrison (Farnham: 

Ashgate, 2010), pp.1-36; Nigel Thrift, ‘Afterwards’, Environment and Planning D: Society and Space, 

18 (2000), 213-55; Nigel Thrift and John-David Dewsbury, ‘Dead Geographies – and how to make 

them live’, Environment and Planning D: Society and Space, 18 (2000), 411-32. 
46 For example, Sean Carter and Derek McCormack, ‘Film, geopolitics and the affective logics of 

intervention’, Political Geography, 25:2 (2006), 228-45; Sunčana Laketa, ‘Geopolitics of Affect and 

Emotion in a Post-Conflict City’, Geopolitics, 21:3 (2016), 661-85; Fraser MacDonald, ‘Geopolitics 

and “the vision thing”: regarding Britain and America’s first nuclear missile’, Transactions of the 



Chapter One: ‘Geography doesn’t mean that much’ 

 22 

construction nor as a realm which exists independently of the individual. Instead, it is 

something which is enacted – a sense of being and place emerging from the practices, 

involvements, relations, and intensities which exist between a subject and their 

environment. ‘Thought is placed in action’, as Ben Anderson and Paul Harrison 

summarise, ‘and action is placed in the world.’47   

A feature of non-representational theory which has been especially influential 

within the field of critical geopolitics is the concept of affect, or the visceral ‘intensities 

of feeling’ which prefigure the perception of sensation.48 Far from transcending the 

specificities of geopolitics, this feature of human existence has been identified as being 

integral to the rationalisation of policy actions and particular worldviews. In one of the 

earliest explicit engagements with affect in critical geopolitics, for instance, Ó Tuathail 

drew attention to how the ineffable forces of grief, outrage, and national pride 

unleashed by video recordings of the 9/11 terrorist attacks became instrumental in 

justifying the US military-led invasion of Iraq in 2003.49 Looking to build upon and 

nuance this initial foray into the geopolitics of affect, Rachel Pain and others have 

subsequently charted how the mediated coverage of other geopolitical events can 

trigger feelings of fear and hope amongst subjects of different gender, ethnicity, and 

race.50  

The de-centring of the individual as the origin and focus of meaning within non-

representational theory has also helped to foster an interest in the materiality of 

geopolitics.51 Often taking additional cues from Foucauldian, Deleuzian, and Latorian 
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analyses, as well as the fields of political ecology and science and technology studies, 

scholars who have pursued this line of inquiry tend to be united by an underlying belief 

that geopolitics is an inescapably socio-material phenomenon.52 Geopolitical 

knowledge does not, it is argued, somehow float freely above the concrete, tangible 

realm of quotidian existence – it is constituted, sustained, and altered by evolving 

assemblages or networks of people, texts, and things. The entertaining of this notion 

has not, however, heralded a return to the material determinism of so-called classical 

geopolitics, as one might imagine.53 Instead, it has prompted calls in many cases for 

an altering of critical geopolitics’ analytical remit, such that scholars focus less on the 

content of geopolitical discourse and more on the infrastructures which uphold and 

disseminate it.54   

It is therefore clear that, under the weight of ongoing criticism and the development 

of new social theory, critical geopolitics has splintered into a vast array of approaches. 

From studies arguing that geopolitical knowledge is the performative expression of 

extant discursive orders to those which abandon the concept of discourse entirely, the 

field is now characterised by a heterogeneity that seemingly defies neat encapsulation. 

This state of affairs has, quite understandably, led some to question whether it is still 

credible to refer to critical geopolitics as a coherent academic pursuit.55 And yet, there 

are others who have suggested that the increasingly fractious nature of the field is not 
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so much an indication of critical geopolitics’ demise as a reflection of the multifaceted 

nature of the geopolitical.56 Starting from the position that human subjectivity is 

always the product of cognitive deliberation as well as materially-situated affordances 

and habits, advocates of this perspective maintain that geopolitical discourse must be 

understood as encompassing both the representational and non-representational, the 

human and non-human, the ideational and material. As such, it has been proposed that 

the practice of geopolitics is not something which can be grasped using a single 

framework, but should be explored using analytical tools drawn from a variety of 

theoretical standpoints.57 To borrow Hayden Lorimer’s renowned classification, the 

geopolitical is perceived to be ‘more-than-representational’.58 

This thesis similarly subscribes to a more-than-representational interpretation of 

geopolitics. Abandoning the problematic notion that geopolitical discourse is an 

abstract ‘thing’ which can be called on to advance particular agendas, it maintains that 

the geographical rendering of politics is a situated, conditional, and performative 

process which must be continuously enacted and stabilised. Although this approach 

does not deny the representationalist logics of speeches or written reports, it is 

nevertheless attuned to the fact that the ability of these and other sources to inform 

how individuals understand the spatiality of politics rests upon a host of socio-material 

practices.59 These practices can, of course, reinforce pre-established knowledge, 

framing international affairs within existing discursive frameworks, but they can just 

as easily spark contestation and expressions of difference. The thesis is also defined 

 
56 See Jason Dittmer, Sami Moisio, Alan Ingram and Klaus Dodds, ‘Have you heard the one about the 

disappearing ice? Recasting Arctic geopolitics’, Political Geography, 30 (2011), 202-14; Ingrid Medby, 

‘Political geography and language: A reappraisal for a diverse discipline’, Area, (2019), 1-8. 
57 See Jason Dittmer and Nicholas Gray, ‘Popular Geopolitics 2.0: Towards New Methodologies of the 

Everyday’, Geography Compass, 4:11 (2010), 1664-77; Martin Müller, ‘More-than-representational 

political geographies’, in The Wiley Blackwell Companion to Political Geography, edited by John 

Agnew, Virginie Mamadouh, Anna Secor and Joanne Sharp (Chichester: Wiley & Sons, 2015), pp.407-

23. 
58 Hayden Lorimer, ‘Cultural geography: the busyness of being ‘more-than-representational’’, Progress 

in Human Geography, 29:1 (2005), 83-94. 
59 For a similar reading of the relationship between the representational and non-/more-than-

representational, see Miles Ogborn, The Freedom of Speech: Talk and Slavery in the Anglo-Caribbean 

World (Chicago and London: The University of Chicago Press, 2019), p.30. 



Chapter One: ‘Geography doesn’t mean that much’ 

 25 

by a concomitant commitment to the idea that geopolitics is a phenomenon which 

exceeds – but does not exclude – the conscious thoughts and actions of the individual. 

Taking the position that subjects are bound inextricably within the material fabric of 

the world, it proposes that the production, evolution, and contestation of geopolitical 

knowledge necessarily involves a host of human and non-human agencies.  

Although the thesis retains discourse as a central focus of investigation, it therefore 

uses this concept to signify much more than the production and dissemination of 

knowledge via representational practices. In order to add some empirical flesh to the 

bones of this understanding and further contextualise an inquiry into the geopolitical 

role and significance of Kennedy’s visit to Berlin, the next section reviews how 

comparable interpretations of discourse have informed research into the geopolitics of 

diplomacy. As will be shown, this arguably more holistic reading of geopolitical 

discourse has helped to shed light on the ways in which both everyday and dramatic 

diplomatic practices figure in the making of world politics. 

 

THE GEOPOLITICS OF DIPLOMATIC PRACTICES AND 

PERFORMANCES 

The re-framing of geopolitical discourse as a processual, precarious, more-than-

representational phenomenon has gained considerable traction amongst those studying 

the geopolitics of diplomacy. This is perhaps unsurprising, especially given that the 

emergence of this alternative outlook coincided with an outburst of scholarship within 

the field of international relations focusing on the practical and embodied nature of 

diplomatic affairs.60 As a testament to the intersection of these complementary trends, 

Merje Kuus has requested that geographers and international relations theorists alike 

adopt an explicitly spatial focus when studying diplomacy, so that they might better 

appreciate how its everyday enactment relates to the operation of geopolitical 
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discourse.61 Adopting a similar stance, Alun Jones and Julian Clark have sought to 

expose the contingency and contextuality of ‘big picture’ geopolitical representations 

by ‘zooming in’ on the diplomatic practices which sustain these structures.62 A case in 

point is their recent account examining Iceland’s bid to become a member of the 

European Union between 2010 and 2014.63 Using interview data and other empirical 

materials, they reveal that the fostering of a national identity which exhibited both 

European and Icelandic traits was a central feature of Iceland’s membership campaign. 

But rather than halting their analysis at this point, Jones and Clark go on to show that 

this geopolitical realignment was dependent on the routine activities – from inter-

governmental meetings to chance encounters in corridors – of several leading 

diplomats. No longer viewed as mere reflections of abstract discursive orders, the 

subjective, particularistic, and micro features of diplomacy have thus been exposed as 

being essential to the formation of geopolitical knowledge.64  

Yet it is not only the relationship between the mundane endeavours of diplomats 

and the geopolitical framing of states which has been the subject of scholarly attention. 

Driven by a desire to broaden the concept of diplomacy beyond the stereotypical 

trappings of state formality, critics have additionally explored how representatives of 

so-called geopolitical anomalies – de facto states, governments-in-exile, and so on – 

co-opt, mimic, and unsettle formal diplomatic procedures in the hope of being 

recognised as legitimate members of the international community.65 Furthermore, 
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consideration has been given to how the day-to-day features of diplomacy feed into 

the production of knowledge about particular cities and regions.66 Take Thomas 

Jackson’s and Alex Jeffrey’s paper exploring the diplomatic practices of the Republika 

Srpska in Bosnia-Herzegovina.67 Creatively reworking Pierre Bourdieu’s concept of 

capital, they provide insight into the symbolic assets – focusing, in particular, on those 

relating to the Orthodox Church – which have been drawn upon by the region’s 

diplomatic proponents in their efforts to cast the Republika Srpska as a fully-fledged 

geopolitical actor.  

The quotidian, socio-material practices of diplomats have therefore been exposed 

as a crucial means of shaping the categories of geopolitical subjectivity which support 

and guide international affairs. But, as Fiona McConnell and Raymond Cohen observe, 

diplomacy is never an exclusively routine and private matter – it is also characterised 

by the dramatic and the spectacular.68 Whether they be summits or conferences, state 

visits or treaty signings, carefully-staged diplomatic performances have long been a 

defining feature of the global political landscape.69 These often highly mediated 

occasions are not, however, mere cases of pomp and circumstance, devoid of any 

significance in comparison to the diplomatic work which takes place behind closed 

doors. As we shall see, their performance, socio-materiality, and representation are 
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just as important to ordering conceptions of geopolitics as their private, everyday 

counterparts.70   

The interest surrounding the geopolitical role of theatricality and ritual in modern 

diplomacy owes a great deal to Clifford Geertz’s study of the theatre state in nineteenth 

century Bali.71 Focusing on the pageantry of the royal court (the Negara), Geertz 

proposes that the ceremonials of Balinese society were a vital means through which 

the idea of ‘the state’ was forged and sustained. These public rituals and royal displays, 

he explains, operated as a form of ‘metaphysical theatre’: ‘theatre designed to express 

a view of the ultimate nature of reality and, at the same time, to shape the existing 

conditions of life to be consonant with that reality’.72 Thus, in Geertz’s eyes, there was 

no distinction between the ‘real’ politics of the state and royal customs. For without 

the theatrical techniques, atmospheres, and artefacts of the Balinese court, there would 

have been no notion of the state according to which political action and meaning could 

be attributed. The drama of the theatre state, he concludes, served ‘to present an 

ontology and, by presenting it, to make it happen – make it actual’.73 

When viewed through a Geertzian lens, the dramaturgy of diplomacy is not a facade 

for relations of power but a politicised vehicle for reifying specific worldviews and 

bestowing them with meaning – a notion which has offered a firm conceptual foothold 

for scholarship examining the geopolitics of sporting mega-events. Indeed, researchers 

with a variety of social scientific backgrounds have illustrated how these occasions are 

used as ‘broad brush diplomatic tools’ with which to increase international prestige, 

improve tarnished national images, and even bolster or disrupt claims to political 
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legitimacy.74 Susan Tenneriello, for example, has produced a detailed study of the 

geopolitical discourses which saturated the 2014 Sochi Winter Olympic Games.75 

Whilst this event acted as a ‘lightning rod’ for pro-democracy and anti-Russia protests, 

she reveals that the opening ceremony of the games was nevertheless choreographed 

to present Russian identity ‘as a shared world legacy of modern innovation and 

achievement’.76 

But despite drawing attention to the role which sporting mega-events play in the 

geographical rationalisation of politics, it must be acknowledged that accounts such as 

Tenneriello’s have been accused of making a series of basic conceptual errors. 

Notably, critics have taken issue with the propensity amongst researchers to cast states 

as individual ‘actors’ which operate in accordance with particular aims and agendas.77 

The use of such statist language is contentious for a number of reasons.78 Yet, for the 

purposes of this thesis, arguably the most significant issue is that it can present a 

distorted image of the geopolitics of diplomatic practice. By framing states as coherent 

entities which host or take part in sporting mega-events to achieve certain objectives, 

it has been argued that many research projects unintentionally erase the localised 

conflicts, actions, and materialities which characterise these ventures.79 Even if this 

empirical erasure is the unintentional consequence of careless phrasing, it still remains 

problematic because, as studies into the geopolitics of everyday diplomacy have 

shown, both diplomatic procedures and the geopolitical knowledge they foster are 
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never uniform or cohesive. Instead, they are born of numerous socio-material agencies 

operating across a plethora of scales and sites. To speak of sporting mega-events using 

statist language, then, is to risk misrepresenting the geopolitics of these occasions by 

according the state a unity which is neither justified nor accurate.    

In an attempt to avoid this unsatisfactory outcome, some critics have turned to 

theoretical approaches which stress the importance of space, staging, precarity, and 

contingency.80 An insightful example of this scholarship is Ruth Craggs’ study of the 

Commonwealth Heads of Government meetings in Singapore (1971) and Lusaka 

(1979).81 Appealing extensively to the work of Carl Death,82 Craggs highlights the 

different ways in which these two diplomatic events allowed participants to criticise 

British hegemony and showcase a wider anti-/post-colonial solidarity. But rather than 

limit her analysis to what was said or written by the attendees, she extends the scope 

of her inquiry to include the actions, spaces, and times which, although falling outside 

the formal confines of the two summits, still offered a platform for staging alternative 

forms of geopolitical discourse.83 Her commentary on the decision by then-British 

Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher to accept an after-dinner invitation to dance with 

President Kenneth Kaunda of Zambia in Lusaka is particularly fascinating. In this 

jovial and widely photographed moment, Craggs argues that Kaunda was able to 

contest the British Prime Minister’s intimidating identity as the ‘Iron Lady’ as well as 

to present her as an individual ‘in step with, and following the lead of, black Africa’.84 
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Scholars have also considered the role which summits and conferences play in 

informing conceptions of ‘the international’ and internationalism.85 For instance, Jake 

Hodder has utilised the notion that conferences operate as stage-managed 

performances to chart the extent to which the 1949 World Pacifist meeting in India 

advanced a universal sense of mission.86 Utilising official reports along with a range 

of published memoirs, he suggests that whilst the conference’s multinational guestlist 

was compiled with an eye to presenting pacificism as an international movement, the 

decision by its organisers to showcase India’s rich cultural history meant that the 

occasion ultimately became associated with a specific sense of place. ‘The staging of 

the World Pacifist meeting’, Hodder concludes, ‘[…] reflected a romantic and counter-

intuitive belief [that] an all-inclusive internationalism could be excavated in the most 

localised forms of indigenousness’.87  

Through utilising a performance-based framework, Hodder’s study therefore 

demonstrates how seemingly inconsequential details such as the nationality of certain 

actors can inform the geopolitical knowledge fostered by diplomatic events. However, 

his work also foregrounds another important observation which has characterised 

recent scholarship on the geopolitics of diplomacy: namely, the impact which the 

physical, socio-cultural, historical, and emotional geographies of a conference or 

summit might have on the geopolitical framing of these occasions, and vice-versa. One 

researcher who has called explicitly for this analytical nuance to feature at the 

vanguard of critical geopolitical research is Naoko Shimazu.88 She has proposed that 

attention should not only be given to why existing geopolitical discourse results in 

some localities being chosen as diplomatic venues and others not, but also to how, 
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once chosen, the geographies of these localities can influence the dramatization of 

diplomacy. Stephen Legg has issued a comparable appeal in a paper examining the 

political atmospherics of the India Round Table Conference at St. James’ Palace in 

London (1930-1932).89 Not to be set apart from the proceedings, he notes that the 

atmospheric geographies of the conference – including the surrounding autumnal fog 

and feelings of dimming optimism which developed as the event progressed – were in 

fact central to its many successes and failures.   

Sustained by an interdisciplinary desire to ground diplomacy – whether everyday 

or dramatic, formal or informal – within its dynamic, evolving, and practical existence, 

scholars have revealed how diplomatic activities feature in the geographical rendering 

of politics. The next section of this chapter considers the value of extending this project 

to include a type of diplomatic event which, despite often being the subject of global 

media coverage and intense public comment, has yet to be explored in detail from a 

critical geopolitical standpoint: US presidential visits. In particular, it reveals that a 

more-than-representational critical geopolitics is especially well-suited to addressing 

several of the problematic assumptions which characterise the literature on US 

presidential visits, as well as to unpicking the geopolitical function of these occasions. 

 

US PRESIDENTIAL VISITS 

Travel has always been a defining feature of the US presidency. President George 

Washington had been in office for less than a year before he undertook a month-long 

trip to New England. And, two years later, he would embark on a hefty tour of the 

southern US which took him through the varying landscapes of Maryland, Virginia, 

Georgia, and the Carolinas.90 The apparent desire by US Presidents to venture beyond 

the confines of the White House has only become stronger with the advent of new 

transport technologies and America’s ongoing ascendency as a leading figure in 
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international politics.91 Indeed, it is now expected that a President will spend between 

one-third and one-half of their time in office travelling domestically and overseas.92 

But given the amount of time which Presidents are on the move, it is striking how 

little academic attention has been devoted to the subject. As Michael John Burton 

points out, the social sciences have suffered from a lamentable ‘dearth of scholarship 

on presidential travel’.93 This lacuna in the literature is all the more surprising in light 

of the highly politicised nature of this element of the presidency. Whilst away from 

Washington, DC, for example, Presidents are able to articulate policies, cultivate 

public support, place pressure on foreign or domestic politicians, and boost their own 

approval ratings.94 Naturally, the extent to which a specific venture achieves such 

goals is subject to a range of factors. And yet, it has been accepted by both practicing 

politicians and academic commentators that public appearances outside of the White 

House are a crucial ‘weapon’ in a President’s political armoury.95 

Across the limited research which has been produced on presidential travel, the vast 

majority of accounts tend to assume the form of quantitative analyses of why 

Presidents have elected to ‘go mobile’.96 In perhaps the most detailed study of this 

topic to date, James Lebovic and Elizabeth Saunders calculate the impact which 

bilateral factors – military spending, treaties, alliances, and trade – have had on the 

frequency of high-level US diplomatic visits from Presidents Harry Truman to Barak 
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Obama.97 Developing this analysis, Amnon Cavari and Micah Ables have additionally 

measured the extent to which US international involvement, policy agendas, and 

political considerations both facilitate and constrain presidential travel.98 A smaller but 

no less significant branch of literature, meanwhile, has attempted to quantify the effect 

which presidential visits can have on public perceptions of US government policy. 

Although scholars contributing to this specific line of work have found that these 

diplomatic undertakings tend to affect attitudes towards the presidency positively,99 it 

should be appreciated that others have cast doubt over such a conclusion owing to the 

restricted cross-national public opinion data currently available.100 

But a lack of definitive quantitative evidence has not deterred some from 

proceeding to speculate about how presidential travel can advance government 

interests.101 Of particular note are those scholars who have alleged that, because of the 

highly theatrical manner in which presidential visits are performed, these occasions 

exert a subtle, disenfranchising influence over observers: transforming them from 

active, informed political subjects into docile, submissive witnesses of spectacle.102 

Awestruck by mass-mediated visions of presidential travel, as Thomas Farrell asserts, 

the populace is reluctant to challenge these performances since the ‘appeal of site 

appears to [erase] the need for inconvenient particularities of argument and 

interference’.103 Through this capacity to silence the populace, it has been suggested 

 
97 Lebovic and Saunders, ‘The Diplomatic Core’.  
98 Amnon Cavari and Micah Ables, ‘Going Global: Assessing Presidential Foreign Travel’, Congress 

& The Presidency, 46:2 (2019), 306-29. 
99 Monti Datta, ‘The Decline of America’s Soft Power in the United Nations’, International Studies 

Perspectives, 10:3 (2009), 265-84; Ben Goldsmith and Yusaku Horiuchi, ‘In Search of Soft Power: 

Does Foreign Public Opinion Matter for US Foreign Policy?’, World Politics, 64:3 (2012), 555-85; 

‘Spinning the Globe?’. 
100 Cohen, ‘Presidential Attention Focusing in the Global Arena’. 
101 Murray Edelman, Constructing the Political Spectacle (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1988); 

Keith Erickson, ‘Presidential Spectacles: Political Illusionism and the Rhetoric of Travel’, 

Communication Monographs, 65:2 (1998), 141-53; ‘Presidential rhetoric’s visual turn: Performance 

fragments and the politics of illusionism’, Communication Monographs, 67:2 (2000), 138-57. 
102 Erickson, ‘Presidential Spectacles’. See also Guy Debord, Comments on the Society of the Spectacle, 

translated by Malcolm Imrie (London, Verso, 2011); The Society of the Spectacle, translated by Donald 

Nicholson-Smith (New York: Zone Books, 1995). See also Bryan, ‘“Let them come to Berlin”’. 
103 Thomas Farrell, ‘Media rhetoric as social drama: The Winter Olympics’, Critical Studies in Mass 

Communication, 6 (1989), 156-82, quoted in Erickson, ‘Presidential Spectacles’, p.143. 



Chapter One: ‘Geography doesn’t mean that much’ 

 35 

that presidential visits supply administrations with a means of introducing new policy 

initiatives without the fear of having to justify them publicly. These diplomatic 

performances are not viewed as superfluous and politically redundant additions to the 

office of the President, in short – they are important opportunities to enhance its power 

by circumventing the public as a forum of potentially critical opposition.104 

For some, however, there is a more sinister process at work here. Instead of simply 

offering a convenient means with which to avoid open deliberation and debate, the 

mass-mediated spectacle of presidential visits has also been labelled as a tool for 

shaping perceptions of political reality.105 As a result of the intense media coverage 

and commentator-like reporting of these events, it is alleged that members of the public 

are awarded an unparalleled sense of spatio-temporal proximity, such that they regard 

that which is presented to them as their own first-hand experience.106 Taken aback by 

the sensory, extraneous, and intimate detail provided by media reports, the populace 

is led to believe that what they are witnessing is not only comprehensive, but real. So 

vivid, tangible, and immediate to their viewers, it is thought that the spectacles of 

presidential visits therefore succeed in overcoming the artifice of their own highly 

stylized mediation. But more important for the likes of Murray Edelman is the power 

which this impression of immediacy awards to the President. In carefully controlling 

the unfolding of these events – from the music played to the promotional editing – it 

is claimed that the presidency is able to control the public’s emotions and even their 

sense of truth.107  
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Surveying this literature on the qualitative facets of presidential visits, one might 

conclude that these events are a perfect mode of governance: one which is always 

capable of producing a completely passive and compliant populace. Such a notion, 

however, is contentious for several reasons.108 Firstly, it is based upon a simplified 

conceptualisation of agency. Echoing the criticisms which were levelled against early 

writing in critical geopolitics, it may be argued that to assume that presidential visits 

can be used freely to mould the minds of the public is to ignore the numerous 

constraints – both discursive and extra-discursive – which are associated with these 

occasions. Secondly, this idealised interpretation also serves to downplay the errors of 

judgement, blunders, and mistakes which frequently occur when the President is away 

from the White House. These episodes can, after all, come to be known as much for 

their various missteps as their seamless execution – an observation which President 

Ronald Reagan would come to appreciate after having been caught asleep during an 

address delivered by Pope John Paul II in the Vatican.109 Thirdly, the majority of the 

studies referenced above assume a compliant mass-media which is happy to toe the 

presidency’s line. This, too, is rarely observed in practice. As Keith Erickson observes: 

‘Broadcast and reported unevenly, [presidential] travel spectacles are subject to 

misinterpretation, inadequate coverage, and critical commentary.’110 Finally, one must 

appreciate that the public is never rendered completely mute or immobile by these 

exhibitions of political power, but remains an active, dynamic, and critical assemblage 

which is even capable of producing its own counter-performances. Whilst her study 

may not have focused on US presidential visits, for instance, Emanuela Guano has 

documented how the people of Buenos Aires successfully contested the 

representational regime of Carlos Menem’s neoliberal government through staging a 

series of oppositional public displays.111 
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These criticisms are not only applicable to those accounts which have offered 

generalised reflections on the political implications of presidential travel. Indeed, 

many of the observations made above can be extended to the leading diplomatic 

history of Kennedy’s visit to Berlin on 26 June 1963: Andreas Daum’s Kennedy in 

Berlin.112 Starting from the assumption that the President’s trip was planned as ‘a 

political performance aimed at winning consensus through symbolic acts’,113 Daum 

examines how the ritual and rhetoric of this event helped to foster a renewed sense of 

intimacy in US-German diplomatic relations. A topic of particular interest to Daum 

are the ways in which Kennedy’s time in Berlin was staged so that it might exploit the 

political power of emotion. From the content of the President’s speeches to the period 

for which he was exposed to the public, we are informed that the entire occasion was 

guided by a desire to generate a feeling of trust amongst the people of Berlin. Within 

the context of the visit, Daum argues, ‘it was not only useful but also imperative that 

politics become visible and strike an emotional chord in everyone involved’.114 

But whilst there can be little doubt that Daum’s work offers an unprecedented 

insight into a presidential visit which has heretofore received comparatively scant 

critical attention, his analysis may still be honed and extended in a number of important 

respects. Most crucially, further attention could be given to those moments when 

Kennedy’s trip deviated from its pre-prepared protocol. With the exception of the 

President’s improvised outburst in front of the Rathaus Schöneberg (City Hall), Daum 

tends to downplay – and, on one occasion, completely overlooks – the numerous 

instances when the event went off-script.115 Although this analytical silence might be 

an unintended consequence of the monograph’s editing, it nevertheless risks 
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bestowing Kennedy’s visit with a coherency and structure which may not have 

corresponded with contemporary experience. Furthermore, Daum does not provide a 

systematic review of how the President’s time in Berlin was portrayed by the media, 

and hence questions still remain over whether the printed and televised news-media 

industries complied with the Kennedy administration’s desire to use this event as a 

means of bolstering US-German ties.116 Lastly, Kennedy in Berlin is vulnerable to 

accusations of anthropocentrism, for lurking in the shadows its analysis is the 

underlying assumption that all matter beyond the human body is merely a passive tool 

or resource which can be mobilised to advance specific interests. This, in turn, results 

in a privileging of the human subject, reducing the non-human materiality of 

Kennedy’s visit to a mere backdrop which was drawn upon occasionally, but otherwise 

remained without significance. By positioning the human as the sole locus of power 

and agency, in other words, Kennedy in Berlin fails to entertain the possibility that the 

city’s materiality may have played an active role in the shaping of the event.  

It should be stressed that many of these limitations can be attributed to Daum’s use 

of an analytical approach informed by the conclusions of Erving Goffman’s The 

Presentation of the Self in Everyday Life.117 Seeking to map the contours of human 

intentionality during so-called ordinary encounters, Goffman argues that, regardless 

of their specific motivation, an individual or group will always attempt to manipulate 

the thoughts and actions of others. Yet this control is not considered to originate from 

elaborate ploys or the threat of violent action. Rather, it is carefully enacted 

performances which Goffman identifies as exerting the greatest influence over human 

behaviour. Through subtle changes to their demeanour, dress, and so on, human beings 

are thought to shape the attitudes of their audience in such a way that they comply with 

the overall objective of the exchange. This proposition subsequently leads Goffman to 

suggest that dramaturgical metaphors – script/performance, actor/audience, front-
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/back-stage – offer the most appropriate framework with which to capture the nuances 

of social interaction. ‘Life itself’, he asserts, ‘is a dramatically enacted thing’.118 

Daum is clearly in agreement with Goffman – a fact which he makes plain by 

electing to name the five central chapters of Kennedy in Berlin: ‘The Story and Its 

Protagonists’, ‘The Script and Staging’, ‘Dramatic Climax’, ‘After the Final Curtain’, 

and ‘The Show Goes On’. But although Goffman’s theatrical schema certainly offers 

a coherent and appealing way of framing an inquiry, his arguments have nevertheless 

been accused of advancing a flawed model of socio-political action.119 When 

conducting an ethnographic study in a restaurant in southeast England, for example, 

Philip Crang discovered that even the most scripted of performances routinely dissolve 

into a constantly evolving collection of haphazard and improvised relations.120 This 

was especially the case, Crang notes, when it came to the behaviour of the waiters. 

Motivated by a desire to accrue extra tips, he found that those working on the restaurant 

floor often departed from the official code of conduct by offering customers extra 

portions of food or adopting a more familiar tableside manner. Crang also noticed that 

the restaurant’s geography could not be compartmentalised into the discrete regions of 

front- and back-stage, as is assumed by Goffman’s framework. Instead, it was a space 

of highly dynamic and fluid boundaries, with areas exhibiting different degrees of 

‘frontness’ and ‘backness’ at different times.121  

Alongside the simplified spatio-temporal model which underpins Goffman’s 

account, scholars have taken issue with how he conceives human agency. Vitally, 

Goffman appears to subscribe to the idea that humans are always active, knowing, and 

intentional beings who are free to act in any manner which they see fit.122 Through 

raising individual subjects to this privileged position, however, it has been suggested 

that Goffman fails to appreciate the socio-material agencies which inescapably 

 
118 Ibid., p.78. 
119 See Bryan, ‘“Let them come to Berlin”’; Jeffrey, The Improvised State.  
120 Philip Crang, ‘It’s showtime: on the workplace geographies of display in a restaurant in southeast 

England’, Environment and Planning D: Society and Space, 12 (1994), 675-704. 
121 Ibid. 
122 Goffman, The Presentation of the Self in Everyday Life, p.40. 
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influence human action and interpretation. As Nicky Gregson and Gillian Rose have 

proposed: ‘[T]o see performances as the theatrical products of knowing, intentional 

agents at some remove from their other selves, other performers, audiences and power 

is misplaced’.123  

Daum’s commitment to utilising a Goffmanian approach therefore leaves him 

vulnerable to criticism. Yet rather than take this state of affairs as grounds for 

dismissing his research, it is the contention of this thesis that Kennedy in Berlin can be 

both developed and nuanced if its subject matter is examined from the perspective of 

more-than-representational critical geopolitics. In particular, this alternative lens can 

offer a productive means of overcoming the problematic framing of socio-political 

action which so characterises Kennedy in Berlin. As discussed earlier in the chapter, a 

more-than-representational reading of geopolitics subscribes to a networked or 

distributed understanding of agency, whereby the capacity to act is not attributed to 

individual intentionality, but a constant combining of the human and non-human, the 

conscious and unconscious, the discursive and non-discursive. This approach thus 

encourages the researcher to abandon the unfounded assumption that the nature of 

Kennedy’s visit was determined exclusively by a coherent set of prior objectives, and 

to consider instead the dynamic interplay of people, practices, objects, and affects from 

which this event actually emerged and took shape. Moreover, an engagement with the 

more-than-representational helps to nurture a sensitivity to the contingency and 

contestation of Kennedy’s visit. This is true in the sense that, by extending agency 

beyond the human subject, pursuing a more-than-representational critical geopolitics 

also requires us to consider the multiple forces which buffeted the occasion and led it 

in unexpected directions. Finally, bringing a critical geopolitical outlook to bear on 

Kennedy’s time in Berlin has the potential to illuminate an aspect of this event which 

Daum himself chooses not to consider. For instead of simply foregrounding the 

different agencies which composed the visit, this research agenda poses the question 

 
123 Nicky Gregson and Gillian Rose, ‘Taking Butler elsewhere: performativities, spatialities and 

subjectivities’, Environment and Planning D: Society and Space, 18 (2000), 433-52 (p.445). 
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of how these forces contributed to the production, circulation, and evolution of 

different modes of geopolitical knowledge.  

 

CONCLUSION 

With these exciting opportunities in mind, this thesis sets out to conduct a more-

than-representational critical geopolitics of Kennedy’s visit to Berlin. To guide this 

undertaking, the following research question is considered: 

 

How was President Kennedy’s visit to Berlin on 26 June 1963 planned, performed, 

and portrayed? 

 

Of course, this question actually encompasses three different areas of inquiry (the 

planning, performance, and portrayal of Kennedy’s visit), each of which touches to 

varying degrees on the issues of representation and enactment which have been 

discussed throughout this chapter. But the decision to group these research interests 

into a single question is not simply aesthetic or based upon practical concerns. For at 

the heart of the thesis is a desire to take seriously the links between these different 

facets of Kennedy’s visit, and to assess how their interaction informed the event’s 

operation as a vehicle for geopolitical knowledge production.  

The remainder of the thesis is organised so as to answer the research question above. 

In Chapter Two, ‘The men it honors, the men it remembers’, we will reflect upon the 

methodological approaches which aided the research project. In order to examine the 

geopolitical role and significance of Kennedy’s trip, one must draw upon materials 

from a range of archival institutions as well as confront the relations of power which 

saturate these sources. As such, it is necessary to consider the many political and 

ethical challenges which were provoked by this process.  

The third chapter, ‘A ‘policy of wooing’’, contextualises the geopolitical role which 

was assigned to Kennedy’s visit by US personnel prior to its enactment. Beginning 

with the Soviet leadership’s momentous decision to pause its efforts to terminate 
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Berlin’s Allied-occupied status in October 1961, it charts how the Kennedy 

administration’s subsequent attempts to resolve the so-called Berlin question fed into 

a series of localised conflicts over America’s responsibility for the defence of Western 

Europe. As we shall see, this would result in a severe deterioration of US-European 

diplomatic relations and eventually prompt US government officials to embark upon 

a ‘policy of wooing’ in the hope of restoring a much-needed sense of Euro-Atlantic 

unity. At the forefront of this project was a presidential appearance in Berlin which 

would present the city’s western sectors as an exemplary site of Western Allied 

cooperation and support. By way of a conclusion, the chapter argues that the 

geopolitical agenda of Kennedy’s visit should not be seen as stemming from a single 

decision, report, or actor, but from a host of agencies and interactions operating across 

multiple spatial and temporal scales. 

Chapter Four, ‘Steal the show’, mobilises this sensitivity to the contingency and 

precarity of diplomatic encounters in order to analyse the planning of Kennedy’s visit. 

Importantly, we discover that the event was prepared according to a belief that it would 

be experienced and interpreted meticulously, almost in the manner of a text, and hence 

could be scripted with a view to imparting a specific form of geopolitical knowledge. 

This outlook was not, however, restricted to the drafting of the President’s speeches. 

Indeed, the chapter shows that the Kennedy administration’s desire to geopolitically 

frame the city in a particular manner extended to a host of material objects and 

diplomatic procedures. The planning of Kennedy’s appearance in Berlin is also shown 

to have been by no means a harmonious process; rather, it was punctuated by discord 

and debate as both US and German officials struggled to tailor the trip’s proceedings 

to suit their own ambitions.  

The fifth chapter, ‘We’ll never have another day like this one’, moves to the 

performance of Kennedy’s visit. Using a range of archival sources, it examines the 

various agencies – the phrases, actions, expressions, objects, and atmospheres – which 

converged during Kennedy’s time in Berlin and led those participating to act in often 

unanticipated ways. In the process, this section of the thesis demonstrates how the 

contingencies and excesses of the visit’s enactment served to challenge the Kennedy 
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administration’s belief that the occasion’s pre-prepared protocols would be translated 

into representative geopolitical action.  

Taking as a point of reference the observation that ‘knowledge is made as it 

circulates’,124 Chapter Six interrogates the extent to which the portrayal of the 

President’s visit in twelve US newspapers aided and hindered the geopolitical agenda 

set out by the Kennedy administration before the event. It is worth noting here that the 

decision to only examine US printed news-media – and therefore leave radio and 

television news reports unanalysed – was informed by archival evidence suggesting 

that Kennedy focused disproportionately on how his actions were presented in written 

publications.125 As his chief wordsmith, Theodore Sorensen, notes, the President ‘was 

more concerned about a news column read by thousands than a newscast viewed by 

millions’.126  

The seventh and concluding chapter, ‘The words of my husband that will be 

remembered most’, brings the thesis to a close by rethinking the geopolitical role and 

significance of US presidential visits, including Kennedy’s trip to Berlin. Opposing 

the widely held assumption that these events are stable and malleable tools which can 

be deployed at will to shape perceptions of political reality, it argues that presidential 

visits actually possess a more fragile, contested, and ambiguous existence. In 

recognition of this observation, the chapter suggests that whilst these occasions do, 

indeed, enter into the making of world politics, we must also be attuned to the 

possibility that the forms of geopolitical knowledge produced by presidential visits do 

not always tally with those anticipated by their organisers. 

 
124 John Agnew, ‘Know-where: Geographies of knowledge of world politics’, International Political 

Sociology, 1 (2007), 138-48 (p.146). 
125 See JFKPL, Presidential Papers, NSF, Recent Public Comment on President Kennedy’s European 

Trip, 14 June 1963, Box 239; JFKPL, Presidential Papers, NSF, Special U.S. Press Roundup on 

President’s Trip, 27 June 1963, Box 239. 
126 Theodore Sorensen, Kennedy (London: Hodder and Stroughton, 1965), p.311. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

‘THE MEN IT HONORS, THE MEN IT REMEMBERS’: THE 

ARCHIVAL TRACES OF PRESIDENT KENNEDY’S VISIT 

TO BERLIN 
 

INTRODUCTION 

On 26 October 1963, President Kennedy was delivering an address at Amherst 

College, Massachusetts, to mark his receipt of an honorary degree and the near 

completion of the institution’s new library. Wearing a black academic gown and 

exhibiting his typical cool, self-effacing Bostonian manner, Kennedy was quick to 

divert attention away from his own accolade and instead towards the person to whom 

the library would be dedicated: the American poet and former lecturer at Amherst 

College, Robert Frost.127 ‘This day,’ the President remarked, ‘[…] offers an 

opportunity for reflection which is prized by politicians as well as by others, and even 

by poets, for Robert Frost was one of the granite figures of our time in America.’128 

Having allowed this observation to register with the audience, Kennedy then issued a 

statement which would set the tone for the remainder of his speech: ‘A nation reveals 

itself not only by the men it produces, but also by the men it honors, the men it 

remembers.’129 

In making this assertion, Kennedy intended to pave the way for a sweeping 

discussion about the significance of America’s artistic legacy to its self-proclaimed 

role as leader of the western world. Later in his address, for example, he would moot 

that Frost’s poetically expressed attunement to the corrupting influence of power had 

become ‘the touchstone of [America’s] judgement’ in international affairs.130 Yet 

Kennedy’s proposal that a nation’s identity was tied necessarily to the individuals 

 
127 JFKPL, Historic Speeches, Remarks at Amherst College upon receiving an honorary degree, 26 

October 1963, Digital Identifier: JFKWHA-234-003. 
128 The American Presidency Project, Remarks at Amherst College Upon Receiving an Honorary 

Degree, 26 October 1963, <https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/documents/remarks-amherst-college-

upon-receiving-honorary-degree> [accessed: 17/02/20], n.p. 
129 Ibid. 
130 Ibid. 

https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/documents/remarks-amherst-college-upon-receiving-honorary-degree
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which it chose to honour can also be seen as opening up a series of questions about the 

nature of historical study and remembrance. Certainly, for the President, it would seem 

that the veneration of past figures was not a neutral enterprise whereby the historian, 

politician, or artist attempts to assemble a complete picture of how different actors 

behaved. It was, rather, a partial and politicised process, one which reflected the 

demands of the present as much as the nature of the past. A nation’s sense of history 

was not looked upon by Kennedy as a transparent reflection of reality, but as a flexible, 

dynamic, and fragmented resource which could be mobilised selectively in the interest 

of forging a particular sense of self.  

It is unlikely that many, if any, of the audience who heard Kennedy speak at 

Amherst College paid much thought to the conceptualisation of history which formed 

the foundation of his address. After all, the purpose of this occasion was first and 

foremost to pay tribute to Frost and the poet’s many contributions to American national 

life.131 This does not mean, however, that the President’s pronouncement on the 

relationship between history and identity is of any less interest or value. Indeed, 

without seeking to endow the events of 26 October 1963 with an undue significance, 

it should nevertheless be noted that Kennedy’s words echoed a well-established line 

of thought dedicated to unsettling the presumed stability and coherency of historical 

inquiry. From Johann Droysen to Friedrich Nietzsche, Georg Hegel to Benedetto 

Croce, the framing of history as a subjective expression of present needs and desires 

had long been advocated by a host of European thinkers.132 This scholarly movement 

would receive even greater impetus after Kennedy’s death, as late-twentieth century 

theorists drew upon poststructuralist and postmodernist perspectives to challenge 

further those accounts which regarded historical study as the empirical practice of 

reconstructing the past wie es eigentlich gewesen (as it really was).133 At the forefront 

 
131 Amherst College, ‘Feature: The Poet and the President’, <https://www.amherst.edu/amherst-

story/magazine/issues/20032004_FallWinter/poet_president> [accessed: 17/02/20]. 
132 For a review of these philosophers’ interpretations of history, see Hayden White, ‘Interpretation in 

History’, New Literary History, 4:2 (1973), 281-314. 
133 For example, Robert Berkhofer, Beyond the Great Story: History as Text and Discourse (Cambridge, 

MA: Harvard University Press, 1995); Edward Carr, What Is History?, edited by R. W. Davies 

(Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1987); Linda Hitcheon, A Poetics of Postmodernism: History, Theory, 

https://www.amherst.edu/amherst-story/magazine/issues/20032004_FallWinter/poet_president
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of this critical foray would be a questioning of the referent of history.134 More 

particularly, critics claimed that history could not refer directly to the past because 

what has occurred before is absent and inaccessible by definition. What remained, 

therefore, was the intertextual interpretation of the historian stemming from their own 

engagements with primary and secondary sources. As such, it was suggested that there 

was actually no distinction between historical fact and fiction, for the process of 

historical reconstruction appeared to be nothing more than the filling of an empty 

signifier with a collection of personal narratives or stories.135 As Hayden White would 

argue in his seminal account Metahistory: 

 

[I consider] historical work as what it manifestly is – that is to say, a verbal structure in the 

form of a narrative prose discourse that purports to be a model, or icon, for past structures 

and processes in the interest of explaining what they were by representing them.136  

 

It was never the past which produced history – it was historians who authored histories.  

The purpose of this chapter is to reflect upon the impact which this framing of 

historical inquiry might have on how we interpret the archival evidence which informs 

this thesis. Mirroring the multiple actors and organisations embroiled in Kennedy’s 

visit to Berlin, this material was not drawn from a single archive but ten different 

establishments, including the JFKPL, the British Library, and the Freie Universität 

Berlin (see Figure 1). As will be shown, each of these repositories and their constituent 

sources presented a series of methodological challenges to the research project, and, 

in so doing, left a profound impression on the historical analysis presented in the 

subsequent chapters. 

 

 
Fiction (New York and London: Routledge, 1988); Dominick LaCapra, History and Criticism (Ithaca 

and London: Cornell University Press, 1985); Hayden White, Metahistory: The historical imagination 

in nineteenth-century Europe (Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press, 1973). 
134 See Berkhofer, Beyond the Great Story.  
135 Carr, What Is History. See also Noël Carroll, ‘Interpretation, history and narrative’, The Monist, 73:2 

(1990), 134-66; Hitcheon, A Poetics of Postmodernism.  
136 White, Metahistory, p.2 (original emphasis). 
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Figure 1: The archival collections consulted. 

 

This chapter is structured as follows. It begins by providing a brief outline of the 

research project’s design, before exploring the ways in which the rendering of history 

Archival Institution Archival Sources 

The American Presidency Project John F. Kennedy: Related Documents 

Archiv der sozialen Demokratie der Friedrich-

Ebert-Stiftung 

Willy-Brandt-Archiv, Gruppe 6 

The British Library Christian Science Monitor 

Freie Universität Berlin, John F. Kennedy Institute 

for North American Studies Library 

Atlanta Constitution 

The Boston Globe 

New York Herald Tribune (International Edition) 

New York Times 

San Francisco Examiner 

The Wall Street Journal 

Washington Post, Times Herald 

Landesarchiv Berlin B Rep. 002: Der Regierende 

Bürgermeister/Senatskanzlei 

John F. Kennedy Presidential Library and Museum Historic Speeches 

John F. Kennedy Oral History Collection 

John F. Kennedy White House Photographs 

Papers of John F. Kennedy. Presidential Papers. 

National Security Files 

Papers of John F. Kennedy. Presidential Papers. 

President’s Office Files 

Papers of John F. Kennedy. Presidential Papers. 

Theodore C. Sorensen Personal Papers 

Papers of John F. Kennedy. Presidential Papers. 

White House Central Subject Files 

United States Government Agencies Collection. 

White House Film Collection 

Newspapers.com by Ancestry Baltimore Sun 

Des Moines Register 

Minneapolis Star 

Philadelphia Inquirer 

St. Louis Post-Dispatch 

United States Department of State, Office of the 

Historian 

Foreign Relations of the United States, Harry S. 

Truman Administration (1945-1952), 1949, Council 

of Ministers; Germany and Austria, Volume III 

Foreign Relations of the United States, John F. 

Kennedy Administration (1961-1963), Volume XIV, 

Berlin Crisis, 1961-1962 

Foreign Relations of the United States, John F. 

Kennedy Administration (1961-1963), Volume XV, 

Berlin Crisis, 1962-1963 

Foreign Relations of the United States, John F. 

Kennedy Administration (1961-1963), Volume XIII, 

Western Europe and Canada 

Universitätsarchiv der Freien Universität Berlin IV-2901/1, 27.3.1963-4.12.1963, Kennedy-Akte 

Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars, 

The Wilson Center Digital Archive 

History and Public Policy Program Digital Archive, 

SED Archives 
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as a truth-making exercise has challenged the archive’s perceived status as a site where 

traces of evidence can be used to directly access the past. Thought is then given to the 

onto-epistemological agency of the archival materials which inform the thesis, with 

particular emphasis placed on how these sources give voice to certain subjects, objects, 

actions, and experiences over others. Finally, the chapter discusses some of the ethical 

issues which arose when engaging with materials in the archive, as well as the 

methodological tensions that surrounded the study of specific types of source.  

 

RESEARCH PROJECT DESIGN  

As noted in Chapter One, this thesis seeks to identify the geopolitical role and 

significance of Kennedy’s visit to Berlin by examining how the occasion was planned, 

performed, and portrayed. Whilst this agenda originated, in part, from the author’s 

individual preferences and interests, it is also indicative of the practical limitations 

which unavoidably hampered the research project. As Alan Baker observed over two 

decades ago, ‘the dead don’t answer questionnaires’, and hence any inquiry into events 

which have long passed must be tailored according to the survival and accessibility of 

appropriate data sources.137 To formulate an impression of the types of material on 

Kennedy’s visit which were available and where they might be found, a two-pronged 

strategy was employed by the author. The first element of this approach was to read 

what literature already existed on the topic, and to record the sources referenced in 

these accounts. As one might expect, Andreas Daum’s Kennedy in Berlin was 

particularly helpful in this regard. The second aspect, meanwhile, was to perform a 

simple Internet search for institutions holding materials which were pertinent to the 

research project. After compiling the findings of these two procedures, it was clear 

that a substantive body of evidence about the planning, enactment, and reporting of 

Kennedy’s visit remained in existence, and that most of its component materials were 

stored at the JFKPL. 

 
137 Alan Baker, ‘“The dead don’t answer questionnaires”: Research and writing historical geography’, 

Journal of Geography in Higher Education, 21:2 (1997), 231-43. 
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The next stage of the research project was thus to conduct a period of fieldwork at 

the JFKPL. Prior to this task, however, a preliminary list of sources to be examined 

was drawn up using the archive’s online directory. This process consisted of 

performing a ‘Key Word’ search of the JFKPL’s digitised collections and browsing 

those records which happened to be listed under relevant thematic headings. An email 

was also sent to the library’s staff outlining the nature of the study and requesting the 

details of sources which could be of interest. And yet, shortly after arriving at the 

JFKPL, it soon became apparent that additional sources and archival institutions would 

have to be consulted. Over the course of the visit, for instance, the author discovered 

references to US State Department and West Berlin Senat (Senate) reports which, 

although likely to be instrumental to the research project, were not held on site. What 

is more, the conclusion was reached that the newspaper materials available would not 

be sufficient to produce a comprehensive assessment of how Kennedy’s Berlin visit 

was portrayed by members of the US press. After questioning the staff about these 

gaps in the JFKPL’s holdings, the author was informed that many of the remaining US 

State Department documents could be accessed via the digital archives of the FRUS, 

the American Presidency Project, and the Woodrow Wilson International Center for 

Scholars. It was also revealed that the LAB, the Freie Universität Berlin, the British 

Library, and the AFES together housed the desired West Berlin Senat sources, along 

with an extensive collection of US newspapers.  

Using the same techniques employed at the JFKPL, the author went on to visit each 

of these archives and document any relevant materials – a procedure which was not 

always straightforward. A particularly difficult challenge to surmount was determining 

when to stop gathering evidence, especially because there were regular opportunities 

to increase the list of sources to be recorded beyond that compiled beforehand. 

Although yielding indiscriminately to this temptation would have undoubtedly 

provided an additional degree of richness to the thesis, it also increased the possibility 

of the author being so overwhelmed by the resulting volume of data that they would 

be unable to process it adequately. A way of charting a productive middle-ground 

between these two eventualities thus had to be established. Fortunately, this problem 
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has been encountered by archival and non-archival researchers alike, and a number of 

solutions have been put forward.138 An incredibly helpful strategy – and one which 

was used by the author – is that employed by the contributors to the Arts and 

Humanities Research Council-funded project, ‘Conferencing the international: a 

cultural and historical geography of the origins of internationalism, 1919-39’.139 

Recognising that their data sets could potentially be extended indefinitely, this group 

of scholars elected to use the spatial-temporal confines of ‘the conference’ as a limiting 

methodological boundary. Crucially, a data selection procedure was developed 

whereby only those sources which either addressed the conferences of interest directly 

or whose relevance could be established with reference to other primary materials were 

included. In the process, the contributors were able to ensure that the project’s 

supporting evidence complemented their research objectives, whilst simultaneously 

allowing for additional sources to be consulted if necessary.140 

The author’s decision to follow those who took part in the ‘Conferencing the 

international’ study by utilising ‘the visit’ as a methodological reference point also 

informed the overall scope of the research project. During the initial stages its design, 

it had been assumed that the project would chart the many similarities and differences 

between Kennedy’s time in Berlin and other US presidential trips to the city. But when 

confronted both by the richness of the archival record and the practical constraints of 

the rubric, the author decided that greater insight would be obtained by limiting the 

focus of the project to a single event. This is not to suggest, however, that the 

completion of such a comparative study is unfeasible or would be empirically 

redundant. In Chapter Seven, for example, several gestures are made to the ways that 

Kennedy’s visit has informed subsequent US presidential appearances in Berlin. Thus, 

 
138 See Benjamin Saunders, Julius Sim, Tom Kingstone, Shula Baker, Jackie Waterfield, Bernadette 

Bartlam, Heather Burroughs and Clare Jinks, ‘Saturation in qualitative research: exploring its 

conceptualization and operationalization’, Quality & Quantity (2017), 1893-1907. 
139 See University of Nottingham, ‘Conferencing the International: A cultural and historical geography 

of the origins of internationalism’, 

<https://www.nottingham.ac.uk/research/groups/interwarconf/home.aspx> [First accessed 12/05/20]. 
140 Jake Hodder, ‘On absence and abundance: biography as method in archival research’, Area, 49:4 

(2017), 452-59. 
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the performance and geopolitical rationalisation of US-Berlin diplomatic relations 

remains an exciting topic for further research. 

The design of the research project was therefore dictated by a number of practical 

concerns. As we have seen, the author was constantly forced to strike a balance 

between ensuring that a sufficient amount of material was collected on the one hand, 

and preventing their data set from growing to such an extent that it began to jeopardise 

the successful completion of the study on the other. In the remaining sections of this 

chapter, attention is given to the many conceptual considerations which additionally 

informed the research project’s design and completion, beginning with the politicised 

nature of the archive. 

 

THE POLITICS OF THE ARCHIVE 

The so-called challenge to normal history discussed at the start of this chapter has 

had profound implications for how we understand the nature and function of 

archives.141 Perhaps the most important outcome of this work has been a disputing of 

the notion that these institutions are places where one ‘cuts one’s own teeth’, develops 

‘identifications with the “raw” materials’, and ‘lodges claims to originality’.142 

Specifically, rather than being regarded as mere passive containers of evidence, 

archives have come to be viewed as politicised spaces wherein individual subjects and 

the materials they consult actively construct versions of history:143  

 

Archives assemble. Their assembly work is not limited to a more or less passive act of 

collection. Rather, it is an active act of production that prepares fact for historical 

intelligibility. Archives set up both the substantive and formal elements of the narrative. 

They are institutionalized sites of mediation between sociohistorical process and the 

narrative about that process. They enforce constraints on ‘debatability’ […], they convey 

 
141 See Patrick Joyce, ‘More Secondary Modern than Postmodern’, Rethinking History, 5:3 (2001), 367-

82. 
142 Ludmilla Jordanova, History in Practice, 2nd edition (London: Hodder Education, 2006), p.161.  
143 See Jacques Derrida, Archive Fever: A Freudian Impression, translated by Eric Prenowitz (Chicago 

and London: University of Chicago Press, 1996). 
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authority and set the rules of credibility and interdependence, [and] they help select the 

stories that matter.144 

 

Postcolonial and feminist scholars have been particularly vocal in calling for such a 

refiguring of the archive.145 As part of their efforts to recover the experiences of 

subordinate and marginalised groups, they have drawn attention to how archival 

establishments promote particular renderings of the past through the operation of two 

interconnected practices: classification and representation.146 

The classification of material is integral to any archive. Archivists must determine 

which records should be included in a collection, as well as decide how these sources 

should be categorised. But although these actions are often presumed to be purely 

technical and appear to speak of care in design, they have nonetheless been revealed 

as a means with which to advance particular social, cultural, and political priorities.147 

When conducting research into the lives of female abortionists in late-nineteenth and 

early-twentieth century Lancashire, for instance, Francesca Moore discovered a 

peculiar politics of classification in one of the archives she visited. Upon first 

informing staff about the focus of her research, Moore was told ‘in a largely negative 
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Geography, 29 (2001), 26-37; Irving Velody, ‘The archive and the human sciences: notes towards a 

theory of the archive’, History of Human Sciences, 11:4 (1998), 1-16. See also Ruth Craggs, ‘Historical 

and Archival Research’, in Key Methods in Geography, 3rd edition, edited by Nicholas Clifford, Meghan 

Cope, Thomas Gillespie and Shaun French (Los Angeles: SAGE, 2016), pp.111-28. 
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manner’ that the presence of material relating to abortion was extremely unlikely.148 

Yet, after further independent searching, she found that a wealth of relevant sources 

actually existed in files under the unexpected headings of ‘Wisewomen’, ‘Herbalism’, 

and ‘Women’s History’. Later reflecting upon this experience, Moore would speculate 

that the decision to catalogue evidence in this manner may have been indicative of 

abortion’s contentious socio-legal status when the material was first collected, 

alongside subsequent efforts by archivists to mask these records so that they would not 

be destroyed or removed.149 

As Moore’s experience demonstrates, the politics of classification is frequently 

subtle and can remain hidden from view unless actively challenged by the researcher. 

Nevertheless, there are also occasions when this element of archival practice plays out 

in a far more overt manner. A case in point were those instances when the author was 

unable to access archival materials in the JFKPL because they had been categorised as 

‘classified’ – a development which manifested itself in one of two distinct ways. On 

the one hand, it was not uncommon to discover ‘classified’ documents which had been 

‘sanitized’ by staff, such that specific pieces of data were no longer accessible. As 

Figure 2 exemplifies, this was often achieved by the blanking out of certain words or 

sections of a text. On the other hand, there were times when an item’s ‘classified’ 

status resulted in it being removed from the open record entirely. To mark this action, 

a pink sheet providing a general description of the withdrawn document was inserted 

by staff into the relevant file.  

 
148 Francesca Moore, ‘Tales from the archive: methodological and ethical issues in historical geography 

research’, Area, 42:3 (2010), 262-70 (p.264). 
149 Ibid. 
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 Figure 2: A ‘sanitized’ document from the JFKPL. Information has been blanked out using strips 

of black card.150 

 

 
150 JFKPL, Presidential Papers, NSF, Memorandum for Mr. Roger Hilman, Subject [Classified], 25 

March 1963, Box 72. 
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In accordance with Executive Order 12958,151 the JFKPL has detailed the two types 

of information which might result in an item being identified as ‘classified’ and 

consequently ‘sanitized’ or removed: 

 

1) Information restricted by the donor’s deed of gift and/or by laws protecting personal 

privacy. […] 

2) Information restricted due to national security concerns. This information […] is 

divided into three broad categories: a) Intelligence information; b) nuclear weapons 

information; and c) information about or from foreign governments.152 

 

On first inspection, these conditions would seem to be both self-explanatory and 

reliable. However, as the JFKPL’s article ‘Demystifying Declassification’ makes 

clear, the act of ‘classification’ is intended primarily to protect the interests of the US 

government and depends on the subjective interpretations of staff.153 Hence, one could 

argue that this archival procedure is, by its very nature, bound inextricably to the 

maintenance and perpetuation of specific socio-political orders.  

It is evident that classification processes have the potential to obscure certain 

histories and ensure that some materials escape categorisation or are labelled as 

something else. But these organisational measures are far from the only politicised 

element of archives. Importantly, critics have been quick to point out that there is also 

a politics of representation which results in particular types of information either 

featuring very lightly or not being preserved at all.154 This aspect of archival research 

has been discussed at length by the political historian, Marc Trachtenberg. In his 

compelling work The Craft of International History, he laments the detrimental impact 

 
151 Executive Order 12958 was signed by President Bill Clinton in 1995. The order mandates the 

automatic declassification of all information twenty-five years or older, subject to narrow exceptions. 
152 Kabramson, ‘Demystifying Declassification’, JFKPL, 15 September 2011, 

<https://archiveblog.jfklibrary.org/2011/09/demystifying-declassification/#.UDEcGxqwUVI> 

[accessed: 07/02/20], n.p. 
153 Ibid. 
154 See Cheryl McGeachan, Isla Forsyth and William Hasty, ‘Certain Subjects? Working with 

Biography and Life-Writing in Historical Geography’, Historical Geography, 40 (2012), 169-85; 

Moore, ‘Beyond the Ideal’.  

https://archiveblog.jfklibrary.org/2011/09/demystifying-declassification/#.UDEcGxqwUVI
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which the failure to preserve specific US government materials has had on the study 

of twentieth century politics.155 Particularly concerning to Trachtenberg is the 

restricted availability of US Joint Chiefs of Staff meeting transcripts in the wake of 

their systematic destruction since 1947. ‘How then’, he writes with palpable 

frustration, ‘can a historian build an accurate interpretation on an evidentiary base of 

that sort?’.156   

Mirroring Trachtenberg’s experiences, there were several occasions when the 

author’s own investigative efforts were hindered by a lack of evidence about the Joint 

Chiefs of Staff. That being said, possibly an even greater source of analytical and 

personal frustration was the fact that, with the exception of a select number of 

memoranda and personal letters, very little material produced by Kennedy himself 

could be found. Whilst this gap in the archival record can be attributed to the 

President’s premature death and widely reported preference for coordinating policy 

decisions via spoken discussion (as opposed to using written notes or reports), it still 

posed a difficult question to the author: namely, to what extent would it be possible to 

capture Kennedy’s own experiences, ideas, and attitudes with regard to Berlin and his 

visit to the western sectors of the city?157 

Fortuitously, there is now an established body of work in historical geography 

which addresses the issue of absence in the archive and, in some cases, even draws its 

strength from this problem.158 For example, Caitlin DeSilvey has proposed that the 

difficulties associated with recovering past moments and lives can be sidestepped if 

one accepts from the onset that it is impossible to obtain complete mastery over a 

subject. As an alternative outlook, she goes on to argue, geographers should seek to 

embrace the incomplete and elusive, even if this makes their work more susceptible to 

 
155 Marc Trachtenberg, The Craft of International History (Princeton, NJ, Princeton University Press, 

2006).  
156 Ibid., p.157. 
157 For information about Kennedy’s policy-making style, see Dallek, Kennedy; Sorensen, Kennedy. 
158 For example, Baker, ‘“The dead don’t answer questionnaires”; Hayden Lorimer, ‘Caught in the nick 

of time: archives and fieldwork’, in The Handbook of Qualitative Methods in Human Geography, edited 

by Mike Crang, Dydia Delyser, Steve Herbert and Linda McDowell (London: SAGE, 2009), pp.248-

73. See also Caroline Steedman, ‘The space of memory: in an archive’, History of the Human Sciences, 

11 (1998), 65-83. 
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changes in form or content.159 Taking a slightly different approach, Cheryl McGeachan 

and others have suggested that examining ‘non-traditional’ forms of documentation 

can also be a productive means of addressing the politics of representation.160 Indeed, 

when gathering evidence on the combat experiences of the British military camouflage 

developer, Dr Hugh Cott, McGeachan et al. chose to extend their inquiry beyond 

official military reports to include personal photographs, sketches, and diary entries. 

By triangulating these different data sources, they note, it was possible to ‘retrace and 

recount parts of [Cott’s] life and something of his [multiple] selves’.161 

Guided by both of these approaches, the author sought to embrace and overcome 

Kennedy’s absence in US government archival holdings by exploring what insights 

could be gleaned from alternative types of evidence such as newspapers, memoirs, and 

oral history interviews. However, as noted in the previous section, there were 

occasions when it was not a scarcity of material which acted as a possible stumbling 

block to the research project, but an abundance of information.162 This problem was 

especially acute with regard to the Office of the Historian’s FRUS collection. With its 

coverage starting as far back as 1861 and spread across over 480 individual volumes, 

this online archive draws together sources from the US Departments of State and 

Defence, the National Security Council, the CIA, the Agency for International 

Development, and several other foreign affairs organisations.163 As such, the FRUS 

collection represents an extremely valuable and extensive body of material. Yet the 

lack of an accompanying search tool which would allow its records to be isolated 

according to their date of production or content also meant that the author was forced 

to review each document within a volume of interest – a process which was both 

immensely tiresome and time consuming.   

 
159 Caitlin DeSilvey, ‘Observed Decay: Telling Stories with Mutable Things’, Journal of Material 

Culture, 11:3 (2006), 318-38. 
160 McGeachan et al., ‘Certain Subjects?’. 
161 Ibid., p.173. 
162 See Hodder, ‘On absence and abundance’. 
163 Office of the Historian, ‘About Us’, <https://history.state.gov/about> [accessed: 28/02/20]. 

https://history.state.gov/about
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There are two other features of the FRUS collection which further affected how its 

content was engaged with and analysed. First, its constituent materials are presented 

in a re-written rather than a digitised format, such that the phrasing of each document 

is ostensibly the same, but the physical structure of the words has been changed. As 

Renée Sentilles has argued, such a reworking of archival texts not only raises the 

inevitable question of whether any language is altered in the process of being 

transformed into another medium, but also bars researchers from becoming attuned to 

the subtle nuances of a source’s primary layout.164 Second, whilst the pooling together 

of disparate materials into a single collection limited the number of archives which the 

author was required to consult, the FRUS digital archive nonetheless removes a crucial 

sense of context from the sources included. Significantly, there is no indication of what 

papers sit alongside each document in their original repository, whether the sources 

have been extracted from a larger report or manuscript, or even the types of paper on 

which the primary texts are printed. All of these factors, despite seeming 

inconsequential at first glance, have been recorded as having the potential to cast 

archival materials in an alternative light, and thereby influence the manner in which 

they are interpreted.165  

An intricate politics of representation therefore courses through both material and 

digital archives. From the selective absences of their records to the formatting of the 

materials present, these collections create a series of analytical opportunities and 

hindrances which duly affect the narratives assembled by a research project. The next 

section considers how the content of archival sources themselves can serve to give 

voice to specific actors and histories, whilst smothering others in a seemingly 

impenetrable silence. 

 

 

 
164 Renée Sentilles, ‘Toiling in the Archives of Cyberspace’, in Archive Stories, pp.136-56. 
165 Ibid. See also Miles Obgorn, ‘Archive’, in The SAGE Handbook of Geographical Knowledge, edited 

by John Agnew and David Livingstone (Los Angeles: SAGE, 2011), pp.88-98. 
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VOICES IN THE ARCHIVE 

Where material is available in the archive, it is important to consider the webs of 

power from which this information may have emerged and remain a part. As the 

historical and cultural geographer James Duncan has proposed, one must always be 

attuned to a source’s ability to further certain interests through the silencing of 

particular voices, peoples, and narratives.166 Rodney Carter has similarly stressed the 

suppressive power of an archive’s holdings, describing a process which exiles subjects 

and erases resistance with an eye to enhancing the control of the state: 

 

The archive, as a reflection of and the source of state power, is extremely selective when 

deciding what gets in. Only those voices that conform to the ideals of those in power are 

allowed into the archive; those that do not conform are silenced. Those marginalized by the 

state are marginalized by the archive.167  

 

Although Duncan and Carter originally raised these concerns with respect to 

imperial and colonial evidence, the issues of power and exclusion addressed by both 

scholars are applicable to a host of sources, including those which inform this thesis. 

Certainly, a small but significant line of scholarship has been produced examining how 

US presidential libraries enhance the influence of the presidency by positioning the 

President discursively as a figure worthy of patriotic veneration.168 At the heart of this 

political project are the materials included in a presidential library’s archives, which, 

 
166 See Duncan, ‘Notes on Emancipatory Collaborative Historical Research’; ‘Complicity and 

Resistance in the Colonial Archive’.   
167 Rodney Carter, ‘Of Things Said and Unsaid: Power, Archival Silences, and Power in Silence’, 

Archivaria, 61 (2006), 215-33 (p.219). See also James Hanlon, ‘Spaces of Interpretation: Archival 

Research and the Cultural Landscape’, Historical Geography, 29 (2001), 14-25; Miles Ogborn, 

‘Knowledge is power: Using archival research to interpret state formation’, in Cultural Geography in 

Practice, edited by Miles Ogborn, Alison Blunt, Pyrs Gruffudd, David Pinder, and Jon May (New York: 

Hodder Education, 2003), pp.9-22. 
168 Richard Cox, ‘America’s pyramids: Presidents and their libraries’, Government Information 

Quarterly, 19 (2002), 45-75; Benjamin Hubauer, ‘Spotlights and Shadows: Presidents and Their 

Administrations in Presidential Museum Exhibits’, The Public Historian, 28:3 (2006), 117-32. See also 

George Bennett, ‘‘Goodbye Mr President’: Presidential Libraries and Public History in the USA’, 

European Journal of American Culture, 22:1 (2003), 23-36; Michelle Ulyatt, ‘The John F. Kennedy 

Presidential Library and Museum as a cultural representation of the public memory of the president’, 

European Journal of American Culture, 33:2 (2014), 117-30.  
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it is argued, help to construct an ‘authorized version of history’ wherein the positive 

features of a President’s time in office are accentuated at the expense of the negative.169  

The exclusionary and manipulative potential of a US presidential library’s archival 

holdings became apparent to the author when consulting those sources stored at the 

JFKPL which address the souring of US-French political relations under Kennedy. 

Rather than charting the various encounters, exchanges, and misunderstandings which 

contributed to this diplomatic breakdown, the vast majority of these materials focus 

on the reportedly inherent and fractious politics of the French President, Charles de 

Gaulle. In so doing, they appear to suggest that Kennedy bore little or no responsibility 

for this contentious feature of his presidency – an interpretation which is reinforced by 

the relatively scant attention which the rivalry between the US President and de Gaulle 

receives in both the JFKPL’s museum and its online directory.170 By choosing to hold 

and present these documents without critical or cautionary comment, the JFKPL risks 

fostering – whether intentionally or otherwise – an even more distorted image of 

Kennedy’s time in office.  

But the promotion of an idealised history of Kennedy’s presidency is not only 

facilitated through the selective silences of the records stored in the JFKPL – it is also 

aided and enhanced by the materiality of the archive itself.171 Designed by the 

architect, Ieoh Ming Pei, and completed in October 1979, the JFKPL consists of a 

triangular nine-storey tower and a two-storey exhibition centre (see Figure 3).172 

Possibly the most striking and distinctive feature of the site, however, is the 110-feet-

high glass pavilion: a vast enclosed space which overlooks Boston Harbour and stands 

 
169 Cox, ‘America’s pyramids’, p.58. 
170 The assessment of the JFKPL’s museum content was based on a visit by the author on 01/09/18. For 

the JFKPL’s list of major topics represented in its archival holdings, see JFKPL, ‘Browse Subject 

Headings: Overview’, <https://www.jfklibrary.org/archives/search-collections/browse-subject-

headings#d> [accessed: 02/03/20]. 
171 See Antoinette Burton, ‘Introduction: Archive Fever, Archive Stories’, in Archive Stories, pp.1-24; 

Craggs, ‘Situating the imperial archive’; Harvey Brown and Davis-Brown, ‘The making of memory’; 

Herbert Feis, ‘The Shackled Historian’, Foreign Affairs, 45:2 (1967), 332-43; Eric Ketelaar, ‘Archival 

Temples, Archival Prisons: Modes of Power and Protection’, Archival Science, 2 (2002), 221-38. 
172 JFKPL, ‘I. M. Pei, Architect’, <https://www.jfklibrary.org/about-us/about-the-jfk-

library/history/im-pei-architect> [accessed: 13/02/20]. 
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empty but for an American flag measuring forty-five by twenty-six feet (see Figure 

4).173 This structure, as the description published on the JFKPL website acknowledges 

quite openly, is intended to create a sense of patriotic wonder within each visitor and 

to reinforce the historical narratives forged in the adjoining museum exhibition:  

 

From this darkened setting [the JFKPL museum] they emerge into the sun-filled, silent void 

of the space-framed glass pavilion. Except for an enormous American flag suspended above, 

the space is empty to allow the viewer to contemplate what he [sic] has seen and experienced 

against a great panorama of sky, land and open sea.174  

 

Figure 3: The exterior of the JFKPL.175 

 
173 Ibid. 
174 Ibid., n.p. 
175 Source: Ed Bryan. 
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Figure 4: The interior of the glass pavilion at the JFKPL.176  

 

Yet it is not just those who have frequented the JFKPL’s museum which are exposed 

to this politicised space and its potentially legitimising logic; the archive reading room 

is arranged in such a manner that each researcher’s desk looks out onto the affectively 

charged expanse of steel and glass. 

The partial, subjective nature of the archival record which supports this thesis was 

often bestowed with a further sense of authority via the modes of behaviour which the 

author was required to adopt at the JFKPL, the Freie Universität Berlin, the LAB, the 

AFES, and the British Library.177 Upon entering the LAB, for instance, the author was 

reminded consistently by staff that no water bottles and pens were permitted in the 

 
176 Source: Ed Bryan. 
177 See Burton, ‘Introduction’; Ketelaar, ‘Archival Temples, Archival Prisons’. 
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reference room. Whilst this procedure was undoubtedly intended to protect the LAB’s 

collection, it additionally gave the impression that one was gaining access to sources 

which provide a unique and unadulterated insight into the past; if one was in any doubt 

as to the supposed importance of these materials, the strict measures pertaining to their 

handling soon dispelled any uncertainty. What is more, in the event that the author 

wanted to produce a copy of a document, they were required to go through a protracted 

application process which demonstrated (quite literally) the value placed by the LAB 

on its holdings. This consisted of placing paper markers at the beginning and end of 

the desired section of text, writing down a description of the content to be copied on a 

separate ‘Reproduction Request Form’, and presenting both of these items to the 

service desk. The reproduction staff would then check whether the application was in 

compliance with existing privacy laws, and, if so, paper copies were produced at a cost 

of €0.50 per page.178  

The practices which researchers are called to perform therefore have the potential 

to bestow the archival record with a power which, without being subject to critical 

reflection, can serve to the amplify the voices registered in its component materials. 

However, one must appreciate that both these desired types of behaviour and the 

responses they engender are neither socially nor spatially homogeneous. Indeed, these 

features of archive-based research can vary greatly depending on a researcher’s age, 

ethnicity, race, and gender. Owing to her status as a single Indian woman studying 

interracial sex under British colonial rule, Durba Ghosh found that she became the 

subject of numerous informal disciplinary actions when visiting archives in Calcutta 

and New Delhi: 

 

Perhaps because I am female, and was then young and unmarried, and so perceived as naïve 

about the workings of interracial sex, my presence invited advice of many sorts. My own 

status as a high-caste Hindu woman was often referred to; one gentleman in the Calcutta 

 
178 Further details of the Landesarchiv Berlin’s reproduction policy can be found at Landesarchiv Berlin, 

‘Bestellung von Archivalien’, <http://landesarchiv-berlin.de/bestellung-von-archivalien> [accessed: 

03/03/20]. See also Sebastian Schmidt, ‘The Archival Workspace: An Accidental Ethnography’, 

Thresholds, 44 (2015), 146-56. 
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High Court library, upon noting that I seemed like a girl of a good family, asked if my 

parents knew what type of research I was doing. Another gentleman, while delivering 

documents to me, noted that what I was working on was not particularly savory or 

respectable. The equivalent of “what is a nice girl like you doing working on something like 

this?,” these questions highlight how closely our topics for study make us the objects of 

everyday surveillance in the archive.179  

 

In contrast to Ghosh’s experiences, there were times when the author’s identity 

resulted in what appeared to be a relaxing of archival protocol. When working at the 

Freie Universität Berlin’s John F. Kennedy Institute for North American Studies, the 

author’s status as a visiting research fellow meant that they were frequently allowed 

to handle and examine materials without the level of supervision normally accorded 

to members of the public. During these occasions, what may have proven to be a highly 

regulated encounter thus materialised as an altogether more open and relaxed affair.  

As hinted at above, the relations of power saturating archives and their holdings 

raise a series of questions about the nature of the information which can be recovered, 

and hence the types of history which can be assembled.180 More importantly still, they 

force the researcher to assess whether it is possible to access alternative or dissenting 

voices in sources which were produced from within fundamentally opposed epistemic 

frameworks. Seeking to address this methodological concern, Elaine Hedges and 

Shelley Fisher Fishkin have suggested that traces of the marginalised can be recovered 

using the literary tactic of ‘listening to silences’.181 Here, materials are not only studied 

for what they make explicit, but also for what they lack or veil; ‘texts are examined 

for their omissions, lacunae are interrogated, and the representations of […] silences 

are explored’.182 This mode of textual examination has been employed successfully by 

 
179 Ghost, ‘National Narratives and the Politics of Miscegenation’, pp.29-30. 
180 See Duncan, ‘Notes on Emancipatory Collaborative Historical Research’; McGeachan, et al., 

‘Certain Subjects?’. 
181 Elaine Hedges and Shelley Fisher Fishkin, ‘Introduction’, in Listening to Silences: New Essays in 

Feminist Criticism, edited by Elaine Hedges and Shelley Fisher Fishkin (New York and Oxford: Oxford 

University Press, 1994), pp.3-14. 
182 Carter, ‘Of Things Said and Unsaid’. 
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feminist historians studying a range of different subjects.183 But, as both Rodney Carter 

and Clive Barnett warn, there is nevertheless a danger that, in using this method, one 

is tempted to furnish archival silences with an unwarranted significance.184 Carolyn 

Steedman has given eloquent and honest voice to this impulse: 

 

To enter that place [the archive] where the past lives, where ink on parchment can be made 

to speak, remains still the social historian’s dream, of bringing to life those who do not for 

the main part exist, not even between the lines of state papers and legal documents […].185 

 

A leading challenge facing any researcher, then, is to acknowledge and contest the 

archival record as an instrument of structured inequality, without simultaneously 

reducing the affected parties to romanticised subjects of silence.  

In an attempt to strike such a balance, the author drew upon the methodological 

school of reading ‘against the archival grain’.186 This approach, pioneered by 

historians of colonialism and imperialism, is based primarily upon becoming attuned 

to the ‘language of rule and statist perceptions’ which structure a given text.187 

Specifically, the researcher is encouraged to pay less attention to a document’s content, 

and to consider instead why it was produced, from what socio-political hierarchies it 

emerged, and how it might continue to perpetuate certain regimes of truth.188 By 

entertaining these and other questions, it is suggested that one can then identify more 

 
183 For example, Hedges and Fisher Fishkin, Listening to Silences.  
184 Clive Barnett, ‘“Sing along with the common people”: politics, postcolonialism, and other figures’, 

Environment and Planning D: Society and Space, 15:2 (1997), 137-54; Carter, ‘Of Things Said and 

Unsaid’. See also Verne Harris, ‘Seeing (in) Blindness: South Africa, Archives and Passion for Justice’, 

(2001), 1-13 

<http://scnc.ukzn.ac.za/doc/LibArchMus/Arch/Harris_V_Freedom_of_Information_in_SA_Archives_

for_justice.pdf> [accessed: 12/02/20]. 
185 Steedman, ‘The space of memory’, p.69 (original emphasis). 
186 Ann Laura Stoler, Along the Archival Grain: Epistemic anxieties and colonial common sense 

(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2009).  
187 Ibid., p.47. 
188 Sarah de Leeuw, ‘Alice through the looking glass: emotion, personal connection, and reading 

colonial archives along the grain’, Journal of Historical Geography, 38:3 (2012), 273-81. 
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effectively those absences and unintended presences which invite silenced voices to 

be recovered, and those which do not.189  

The practice of reading ‘against the archival grain’ was extremely helpful when it 

came to the task of uncovering how the residents of Berlin’s western sectors had 

interpreted Kennedy’s time in the city. When studying reports compiled by the 

Kennedy administration about the visit, the author became aware that very few of these 

documents featured testimonies from the West Berliners themselves. Yet instead of 

viewing this archival silence as an unsurmountable limitation, the author took it as a 

prompt to shift the focus of their analysis and ‘go against the archival grain’. In this 

particular case, greater consideration was given to what Terry Cook has described as 

recorded moments of ‘citizen-state interaction’, or references in a text to occasions 

when those in authority are required to respond to the demands and actions of the wider 

populace, and vice-versa.190 Whilst this alternative reading by no means produced a 

complete picture of how Kennedy’s visit was evaluated by contemporary audiences, it 

did offer insight into the various ways that the West Berliners reacted to the occasion, 

along with how US officials viewed their behaviour.  

It was not only the recovery of particular voices and viewpoints which required 

forms of methodological innovation, however. Given the thesis’ aim of conducting a 

more-than-representational critical geopolitics of Kennedy’s visit, consideration also 

had to be given to whether and how the objects, practices, affects, and atmospheres 

which made up this event could be accessed in the archive. As Carl Griffin and Adrian 

Evans note, the feasibility of undertaking such a task has been the focus of protracted 

discussion and debate across the social sciences.191 Some have cast doubt over the 

 
189 Duncan, ‘Notes on Emancipatory Collaborative Historical Research’, p.66. See also Tim Cresswell, 

‘Value, gleaning and the archive at Maxwell Street, Chicago’, Transactions of the Institute of British 

Geographers, 37 (2012), 164-76; Ann Laura Stoler, ‘Colonial Archives and the Arts of Governance’, 

Archival Science, 2 (2002), 87-109; Patricia Whatley and Caroline Brown, ‘Along and against the grain: 

the philosophy of the archive’, Archival Science, 9 (2009), 127-31. 
190 Terry Cook, ‘Mind over matter: Towards a New Theory of Archival Appraisal’, in The Archival 

Imagination: Essays in Honour of Hugh A. Taylor, edited by Barbara Craig (Ottawa: Association of 

Canadian Archivists, 1992), pp.38-70. 
191 Carl Griffin and Adrian Evans, ‘Embodied Practices in Historical Geography’, Historical 
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notion that archival materials can be used to access the more-than-representational, 

arguing that this feature of our existence simply cannot be conveyed by the 

representational logics of texts.192 And yet, there are others who suggest that it is, in 

fact, possible to push the limits of existing text-based methods to become attuned to 

the sensual, the lively, and the material.193 A notably influential figure amongst this 

latter group of scholars is the actor-network theorist, Bruno Latour, who has used 

archival documents to uncover the active role which non-human microbes played in 

the development of modern bacteriology during the nineteenth century.194 Parodying 

the scientific language often used in histories of this period, he describes the method 

which was required for this task: 

 

We do not have to decide for ourselves what makes up our world, who the agents “really” 

acting in it, or what is the quality of the proofs they impose upon one another. Nor do we 

have to know in advance what is important and what is negligible […]. Semiotic studies of 

the texts of the time will do the job of interdefinition for us.195 

 

This onto-epistemological agnosticism, or, to use the terminology of John Law, 

‘naiveté as method’,196 is applied by Latour to the content of three nineteenth century 

periodicals in such a manner that the different agencies referenced in these texts are 

awarded equal consideration, and examined only in terms of their relationships, 

interactions, and translations: 
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194 Bruno Latour, The Pasteurization of France, translated by Alan Sheridan and John Law (Cambridge, 
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[The analyst] should not try to be reasonable and to impose some pre-determined sociology 

on the sometimes bizarre interdefinition offered by the writers studied. The only task of the 

analyst is to follow the transformation that the actors convened in the stories are 

undergoing.197  

 

Thus, following Latour, extending the scope of a historical inquiry beyond the 

recorded words of certain individuals is not simply a case of inserting the more-than-

representational into an otherwise representational account. It is, rather, to avoid 

projecting pre-established ontological categories onto the records of interest, and 

thereby allow the multiple forces in operation to emerge freely.   

As stressed throughout this chapter, archival materials are not passive records of a 

discrete historical reality, but are themselves active agents which mobilize, mould, and 

police ontological boundaries and regimes of knowledge.198 Attending to this element 

of historical sources, Richie Nimmo has drawn upon and extended the work of Latour 

to produce a two-stage methodological framework for archival study.199 First, he 

proposes that the researcher should assess the material at hand on a purely empirical 

level: tracing the various interactions within a source and, in a similar manner to 

Latour, using this information to identify the leading agencies in operation. Second, 

attention must be awarded to the onto-epistemological potential of the material itself. 

‘This means’, he notes, ‘grasping texts not as reflections of reality or reports on reality 

but as enactments of reality, they are the means by which some things are made present 

and others absent, so that specific ontologies are performed into being and others made 

invisible’.200 When archival sources are engaged with on these two levels, Nimmo 

explains, we can begin to uncover the materials, affects, utterances, atmospheres, and 

spaces which defined events, whilst also gain an insight into the role of historical 

evidence as a technology of onto-epistemological mediation.  

 
197 Latour, The Pasteurization of France, p.10. 
198 See also Nick Fox and Pam Alldred, ‘New materialist social inquiry: designs, methods and the 

research-assemblage’, International Journal of Social Research Methodology, 18:4 (2015), 399-414. 
199 Richie Nimmo, ‘Actor-network theory and methodology: social research in a more-than-human 

world’, Methodological Innovations Online, 6:3 (2011), 108-19. 
200 Ibid., p.114 (original emphasis).  
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Bringing together the methodological approaches discussed above, the research 

project upon which this thesis is based was therefore characterised by a very specific 

form of engagement with the archival record. At its most basic level, this included 

identifying what the voices present in materials revealed about the various agencies – 

the human and non-human, discursive and non-discursive, representational and non-

representational – which constituted Kennedy’s Berlin visit. But instead of stopping at 

this juncture, the data was then subject to two further rounds of critical reflection, both 

of which were premised on challenging the framings of history advanced by the 

archival evidence available. First, attention was given to isolating the socio-political 

interests which saturated specific sources, and to considering how this information 

could be used to shed light on those subjects marginalised by the archival record. 

Second, the author sought to chart and unpick the ontological boundaries which are 

imposed by different materials. This provided an opportunity to uncover how 

contemporary actors rationalised Kennedy’s time in Berlin, and to probe the limits of 

these perspectives when necessary. 

Throughout the completion of the research project, then, archival materials were 

treated both as objects which could help to explore Kennedy’s visit and as subjects 

which needed to be questioned, contested, and problematised. It should be noted, 

however, that the implementation of this analytical framework was not without its own 

challenges. Indeed, the author was frequently forced to confront a range of issues 

which had ethical implications for the researcher and the researched alike. As shall be 

discussed in the next section, of particular import were concerns relating to the 

publication of sensitive information and the subjective act of translation.   

 

ETHICS AND THE ARCHIVE 

It is only within the last two decades or so that historical geographers have begun 

to discuss in earnest the ethical challenges of their work.201 As Moore lamented in 

 
201 For example, Laura Cameron, ‘Oral history in the Freud Archives: Incidents, Ethics, and 

Reflections’, Historical Geography, 29 (2001), 38-44; Heidi McKee and James Porter, ‘The Ethics of 
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2010, although scholars have embraced openly their ‘responsibility to think carefully 

about how they reconstruct lives in the present […], there has been little sustained 

reflection about the dilemmas researchers face when research subjects are dead and 

when the research is of a sensitive nature’.202 Arguably the most prevalent of these oft-

unspoken dilemmas is the delicate balancing act of ‘[w]eighing issues of privacy while 

trying to meet the access and information needs of researchers’.203 For even when 

archival materials are open to the public, it does not follow that their subsequent 

publication will not cause harm or distress. When conducting an inquiry into the 

founder of British ecology, Sir Arthur Tansley, for example, Laura Cameron was 

forced to confront the fact that some of the materials which she consulted – most 

notably, records of Tansley’s consultations with Sigmund Freud about the sexual 

content of a dream – could cause offence to his family if they were brought to light.204 

‘In many respects’, Cameron later admitted, ‘[…] the dream and its connections with 

the sexual life placed us in the shifting and unstable terrain of dealing with attitudes 

(ours, and interested others’) towards morality and sexuality – terrain Tansley himself 

covered in his own wide-ranging discussions [with Freud].’205 

But the ethical issues raised by obtaining access to private or sensitive data can be 

even more fraught when this information was obtained originally without the subject’s 

permission or while they were under duress. For instance, Duncan has disclosed the 

profound sense of moral discomfort which he himself experienced when studying the 

spymaster and First Commissioner of the British Government in the Kandyan 

Provinces, John D’Oyly: 
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There is a certain pleasure in spying upon the colonial spymaster, to search his statements 

and actions for deeper meanings and broader contexts […]. And yet, the pleasure is 

mitigated somewhat by the feeling that I am uncomfortably close to being the post-colonial 

spymaster, sifting through documents, prying into the lives of colonizer and colonized alike, 

seeking to transfer knowledge of this small place from one archive to another, from colonial 

document to the post-colonial journal. The lines of continuity between nineteenth-century 

colonial spies, bureaucrats, scholars, and myself are evident, for I too am profiting from 

their efforts, just as their colonial spymasters did.206 

 

The Economic and Social Research Council maintains that consent must be a guiding 

principle for all research – that ‘participation should be voluntary and appropriately 

informed’.207 Within the confines of the archive, however, obtaining consent is at the 

best of times difficult, and at the worst of times impossible. How, to offer an example, 

can one secure primary permission to publish a CIA report on the personal life of 

Charles de Gaulle when this material was produced over fifty years ago and both its 

author and subject are deceased?  

In an attempt to confront this methodological ‘grey zone’, Heidi McKee and James 

Porter have developed an approach which, despite not always culminating in informed 

consent, nevertheless allows scholars to proceed in a seemingly ethical manner.208 

Starting from the position that historical research is always a dialogical process, they 

propose that decisions concerning the privacy and consent of inaccessible research 

subjects should be negotiated by seeking the advice of different stakeholders, whether 

they be the descendants of deceased persons or fellow researchers. Recognising the 

value and utility of this approach, the author conducted similar consultations with staff 

at all of the archives they visited, along with Andreas Etges of the Ludwig-

Maximilians-Universität München. As a diplomatic historian who has both studied 

 
206 Duncan, ‘Complicity and Resistance in the Colonial Archive’, p.120.  
207 Economic and Social Research Council, ‘Our core principles’, (2020), 
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and published works on Kennedy,209 Etges was able to offer particularly helpful 

direction about how to discuss and present information relating to the President’s visit 

to Berlin.  

Another potentially problematic element of archive-based study which has largely 

escaped being the subject of sustained critical scrutiny is translation – a process which 

was crucial to the production of this thesis owing to its reliance on materials written in 

German. Far from being a neutral and uncontroversial enterprise, translating any 

historical document into another language can raise a host of conceptual and ethical 

challenges.210 This was most evident during those occasions when a German term was 

found to carry cultural connotations which could not be conveyed satisfactorily in 

English. Take the word ‘Raum’. In one sense, ‘Raum’ corresponds with the English 

definition of ‘space’ as a three-dimensional arena in which objects and actions have 

relative position and direction. But, in another sense, it also refers to a culturally and 

historically significant expanse which is more akin to the notion of ‘place’. As a result, 

to translate ‘Raum’ into either ‘space’ or ‘place’ is to risk presenting a partial or 

erroneous insight into the term’s originally intended meaning.211 Neither English 

word, in short, is quite capable of capturing fully the semantic details of their German 

counterpart. When such a problem was encountered, a two-stage strategy was 

employed by the author. Initially, thought was given to a term’s textual setting in an 

 
209 See Andreas Etges, ‘“The Man for the 60’s”/“The man of the 60’s”: John F. Kennedy and the 
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attempt to discern its meaning. However, if either the desired connotation could not be 

identified or an appropriate English expression was deemed to be unavailable, the 

word was left in its original German form and, when necessary, details of its definition 

were included in a footnote.212  

Translation is thus a highly selective process and bound inextricably to the 

translator’s own schooling, outlook, and interpretation. As such, this aspect of archival 

study provides a useful case study with which consider briefly the methodological 

concern of positionality. Touching on themes addressed throughout this chapter, the 

concept of positionality challenges the notion that researchers are neutral observers by 

calling on them to acknowledge how their role and experiences shape the phenomena 

they seek to examine.213 There can be little doubt, for instance, that the training which 

the author received from the University of Cambridge Language Centre influenced the 

terms and phrases that they chose to use when translating at source. Nor is it unlikely 

that their prior knowledge of Kennedy’s visit also informed how they set about 

uncovering a document’s meaning and significance. That said, it remains impossible 

to determine the full extent to which these and other factors shaped the execution of 

the research project; as Gillian Rose notes, a researcher can never reach a state of total 

self-knowledge and awareness.214 Instead, perhaps the only feasible conclusion which 

can be drawn is that the findings of this thesis are not the result of an impartial mode 

of analysis, but a mutual dialogue between the author and the archival material. In the 

next section of the chapter, thought is given to how specific types of source affected 

this creative exchange. 

 

ARCHIVAL TRACES 

As the table at the beginning of this chapter details (Figure 1), several types of 

archival material were consulted in order to assess the geopolitical role and 
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significance of Kennedy’s visit to Berlin. Forming the core of this collection were the 

memoranda, reports, transcripts, and telegrams produced by members of the Kennedy 

administration, the US State Department, the USBER, and the West Berlin Senat’s 

Protocol Department. Distributed between the JFKPL, the LAB, the AFES, and the 

FRUS collection, these government materials exhibit a number of common 

characteristics which were especially conducive to the completion of the research 

project. Most obviously, they tend to be rich in detail and pared in their delivery – 

features which allowed the author to assess a source’s significance quickly and isolate 

any relevant pieces of information. What is more, one can cautiously assign a degree 

of accuracy to their content; they were, after all, produced for official purposes, and 

hence it is likely that they were drafted with a certain degree of care. To be sure, this 

assumption of accuracy had to be paired with a sensitivity to human error and the 

socio-political biases which informed a document’s production, yet it is also an 

indication of the considerable utility of this form of archival material.  

But in spite of the analytical opportunities opened by US and German government 

records, one must be cognisant of the fact that these sources are inescapably limited.215 

Although they chart the ‘wheres’, ‘whens’ and ‘hows’ of Kennedy’s visit, for example, 

these documents rarely address the emotional and affective dynamics which shaped 

the event.216 In recognition of this drawback, the information gathered from these 

materials was supplemented with insights obtained from the JFKPL’s extensive 

collection of oral history interviews. Much has been written on the value of oral 

history.217 Raphael Samuel, in particular, has stressed the importance of this type of 

evidence, proposing that it offers unparalleled insight into the personal experiences of 

individuals.218 Oral histories, he argues, ‘can give us “living” contexts which the 
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documents themselves, however closely pressed, fail to yield’.219 This type of material 

has additionally been used to draw non-human agencies into a researcher’s analytical 

remit. As Samuel further explains: ‘The copper stick or the dolly mop cease to be 

inanimate objects if one listens to the men or women who used them, the cooper’s 

crest fills again with fire, […] the dirty old pinny is worn again for Sunday school’.220 

The benefits of oral history were brought into clear focus when examining the 

debates which broke out amongst the organisers of Kennedy’s visit over the order that 

the President, Chancellor Adenauer, and Mayor Brandt would stand when being driven 

through Berlin. Whilst this protocol issue is referenced in several US State Department 

telegrams and reports, the producers of these documents do not disclose in detail why 

it proved to be so controversial; in a message sent to the US Secretary of State, it is 

noted simply that there had been ‘considerable discussion’ about who would be 

accompanying the President in his limousine.221 These records, however, stand in stark 

contrast to the comprehensive summary offered by Kennedy’s Chief of Protocol, 

Angier Biddle Duke, in an oral history interview for the JFKPL.222 Over the course of 

the discussion, Biddle Duke vividly describes the sense of frustration which developed 

amongst members of the Kennedy administration as a result of the ‘great deal of 

beating around the bush  […] on this subject’.223 He also gives a surprising level of 

attention to the significance which was assigned by Brandt and Adenauer to Kennedy’s 

body – its relative position, proximity, and youth – as well as to the haphazard and yet 

mutually satisfactory manner by which the dispute over the standing order finally came 

to be resolved.  

 This is not to suggest that oral histories offer a perfect account of the past or are 

devoid of any weaknesses. An individual may be unable or reluctant to expound on 

certain topics, whilst more eager to divulge others. One must also be aware that 
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interviewees frequently alter their recollections in light of current or more recent 

experience. As Samuels himself warns: ‘[I]t is only too easy for difficulties to be 

softened in the warm after-glow of nostalgia’.224 Furthermore, the oral history 

recordings and transcripts held in an archive always constitute what might be described 

as an ‘in crowd’: that is to say, as only documenting the words and perspectives of 

those who have been deemed worthy of consultation.225 In consequence, this form of 

historical evidence has the potential to act as yet another means through which certain 

subjects may be silenced or removed from the archival record. Finally, the manner in 

which pre-recorded oral history interviews were conducted is often shrouded in 

mystery.226 As the author discovered when studying the JFKPL’s own oral history 

collection, it is extremely difficult to establish conclusively the conditions under which 

a recording was produced, the rationale according to which the participant was 

selected, and the interviewer’s personal frame of reference.  

It was noted earlier that newspaper articles were also used to negotiate the selective 

silences of US and German government records. But like all other archival materials, 

these sources do not somehow stand as privileged witnesses. On the contrary, 

journalistic accounts are just as guilty of mobilising partial and distorted versions of 

the past in order to advance particular interests.227 This is arguably all the more the 

case owing to the unique combination of financial, professional, cultural, and political 

pressures which impinge upon printed news-media. The historian Joseph 

Baumgartner, for instance, has proposed that the timeless need to attract more readers 
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drives journalists to stress the sensational and controversial at the expense of the 

seemingly mundane.228 It has also been suggested that the influence of partisanship is 

considerably greater in press accounts owing to a systemic fear in the newspaper 

industry of losing advertisers and sponsors.229 Thus, the author was required to 

exercise particular caution when using newspaper reports as sources of empirical 

information, cross-checking their factual content against other sources whenever 

possible.  

 

CONCLUSION 

 

[Historical] facts are really not at all like fish on the fishmonger’s slab. They are like fish 

swimming about in a vast and sometimes inaccessible ocean; and what the historian catches 

will depend […] partly on chance, but mainly on what part of the ocean he chooses to fish 

in and what tackle he chooses to use – these two factors being, of course, determined by the 

kind of fish he wants to catch. By and large, the historian will get the kinds of facts he wants 

[sic].230 

 

Despite Edward Carr’s unfortunate use of the male pronoun to describe the historian, 

this imaginative passage captures the essence of the challenge to normal history. As 

discussed at the beginning of the chapter, this school of thought maintains that the 

writing of history is not an unproblematic enterprise whereby the researcher assembles 

a transparent, all-encompassing, and value-free vision of historical reality. Rather, 

historical study is understood to be an inherently creative act. The researcher is cast as 

a situated subject who will always bring their own needs and wants to bear on the 

materials which inform their inquiries, and thus their accounts are perceived to be little 

more than culturally conventional narratives which construct, rework, and re-

appropriate the past.  
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Based upon a research project with a clear set of objectives, it would be erroneous 

to argue that this thesis is somehow immune to these accusations and offers a neutral 

account of Kennedy’s visit. But, as this chapter has revealed, the inescapably partial 

and subjective nature of the thesis cannot be attributed to the author’s research interests 

alone, for it is also a reflection of the archival sources which they consulted and the 

various repositories in which these materials are held. Just as the thesis interrogates 

particular facets of the President’s time in Berlin, those who took up the task of 

recording this event – whether government officials or journalists, citizens or 

professional photographers – did so with a clear set of aims and tailored their accounts 

accordingly. These records have, moreover, since been exposed to the organisational 

and affective logics of the archive, with some being destroyed or removed and others 

being framed as unparalleled pieces of evidence. Consequently, the author was 

exposed multiple layers of interpretation and legitimacy when gathering evidence on 

the planning, performance, and portrayal of Kennedy’s visit, even before they had set 

about formulating their own interpretation of the event. 

In drawing attention to this state of affairs, it is not the intention of this chapter to 

suggest that the analysis presented on the pages which follow is somehow false or 

irrelevant. Instead, it stands as a reflexive admission that both this thesis and the 

archival sources upon which it is grounded operate as socio-material systems of 

power/knowledge which bestow Kennedy’s visit with a particular order and 

coherency. Whilst they cannot be seen, therefore, to present a transparent and total 

insight into what actually took place in Berlin, this does not mean these works are 

without value. Indeed, the thesis still makes an innovative intervention into debates 

which have come to surround the significance Kennedy’s visit and also encourages 

further reflection on the meaning-making function of history.231 
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CHAPTER THREE 

A ‘POLICY OF WOOING’: PRESIDENT KENNEDY’S 

BERLIN POLICY, OCTOBER 1961-JUNE 1963 

 

INTRODUCTION 

On 23 June 1963, the New York Times published an editorial debating the pertinence 

of President Kennedy’s upcoming tour of Europe. Published under the title of ‘Is This 

Trip Necessary?’, it offered the following assessment: 

 

In the face of much adverse comment and good reasons not to go, President Kennedy is 

proceeding with his trip to Europe at a most inauspicious time. He will arrive in a Europe 

in transition, when governments are changing […], when the Atlantic community is in 

considerable disorder. Under these circumstances, what was originally planned as a series 

of state visits with Mrs. Kennedy and was then reduced to a program of “working visits” 

will be even less than that.232 

 

Europe’s state of instability and a souring of Euro-Atlantic relations had rendered 

Kennedy’s venture abroad politically redundant; major negotiations were now 

‘impossible’, and, as such, his time overseas would be little more than a ‘barnstorming 

tour’ of several European cities.233 According to the editorial’s author, the answer to 

the question posed by its title was abundantly clear: no.  

Somewhat unsurprisingly, this assessment was not shared by members of the 

Kennedy administration and the US State Department. In the weeks prior to the 

publication of this editorial, American government officials had prepared copious 

reports detailing the various problems which the President could address by travelling 

to Europe. From laying the groundwork for trans-Atlantic trade agreements to 

promoting nuclear test ban treaties, countering Soviet aggression to improving 

America’s international image, it was proposed that Kennedy’s presence on European 
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soil could help to solve a host of pressing issues. For the President and his support 

staff, the proposed trip to Europe was an undertaking laden with diplomatic, economic, 

and geopolitical potential.  

The aim of this chapter is to contextualise the geopolitical role which was assigned 

to a particular section of Kennedy’s European tour: the seven-and-a-half hours which 

he was scheduled to spend in Berlin on 26 June 1963. In particular, it draws upon a 

range of primary and secondary literature to examine why members of the Kennedy 

administration came to look upon this occasion as both an opportunity and a means 

with which to frame Berlin’s western sectors as a site of Western Allied cooperation.234 

But rather than starting from the unfounded assumption that this geopolitical agenda 

was the product of a single decision or actor, the chapter employs an analytical 

approach which foregrounds the contingent, the plural, and the non-linear. Following 

the practice- and performance-based studies of diplomacy discussed in Chapter One, 

it takes as its focus the evolving and overlapping configurations of knowledge, 

meaning, emotion, and action which constituted Kennedy’s Berlin policy between 

October 1961 and June 1963. As we shall see, these more-than-representational 

structures often took the form of fractious diplomatic exchanges and would eventually 

give rise to a situation wherein US officials had little choice but to conclude that it was 

in the President’s interest to travel to Berlin.  

As well as appealing to research on the linguistic, embodied, and experiential 

practices of diplomacy, this chapter is indebted the insights of US diplomatic history. 

Somewhat dismissively defined by Thomas Zeiler as a ‘clearing house […] for work 

on America in the world’, this academic field explores topics relating to the production 

and execution of US foreign policy.235 What policies have presidential administrations 

followed? Why were they made? And how were they implemented? Until relatively 

recently, these questions were viewed almost exclusively through a realist lens; the 

twists and turns of US foreign relations were attributed overwhelmingly to the rational 
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decisions of male politicians confronted by an inherently chaotic international 

system.236 However, the growing popularity of ‘bottom-up’ approaches to history 

combined with the incorporation of new theoretical insights has since encouraged 

diplomatic historians to look beyond the isolated influence of male elites.237 Previously 

marginalised factors such as emotion, popular culture, and conceptions of gender are 

now recognised as having shaped past political practice,238 whilst the notion that US 

government representatives are the sole drivers of American foreign policy has been 

challenged by studies exploring how specific political projects were resisted and 

derailed by overseas actors.239 What was once a narrowly focused enterprise has 

therefore grown into a blossoming endeavour to uncover the different agencies which 

have guided US foreign relations.  

The remainder of the chapter unfolds in the following manner. It begins by charting 

the practices and forms of political subjectivity which flowed from Nikita 

Khrushchev’s decision at the 1961 Communist Party Conference to pause Soviet-led 

attempts to terminate Berlin’s post-Second World War occupation. Significantly, this 

action is revealed to have sent ripples of impatient excitement throughout the US 

political establishment, and ultimately led Kennedy to believe that he could secure 

Western Allied rights in the city via a settlement which formally enshrined Germany’s 

division. But despite receiving widespread support from leading US government 

officials, this political project would soon become mired in controversy. As the chapter 

goes on to show, the President’s new Berlin policy was not only subject to intense 

critique by several of America’s allies, but served to compound a series of pre-existing 
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doubts over his willingness to defend Western Europe. Eager to reverse the 

destabilising impact which this affectively charged state of affairs came to have on 

Euro-Atlantic relations, the President is recorded as having instigated a ‘policy of 

wooing’ premised on demonstrating his concern for the people of Western Europe and 

at the heart of which would be a presidential appearance in Berlin.  

 

THE ‘DRAFT PRINCIPLES’: OCTOBER 1961-MAY 1962 

An atmosphere of nervous anticipation hung over the main auditorium of Moscow’s 

Palace of Congresses on 17 October 1961. Never had so many communist officials 

gathered in a single location at the same time. Seated beneath an enormous silver bas-

relief of Vladimir Lenin, some 5000 delegates were thought to be in attendance.240 

Among them were a host of notable figures from across the communist world, 

including North Vietnam’s Ho Chi Minh, China’s Chou Enlai, Hungary’s János Kádár, 

and the seventy-one-year-old American labour activist, Elizabeth Gurley Flynn.241 

Standing before this eclectic mix of party members was Nikita Khrushchev. Having 

returned recently from a vacation on the Black Sea, the Soviet Premier was said to 

have looked fitter than he had in months and been visibly eager to get proceedings 

underway.242 ‘“I propose we begin to work”’, he told the crowd curtly. ‘“The Twenty-

second Congress is now in session.”’243 

Khrushchev went on to dominate the next two days of the Communist Party 

Congress with a pair of speeches, each lasting over six hours in length. With a 

seemingly unwavering energy and vigour, he described the numerous ways that the 

Soviet Union was gaining ascendancy over its capitalist rivals.244 What would capture 
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the attention of delegates, however, was not the apparent vitality of Soviet society. 

Instead, it was an unexpected shift in the Premier’s position on Berlin. In the weeks 

leading up to the Congress, it had been widely assumed that Khrushchev would use 

this occasion to make a triumphant declaration about the city. His decision to seal-off 

Berlin’s British-, French-, and American-occupied western sectors from the eastern 

Soviet zone had been executed in August without major incident. And it was now 

anticipated that he would conclusively solve the so-called Berlin question by signing 

a peace treaty with the DDR which would bring an end to the Second World War and, 

with it, the city’s four-power occupation.245 But to the surprise of those now sitting 

before him, this was not to be the case. Citing the prospect of improved diplomatic 

relations with the US and its allies, Khrushchev stated that he no longer considered a 

peace treaty to be a priority. ‘“If the Western powers show readiness to settle the 

German problem,”’ he explained, ‘“the question of a deadline for the signing of a 

German peace treaty will not be of such importance.”’246 

This statement was received warmly in Washington, DC. After having spent much 

of his inaugural year in office concerned that a confrontation might erupt over Soviet 

attempts to liquidate Western Allied rights in Berlin, Kennedy saw in Khrushchev’s 

words an opportunity to revise his own foreign policy with an eye to reaching a formal 

agreement over the city’s continued occupation.247 Indeed, prior to the Soviet 

Premier’s announcement, the Kennedy administration had maintained that the four-

power occupation of Berlin could only be negotiated within the context of Germany’s 

reunification, and, in practice, that the status quo in the city should be preserved for as 

 
245 See Protocol Between the Governments of the United Kingdom, the United States of America, and 

the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, and the Provisional Government of the French Republic on the 

Zones of Occupation in Germany and the Administration of ‘Greater Berlin’, 12 September 1944, as 

Amended by the Agreements of 14 November 1944 and 26 July 1945, in Politics and Government in 

Germany, 1944-1945: Basic Documents, edited by Carl Christoph Schweitzer et al. (Oxford: Berghahn 

Books, 1995), pp.7-8. 
246 New York Times, ‘Khrushchev Appears Fit’, 17. 
247 See FRUS, 1961-1963, XV, Berlin Crisis, 1962-1963 Memorandum of Conversation, 24 October 

1961 n.p. See also Arne Hofmann, The Emergence of Détente in Europe: Brandt, Kennedy, and the 

Formation of Ostpolitik (London & New York: Routledge, 2007). 



Chapter Three: A ‘policy of wooing’ 

 84  

long as talks of this nature remained unlikely.248 Now, however, it appeared that US 

interests might be better served by adopting a different approach. In shifting his focus 

from Berlin’s occupation to the overarching ‘“German problem”’, Khrushchev was 

seen to be sending a clear message to the President: namely, should Kennedy 

reconsider his long-standing rejection of the DDR’s existence and thereby recognise 

the division of Germany, the Soviet Union would cease its attempts to oust the Western 

Allies from the western sectors of Berlin.249  

This was by no means the first time that the President had been confronted with the 

prospect of abandoning German reunification efforts in order to secure a Berlin 

settlement – traces of such a deal can be found in US government documents from 

throughout mid-1961.250 On 22 August, for instance, White House staff member Carl 

Kaysen circulated a memorandum arguing that the best way to protect American, 

British, and French occupation rights in Berlin was to express de facto recognition of 

the DDR.251 And, after meeting with Soviet Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko in 

September, US Secretary of State Dean Rusk had asked his staff to prepare 

recommendations for a ‘substantive U.S. policy line’ which acknowledged the DDR 

as a sovereign state.252 That being said, Khrushchev’s declaration on 17 October 1961 

was arguably the greatest incentive for the President to revise US diplomatic relations 

with the DDR to date, for this was the first time that the Soviet leader had indicated 
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publicly that such an action might be enough to convince him to allow Berlin’s western 

sectors to remain under Western Allied control.253 

The need to clarify Berlin’s occupation status would appear even more pressing 

following a tense confrontation at the city’s US-Soviet sector border which occurred 

less than a week after the opening of the Communist Party Congress. On the evening 

of 22 October 1961, the Deputy Chief of the USBER, Allan Lightner, and his wife, 

Dorothy, approached Berlin’s Friedrichstraße checkpoint (codename: Checkpoint 

Charlie) on their way to attend a theatrical performance in the city’s eastern zone. 

Upon arriving at the border-crossing, the couple were stopped by a member of the 

DDR Border Police and asked to present their identification papers. The Lightners 

refused, observing that unrestricted access to East Berlin had been granted to Western 

Allied dignitaries since 1945 providing that they were travelling in a vehicle with 

official licence plates – the Lightners’ car had the official licence plate number: 1000. 

What is more, they argued, the terms of the post-Second World War agreements on 

Berlin’s administration stated that only Soviet personnel had the right to request that 

Western Allied officials show their identification papers.254 After further heated 

exchanges which caught the attention of those guarding the western side of the 

checkpoint, the Lightner’s car was eventually accompanied into East Berlin by nine 

US soldiers.255  

Such military-aided displays of Western Allied access would be repeated over the 

next few days, with Kennedy’s representative in Berlin, General Lucius D. Clay, 

ordering that several M-48 tanks be brought up to Checkpoint Charlie so that US 

representatives could continue to pass freely across the sector border.256 Alarmed by 

these developments and eager to protect what they considered to be the DDR’s 
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sovereign rights in East Berlin,257 Soviet military personnel began to take actions of 

their own. When US forces once again attempted to muscle their way through 

Checkpoint Charlie on 27 October 1961, ten unmarked Soviet T-54 tanks arrived on 

site.258 Suddenly finding himself in a vulnerable position, Clay immediately sent out a 

request for reinforcements so that US forces would match the Soviets tank-for-tank. A 

reporter for the New York Times described the scene which unfolded: ‘It was like two 

chess players trying to come to grips in the middle of a disorganized board, with 

General Clay moving the American pieces and, presumably, […] the recently 

appointed Soviet Commander in East Germany, the Soviet men.’259 

The stand-off did not last long. By 10.30 the next morning, an agreement had been 

struck between Kennedy and Khrushchev – via secret exchanges between US Attorney 

General Robert F. Kennedy and Soviet Secret Service Officer Georgi Bolshakov – that 

both sets of tanks would withdraw from the checkpoint.260 In what one commentator 

has described as an ‘elaborately artful minuet’, the unmarked Soviet tanks instigated 

this procedure by reversing approximately ten yards.261 This action was then matched 

by their US counterparts. More of these reverse manoeuvres followed, and within 

thirty minutes Friedrichstraße was clear of all tank crews. Although this episode was 

later hailed by Clay as a decisive victory for the Western Allies, forcing Soviet military 

commanders to display that they, rather than the DDR government, were still the 

ultimate authority in Berlin’s eastern sector, it nevertheless demonstrated to Kennedy 
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the fragility of the peace which existed in the city, as well as the need for a mutual 

agreement over its occupation.262 

The mounting tension in and around Berlin was also being monitored by America’s 

allies, and it was not long before they started to make their own opinions on the matter 

known. Writing to Kennedy in November 1961, the British Prime Minister, Harold 

Macmillan, threw his weight behind the notion that Germany’s reunification should 

no longer be a policy priority by proposing that the Western Allies must be prepared 

to recognise the DDR’s sovereign rights in order to reach an agreement on Berlin.263 

The question remained, however, as to whether these feelings were shared by the 

BRD’s Chancellor, Konrad Adenauer. Unsettled by this uncertainty, archival materials 

show that the President’s Special Assistant for National Security Affairs, McGeorge 

Bundy, urged Kennedy to inform Adenauer during a November meeting that the US 

government now believed that Western Allied interests in Berlin would be served best 

by acknowledging the DDR’s existence.264 But rather than give clear voice to his 

intentions, the President elected instead to probe the Chancellor discreetly on 

proposals which might draw Khrushchev to the negotiating table. The formal 

recognition of the DDR, an acceptance of the Oder-Neisse Line,265 and East German 

participation in a reunification settlement, the Chancellor replied, were all issues which 

required further discussion between the Western Allies and the BRD before being 

included in a possible agreement.266  
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Given Adenauer’s cautious response, one might presume that Kennedy would have 

dropped the idea that a Berlin settlement might be obtained by playing on 

Khrushchev’s eagerness to solve the ‘“German problem”’. And yet, US government 

materials reveal that the President stepped-up his efforts to reach a deal with the Soviet 

Union. Towards the end of 1961, the US Ambassador to Moscow, Llewellyn 

Thompson Jr., received instructions to hold ‘exploratory talks’ with Gromyko to 

ascertain whether a basis for negotiations existed.267 When these initial exchanges 

failed, Kennedy wrote to Khrushchev directly on 15 February 1962 explaining that an 

agreement which established Berlin’s continued occupation could pave the way for 

discussions about ‘the question of German frontiers, respect for the sovereignty of the 

GDR, prohibition of nuclear weapons for both parts of Germany, and the conclusion 

of a pact of non-aggression between NATO and the Warsaw powers’.268 To prick 

Khrushchev’s interest even further, Kennedy took another step towards awarding de 

facto recognition to the DDR by also tabling plans for an international access authority 

which would supervise the ground and air corridors between the BRD and Berlin’s 

western sectors ‘with East German participation’.269  

When Khrushchev showed little interest in these proposals, Kennedy tried yet 

another approach. Convinced that his failure to tempt the Soviet Premier into talks 

stemmed from insufficient clarity over the main points of negotiation, the President 

commissioned a paper which would ‘[point] the way to a method of handling the 

Berlin question which recognize[d] the realities on all sides’.270 Multiple drafts of this 

document can be found in the JFKPL, and its final version – entitled ‘Draft Principles, 

Procedures, and Interim Steps’ – offers ‘more concessions to the Soviet position than 

any [previous] American or allied position’.271 Significantly, it pools together nearly 
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all of the President’s earlier terms for solving the “‘German problem”’, including the 

finalisation of German borders, recognition of the DDR, the unlimited continuation of 

BRD’s non-nuclear status, and a NATO-Warsaw Pact non-aggression agreement. A 

detailed plan of Kennedy’s proposed international access authority is also outlined in 

a separate attachment.272 In exchange for these concessions, the main paper states, 

West Berlin must be free to choose its own way of life, its viability must be maintained, 

and all access routes to the area must remain unimpeded.273  

The Kennedy administration’s eagerness to broker a Berlin agreement is not only 

apparent from the content of the ‘Draft Principles’, but also the manner in which this 

material was conveyed. To ensure Moscow’s consideration, as Rusk informed 

Kennedy, the drafters had added ‘language, which is indicated by underlining, [that] 

is largely drawn from Soviet texts or formulated to take at least verbal account of 

expressed Soviet views’.274 Reviewing the ‘Draft Principles’ over fifty-five years later, 

it is clear that the US Secretary of State was not referring here to a select number of 

words or sentences; the vast majority of the document is underlined, and, as a result, 

it stands as a record of the Kennedy administration’s fervent desire to open discussions 

with the Soviet Union over the future of Berlin and Germany.275  

But before the President could see whether the adoption of Soviet terminology 

would convince Khrushchev to consider a settlement, the ‘Draft Principles’ needed the 

BRD’s approval. On 9 April 1962, the BRD’s Ambassador to Washington, DC, 

Wilhelm Grewe, was presented with a copy of the paper by the US Secretary for 

European Affairs, Foy Kohler. In contrast to the detailed description which Rusk had 

given to Kennedy several days earlier, US State Department memoranda suggest that 

Kohler offered a far more generalised summary of the ‘Draft Principles’ during this 
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particular encounter. Although ‘there were a few things the Germans would wish to 

look at’, he remarked, there was little need ‘for a word-by-word analysis’.276 That the 

Secretary chose to give this rather vague assessment is unsurprising when one recalls 

that Adenauer had cautioned against many of the proposals which were included in the 

‘Draft Principles’. Likely aware that the document might therefore elicit a negative 

reaction from the Chancellor, it appears that Kohler was anxious that BRD officials 

should not look at its content too closely. This also goes some way towards explaining 

the additional requests which he made at the end of the meeting. As well as avoiding 

an in-depth analysis, Grewe was informed that the paper should remain classified and 

be returned to Washington, DC, within the next forty-eight hours.277 

When this two-day deadline passed, Kohler had still not received a reply from the 

BRD Foreign Office and Grewe was duly summoned to provide an explanation. 

Echoing the ambiguous language which Kohler had used during their previous 

meeting, the Ambassador’s response would reveal little about the reasons for the delay. 

The paper had not been returned, Grewe remarked, because ‘the German authorities 

took the subject [of Berlin] seriously’. Nonetheless, he added, his colleagues ‘hoped 

to have something here by tomorrow’.278 What followed would shake the foundations 

of US-BRD diplomatic relations.  

On 13 April 1962, it became apparent that the ‘Draft Principles’ had been leaked to 

the press by the BRD government, unleashing a storm of criticism from Washington, 

DC. Alongside a formal statement issued by the US State Department which 

complained of a ‘flagrant breach of diplomatic usage’, Rusk would send his own 

telegram of protest to Bonn which Adenauer is said to have wished to return 

unanswered because of its unashamedly hostile tone.279 But arguably even more 
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concerning for US government officials was the wave of public disapproval which had 

greeted the ‘Draft Principles’ in West Germany.280 During a meeting of the BRD 

Foreign Affairs Committee on 19 April 1962, Baron Karl von Guttenberg branded the 

paper as a ‘“capitulation”’,281 and it was soon commonplace to overhear the bitter 

accusation that Kennedy ‘“acted neutral towards America’s enemies, friendly towards 

neutrals, and hostile towards America’s friends”’.282 Such was the ferocity of the 

backlash against the President’s Berlin policy in the West German press that he would 

later complain that it felt like journalists were ‘“carrying on a war against the United 

States”’.283 

In spite of the leaking of the ‘Draft Principles’ and the anti-American sentiment 

sparked by this action, Kennedy chose to authorise a round of preliminary US-Soviet 

talks on Berlin which were still in progress when Rusk crossed paths with the BRD 

Minister of Foreign Affairs, Gerhard Schröder, in early May 1962. To the evident 

surprise of US State Department officials, it was reported that Schröder had exhibited 

great ‘reasonableness’ during this brief meeting and even expressed his support for the 

President’s ongoing efforts to conclude a Berlin settlement.284 As would soon become 

clear, this positive outlook was not shared by the BRD Chancellor. After spending 

several weeks locked away in his Italian residence at Cadenabbia, Adenauer travelled 

to West Berlin on 7 May 1962 and, as one of his contemporaries summarised, 

proceeded to ‘[smash] as much alliance-political china as he possibly could’.285 

Standing before reporters, the Chancellor dismissed Kennedy’s Berlin policy as 

‘“boring”’ and ‘“unworkable”’. There is ‘“not the slightest indication”’ of an 

agreement, he remarked. ‘“I do not think anything will happen.”’286 
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A review of US government memoranda produced during this turbulent period 

indicates that much of controversy surrounding the ‘Draft Principles’ stemmed from 

conflicting interpretations of the document’s purpose. Amongst members of the 

Kennedy administration and US State Department, the proposed measures were almost 

unanimously deemed to be a means of preventing the DDR from obtaining a 

stranglehold around Berlin’s western sectors. As Kohler explained with regard to the 

proposed international access authority: 

 

At present 95% of access to West Berlin is under GDR control; our contingency plans 

envisage that ground access might all be subject to GDR control some day. Therefore, the 

creation of an Authority would actually be a deep cut into the authority of the GDR.287 

 

Such an understanding was not held by Adenauer. Crucially, instead of protecting 

Western Allied rights in the city, the Chancellor saw Kennedy’s proposals as an 

inexcusable over-extension of America’s diplomatic remit. The ‘Draft Principles’, he 

reasoned rightly, not only altered Berlin’s status, where the US had negotiation rights, 

but also Germany’s as a whole, over which the President had no constitutional 

control.288 To make matters worse, Adenauer also feared that the political recognition 

which the paper accorded to the DDR could sound the death knell for democracy in 

the BRD. Although he knew that Germany’s reunification was unlikely to occur soon, 

scholars have suggested that Adenauer nevertheless felt compelled to make it a 

defining objective of his chancellorship as to do otherwise might prompt domestic 

criticism which could return advocates of totalitarian governance to power.289 If he 

were to allow Kennedy to abandon the quest for German national unity, the Chancellor 

would therefore be placing Germany’s future in the hands of a foreign power and 
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potentially undermining the BRD’s status as a newly established haven of liberal 

democracy.  

Yet it would be an oversimplification to conclude that the perceived incompatibility 

of the ‘Draft Principles’ with Adenauer’s political outlook was the only factor which 

led to the paper’s rejection. Certainly, there is evidence which implies that the 

Chancellor also believed that the Soviet government could not be reasoned with given 

its innate drive for territorial expansion. As he informed Kennedy in a letter dated 4 

October 1961: 

 

In the centuries of the Czars […] Russia was already aggressive and intent on constantly 

increasing its territory, especially to the West. Unfortunately, the history of Russia during 

the last centuries is largely unknown in the world. One has to know it in order to follow the 

right policy vis-à-vis the Soviet Union. Communism has not weakened Russian nationalism; 

on the contrary, it has strengthened it.290 

 

Simon Dalby has observed elsewhere that such a determinist view of Russian history 

was a common motif of Cold War geopolitical discourse: one which influenced 

heavily both the nature and conduct of political engagements with the Soviet Union.291 

However, it seems here that the notion that Soviet leaders were stuck in the same 

imperialist trap as their Tsarist forbears may have also affected diplomatic relations 

amongst the Western community; owing to his belief that aggression was an inherent 

feature of Russian politics, it is probable that Adenauer saw Kennedy’s efforts to sign 

a Berlin accord with Khrushchev as little more than a pipedream.  

Attention must additionally be given to how members of the Kennedy 

administration and US State Department interpreted Adenauer’s behaviour, for this 

would inform both how they responded to the immediate crisis as well as their 

subsequent interactions with West German diplomatic representatives. Whilst the 

explanations offered were far from uniform, the prevailing assessment by US 
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government officials is captured in a telegram from Kennedy’s Ambassador to the 

BRD, Walter Dowling.292 Focusing on Adenauer’s personal insecurities and 

ambitions, Dowling proposed that the Chancellor was under the impression that he 

was ‘not fully consulted by his allies’ and, as such, had grown increasingly uneasy 

about the seemingly unilateral nature of US foreign policy. What is more, Adenauer 

was also speculated to be using the public outcry against the ‘Draft Principles’ to force 

Kennedy into recognising the BRD as a ‘significant ally’ whose views had to be ‘given 

greater weight in alliance affairs’.293 From the Kennedy administration’s perspective, 

the Chancellor’s opposition to US-Soviet negotiations was fuelled by a longing to 

enhance West Germany’s political standing.  

 But rather than stemming from a single cause or motive, it is far more likely that 

Adenauer’s decision to release the full force of West German popular opinion against 

the ‘Draft Principles’ was informed by a potent mix of the factors discussed above. 

Frustrated by the US President’s unilateral tendencies, wary of Russia’s geopolitical 

ambitions, and a public supporter of Germany’s reunification, the Chancellor simply 

could not endorse Kennedy’s new initiative. As Dowling himself conceded:  

 

In terms of [the] current leadership [US foreign policy] has produced [….] a feeling that 

basic German national interests are being ignored in an effort to reach quick agreement on 

Berlin. […] The fear that a change in Berlin’s status and the recognition of the split of 

Germany will destroy the goal of the reunification, and that the Fed[eral] Rep[ublic] may 

be left in an exposed position, has led into support of the hard line.294  

 

Adenauer’s hostility towards the ‘Draft Principles’ would eventually lead Kennedy 

to shelve the idea of sacrificing German reunification efforts to secure Western Allied 

rights in Berlin. The President came to appreciate, as an aide later recalled, that he was 

making the mistake of ‘trying to push the Germans to accept ideas [with] which he 
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could not interest Khrushchev anyway’.295 As has been shown, this about-turn in US 

Berlin policy was neither expected nor inevitable. Rather, it was a contingent outcome 

of the meetings, documents, emotions, and assumptions which constituted Cold War 

diplomacy. In the next two sections of the chapter, we shall consider how the ‘Draft 

Principles’ fed into existing debates over US authority in Europe, before exploring the 

ways in which the ensuing diplomatic tensions informed Kennedy’s decision to agree 

to a presidential appearance in Berlin.     

 

A FRANCO-GERMAN AXIS: MAY 1962-JANUARY 1963  

In opposing Kennedy’s attempt to reach a Berlin settlement, Adenauer found a 

kindred spirit in the French President, Charles de Gaulle. Like the Chancellor, the 

French President was resolutely against negotiating with the Soviet Union over the 

German city. As he informed Kennedy in 1961: 

 

If we were to retreat, if we were to accept a change in the status of Berlin, if we were to 

accept a withdrawal of the Western troops from Berlin, or if we were to accept that obstacles 

be put to our communications with Berlin, this would be the defeat. It would result in an 

almost complete loss of Germany and in very serious losses within France, Italy and 

elsewhere.296  

 

On this occasion, de Gaulle elected to rationalise his reluctance to altering the status 

quo in Berlin by drawing upon the enduring geopolitical image of the domino.297 Far 

from strengthening the Western Allies’ position in the city, any attempt to renegotiate 

their occupation rights was figured by the French President as the first stage in a chain-

reaction which would eventually lead to the collapse of Western Europe. The US 

President’s only viable option, according to this logic, was thus to adopt a policy of 
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steadfast opposition in the face of Soviet diplomatic overtures. As General Pierre 

Gallois told a member of the US embassy in Paris: ‘“The way to protect Berlin is to 

withdraw all American and Western troops and replace them with a couple of 

battalions of Pershing [nuclear] missiles.”’ Many observers would consider such an 

action ‘“insane”’, he added, ‘“but our position there is hopeless anyhow in a military 

sense”’.298  

De Gaulle’s negative assessment of US efforts to solve the so-called Berlin question 

was also likely to have been shaped by his anxiety over France’s geopolitical status. 

Across the primary and secondary literature, one can trace a recurring argument 

accredited to the French President which proposed that France had not only suffered 

immense physical devastation during the Second World War, but had additionally 

been stripped of its ‘rank’ as a leading global power.299 ‘[I]t was all too obvious,’ he 

recalls in his memoirs, ‘[France] would then find herself reduced to such a weakened 

condition that her world situation, the adherence of her overseas territories, and the 

very sources of her life would be compromised for a long time.’300 After his return to 

politics in 1958, US State Department reports suggest that de Gaulle had grown 

increasingly frustrated in attempting to overcome this unsatisfactory national 

existence, with the greatest obstacle being what he identified as America’s ‘excessive 

role’ in global affairs.301 By assuming leadership of the western world and pursuing 

independent initiatives such as the ‘Draft Principles’, the US was believed by the 

French President to have reduced all other nations to mere ‘protectorates’ which 

possessed little control over their own fate.302 Whilst ‘“[s]uch a position was 
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appropriate for countries like Belgium”’, as General André Puget, de Gaulle’s Chief 

of the Defence Staff, summarised, ‘“France was not interested in such an 

arrangement”’.303  

Opposing US-led negotiations was not the only thing which Adenauer and de 

Gaulle shared. Notwithstanding the US President’s pledge to ‘support any friend, 

oppose any foe, in order to assure the survival and success of liberty’, both leaders 

were uncertain as to whether he would use nuclear weapons in order to defend Western 

Europe, especially as such an act might result in Soviet retaliatory action against the 

US mainland.304 As Rusk later remembered of de Gaulle: ‘[H]e just couldn’t conceive 

that one country would accept major injury in defense of another’.305 Similar doubts 

would be conveyed to the US State Department by Henry Kissinger following a 

conversation with the French Air Force Chief of Staff, General Paul Stehlin, in early 

1962:  

 

I asked him whether he doubted U.S. willingness to risk nuclear retaliation for France. He 

said, “On Mondays and Wednesdays[,] I do not. On Tuesdays and Thursdays, I do.” The 

mere fact that an act of faith was required indicated that the present situation was 

untenable.306 

 

The sense of uncertainty shrouding America’s commitment to the defence of 

Western Europe was compounded by US efforts to reduce NATO dependence on 

nuclear weapons. Unlike his predecessor, Dwight D. Eisenhower, Kennedy had 

entered the White House convinced that the longstanding faith in America’s nuclear 

arsenal to protect Western Europe had left NATO dangerously unprepared to address 

the strategic realities of the Cold War. According to new President, the greatest risk to 
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world peace was not a full-frontal Soviet nuclear attack but more understated attempts 

to erode Western strength in key locations such as Berlin. ‘“The real problem is the 

more subtle struggle for Berlin’, as Kennedy explained during a 1959 interview, 

‘where [Soviet forces] try to choke us off, where they try to end it not with a bang but 

with a whimper”’.307 To combat this alternative threat, it was proposed that NATO 

members should expand their non-nuclear military forces, as this would enable them 

to scale their responses to any conceivable challenge whilst simultaneously ‘allow[ing] 

time for a “pause” and reconsideration [by] Soviet leaders of the risks they [were] 

running’.308 Through increasing the number and type of military responses available, 

in other words, Kennedy believed that NATO members would be able to counter 

Soviet aggression without being flung instantly into a global nuclear holocaust.  

Although the President’s ‘flexible response’ programme received widespread 

approval within his administration and was seen as an important way of forcing other 

NATO members to contribute to Western Europe’s defence, it largely failed to win 

support across the Atlantic. Specifically, the archival record indicates that the 

President encountered opposition on two main fronts. First, a number of Western 

European leaders – Adenauer and de Gaulle chiefly among them – are noted as having 

reasoned that greater dependence on non-nuclear weaponry would actually increase 

the likelihood of open conflict. The Soviet Union might look upon attempts to enhance 

NATO conventional forces as either a sign of weakness or imminent attack, it was 

argued, and consequently strike out to gain an advantage.309 Second, and perhaps even 

more significantly, many saw Kennedy’s plan as a sinister ploy to reduce the 

probability of the US being drawn into a nuclear exchange over Western Europe. If 

NATO were to expand its conventional forces, critics asked, would America’s nuclear 

deterrent not become less central to Western European security? Could one guarantee, 
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then, that the President would respond to an attack on Paris, Bonn, or Berlin in the 

same manner as he would an attack on Washington, DC?310 

Possibly the most striking manifestation of these doubts was de Gaulle’s decision 

to develop France’s own nuclear capabilities. Having not been party to the Manhattan 

Project, the French government had been obliged to make its own way in unlocking 

the military potential of the atom. In December 1954, the French Prime Minister, 

Pierre Mendès-France, had signed-off a programme to produce a nuclear bomb, and 

this initiative was awarded further momentum under the watchful, eager eye of de 

Gaulle. However, given the immense costs of such an undertaking, it soon became 

evident that French personnel would be unable to generate a nuclear stockpile capable 

of forming a credible independent deterrent, leading de Gaulle to advocate the 

alternative policy of dissuasion du faible au fort (deterrence of the strong by the weak). 

Based upon the presumption that the US government would come under immense 

pressure to support its Western European allies in the event of a Soviet attack, this 

strategy maintained that the power of France’s force de frappe would not lie in its 

status as an isolated line of defence, but in its potential to act as a ‘trigger’ for a wider, 

American-backed nuclear response.311  

Unfortunately for Adenauer, attempting to ensure that Kennedy honoured his 

commitment to Western Europe’s defence via the pursuit of an independent nuclear 

programme was not a viable option. Under the 1954 Paris and London agreements 

which marked the emergence of the BRD as a sovereign state, the country was 

forbidden from possessing nuclear weapons.312 Yet, as US State Department reports 

note, the Chancellor had become increasingly anxious about the US President’s 
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receptiveness to Soviet diplomatic advances as well as his apparent disregard for West 

German national interests.313 Something had to be done. Fuelled by these fears and 

encouraged by de Gaulle’s staunch anti-communist outlook, Adenauer therefore set 

about strengthening ties with the French President in order to secure Western Europe 

against what he saw as the twin threats of US unilateralism and Soviet aggression.314  

Reinforcing Christian Goeschel’s observation that diplomatic visits provide a 

platform for forging political friendship, this movement towards greater Franco-

German cooperation would be made manifest during Adenauer’s trip to France in July 

1962.315 Upon arriving in Paris, the Chancellor received a jubilant welcome which 

included an open car ride through the city’s crowded streets along with a moving 

ceremony at the Arc de Triomphe’s Tomb to the Unknown Soldier.316 Several days 

later, Adenauer and de Gaulle would venture out into the once war-torn fields of 

Champagne – here, too, no effort was spared in emphasising a renewed sense of 

friendship between France and the BRD. At Mourmelon camp, for example, the two 

men watched a parade of French and West German military units before kneeling 

together in silent prayer at Rheims Cathedral.317 When later questioned about the 

Chancellor’s visit, de Gaulle offered an assessment which must surely have been music 

to Adenauer’s ears:  

 

To move forward on the great European and world path that remains to be accomplished by 

Germans and the Gauls, it was essential that the popular soul manifest its approval on this 

side of the Rhine. That has been done in a striking manner.318  
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Although Kennedy continued to receive his own share of support in France and the 

BRD, his readiness to protect the people of Western Europe was thrown into even 

greater doubt by an incident in Berlin on 17 August 1962. Just after 14.00, an eighteen-

year-old bricklayer named Peter Fechter was fired upon by the DDR Border Police 

during an escape attempt to the US sector of the city. The sound of gun salvos drew 

nearby West Berliners to the scene, and it was not long before they discovered Fechter 

lying injured below the border’s eastern face whilst the offending border guards 

remained at their posts. As Fechter’s cries of ‘“Helft mir doch, helft mir doch”’ 

(‘“Help me, why aren’t you helping me?”’) weakened, the pressure for a response 

mounted.319 But to the dismay of the growing number of onlookers, the West Berlin 

Police Force’s jurisdiction did not extend to the eastern zone and US military personnel 

were under strict orders not to intervene in escape attempts; a journalist’s frantic appeal 

to an American soldier to help Fechter was reportedly met with the response: ‘“That 

is not our problem.”’320 It thus became clear that the authorities in West Berlin would 

be as inactive as those in the East. And it was not until fifty minutes after the first shots 

had been fired that the DDR Border Police finally carried Fechter’s now-lifeless body 

away.  

Fechter was by no means the first person to die whilst trying to flee Berlin’s eastern 

sector, yet this did not stop his death triggering some of the most violent civil 

disturbances in the city since Kennedy had taken office.321 Initially, these public 

displays of anger were directed towards the DDR and Soviet Union. The day after the 

shooting, for instance, a bus carrying Soviet soldiers in Berlin’s British sector was 

pelted with stones and other projectiles.322 It was not long, however, before the 

public’s search for justice came to focus on those US personnel who had also stood by 
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as Fechter lay bleeding to death.323 The West German newspaper, Bild Zeitung, would 

provide one of the first outlets for such anti-American attitudes, publishing on the front 

page of its 18 August 1962 edition a picture of Fechter’s dying body with the 

accompanying headline: ‘Vopos [Volkspolizei] let refugee bleed to death – Amis 

[Americans] look on’.324 Other aggressive actions against US representatives in the 

city followed, including the displaying of banners bearing the slogan: ‘“Protection 

power – Accomplice to murder”’, the burning of cars, and a series of physical 

confrontations which, on one occasion, required American soldiers to clear 

Checkpoint Charlie with bayonets drawn.325  

Having chosen initially to distance himself from the escalating situation in Berlin, 

archival materials suggest that Kennedy experienced a sudden change of heart and 

decided to take the matter in hand. On 21 August 1962, he sent a memorandum to 

Rusk stating that, whilst he ‘recognise[d] the difficulties the [Western Allied] 

Commandants face[d] in Berlin’, he would ‘appreciate a detailed report on the 

[Fechter] incident’.326 But it would appear that the President was unable to wait for 

this written response, for he then proceeded to telephone Rusk in order to establish 

what contingency plans were in place for escape attempts resembling that of Fechter’s. 

When the US Secretary of State offered the non-committal reply that ‘[n]o one case 

[was] like another’ and conceded that Allied forces may have been mistaken in ‘not 

offering some medical care [to Fechter]’, Kennedy evidently reach the conclusion that, 

for the time being, there was very little he could do to stem the flow of ill feeling 

towards the US. ‘I think we just have to ride through this one’, he can be heard saying 

before ending the call.327 
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The mediated spectacle of Fechter’s murder – that of a young man condemned to a 

long, painful death in the shadow of Berlin’s sector border – would give fresh impetus 

to Adenauer’s and de Gaulle’s recent moves toward diplomatic alignment. For in this 

harrowing moment, US reticence and lack of concern for its Western European 

partners was ostensibly laid bare for all the world to see. Consequently, when de 

Gaulle embarked on a tour of the BRD the following month, his and Adenauer’s efforts 

to demonstrate the importance of greater Franco-German cooperation had even greater 

resonance.328 From the extant evidence, one can identify at least three affect-laden 

strategies which the French President mobilised in support of this project. The first 

was to ensure that his statements were tailored to their local context. For instance, it 

was in München – a city struggling to shake off its wartime identity as a stronghold of 

National Socialism – that de Gaulle chose to praise the BRD’s democratic constitution. 

A second tactic was to speak in German whenever possible; at times, de Gaulle was 

heard honouring ‘“mein Freund”’ (‘“my friend”’) Konrad Adenauer and even 

delivered entire speeches in German. Finally, the French President defied the wishes 

of his security personnel by plunging into crowds to make physical contact with the 

public.329 Even from textual documents, we can therefore appreciate that de Gaulle’s 

tour d’Allemagne was choreographed and performed with the intention of 

transforming him into a living embodiment of closer Franco-German ties.  

De Gaulle’s emotionally charged visit and subsequent gloating to US statespersons 

caused great alarm in Washington, DC.330 When examining White House and US State 

Department memoranda, one is given the impression that the most pressing concern 

was the effect which Adenauer’s and de Gaulle’s flourishing relationship might have 
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on Euro-Atlantic unity and, in particular, the UK’s bid to join the EEC. In 1961, Prime 

Minister Macmillan had attempted to boost the UK economy by applying for full EEC 

membership. And, although this decision encountered opposition from de Gaulle, both 

Kennedy and Adenauer had declared publicly that they welcomed the prospect of 

Whitehall strengthening its economic links with Europe on the basis that such an action 

would ‘bring new vitality to the Atlantic Community […] and mounting strength to 

the free world’.331 But as 1962 drew to a close, members of the Kennedy 

administration were receiving signals that the Chancellor may have been persuaded to 

change track. On 6 October 1962, Bundy informed a friend of the President that 

Adenauer had spent ‘more than an hour’ telling him how ‘suspicious’ he was about 

‘the addition of the United Kingdom to his Europe’. Whilst Bundy conceded that this 

tirade may have simply been a cry for attention, he also worried that ‘[a] great deal of 

this, quite obviously, [was] part and parcel of the Chancellor’s love affair with General 

de Gaulle’.332 

Despite the praise which Kennedy received throughout Western Europe for his 

performance during the Cuban Missile Crisis in October 1962, his fear that Franco-

German cooperation might endanger the Euro-Atlantic Alliance was seemingly 

confirmed on 14 January 1963 when de Gaulle ‘knocked out the economic and military 

pillars of Atlantic unity’ by vetoing the UK’s entry into the EEC and refusing to 

endorse a US-led programme to establish a NATO nuclear force.333 If the UK was 

granted EEC membership, de Gaulle informed the press, this action would transform 
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the organisation into ‘“a colossal Atlantic community under American dependence and 

direction”’. As for a NATO-based nuclear scheme, France would have no part in it.334 

Just over a week later, de Gaulle gave formal recognition to closer Franco-German ties 

by signing a Treaty of Friendship with Adenauer in Paris. Whilst this agreement was 

intended primarily to provide for renewed cooperation in economic and cultural 

affairs, the attention of both the press and US dignitaries was fixed on a clause calling 

for consultations ‘before any decision on all important questions of foreign policy, and 

especially those of mutual interest, in order to reach a similar position so far as 

possible’.335 

 

A ‘POLICY OF WOOING’: JANUARY 1963-JUNE 1963 

In spite of French assurances that the Franco-German Treaty was not directed 

against any third party, archival materials show that the document was greeted in 

Washington, DC, as a reckless and ill-conceived attempt to distance the US from 

Western Europe. Of primary concern was the extent to which an independent Franco-

German axis might compromise global security.336 It was no secret that France and the 

BRD lacked the military resources of the US, and, as a government report implies, 

many feared that the Soviet Union would exploit America’s enforced isolation by 

targeting vulnerable positions such as Berlin.337 What is more, US officials were 

haunted by the equally unsettling possibility that Adenauer and de Gaulle might seek 

to negotiate the reunification of Germany as a neutral confederation which would sit 

outside the influential embrace of NATO.338  
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But an exposed or neutral Germany was not the only thing which caused members 

of the Kennedy administration to look nervously upon Adenauer and de Gaulle’s 

actions. As the then-UK Ambassador to Washington, DC, David Ormsby-Gore, 

observed, the President and his staff also feared that Adenauer’s government ‘might 

throw their lot in with the French’ and begin to ‘create what they would call some kind 

of European nuclear force’.339 In addition to representing a worrying step towards 

nuclear proliferation, it was anticipated that such a development would incur the wrath 

of the Soviet Union’s Premier. Throughout Kennedy’s time as President, Khrushchev 

had made very little effort to conceal his contempt for West German ‘“militarism”’ 

and also acquired the nervous habit of reminding US personnel that he would never 

permit the BRD to possess nuclear weapons.340 As a result, the greater political and 

military cooperation implied by the Franco-German Treaty could easily act as a red 

rag to the often bullish Soviet leader.    

Confronted with these daunting scenarios, Kennedy is noted as having set about 

consulting a host of specialists in Western European affairs to establish whether and 

how he might restore a sense of Euro-Atlantic unity. In February 1963, he spent several 

hours locked in conversation with the US Ambassador to London, David Bruce, and 

the Under-Secretary of State, George Ball – both of whom had spearheaded American 

efforts to secure the UK’s entry into the EEC. This meeting was followed by a lengthy 

discussion with his leading trade negotiator, Christian Herter, who had only just 

returned from a tour of Europe. Walter Dowling and his assistant, Karl Carstens, would 

also be called to brief the President on the BRD’s foreign and domestic policy.341  

To supplement the information obtained during these sessions, Kennedy 

commissioned several US State Department reports on the political landscape of 
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Western Europe.342 When reviewing these documents, one is struck by the near-

unanimous conclusion of their authors that de Gaulle’s recent actions were not directed 

towards short-term strategic objectives, but instead formed part of a ‘Grand Design’ 

to bring an end to the Cold War. In particular, it was argued the French President was 

of the opinion that all European states shared an interest in transcending the global 

bipolarity which defined international affairs. But, should US and Soviet officials be 

allowed to negotiate an end to this state of affairs, de Gaulle was believed to have 

thought that they would do so through freezing the division of Europe. In order to 

avoid this unsatisfactory outcome, the French leader supposedly reasoned that the 

nations of Western Europe had to form a third power bloc under Franco-German 

leadership which could broker an alternative deal with the Soviet Union. ‘The content 

of such a negotiated “European” agreement’, as US State Department member Thomas 

Hughes wrote, ‘would presumably include the withdrawal of Soviet and American 

troops from Europe […]. It would also probably involve German [re]unification’.343 

Yet it must be recognised that a continental détente was far from being a French 

policy objective in 1963. Whilst US State Department members were correct that the 

French President viewed securing the BRD’s support as a vital pre-requisite to 

countering US and Soviet influence in Europe, de Gaulle was also acutely aware that 

this would only be possible if he respected Adenauer’s strategic interests. In light of 

the Chancellor’s expressed resistance towards entering into negotiations with the 

Soviet Union, pursuing a European settlement was therefore an impossibility for de 

Gaulle so long as Adenauer remained in power.344 

 
342 For example, JFKPL, Presidential Papers, NSF, The Political Ideas of Charles de Gaulle. Background 

Paper from ISA, 1 February 1963, Box 214; JFKPL, Presidential Papers, NSF, Planning Memorandum 

on Future Policy for Europe, 2 February 1963, Box 214; JFKPL, Presidential Papers, NSF, Comments 

on U.S. Policy vis-à-vis de Gaulle (Sense of the Plenary Meetings on January 28, 29, 30, 31), 5 February 

1963, Box 214; JFKPL, Presidential Papers, NSF, U.S. Position Re Germany, 5 February, Box 214; 

JFKPL, Presidential Papers, NSF, Strategic Problems and Alternatives, 7 February, Box 214; JFKPL, 

Presidential Papers, NSF, Research Memorandum to the Secretary of State. Subject: Possibilities and 

Limitations in Dealing with de Gaulle, 6 April 1963, Box 72. 
343 JFKPL, Presidential Papers, NSF, Research Memorandum to the Secretary of State. Subject: 

Possibilities and Limitations in Dealing with de Gaulle, 6 April 1963, Box 72, p.4.  
344 See Mahan, Kennedy, de Gaulle, and Western Europe, p.144. 



Chapter Three: A ‘policy of wooing’ 

 108  

Having nevertheless concluded that de Gaulle’s policies were guided by deep-

seated geopolitical ambitions, those tasked with briefing Kennedy advised that the 

situation in Western Europe would not be improved by chastising the French President. 

‘“[T]he best thing the United States should do about de Gaulle is refrain from insulting 

him publicly”’, a journalist with close ties to the Kennedy administration observed. 

‘“For one reason or another, Europe delights in tweaking the American eagle’s beak 

as it used to in twisting the British lion’s tail.”’345 Instead, the most appropriate 

response was deemed to be for Kennedy to continue on his present course of action, 

whilst notifying de Gaulle that he always welcomed French participation in the 

strengthening of the Euro-Atlantic Alliance.   

On regaining the BRD’s favour, members of the US State Department offered a 

more positive assessment. Throughout early 1963, rumours had begun to circulate in 

Bonn that Kennedy was entertaining the idea of withdrawing all US military divisions 

stationed in West Germany. And although the President had stated publicly that he 

would never permit such a scenario to occur, a number of US statespersons appear to 

have seen in this fear of abandonment a chance to win back West German political and 

popular support.346 At the core of this endeavour, several argued, should be a renewed 

attempt to establish a NATO-wide nuclear arsenal, or MLF. Originally conceived in 

the US State Department in 1959, the MLF had been pitched as a vehicle for 

redistributing American nuclear responsibility amongst NATO members through the 

creation of a mixed staffed, owned, and financed fleet of submarines armed with 

Polaris nuclear missiles. This initiative continued to be extremely popular in the BRD, 

US State Department reports went on to note, since it granted the fledgling state access 

to nuclear weapons in a manner which kept wider European fears of innate German 
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revanchism at bay. Should the MLF be successfully implemented, then, it was 

expected that the President would win Adenauer’s favour as well as encourage his 

NATO partners to assume a more active role in maintaining and financing Western 

European security.347  

But for all the support which members of the US State Department gave to the 

MLF, testimonies by Western Allied representatives indicate that the President 

retained a level of scepticism about the project. Importantly, Kennedy is reported to 

have remained uncertain as to how NATO members would respond to the fact that 

whilst the MLF awarded them partial ownership of nuclear weapons, he had no 

intention of relinquishing his privileged veto over their use. ‘Though he was willing 

to try it,’ as Kennedy’s special adviser Arthur Schlesinger Jr. observed, ‘he could not 

see why Europeans would be interested in making enormous financial contributions 

towards a force over which they had no real control.’348 Scholars have also suggested 

that Kennedy’s experience during the Cuban Missile Crisis led him to believe that 

relations with the Soviet Union would be improved through embarking on a joint 

attempt to curb global nuclear proliferation.349 As such, any initiative which increased 

the number of hands on the nuclear button ran directly counter to the President’s 

political outlook in early-1963.  

An allegedly far more attractive option to Kennedy – and one which received equal 

consideration by US officials – was to pursue a ‘policy of wooing’ the BRD in order 

to force open the cracks which were already starting to form in the Franco-German 
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axis.350 Since the signing of the Treaty of Friendship, members of BRD Bundestag 

(Federal Parliament) had demanded that a preamble be added to the document 

confirming West German support for NATO; whilst it was also becoming increasingly 

apparent that very few politicians wished to pursue the agreement’s terms outside the 

Euro-Atlantic Alliance. During a press conference in Paris, for instance, the Governing 

Mayor of West Berlin, Willy Brandt, had been careful to stress that although the 

Franco-German Treaty was a ‘“pillar”’ of BRD foreign policy, it still had to ‘“take 

place within the framework of broader Western agreements”’.351 If Kennedy wished 

to exploit these positive signals, US State Department reports advised that he should 

do so through fostering ‘better understanding, greater mutual confidence, and [a] 

reduction of […] tensions’ with BRD government officials.352 Such a strategy, it was 

added, would give the impression that US foreign policy was guided by the needs of 

the BRD, and thereby foster greater confidence in the President.  

The Kennedy administration would place this ‘policy of wooing’ at the centre of its 

dealings with BRD from as early as February 1963. Take, for example, a telegram 

which was sent from the US State Department to the American diplomat Brewster 

Morris prior to him meeting with Adenauer.353 Noting that a rumour had arisen in 

Bonn which suggested that Kennedy intended to open a new round of US-Soviet talks 

on Berlin, this document instructed Morris to convey the President’s personal 

reassurance that such an accusation was ‘erroneous’. Obviously aware that these 

suspicions would bring memories of the ‘Draft Principles’ debacle to the surface, 

Morris was also told to state that the US government did not ‘relish the idea of talking 

to the Russians’ if the Chancellor and other West German politicians were against it 
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doing so.354 As this telegram illustrates, any engagements between the US and Soviet 

Union which might concern Berlin or the BRD were now to be made as transparent as 

possible. 

Yet it was not merely through enhanced diplomatic communication that the 

President and his staff attempted to placate Adenauer’s government. Indeed, there is 

evidence to suggest that US officials also sought to create a situation wherein Kennedy 

would be able to convey a sense of enhanced Euro-Atlantic cooperation directly to the 

Chancellor. One might be surprised to learn, however, that the impetus for this scheme 

arose less from careful planning than from seizing the opportunity provided by an 

inebriated head of state. During what one observer would describe as an ‘incautious 

toast’ on 16 January 1963, the Italian Prime Minister, Amitore Fanfani, had drunkenly 

invited Kennedy to visit Rome later that year.355 Anxious not to compound what was 

an already deeply uncomfortable situation, the President had seen no other option on 

this occasion than to accept. But rather than allow this unexpected turn of events to 

stand as a source of embarrassment, US personnel immediately set about transforming 

it into a chance to signal US solidarity with the wider Western European community. 

Within forty-eight hours of the Italian Prime Minister’s blunder, the US State 

Department had sent a telegram to the US embassy in Bonn instructing its staff to 

inform Adenauer that the President was ‘willing [to] accept [an] invitation for [an] 

informal visit’ which would take place after his trip to Italy.356 The Chancellor seems 

to have been receptive to this prompt, for he hastily composed a letter to Kennedy 

proposing that the President extend his European stay by visiting the capital of the 

BRD.357  

With Kennedy’s trip to Bonn now secured, it was not long before requests to 

frequent other German cities started to arrive at the White House, including one 
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suggesting that he visit West Berlin. Yet much to Mayor Willy Brandt’s consternation, 

this summons had not been sent by representatives of his office, but by a non-

governmental interest group.358 To have issued this invitation outside of official 

channels, as Brandt later stressed to staff at the USBER, was an inexcusable violation 

of diplomatic custom.359 Eager to distance himself from this unfortunate episode and 

regain a measure of control over the situation, the Governing Mayor went on to state 

that Kennedy should not feel compelled to appear in Berlin; after all, such an occasion 

would be of immeasurable political significance and therefore should not be 

undertaken lightly.360 That said, Brandt’s apparent favouring of a cautious approach 

did not stop him from outlining what he considered to be the main arguments in favour 

of a presidential visit. Most importantly, Brandt explained that the West Berliners 

would be greatly appreciative of a ‘personal manifestation of [the] President’s support’ 

at a time when there was no immediate need to boost their morale. Adopting slightly 

darker tone, Brandt also warned that many of the city’s residents would find it very 

difficult to understand why Kennedy would elect to visit Bonn and not go on to see 

Berlin.361 

The President did not take Brandt’s poorly disguised bait, but instead instructed US 

officials to assess the desirability of making an additional stop at the former German 

capital.362 There were several notable opponents to the idea of extending the 

President’s itinerary, amongst the most vocal of which was the head of the USIA, 

Edward R. Murrow. Turning one of Brandt’s arguments in favour of a visit on its head, 

Murrow argued that a presidential appearance in Berlin during a period of relative 

calm would be interpreted by the Soviet Union as an indication that Kennedy had lost 

faith in the city’s resolve. It would be far more prudent, he went on to advise, to hold 

onto such a trip ‘like a weapon in reserve’ and wait until circumstances actually called 
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for the President to travel to the city.363 Not everyone shared Murrow’s assessment, 

however. Rusk’s Executive Secretary, William Brubeck, contended that the pressure 

to visit Berlin would only become greater with time, and Kennedy should therefore 

make the journey whilst the opportunity presented itself.364 Others would argue along 

similar lines. ‘Few Germans are particularly upset because de Gaulle and Macmillan 

have visited Germany without […] visiting Berlin’, noted Colonel Lawrence Legere 

in a memorandum to Kaysen, ‘but if John F. Kennedy tries it[,] there will be no end of 

howling’.365 

In a carefully crafted letter dated 10 April 1963, Kennedy conclusively settled the 

matter by informing Brandt that he intended to visit the western sectors of Berlin.366 

As soon as this notification had been sent, staff at both the White House and US State 

Department began to establish how the President might utilise his time in the city best. 

Crucially, three leading objectives were identified. First, it was argued that Kennedy’s 

visit should act as a spectacular exhibition of his commitment to protecting Berlin, 

thereby repairing some of the damage which had been inflicted on US-German 

relations by the ‘Draft Principles’ initiative. The people of Berlin, as Murrow 

explained, had to be convinced that the President was determined to defend their city 

and ‘not about to make a deal with the Soviet Union behind their back or at their 

expense’.367 Second, the archival record indicates that US officials felt that Kennedy’s 

trip should present Berlin’s western sectors as a site of Western Allied cooperation. In 

so doing, it was hoped that the President would deter Khrushchev from attempting to 

further undermine Western Allied rights and also illustrate the ongoing significance of 

Euro-Atlantic unity to audiences around the globe.368 Lastly, the President was 

 
363 JFKPL, Presidential Papers, NSF, Memorandum for the President. Subject: The European Tour’, 8 

June 1963, Box 239, n.p. 
364 JFKPL, Presidential Papers, NSF, ‘Memorandum for Mr. McGeorge Bundy. Subject: President’s 

Trip to Germany, [undated], Box 241. 
365 JFKPL, Presidential Papers, NSF, Memorandum for Mr. Kaysen. Subject: Berlin Visit During 

President’s European Trip, 20 March 1963, Box 241, n.p. 
366 JFKPL, Presidential Papers, POF, President Kennedy to Mayor Brandt, 10 April 1963, Box 117a. 
367 JFKPL, Presidential Papers, NSF, Reasons for the President’s Trip to Europe, 14 June 1963, Box 

239, p.1. 
368 Ibid. 



Chapter Three: A ‘policy of wooing’ 

 114  

informed that his appearance in Berlin could be used to win a subtle vote of confidence 

against the opposing ‘candidate’ of de Gaulle. The French President had not visited 

Berlin since the conclusion of the Second World War. Thus, by electing to brave the 

flight across communist-controlled East Germany and appear in the ‘outpost of 

freedom’, it was felt that Kennedy would have the opportunity for ‘a little one-

upmanship’.369 

 

CONCLUSION 

This chapter has situated the geopolitical role which was assigned to Kennedy’s 

visit to Berlin within the unfolding of international affairs between October 1961 and 

June 1963. As we have seen, many US officials believed that by traveling to the 

western sectors of the city, the President would frame Berlin as a site of Western Allied 

support and therefore leave little doubt about the continued necessity of Euro-Atlantic 

collaboration. But in spite of its perceived simplicity and significance, this geopolitical 

agenda was neither the product of a single momentous decision, nor did it somehow 

float freely above the intricacies of everyday diplomatic conduct; rather, it emerged 

from a complex enmeshing of translocal events and opportunities. The drunken slur of 

a head of state, the leaking of government documents, and the signing of bilateral 

treaties – these and other momentous actions would create a field of potential wherein 

Kennedy and his staff felt that it was both necessary and prudent for him to travel to 

Berlin. What is more, whilst many of these practices were undoubtedly guided by 

calculated deliberation, this chapter has nevertheless drawn attention to the pervasive 

influence which individual beliefs, responsibilities, and insecurities also had over how 

US officials viewed Berlin and the importance of President’s time in the city. 

The next chapter draws upon and develops this analytical sensitivity to the 

contingent and embodied nature of diplomatic practice to examine the planning of 
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Kennedy’s visit. Focusing on the numerous controversies which erupted over the 

course of this process, its charts the various ways through which US officials attempted 

to ensure that the event’s protocols would convey the geopolitical knowledge set down 

by members of the Kennedy administration. As will become clear, it was not only how 

particular actors were scheduled to speak and behave that was assumed to harbour 

geopolitical significance, but also the objects, buildings, and bodies which would be 

on display.
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CHAPTER FOUR 

‘STEAL THE SHOW’: THE PLANNING OF PRESIDENT 

KENNEDY’S VISIT TO BERLIN  

 

INTRODUCTION 

At noon on 22 May 1963, the recently appointed US Ambassador to Moscow, Foy 

Kohler, sat down with the Soviet Union’s Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs, Valerian 

Zorin. After offering a few brief words of welcome, Zorin commented that he wished 

to discuss a matter relating to President Kennedy’s forthcoming trip to Berlin. The 

Soviet Foreign Ministry, he observed, had been alarmed to learn that Chancellor 

Adenauer wished to travel ahead of the President so that he could be included in the 

visit’s welcoming committee. Whist Zorin acknowledged that this plan had not yet 

received Kennedy’s formal approval, he nevertheless went on to suggest that the 

Chancellor’s intentions had ‘an openly provocative character’ and would create 

‘additional difficulties’ for US-Soviet negotiations over Berlin.370  

Having listened politely to the Soviet Minister, Kohler stated that he would relay 

these concerns to the US State Department. That being said, the Ambassador could not 

resist pointing out that the Kennedy administration had always endorsed unrestricted 

movement between the BRD and Berlin’s western sectors; as such, he could not 

understand why Zorin found the prospect of Adenauer travelling to the city so 

intolerable. Furthermore, East Berlin had already hosted a number of meetings 

between the Soviet Premier, Nikita Khrushchev, and the East German leader, Walter 

Ulbricht. Surely, Kohler asked, these events were comparable to the Chancellor 

greeting Kennedy in West Berlin?371  

As Zorin saw it, the US Ambassador had failed categorically to grasp the true 

significance of the situation. First, this was not simply a disagreement over the free 

movement of persons. Adenauer might be a West German citizen, the Soviet Minister 
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argued, but he would still be travelling to Berlin in his official capacity as Chancellor 

of the BRD. Second, Zorin also objected to the suggestion that Adenauer’s welcoming 

of Kennedy would somehow be equivalent to Ulbricht greeting Khrushchev in Berlin’s 

eastern sector. Whereas East Berlin was the capital of the DDR, he reminded Kohler, 

the Kennedy administration continued to maintain that West Berlin was a city under 

British, French, and US occupation. Thus, whilst there was nothing evidently illegal 

about Khrushchev having met the leader of the DDR in East Berlin, Zorin believed 

that allowing the Chancellor to greet Kennedy would give the unlawful impression 

that West Berlin was part of the BRD. After assuring Zorin that he would report these 

additional comments to his superiors in Washington, DC, Kohler excused himself from 

the Soviet Minister’s office.372   

Although Dean Rusk would later commend Kohler for his performance during this 

encounter, the US Secretary of State remained anxious that the Ambassador had failed 

to correct Zorin on a crucial foreign policy issue.373 In a telegram sent on 24 May 1963, 

Rusk instructed Kohler to inform Zorin that the US government did ‘not accept the 

pretension that the Soviet sector of Berlin form[ed] a part of the so-called “German 

Democratic Republic” and that Berlin [was] situated on its territory.’374 As far as 

Kennedy’s Secretary of State was concerned, the whole of Berlin was subject to Allied 

authority, with the Soviet Union being responsible for the city’s eastern sector. ‘You 

should stress,’ he added, ‘that this has always been and still remains our clear position 

on this issue.’375  

The heated debate which erupted over the prospect of Adenauer greeting Kennedy 

in Berlin points to a problem that would haunt the planning of the President’s visit: the 

complex, often contradictory claims made by different actors concerning the city’s 

geo-legal status. As we saw in the previous chapter, members of the Kennedy 

administration had come to view the President’s trip as an opportunity to frame 
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Berlin’s western sectors as a bastion of Western Allied support by underscoring 

British, French, and American obligations to the administration and defence of the 

city. Such a display, it was hoped, would serve to allay German fears of US military 

abandonment and also illustrate the importance of ongoing Euro-Atlantic cooperation. 

Yet the notion that West Berlin remained under Western Allied control was not 

recognised unanimously. Notwithstanding his desire to ensure that the Western Allies 

were committed to protecting the western half of Berlin, Adenauer was of the opinion 

that the whole of the city was, in fact, part of the BRD.376 According to the East 

German leadership, meanwhile, the Western Allies’ flagrant abuse of their occupation 

rights since the end of the Second World War meant that all responsibility for the 

governance of West Berlin should pass to the DDR.377 The position taken by 

Khrushchev was somewhat more ambiguous. At times, the Soviet Premier appeared 

to support the East German claim that the Western Allies had forfeited their legal right 

to remain in Berlin. But on other occasions, he was seemingly willing to tolerate the 

city’s ongoing occupation if this helped to advance Soviet foreign policy objectives.378  

The purpose of this chapter is to document how these and other viewpoints came to 

influence the protocol arrangements for Kennedy’s visit. For the US President was 

hardly alone in aspiring to use this occasion as a vehicle to portray Berlin in a particular 

manner. Throughout the planning process, the trip’s organisers would be subject to 

persistent pressure from authorities on both sides of the Atlantic to ensure that the final 

programme reflected specific interpretations of the city’s legal, political, and economic 
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geography. Such was Adenauer’s desire to tailor the trip’s proceedings to suit his own 

ambitions, for instance, that Kennedy is said to have become concerned that his time 

in Berlin would be little more than ‘a West German jamboree for German reunification 

on behalf of the Federal Republic’.379 It is important to note, however, that the disputes 

over how Berlin would be presented during the President’s visit extended far beyond 

personal anxieties and abstract state interests. From flags to national anthems, 

handshakes to seating plans, we will discover how a host of material objects and 

diplomatic practices became sources of controversy as different parties struggled over 

the image of Berlin which would be offered to the press and the divided city’s 

populace.  

A leading objective of this chapter, then, is to trace the connections between the 

geopolitical agendas which surrounded Kennedy’s trip and the minutiae of its 

programme. In performing this task, however, it also sheds light on the epistemic 

frameworks according to which the visit’s various stakeholders interpreted the event’s 

significance. As will be illustrated in the pages that follow, many of those concerned 

anticipated that Kennedy’s time in Berlin would be experienced and deciphered almost 

in the manner of a text, and hence could be scripted with a view to imparting a specific 

reading of the city’s status. And yet, there were both nuances and challenges to this 

linear conception of knowledge production. Indeed, the key players did not believe 

that Berlin’s status would be conveyed and secured with a single handshake – this was 

something that had to be restated and reaffirmed through multiple acts. To complicate 

matters further, these efforts to portray the city in a specific fashion would be 

imperilled by the actions, demands, and intentions of others. The geopolitical 

knowledge which different actors looked to convey through the protocols of 

Kennedy’s trip is thus revealed to have been both reiterative and combative, locked in 

a continuous struggle for permanence and supremacy.    

 
379 JFKPL, Presidential Papers, NSF, Memorandum. Subject: President Kennedy’s Visit to West Berlin, 

June 26 1963, 30 April 1963, Box 241, n.p. 
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The remainder of this chapter is divided into five sections. The first provides a more 

extensive account of Berlin’s contested legal geographies in 1963. This is a 

particularly important endeavour, as conflicting interpretations of the city’s geo-legal 

status would sit at the heart of many of the disputes which arose during the planning 

of the visit. The next three sections focus on those aspects of the event’s protocol which 

records from the US State Department, the USBER, and the West Berlin Senat’s 

Protocol Department suggest were the most controversial. These include Adenauer’s 

decision to travel with Kennedy to Berlin, the arrangements for the arrival ceremony, 

and the motorcade’s composition and route. Finally, the concluding section of the 

chapter draws the various controversies which surrounded the visit’s protocols into a 

single conceptual framework by reflecting upon the representationalist epistemology 

which so often underpinned these disputes. 

 

BERLIN’S LEGAL GEOGRAPHIES  

The geo-legal status of Berlin was far from certain when Kennedy notified Willy 

Brandt that he would be visiting the western sectors of the city during his upcoming 

tour of Europe.380 As the subject of multiple competing treaties and contracts, Berlin 

embodied a geo-legal hybrid wherein the assumed rights and responsibilities of one 

authority were in constant competition with those of another.381 ‘International law, 

national law, constitutional law, and occupation agreements’, as Andreas Daum 

observes, ‘all had a bearing on the issue of Berlin.’382  

For the Kennedy administration – and, indeed, for its British and French 

counterparts – the foundation of Berlin’s geo-legal standing lay in the protocols on the 

occupation and administration of Germany which had been ratified by the victorious 

 
380 JFKPL, Presidential Papers, POF, Letters, President Kennedy to Mayor Brandt, 10 April 1963, Box 

117a. 
381 See David Delany, ‘Legal geography I: Constitutivities, complexities and contingencies’, Progress 

in Human Geography, 39:1 (2015), 96-102; Alex Jeffrey and Michaelina Jakala, ‘The Hybrid Legal 

Geographies of a War Crimes Court’, Annals of the Association of American Geographers, 104:3 

(2014), 652-67; Wendy Jepson, ‘Claiming Space, Claiming Water: Contested Legal Geographies of 

Water in South Texas’, Annals of the Association of American Geographers, 102:3 (2012), 614-31. 
382 Daum, Kennedy in Berlin, p.96.   
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Allied Powers after the Second World War. These agreements stated that although 

British, French, American, and Soviet forces were to each govern a portion of German 

territory, ‘Greater Berlin’ was neither ‘part of’ nor ‘on’ any of these areas.383 Instead, 

the city was designated as a separate geo-legal enclave which would be occupied 

jointly by the Allied Powers and managed by an inter-Allied governing authority, or 

Kommandatura.384 Even after the merging of the British, French, and US occupation 

zones in western Germany and the establishment of the BRD as a sovereign state in 

1954-5, the Western Allies continued to subscribe to the idea that Berlin was an 

independent geo-legal entity under quadripartite control.385 As Kennedy made clear to 

the American public in a televised address on 25 July 1961:  

 

We are there [Berlin] as a result of our victory over Nazi Germany – and our basic rights to 

be there, deriving from that victory, include both our presence in West Berlin and the 

enjoyment of access across East Germany. These rights have been repeatedly confirmed and 

recognized in special agreements with the Soviet Union. Berlin is not part of East Germany, 

but a separate territory under the control of the allied powers. Thus our rights there are clear 

and deep-rooted.386 

 

 
383 The zones of occupation which were agreed amongst the Four Powers were based on Germany’s 

frontiers on 31 December 1931 and reflected the lines of advance which the Allies had taken during the 

Second World War. The British (northwest), French (southwest), and American (southwest/south) 

zones together made up the western two-thirds of Germany, while the Soviet zone comprised the 

remaining eastern third of German territory. 
384 Protocol Between the Governments of the United Kingdom, the United States of America, and the 

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, and the Provisional Government of the French Republic on the 

Zones of Occupation in Germany and the Administration of ‘Greater Berlin’, 12 September 1944, as 

Amended by the Agreements of 14 November 1944 and 26 July 1945, in Politics and Government in 

Germany, 1944-1945, pp.7-8; Government of the French Republic on Control Machinery in Germany, 

5 June 1945, in Politics and Government in Germany, 1944-1945, p.9. Like Germany as a whole, Berlin 

was divided into four zones of occupation and each zone then assigned to an Allied Power. The city’s 

northwest, west and southwest zones were issued to the French, British, and US respectively. The 

remaining eastern zone was assigned to the Soviet Union.  
385 Statement of Principles Governing the Relationship between the Allied Kommandatura and Greater 

Berlin, 14 May 1949, in Documents on Berlin 1943-1963, pp.108-112; Elmer Plischke, ‘Integrating 

Berlin and the Federal Republic of Germany’, The Journal of Politics, 27:1 (1965), 35-65. 
386 The American Presidency Project, Radio and Television Report to the American Public on the Berlin 

Crisis, 25 July 1961, n.p. 
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Despite having approved the post-Second World War protocols on Germany’s 

occupation and administration, the Soviet government’s interpretation of Berlin’s geo-

legal status had diverged sharply from that of the Western Allies by 1963. This 

derived, in part, from a decision to withdraw its representative from the city’s Allied 

Kommandatura in 1948. With this action, the Soviet leadership made overt their 

intention to govern Berlin’s eastern sector independently. And, in 1955, they 

negotiated a treaty with the communist regime in East Germany which not only 

founded the DDR as a sovereign state and implicitly recognised Berlin as its capital, 

but also appeared to transfer most of the Soviet Union’s responsibilities in East Berlin 

to the fledgling German state. Significantly, the treaty’s terms stated that whilst Soviet 

troops would remain stationed on East German territory, they would ‘not interfere in 

the domestic affairs of the German Democratic Republic or the social and political life 

of the country’.387  

Three years later, the Soviet government would reinforce the notion that East Berlin 

fell under the jurisdiction of the DDR and also issue a fierce challenge to Western 

Allied authority in West Berlin. In a lengthy note presented to British, French, and US 

dignitaries on 28 November 1958, Soviet officials accused the Western Allies of 

having fallen victim to ‘forces obsessed with hatred for Socialist and Communist 

ideas’ and of using their position in West Berlin to interfere with the internal affairs of 

the DDR. To prevent further infringements on East German sovereignty, the note read, 

the Western Allies should dismantle the occupation regime in West Berlin and allow 

the area to be transformed into ‘a free city, without any state […] interfering in its 

life’.388 Khrushchev would re-issue this demand during a summit meeting with 

Kennedy in Vienna in June 1961, informing the President that unless the Western 

 
387 Treaty between the Soviet Union and the DDR, 20 September 1955, in Documents on Berlin 1943-

1963, pp.174-175; Letter from the Foreign Minister of the DDR, Lothar Bolz, to the Soviet Deputy 

Foreign Minister, V. A. Zorin, on the Transfer of Certain Control Functions from Russian to German 

Authorities, 20 September 1955, in Documents on Berlin 1943-1963, pp.174-75.  
388 Note by the Government of the Soviet Socialist Republics to the Government of the United States of 

America on the Situation in Berlin, 27 November 1958, in Documents on Berlin 1943-1963, pp.180-96. 
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Allies agreed to withdraw from the city’s western sectors by the end of the year, he 

would sign an agreement with the DDR which liquidated all Allied rights in Berlin.389  

Although Khrushchev’s announcement at the 1961 Communist Party Congress 

marked the temporary cessation of Soviet-led attempts to oust the Western Allies from 

Berlin, this abrupt shift in policy was not endorsed by the DDR leadership. Indeed, 

Ulbricht would persist in hounding his partner in Moscow about the urgent need to 

terminate the Western Allied occupation of Berlin throughout the remainder of his 

premiership. Consider the letter which he sent to Khrushchev on 30 October 1961. 

Opening this account with a detailed description of how US personnel had attempted 

to undermine the DDR’s sovereign rights, Ulbricht proceeded to insist that the Soviet 

Premier should open a new round of negotiations with the Western Allies so that Berlin 

might be finally ‘cleansed of the remnants of the Second World War and the 

institutions of the [C]old [W]ar’.390 

Yet it was not only the DDR which contested Berlin’s status as an occupied 

municipality in 1963. From the moment that the Western Allies had begun to 

relinquish their post-war administrative responsibilities in Germany’s western 

occupation zones, politicians in both Bonn and West Berlin had endeavoured to 

integrate the city into the BRD. When drafting the BRD Grundgesetz (Basic Law) in 

1948-9, for example, members of a West German parliamentary committee looked to 

circumvent existing Allied agreements on Berlin’s occupation by including ‘Greater 

Berlin’ in the list of the Länder (states) which were subject to the document’s terms.391 

US State Department memoranda show that this action was criticised heavily in 

London, Paris, and Washington, DC.392 And, on 2 March 1949, the three Western 

 
389 FRUS, 1961-1963, XIV, Berlin Crisis, 1961-1962, Memorandum of Conversation, 4 June 1961.  
390 Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, The Wilson Center Digital Archive: 

International History Declassified, Letter from Ulbricht and the SED CC Delegation, 30 October 1961, 

n.p. See also Address by Party Secretary Walter Ulbricht in Documents on Berlin 1943-1963.  
391 The Basic Law for the Federal Republic of Germany, 23 May 1949, in Documents on Berlin 1943-

1963, pp.113-14. 
392 FRUS, 1949, Council of Foreign Ministers; Germany and Austria, III, The Ambassador in France 

(Caffery) to the Secretary of State, 10 May 1949; FRUS, 1949, Council of Foreign Ministers; Germany 

and Austria, III, The United States Advisor for Germany (Murphy) to the Secretary of State, 2 March 

1949. 
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Allied Military Governors – who at the time still exercised supreme authority in West 

Germany – issued a statement declaring that although they appreciated the solicitude 

shown for Berlin, all articles of the Grundgesetz which referred to the city as a Land 

(state) of the BRD were to be suspended.393 The following year, Western Allied 

authorities would be forced once again to defend Berlin’s four-power occupation status 

after members of the West Berlin Senat attempted to have the city classified 

constitutionally as a territorial subject of the BRD.394  

But in spite of Western Allied resistance, German groups continued to make 

significant strides in their efforts to increase political ties between Berlin and the BRD. 

In 1954, members of the BRD Bundesversammlung (Federal Assembly) met in West 

Berlin to elect the country’s President – a practice which continued until 1969 – and 

the Bundestag would convene there a year later.395 Further, notable figures such as 

CDU party member Gerd Bucerius and Wilhelm Schütz of the Kuratorium Unteilbares 

Deutschland (Committee for Indivisible Germany) launched a series of extremely 

popular campaigns demanding that Berlin be designated as the BRD’s capital. Heeding 

the call of these public initiatives, the Bundestag eventually decided by a unanimous 

vote to declare the city as the capital of Germany in February 1957.396  

Given these developments, it is unsurprising that politicians in both West Berlin 

and West Germany claimed that Kennedy would be arriving in a city which was part 

of the BRD on 26 June 1963. Indeed, this attitude would be conveyed by Adenauer 

during a meeting with the US Ambassador to Bonn, George McGhee, several weeks 

before the President’s visit. Whilst the discussion appears to have opened on amicable 

terms, the transcript compiled by McGhee reveals that the Chancellor proceeded to 

offer a rather blunt summary of what he believed to be the main differences between 

American and German interpretations of Berlin’s geo-legal standing: 

 
393 FRUS, 1949, Council of Foreign Ministers; Germany and Austria, III, The United States Advisor for 

Germany (Murphy) to the Secretary of State, 2 March 1949. 
394 BK/O (50) 75. Subject: Berlin Constitution, 29 August 1950, in Documents on Berlin 1943-1963, 

pp.122-23; Verordnungsblatt für Gross-Berlin, 29 August 1950, in Documents on Berlin 1943-1963, 

pp.121-22. 
395 Plischke, ‘Integrating Berlin and the Federal Republic of Germany’. 
396 Daum, Kennedy in Berlin.  
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[Adenauer] said he considered the legal status of Berlin to be somewhat as follows: The 

United States and other countries do not believe it belongs to Germany; the Federal Republic 

does; the Constitution so provides. Mayor Willy Brandt appears to believe some times [sic] 

that it does, i.e., when he needs money, and other times that it does not.397 

 

McGhee does not appear to have reacted to these provocative remarks, other than 

by observing that members of the US State Department were ‘unhappy’ about the 

confusion over Berlin’s status.398 Although it remains unclear whether this measured 

response was made with the Kennedy administration’s newly adopted ‘policy of 

wooing’ in mind, it is plain that the Ambassador’s words served to mask the many 

challenges which Berlin’s disputed geo-legal position presented to US and German 

officials as they set about organising the President’s visit. As a result of the plural legal 

systems which coexisted and competed in the city, the planners had to negotiate 

numerous questions concerning matters of space and place, boundaries and borders, 

political authority and localized rights. Was the President visiting Berlin as an occupier 

or guest? To what extent should the BRD be represented in the city? What recognition, 

if any, had to be paid to the DDR regime in the Berlin’s eastern sector? Attempts to 

address these uncertainties would be rendered all the more difficult on account of the 

various political, cultural, economic, and moral values which were also assigned to 

Berlin. In contemporary American political and popular culture, Berlin was not simply 

an occupied metropolis but an exemplary site of Western Allied courage and 

determination.399 For West Berlin’s Governing Mayor, on the other hand, it was the 

spirit, energy, and vitality of the city’s western half that had to take centre stage upon 

Kennedy’s arrival.  

 
397 JFKPL, Presidential Papers, NSF, Memorandum of Conversation. Subject: The President’s Visit, 20 

May 1963, Box 77, p.3.  
398 Ibid. 
399 See Andreas Daum, ‘America’s Berlin 1945-2000: Between Myths and Visions’, in Berlin: The New 

Capital in the East: A Transatlantic Appraisal, edited by Frank Trommler (Washington: American 

Institute for Contemporary German Studies, 2000), pp.49-73; Ernest May, ‘America’s Berlin: Heart of 

the Cold War’, Foreign Affairs, 77:4 (1998), 148-60.  
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Different notions of space and spatially grounded rights were therefore pitted 

against one another as preparations got underway for what would be the first 

appearance by a US President in Berlin since 1945.400 Yet the disputes which ensued 

would not play out behind the closed doors of a courtroom, nor were they focused 

exclusively on the specific clauses of legal documents. Instead, the confrontations over 

how the city would be presented during Kennedy’s visit took place in protracted 

meetings in Berlin’s Rathaus Schöneberg and would, more often than not, revolve 

around minute objects and actions. Perhaps one of the earliest topics under discussion 

during these heated exchanges was the very controversy with which this chapter 

began: the revelation in April 1963 that Adenauer wished to travel with Kennedy to 

Berlin. 

 

THE CHANCELLOR IN BERLIN 

Kennedy’s letter notifying Brandt that he would be visiting Berlin had not yet been 

delivered when Adenauer first stated his intention to join the President in the city. 

Rumours about whether Kennedy was going to appear in Berlin had been circulating 

in the press since his European tour was first announced.401 And during a pre-recorded 

television interview aired on 10 April 1963, the BRD Chancellor had been asked if he 

would expect to travel with the President on such a trip. His response, as transcribed 

in a telegram sent to the US State Department, was unequivocal: 

 

I believe it’s absolutely necessary. If Kennedy goes to Berlin, [the] Fed[eral] Rep[ublic] 

must be represented. […] Besides representatives of the Fed[eral] Gov[ernmen]t […] 

personalities of the Bundestag Fraktions [factions] must also be in Berlin.402 

 

 
400 President Harry Truman visited Berlin in 1945 whilst attending a conference in the nearby city of 

Potsdam which decided the post-war borders of Europe. The conference lasted from 17 July to 2 August 

1945.   
401 See JFKPL, Presidential Papers, NSF, Telegram to the Department of State, 26 January 1963, Box 

98a; JFKPL, Presidential Papers, NSF, Airgram to the Department of State. Subject: President Urged 

to Visit Berlin During Forthcoming European Trip, 28 January 1963, Box 98a.  
402 JFKPL, Presidential Papers, NSF, Telegram to the Secretary of State, 10 April 1963, Box 77, n.p. 
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Eager not to appear to have been caught off-guard, the White House Press 

Secretary, Pierre Salinger, issued a short statement the next day on the possibility of 

the Chancellor accompanying Kennedy to Berlin. Though the President’s visit to the 

divided city had not yet been confirmed, Salinger told news correspondents, Kennedy 

was both aware of Adenauer’s wishes and ‘would certainly hope [that] the Chancellor 

would go to Berlin with him’. As to whether the President agreed with the suggestion 

that other ‘“personalities of the Bundestag Fraktions must also be in Berlin”’, Salinger 

was not quite so certain: ‘“I couldn’t comment on – you know – there is no specific 

mention of what officials, but as far as Chancellor Adenauer, the President certainly 

hoped that he would go with him”’.403 

US State Department and White House records from April 1963 provide very little 

insight into why Kennedy decided to allow Adenauer to accompany him on his trip to 

Berlin. As stressed in the transcript of the meeting between Kohler and Zorin on 22 

May 1963, the Chancellor’s inclusion in the scheduled proceedings hardly seemed to 

be in Kennedy’s immediate interest, particularly as it would offer support to the claim 

that Berlin was subject to the control of the BRD. However, documents produced after 

this period shed greater light on the President’s outwardly controversial decision. 

Critically, both Kennedy and his advisers seem to have viewed accepting Adenauer’s 

request to travel with the President as a means of paying tribute to the Chancellor 

before his retirement at the end of the year. The trip should be used, as Edward R. 

Murrow wrote in a report to the US State Department on 14 June 1963, ‘to salute 

Adenauer for his contribution to [the post-Second World War] German renaissance 

and European unity’.404 The need to display their respect for Adenauer’s achievements 

as Chancellor therefore appear to have taken precedence over the Kennedy 

administration’s desire to portray Berlin as a recipient of Western Allied protection 

and support. 

 
403 JFKPL, Presidential Papers, NSF, Telegram from the Department of State, 11 April 1963, Box 241, 

n.p. 
404 JFKPL, Presidential Papers, NSF, Reasons for the President’s Trip to Europe, 14 June 1963, Box 

239, 2. See also JFKPL, Presidential Papers, NSF, Memorandum. Subject: President Kennedy’s Visit 
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Yet there were obvious limits to the extent that US officials would allow the 

Chancellor to influence the agenda of Kennedy’s trip. Indeed, their reluctance to 

concede on certain issues is exemplified by a series of telegrams which discuss the 

‘“personalities of the Bundestag”’ that Adenauer had hoped would also be permitted 

to travel to Berlin. Just over two weeks after the Chancellor’s television interview was 

broadcast, the US State Department’s Director of the Office of German Affairs, Robert 

Creel, sent a message to the US embassy in Bonn requesting that its staff ‘ascertain 

discreetly and report more precisely’ the number of BRD politicians which were 

expected to attend Kennedy’s visit. This inquiry might well have been made with a 

view to garnering information necessary for the event’s logistical arrangements. But 

there is also evidence to suggest that it actually stemmed from a suspicion that 

Adenauer intended to send a large and high-ranking group of dignitaries to Berlin in 

an attempt to present the city as belonging to BRD. It would be one thing if the 

delegation ‘consisted merely of three or four top leaders’, as Creel put it, but quite 

another if the ‘doors were opened wide’ so that the party from Bonn approximated the 

movement of the ‘entire Bundestag’.405 

Creel would not have to wait long for an answer. On 30 April 1963, a telegram 

arrived from Bonn stating that Adenauer hoped that the Chairmen of all three BRD 

coalition government factions – the CDU, the CSU, and the FDP – as well as the 

President of the Bundestag would be able to attend Kennedy’s visit. This telegram also 

noted that on the basis of recent conversations with the Chancellor and his advisers, 

US embassy staff were now of the opinion that the primary motive behind the 

Chancellor’s decision was not to present Berlin as a municipality belonging to BRD, 

as members of the Kennedy administration had feared. Rather, it was believed that 

Adenauer sought to prevent Brandt from ‘steal[ing] the show’ and fostering support 

for his own foreign policy agenda.406 This observation was echoed by the Assistant 

 
405 JFKPL, Presidential Papers, NSF, Telegram from the Department of State, 27 April 1963, Box 241, 
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Chief of the USBER, John Calhoun, after a discussion with CDU party member 

Heinrich Krone in June 1963. As Calhoun noted in a follow-up message, Krone had 

voiced a concern which was reportedly shared by Adenauer that Brandt might use the 

occasion as an opportunity to obtain Kennedy’s approval for policies that were an 

‘anathema’ to the BRD government. In consequence, the Chancellor was said to feel 

that he ‘had to do all in [his] power’ to prevent Brandt from exploiting the President’s 

visit for ‘his own personal prestige’.407 

Adenauer’s fear that Brandt would seek to obtain Kennedy’s public endorsement 

for an alternative policy agenda was not without cause or precedent. For although they 

had clashed over the Western Allies’ response to the closure of the sector border 

around West Berlin in August 1961, it was no secret that the US President and German 

Mayor were linked by a close personal affinity.408 In his biography of Kennedy, Arthur 

Schlesinger Jr. would recall that the President ‘greatly liked Willy Brandt and had 

hopes for the younger generation of German leaders’.409 These positive feelings were 

reciprocated by Brandt, who, on one occasion, told West Berliners proudly that the US 

President was their ‘best friend’.410 Whilst it is often assumed that such emotional 

attachments do not – and, indeed, should not – influence the course of international 

affairs, recent academic inquiry has nevertheless revealed that these ties are integral to 

the operation of global politics. Jason Dittmer, for example, has drawn attention to the 

instrumental role played by pre-established reserves of trust and friendship in the 

workings of diplomacy – an observation, he maintains, which is as applicable to 

nineteenth century politics as it is to diplomacy today.411 As a shrewd public servant 
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with decades of experience, Adenauer was also likely aware of the profound impact 

which affective reservoirs of goodwill could have on international concerns.  

It is possible that the Chancellor was further troubled by growing evidence that 

Kennedy and Brandt had come to share a similar outlook on the subject of Germany’s 

reunification. On 2 October 1962, Brandt had travelled to Kennedy’s alma mater, 

Harvard University, to deliver two lectures which mapped a new approach to 

overcoming Germany’s division. Speaking under the title, ‘The Ordeal of 

Coexistence’, he had argued that whilst the Soviet leadership used the principle of 

coexistence to justify the bipolar division of global politics, the West must embrace 

this concept as its own and consider applying it within the context of Germany. ‘[I]f 

we see coexistence as a peaceful method of competing, of permeating, and of bringing 

about change’, Brandt observed at the time, ‘then coexistence must be put on a really 

positive test in Germany’.412 But the Governing Mayor did not then go on to suggest 

that the path to his homeland’s reunification lay in attempting to discredit and besmirch 

the East German communist regime, as one might imagine. On the contrary, Brandt 

had proposed that it resided in entering into a respectful dialogue with the DDR. Only 

through adopting such a strategy, he had told the audience, would the West be able ‘to 

create a situation in which it would be to the advantage of the Soviet Union to grant 

the German people the right to self-determination’.413  

Despite their novel and ostensibly radical content, Brandt’s lectures at Harvard 

initially failed to provoke much of a reaction from Adenauer and the BRD public. 

After the death of Peter Fechter and on the eve of the Cuban Missile Crisis, the 

prospect of entering into harmonious discussions with the DDR seemed both unlikely 

and unpopular. However, Brandt did successfully force his revised notion of 

coexistence to the forefront of German political and public consciousness when, upon 

his return from the US, he declared that the 1954-5 London and Paris accords founding 

the BRD as a sovereign state ‘“must be regarded as politically obsolete”’. These 
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agreements were widely considered to have awarded the responsibility for securing 

Germany’s reunification to the Western Allies. And so, when Brandt elaborated that 

German statespersons should now show ‘“political maturity […] in [answering their] 

very own questions”’ and open negotiations with the DDR, his comments sparked 

widespread debate and sent ripples of alarm throughout the BRD government.414 In 

making this statement, as Krone recalled later, the Governing Mayor was not only 

flying in the face of German political orthodoxy, but also aligning himself publicly 

with the contentious negotiation stance which Kennedy had adopted in the ‘Draft 

Principles’.415 

The apprehension reportedly exhibited by Adenauer over how Brandt and Kennedy 

might behave in Berlin is therefore understandable. After all, the visit seemed to offer 

the two men an opportune moment to garner support for a foreign policy agenda which 

was premised on awarding de facto recognition to the DDR, and thereby stood in direct 

opposition to the Chancellor’s own position on how to bring about Germany’s 

reunification. Furthermore, the spectacle of Kennedy and Brandt enjoying each other’s 

company was anticipated to overshadow ‘completely’ the time which the President 

was scheduled to spend with Adenauer in the BRD.416 By requesting that he and other 

government representatives from Bonn attend the ceremonies in Berlin, it would 

therefore appear that the Chancellor hoped to deter Brandt from making any politically 

incendiary statements and ensure that his government remained firmly in the spotlight 

throughout the President’s time in Germany. If this helped to reinforce the notion that 

Berlin was part of the BRD, it would be all the better.417  

But what the Chancellor did not suspect in the months leading up to Kennedy’s visit 

was that, like himself, Brandt was a committed proponent of Berlin’s integration into 

the BRD. According to a telegram sent by Rusk to the US State Department in 
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September 1962, Brandt had requested that he and the Secretary of State ‘go back’ to 

the 1954-5 London and Paris agreements and re-examine ‘how FRG relations with 

West Berlin could be defined’.418 Conscious that this an action might result in the 

diminishing of US rights in the city, Rusk informed his colleagues that he had 

immediately shut down the conversation by telling Brandt that he would have to look 

into the matter ‘in detail before he could comment’.419 But the Secretary of State’s 

frantic stalling does not appear to have deterred West Berlin’s Governing Mayor. 

Notably, an intelligence report presented to Kennedy just days before his departure for 

Europe cautioned that Brandt continued to display considerable ‘tenacity’ when it 

came to expanding links between Berlin and the BRD – an observation which, the 

report stated, was proven by the Mayor’s ‘insistence that Berlin be included in West 

German treaties with other powers’.420 

Adenauer’s appearance in Berlin thus presented the US President and his staff with 

two key difficulties. Not only did they have to contend with the possibility that the 

Chancellor may interfere in the visit’s planning with a view to limiting Brandt’s 

exposure and influence, but it was also highly probable that both German politicians 

would seek to downplay Berlin’s status as an Allied-occupied area and emphasise 

instead its connections with the BRD. Through both their presence and their actions, 

Adenauer and Brandt were seen as having the potential to present Berlin in a manner 

which undermined the Kennedy administration’s own geopolitical objectives. As it 

transpired, these fears would show themselves to be justified from the moment that 

preparations for the trip’s arrival ceremony began. 

 

THE ARRIVAL CEREMONY 

When Pierre Salinger and the White House Appointments Secretary, Kenneth 

O’Donnell, arrived in Berlin on 9 May 1963 to establish a preliminary itinerary for 
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Kennedy’s visit, they quickly realised that the arrival ceremony would be influenced 

by one factor above all others: the presidential jet, Air Force One. Owing to its 

considerable size and weight, the aircraft required an unusually long runway, and 

hence, unlike previous American dignitaries’ visits to Berlin, the President would be 

unable to land at Flughafen Tempelhof in the US sector of the city.421 Instead, Air 

Force One would be forced to touch down at Flughafen Tegel in French sector – a 

rather cruel twist of fate considering the difficulties which France’s President had 

created for US Berlin policy. Still, documents stored in the JFKPL indicate that this 

unforeseen shift in protocol was not treated by Salinger and O’Donnell as a cause for 

concern. Having been constructed in just ninety days so that US and British planes 

could bring essential supplies into West Berlin during the Soviet blockade of 1948-9, 

Flughafen Tegel had become an established symbol of Western Allied resistance 

against communist aggression.422 As such, its inclusion in the trip’s programme was 

considered to dovetail neatly with the Kennedy administration’s overarching agenda 

of framing Berlin’s western sectors as the grateful subjects of Western Allied support 

and protection.423  

 It was not only via the arrival ceremony’s location that US officials sought to 

guarantee that the event would act as a showcase of Western Allied collaboration – 

this geopolitical knowledge was also to be cemented through the ceremony’s visual 

and auditory dimensions. Crucially, American representatives are recorded as having 

insisted from the outset that the national anthems of the three Western Allies would be 

sounded following the President’s arrival, and that the British, French, and US flags 
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should also be on display.424 Upon learning of these arrangements, however, Adenauer 

and Brandt shared a rare moment of unity when they demanded that the national 

anthem and flag of the BRD be included as well. This minor modification, they argued, 

would not only help to advertise the BRD’s newfound status as a sovereign state, but 

also transform the arrival ceremony from an exclusively US, British, and French affair 

into a spectacular display of Euro-Atlantic solidarity. The playing of four national 

anthems in this special setting, as Brandt observed, would have a ‘beneficial political 

impact’ far exceeding its ‘local value’ in Berlin.425 

During the opening stages of the arrival ceremony’s planning, it therefore looked 

as if Adenauer, Brandt, and Western Allied representatives were heading towards a 

satisfactory arrangement which would both demonstrate the significance of Euro-

Atlantic unity and allow the BRD to appear alongside France, the UK, and the US as 

a political equal. And yet, telegrams exchanged between the US State Department and 

the US embassy in Bonn indicate that differences of opinion soon started to emerge 

over the finer details of the ceremony’s protocol. A particularly sensitive subject was 

the order in which the national anthems would be performed. Throughout their early 

discussions, the organisers in Berlin had avoided addressing the sequence in which the 

US, British, French, and BRD national anthems might be played.426 But during a 

conversation with McGhee in late-May, Adenauer attempted to brush aside the 

ambiguity that currently clouded this issue by demanding that the US Ambassador 

reveal which of the four anthems would be performed first. ‘Certainly not the French’, 

the Chancellor commented. ‘[H]e would prefer the American’.427 To Adenauer’s 

evident frustration, McGhee responded that he was similarly unaware of the 

preparations which had been made.428  

 
424 Ibid. 
425 Ibid., p.2.  
426 See JFKPL, Presidential Papers, NSF, Telegram to the Secretary of State, 10 May 1963, Box 241; 

JFKPL, Presidential Papers, NSF, Program for Presidential Visit, 1 June 1963 Box 241; JFKPL, 

Presidential Papers, NSF, Telegram from the Department of State, 4 June, Box 241. 
427 JFKPL, Presidential Papers, NSF, Memorandum of Conversation. Subject: The President’s Visit, 20 

May 1963, Box 77, p.3.  
428 Ibid.  



Chapter Four: ‘Steal the show’ 

 135  

Adenauer’s eagerness to establish the order of the national anthems is symptomatic 

of an understanding amongst both Western Allied and German politicians that this 

feature of the arrival ceremony would have a crucial bearing on Berlin’s perceived 

geo-legal status. For far from being a trivial matter, the sequence of the anthems was 

understood to be a definitive indicator of the relative authority of each nation in this 

part of the city. The playing of ‘La Marseillaise’ before the other anthems, for example, 

would signify that Kennedy was setting foot onto territory that was under French 

control, whilst performing the BRD’s national anthem first would reaffirm the 

alternative position that Flughafen Tegel was actually subject to West German 

governance. The order in which the national anthems were played, in short, would 

serve to communicate particular ideas about Berlin’s legal geography to audiences 

across the globe.   

According to a memorandum summarising a meeting which took place in the West 

Berlin Senat on 8 June 1963, the planners eventually decided that, after having sought 

the advice of British, French, and American legal experts, no anthems were to be 

performed during the arrival ceremony.429 Upon disembarking from Air Force One, 

the President would instead be greeted by a twenty-one-gun salute, four ‘Ruffles and 

Flourishes’, and a rendition of ‘Hail to the Chief’.430 Whilst some might suggest that 

this protocol agreement speaks of the conflict and uncertainty which surrounded 

Berlin’s geo-legal existence, it can equally be seen as a prudent attempt by the 

organisers to ensure that the arrival ceremony catered to the diverging viewpoints of 

all those involved. Rather than sequencing the national anthems and thus giving 

precedence to either the Western Allies or the BRD, those charged with orchestrating 

the ceremony chose to keep the interpretive field open. For the Kennedy 

administration, the decision not to play the BRD’s national anthem meant that the 

President’s arrival could still serve as a tacit reaffirmation of Berlin’s Allied-occupied 

existence. Whereas for Adenauer and Brandt, the absence of a Western Allied anthem 
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indicated that Flughafen Tegel could still be seen as being proclaimed to be part of the 

BRD. The harmonious accord to be struck beneath the rendition of ‘Hail to the Chief’ 

was therefore to be one of mutually proclaimed victory; somewhat extraordinarily, 

each side would be permitted to see this arrangement as furthering their fundamentally 

divergent aims.    

Unfortunately, it was far more difficult to gloss over Berlin’s disputed legal 

geography when it came to the task of deciding where Adenauer and Brandt would 

stand in relation to the British, French, and US Commandants, and with whom the 

President would first shake hands. According to the post-war agreements on Berlin’s 

occupation, the city’s Western Allied Commandants had superiority over both the 

Chancellor and the Governing Mayor. Thus, if these five dignitaries were to be 

positioned in a row during the arrival ceremony, as was customary, Allied protocol 

dictated that the Commandants would have the honour of standing closest to the 

President’s plane. The privilege of first welcoming Kennedy to Berlin would also be 

awarded to the French Commandant, General Edouard Toulouse, in recognition of the 

fact that the President was landing in the city’s French sector.431 As things stood, then, 

the Kennedy administration’s request that the visit’s protocol uphold Berlin’s 

quadripartite occupation status meant that the spatial organisation of the arrival 

ceremony could not but be an overt indication of Adenauer’s and Brandt’s relative 

inferiority. 

It may come as a surprise to learn that neither the Chancellor nor the Governing 

Mayor openly opposed adopting the procedure described above. In the report of a 

meeting between Brandt and Calhoun which took place on 31 May 1963, for instance, 

the Governing Mayor is recorded as having merely declared that it was for the Western 

Allied Commandants to decide whether or not the ‘special circumstances’ of the 

ceremony justified ‘exception to the rule’. Nevertheless, Brandt did warn Calhoun that 

giving such overt precedence to the Western Allies could inject a ‘jarring note’ into 
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what otherwise promised to be an ‘impressive ceremony’.432 When the Assistant Chief 

of the USBER subsequently asked how he personally thought the matter could be 

handled, the Governing Mayor is said to have replied that he and Adenauer should be 

positioned opposite the Commandants when the President first arrived. As Kennedy 

reached the foot of the gangway, Brandt went on to explain, the President would 

therefore be able to extend his hand to him and the Chancellor, and then to the Western 

Allied Commandants as the ‘two groups merged’.433  

 Brandt’s suggestion that the established measures for greeting the President could 

cast a negative light over the arrival ceremony appears to have struck a chord with 

Calhoun. After his meeting with the Governing Mayor on 31 May, the Assistant Chief 

of the USBER informed the US State Department that he now felt that a different 

welcoming procedure was required, and that the formula offered by Brandt was the 

‘best possible solution’.434 Yet officials in Washington, DC, would not be convinced 

so easily. On 4 June 1963, Robert Brandin of the Office of German Affairs sent a reply 

stating that whilst Brandt’s suggested amendments to the arrival ceremony’s protocol 

were ‘ingenious’, he still doubted whether it would be possible to ‘fuzz over’ who 

shook the President’s hand first. As an alternative format, Brandin proposed that the 

President should be greeted first by General Toulouse, then by the Governing Mayor 

and the Chancellor, and lastly by the US and British Commandants. Using this order, 

he wrote, would indicate that greeting the President was first and foremost an Allied 

responsibility, without laying ‘undue stress on this point’.435 

Despite these efforts to develop a configuration which would downplay the 

discrepancies between Western Allied and German authority, the final programme for 

Kennedy’s visit issued by the US State Department reveals that the organisers opted 

for a plan which included only a slight alteration to the original set-up inspired by 

Allied protocol (see Figure 5). It was decided that once the President reached the foot 
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of the gangway, he would turn to his left and be introduced to the French and British 

Commandants by their US counterpart, General James Polk. Kennedy would then 

shake hands with the Chancellor and the Governing Mayor, both of whom, as Brandt 

had suggested, would be positioned on the opposite side of the aisle. Upon the 

completion of these preliminary greetings, the President was to inspect the Allied 

Honour Guard and a unit from the West Berlin Police Force which would be assembled 

on the tarmac. Ever keen to avoid giving the impression that Berlin formed part of the 

BRD, the US State Department programme stipulates that only the municipal flag of 

West Berlin – a black bear against a red-white-red horizontal tricolour – would appear 

on the police officers’ uniforms. The final phase of the ceremony would see Kennedy 

move to a podium near the gangway to deliver a short address to the assembled 

crowd.436 

From as early as the first planning meeting about Kennedy’s visit, it had been 

intended that Brandt would offer a few words of welcome before the President spoke 

at Flughafen Tegel. But when Adenauer learned that this was to be the case, US State 

Department memoranda reveal the Chancellor demand that he, too, should be able to 

introduce Kennedy to the spectators, ‘“[o]therwise the East Germans and others would 

not understand”’.437 Whilst the primary reason behind this request doubtlessly lay in 

the Chancellor’s expressed desire to prevent Brandt from stealing the limelight in 

Berlin, Adenauer’s concern that his exclusion from the proceedings would confuse 

‘“the East Germans and others”’ would also seem to speak of a more fundamental 

belief that it was his legal right to deliver an address during the ceremony. If, as 
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Adenauer maintained, Berlin was part of the BRD, then it followed naturally that the 

Chancellor should be included in the roster of speakers.  

 

Figure 5: The final arrangements for President Kennedy’s arrival at Flughafen Tegel.438 
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US officials were remarkably accommodating of the Adenauer’s wish to speak at 

the arrival ceremony. Reviewing USBER and US State Department telegram 

correspondence, it appears that so long as the Chancellor did not threaten the 

President’s pride of place or cause the ceremony to drag on for too long, US 

representatives ‘[did] not care’ if he delivered a welcoming statement.439 Brandt, by 

contrast, was resolutely against the idea. Given that Adenauer would have welcomed 

the President to the BRD in Bonn on 23 June 1963, the Governing Mayor argued that 

to do so again in Berlin would create the impression that the city was a distinct legal 

territory and thereby dent efforts to incorporate it into the West German state. In 

response, Brandt proposed that the Chancellor should either refrain from speaking or 

be confined to delivering a ‘brief statement’ in which he merely expressed ‘his 

personal gratification’ that the President was visiting Berlin.440 Likely recognising the 

validity of Brandt’s argument, Adenauer later withdrew his request to speak during the 

arrival ceremony and suggested instead that he deliver the official farewell to 

Kennedy. Besides, this would be the occasion of the President’s departure from 

Germany and, for Brandt and Adenauer at least, the BRD. 

Organising the arrival ceremony was thus an extremely complicated task. For the 

different parties involved, the controversies and disputes surrounding the protocol 

arrangements for Kennedy’s arrival harboured a significance which transcended 

resolving specific issues such as establishing which national anthems would be played 

or who would be the first to greet the President. Rather, the ceremony’s proceedings 

were tailored in relation to debates about Berlin’s contested geo-legal status and, in 

particular, the fraught question of whether the city was under Allied-occupation or a 

Land of the BRD. To put it simply, the spatio-temporal organisation of the ceremony 

mattered not just in and of itself, but also because of how it could be used to reaffirm, 
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rework, or contest pre-existing interpretations of Berlin’s legal and political 

geography.  

 

THE MOTORCADE 

The notion that the micro-politics of Kennedy’s visit could have implications for 

the macro-politics of the Cold War was by no means restricted to the planning of the 

arrival ceremony. Like the other cities which the President was scheduled to visit in 

Europe, it had always been assumed that Kennedy would tour Berlin’s western sectors 

in an open-top limousine so that he might greet the crowds lining the city’s streets.441 

Whilst organising this aspect of Kennedy’s trip required the planners to address a 

number of logistically demanding issues, it is evident from both US and German 

government records that the motorcade’s protocol arrangements were scrutinised not 

only for their apparent feasibility, but also for their potential to shape perceptions of 

both the politicians involved and the city’s geography.  

Of foremost concern amongst the visit’s various stakeholders were the 

arrangements as to who would accompany Kennedy in the presidential limousine and 

the order in which these individuals were to stand at the back of the vehicle. During 

the early stages of the planning process, members of the West Berlin Senat’s Protocol 

Department are noted as having explored the possibility of having only Brandt join 

Kennedy in the car; Western Allied and German officials had agreed that the 

responsibility for hosting Kennedy would pass from General Toulouse to the 

Governing Mayor after the arrival ceremony, and thus it seemed logical that Brandt 

should travel with the President.442 But several days after this plan was tabled, a 

message from BRD Foreign Office arrived in Berlin making it clear that Adenauer 

would also be in the vehicle. Addressing the order in which the three men might stand, 
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this note suggested that Kennedy should be positioned in the middle of the limousine, 

with Adenauer located on his left and Brandt on his right.443 

Resigning himself to the fact that the Chancellor would also be travelling in the car, 

Brandt is recorded as having accepted the standing order suggested by the BRD 

Foreign Office.444 Nonetheless, this arrangement was later thrown into doubt by a 

series of objections from the US State Department. When more than one person rode 

in the presidential limousine, American protocol dictated that the position of honour 

was on the right-hand side. As Kennedy was both the self-proclaimed leader of the 

western world and a chief authority in Berlin, members of the US State Department 

proposed that he would be the highest-ranking dignitary in the car and must therefore 

occupy this right-hand position.445 This proposal was also considered to be 

advantageous for a number of practical reasons. Kennedy suffered from chronic back 

pain as a result of a sports injury which he had sustained during his undergraduate 

years at Harvard, and hence standing next to the right-hand door of the car would allow 

him to brace himself over what promised to be a long and strenuous drive.446 US 

officials were also keen to observe that placing the President on the right would 

guarantee that he was visible to the large crowds which were anticipated to form along 

the motorcade’s route.447 

With Kennedy’s position now fixed firmly on the right-hand side of the limousine, 

it once again had to be decided where Adenauer and Brandt would stand. According 

to US diplomatic etiquette, the person standing in the middle of the vehicle had 

primacy after the individual on the extreme right.448 If the programme of the 
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President’s visit was to reflect Berlin’s Allied-occupied status, as the Kennedy 

administration desired, then it followed that Brandt should be stood next to the 

President; as the Governing Mayor of West Berlin, he had authority over Adenauer 

who, in this view, would be visiting the city as a mere guest. That said, adopting this 

arrangement was not necessarily consistent with the Kennedy administration’s other 

aims for the trip. Given the care with which members of the BRD government had 

taken to point out that Brandt should not be allowed to ‘steal the show’ in Berlin, it 

was possible that Adenauer would react negatively to the Governing Mayor being 

awarded priority in the presidential car and even view this decision as a personal slight. 

As a result, what geopolitical benefits which the US President stood to gain from 

Brandt’s positioning in the middle were in danger of being undermined by the damage 

which this arrangement could do to his efforts to ‘woo’ the BRD and its Chancellor.  

 To the imaginable relief of the President, the problem of deciding where Adenauer 

and Brandt would stand during the motorcade procession came to be resolved on the 

basis of practical – as opposed to legal or political – considerations. Throughout the 

negotiations which had followed the announcement that Kennedy would be positioned 

on the right-hand side of the car, Brandt appears to have made a point of not insisting 

that he should be the one who stood next to the President; on one occasion, he is said 

to have joked with good humour: ‘“I won’t be [in] the middle”’.449 But, as would be 

the case during the planning of the arrival ceremony, Brandt was keen to note that 

certain protocol arrangements would be more conducive to the smooth running of 

proceedings than others. He stressed that, unlike Adenauer, he spoke fluent English, 

and therefore would be able to highlight points of interest should he be placed beside 

Kennedy. It is clear from US records that officials in Washington, DC, were extremely 

receptive to this observation.450 This is, however, hardly surprising, for Brandt’s 

interjection not only favoured a standing order which was in direct accordance with 

the Kennedy administration’s own understanding of the BRD’s legal relations with 
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Berlin, but also seemed to provide US representatives with an incontestable means of 

justifying this potentially contentious arrangement. After all, Brandt had offered this 

suggestion with a view to improving the President’s experience of the city. And, if the 

planners were to use the Governing Mayor’s comments as grounds for proposing that 

he be positioned next to the President, Adenauer would therefore scarcely be able to 

object. According to US State Department correspondence, this was precisely the 

course of action taken, and, as had been expected, the Chancellor accepted the 

arrangement without a fuss.451  

The standing order in the presidential limousine now settled, those responsible for 

organising the motorcade were able to focus on the route which it would take through 

Berlin. From the numerous messages which were exchanged on this subject, one is 

given the impression that, even from the outset, American officials saw the motorcade 

procession as an opportunity to frame Berlin’s western sectors in a geopolitically 

favourable manner.452 The day after Kennedy accepted Brandt’s invitation to visit the 

city, Charles Hulick of the USBER sent a message to Rusk informing him that ‘careful 

consideration’ had to be given to ‘certain qualitative aspects’ of the motorcade’s route. 

Notably, Hulick observed that the President must see and be seen at locations which 

expressed West Berlin’s economic vitality as well as the significance of the Western 

Allies’ presence in the city. After leaving Flughafen Tegel, he argued, the presidential 

limousine should pass by the French military headquarters along with a ‘large low-

rent housing development’ which was nearing completion. Kennedy might be also 

interested in taking a ‘swing’ around West Berlin’s Hansa Quarter, he added, in order 

to view a ‘[c]ontemporary residential section designed by leading international 

architects’.453 For Hulick, the route which the motorcade would take was not devoid 

of geopolitical importance or opportunity; quite the reverse, it was to be a means of 
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displaying West Berlin’s leading political, economic, and cultural attractions, and, in 

the process, presenting the locality as a thriving Western Allied metropolis.  

But telegrams to and from the US State Department indicate that a series of spatial 

and temporal factors limited the extent to which this geopolitical vision could be 

realised. As part of their advance mission to the city on 9-10 May 1963, Salinger and 

O’Donnell had assessed whether it would be possible for Kennedy undertake a tour of 

West Berlin’s financial centre in addition to visiting sites of political and diplomatic 

interest. Over the course of their inquiries, however, they had discovered that such an 

excursion would be practically unfeasible. Critically, because of the vast number of 

press vehicles which would be accompanying the presidential limousine, it was noted 

that the motorcade would be ‘considerably more unwieldy’ than originally expected 

and only have a maximum average speed of ten miles per hour. If the President’s 

itinerary was to allow him to meet the agreed departure time of 17.00, the advance 

party concluded, both the ‘planned length of [the] route’ and ‘number of activities 

involved’ would therefore have to be reduced to ‘more manageable dimensions’.454 

The message from Salinger and O’Donnell was clear: Kennedy’s route through Berlin 

had to strike a balance between showing-off the city’s main attractions and the 

unavoidable limitations imposed by the motorcade’s materiality. Yet such task would 

prove to be easier said than done, for different parties had very different opinions about 

how Berlin should be presented on 26 June 1963, and each would do their utmost to 

ensure that the motorcade’s route articulated their own agenda.  

 A notable dispute broke out in mid-May 1963 over whether Checkpoint Charlie 

should feature in the President’s schedule. Under the pretence that Kennedy must 

experience ‘the actual situation in West Berlin’, members of the US State Department 

had insisted that he should visit the checkpoint so that he might see for himself the 

sector border and look into the city’s eastern sector.455 However, this suggested 
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amendment to the day’s itinerary was resisted by Brandt, who argued that it could both 

cause embarrassment to Kennedy and undermine the Western Allies’ proposal that 

East Berlin was subject to Soviet control.456 To the Governing Mayor’s credit, these 

protestations were not entirely unreasonable. Members of the DDR Border Police had 

guarded the eastern side of Checkpoint Charlie since before Kennedy had taken office. 

And should the President be forced to interact with these personnel during his visit, 

such an action could easily be construed as awarding formal recognition to the DDR 

regime in East Berlin. To avoid such an unfortunate outcome, Brandt proposed that 

Kennedy visit the thoroughfare of Bernauer Straße instead. Like Checkpoint Charlie, 

this site was located on the boundary between the city’s eastern and western sectors, 

yet the absence of a border-crossing also meant that the President would be far less 

likely to come into contact the DDR border guards.457  

The Kennedy administration would reject Brandt’s suggested revision to the 

motorcade’s route for two reasons. First, it was felt that the exclusion of Checkpoint 

Charlie was impossible from ‘a public relations viewpoint’.458 The stand-off between 

US and Soviet tank crews in October 1961 had transformed the checkpoint into a focal 

point of the Cold War, and, as such, it was felt that a failure by Kennedy to visit the 

area might ‘elicit criticism from American correspondents’ which would be 

‘detrimental’ to the objective of demonstrating the President’s personal commitment 

to the defence of West Berlin.459 Second, although members of the Kennedy 

administration were not against the President visiting Bernauer Straße in principle, its 

inclusion in the programme was viewed by many as an unnecessary logistical burden. 

Given that the street was located a considerable distance away from the other stops 

which were then-under consideration, US personnel reasoned that a presidential 

appearance there would require the motorcade to make an extensive diversion which 

simply could not be reconciled with the visit’s already packed itinerary.460 When 
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deciding if Kennedy should appear at Checkpoint Charlie or Bernauer Straße, then, an 

eagerness to demonstrate US-Berlin solidarity together with the temporal restrictions 

of the trip overruled Brandt’s concern that the event could undermine the West’s 

position vis-à-vis East Berlin’s geo-legal status. 

This is not to say that members of the Kennedy administration were completely 

against incorporating sites which did not appear to advance their wider geopolitical 

objectives. In the second week of May 1963, the USBER approached the US State 

Department with the proposal that Kennedy undertake a twenty-minute tour of an AEG 

turbine factory. An appearance at this particular workplace, the telegram in which this 

suggestion was first made read, would both bring the President into contact with a 

‘psychologically important labor group’ and ‘call attention to Berlin’s leading 

industrial role’.461 But despite fitting neatly with the notion that his trip should draw 

attention to West Berlin’s thriving industry and economy, Kennedy appears to have 

favoured an invitation which he had received the previous month. On 25 April 1963, 

the SPD politician and Chairman of the Industrial Trade Union of Construction 

Workers, Georg Leber, had sent a message to the President asking whether he would 

deliver a short address at the union’s sixth national meeting which would be taking 

place in Berlin on the day of his trip. Whilst such direct appeals to the President were 

normally intercepted by the US State Department and met with a polite letter of refusal, 

the actions of George Meany ensured that, on this occasion, Leber’s request found its 

way to the Oval Office.462 In his role as head of the AFL-CIO, Meany had developed 

close contacts with Leber and, just over a year later, he was able to secure a meeting 

with Kennedy in order to express his personal support for the Chairman’s suggestion 

that the President make an appearance at the union’s congress.  

Meany’s intervention placed the Kennedy administration in a difficult situation. 

Though the trade union assembly was scheduled to take place in Berlin’s 

Kongresshalle, which, as one commentator has observed, was the ‘most prominent 
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example of postwar American architecture in the city’, a presidential visit to this site 

did not fit with the trip’s principal objectives of underlining Western Allied 

cooperation and displaying the economic vitality of West Berlin.463 Upon delving into 

Kennedy’s personal papers, one also discovers that this proposal failed to receive the 

endorsement of the BRD Chancellor. During the same exchange in which he 

confronted McGhee about Berlin’s geo-legal standing, Adenauer informed the US 

Ambassador that he considered Kennedy’s presence at the congress to be 

‘inappropriate’ – given that Leber belonged to the same political party as Brandt, 

Adenauer almost certainly viewed the trade unionist’s invitation as a further attempt 

by his rivals to garner presidential support.464 Yet Meany’s words of encouragement 

appear to have trumped Adenauer’s expressions of resistance. For, on 6 May 1963, 

Kennedy requested that a telegram be sent to the USBER stating that, instead of 

visiting the AEG turbine factory, he would make a short appearance at the 

Construction Workers Trade Union Congress.465 

US citizens with close ties to Berlin would be successful in negotiating the 

incorporation of another item into the President’s rapidly expanding itinerary. A close 

contemporary of Brandt, the Director of the Ford Foundation, Shepard Stone, had 

passionately supported the idea that Kennedy appear in Berlin ever since the 

President’s trip to Europe had first been announced. But rather than restrict himself to 

vocally endorsing such a visit, Stone sought to guarantee its implementation by 

sending a telegram to Horst Hartwich of the Freie Universität Berlin which suggested 

that he explore the possibility of awarding the President with an honorary degree.466 

Heeding Stone’s advice, Hartwich sent a letter to the Director of the Freie Universität’s 
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Senat which suggested that Kennedy be made a member of the university.467 This note 

clearly had the desired effect, as an invitation arrived at the White House several days 

later requesting that the President attend a degree ceremony in Berlin at his earliest 

convenience in order to be made an Ehrenbürger (Honorary Citizen) of the Freie 

Universität.468  

For members of the Kennedy administration and the US State Department, the 

President’s acceptance of an honorary degree was an obvious addition to his visit. 

Unlike any other German higher education establishment, the Freie Universität had 

been founded in 1948 in response to demand amongst citizens who found themselves 

alienated by the pro-communist curricula of universities in the DDR. Whereas its 

eastern counterparts offered rigid, state-run programmes, the Freie Universität sought 

to encourage open debate and even allowed its students to take part in key 

administrative processes and decisions. Recognising the political value of such overtly 

democratic practices within the hardening context of the Cold War, it was not long 

before both the BRD and US governments – in addition to prominent anti-communist 

institutions, including Stone’s Ford Foundation – began to donate substantial funds to 

the university so that it might continue to attract minds from the East. Drawn like a 

magnet to the dynamic, creative environment fostered at the Freie Universität, it was 

envisioned that residents of the DDR would abandon their lives under communist 

control and embrace the open society of the West.469  

Taking this politicised history into account, a degree ceremony at the Freie 

Universität merged seamlessly with the overarching aims of the President’s trip. When 

Kennedy was bestowed with his honorary degree, he would not only be transformed 

into a living embodiment of the close ties which US politicians and financers had 

developed with the Freie Universität over the last two decades, but also of the bonds 
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of friendship which the Kennedy administration sought to forge between American 

and German citizens. Of course, the university would also benefit from the occasion. 

What could be a more fitting endorsement of the institution’s democratic ethos than to 

have the leader of the western world join its list of alumni? 

By the end of May 1963, the visit’s planners had developed a tentative blueprint for 

the motorcade’s route. From Flughafen Tegel, the presidential party would travel 

through the industrial and business districts of the French sector to the Kongresshalle 

in Berlin’s Tiergarten. It would then make brief stops at the Brandenburger Tor and 

Checkpoint Charlie, before arriving at the Rathaus Schöneberg. After delivering a 

public address and signing Berlin’s Golden Book, the President and his entourage were 

then to travel to the Freie Universität in the US sector. A note taken during the 

inaugural meeting of the West Berlin Senat’s Kennedy Programme Committee shows 

that officials had briefly considered the possibility of the President undertaking this 

portion of his visit in a helicopter in order to save time – a plan which was later 

abandoned because it was deemed to be inconsistent with the stipulation that Kennedy 

should remain as visible as possible throughout his time in Berlin.470 Having received 

his honorary degree and visited the American military headquarters in the district of 

Zehlendorf, the President would travel northward along a slightly curved path back to 

Flughafen Tegel for a departure time of 17.00.471  

In developing this schedule, US and German officials had utilised every minute of 

the seven hours allotted for the President’s visit and believed that they had managed 

to cater to the political, legal, and logistical specifications of the event’s various 

stakeholders. Nevertheless, on 5 June 1963, the US State Department was notified that 

Brandt had issued a public statement slating Kennedy’s proposed schedule.472 

Although the motorcade’s route included stops at Berlin’s sector border, academic and 
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industrial centres, and points of political significance, the Governing Mayor was 

reportedly concerned that the President would miss the ‘heart of the city where the 

largest crowds could assemble and the fullest reconstruction [of Berlin] could be 

seen’.473More particularly, Brandt had expressed his disappointment that the trip’s 

itinerary did not make provision for Kennedy to see the flourishing district of 

Charlottenburg-Wilmersdorf, which housed such notable attractions as the Kaiser 

Wilhelm Gedächtniskirche (Memorial Church), the Kurfürstendamm, and Ernst 

Reuter Platz. ‘“In ten minutes,”’ he had commented, ‘“the President could see what 

we would like him to see and these ten minutes could be gained from some other part 

of the program.”’ Brandt was not alone in holding these views. The day after the 

Governing Mayor’s statement was issued, the presenter of a West Berlin television 

news programme accused the USBER of being more interested in hurrying Kennedy 

through Berlin than in letting him see the city and the city see him. ‘“His route will be 

fast but not sensible”’, they noted. ‘“He will hear the voice of Berlin but miss its 

heartbeat.”’474  

The cries of protest which rang out across Berlin over the motorcade’s route draw 

attention to a number of points relating to the geopolitical role and significance of 

Kennedy’s visit. Most obviously, they show that the planning of this event was not a 

one-way encounter during which the organisers simply imposed their agenda upon a 

passive host populace, but an interactive dialogue wherein the planners had to either 

accommodate or overcome the geopolitical knowledge which the people of Berlin also 

sought to communicate. For Brandt and members of West Berlin news media, the 

planners’ decision not to include the district of Charlottenburg-Wilmersdorf meant that 

the visit would fail to signify West Berlin’s post-war rebirth as well as its status as a 

centre of entertainment, culture, and technology. They would therefore not stand idly 

by and allow this area to be excluded from the proceedings without making their 

feelings known. But the value which the likes of Brandt assigned to Kennedy seeing 
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the ‘heart’ of Berlin also highlights the role which the physical landscape was assumed 

to play during the planning of the event. Instead of being treated as a bland, 

inconsequential surface over which Kennedy’s visit would – or, in this case, would not 

– play out, the district of Charlottenburg-Wilmersdorf was seen to be an integral part 

of a wider assemblage which would determine the image of Berlin presented to 

audiences.  

The USBER did not take the West Berliners’ complaints lightly. On 7 June 1963, 

Calhoun sent a telegram directly to Rusk urging him to consider approving an 

alternative route which included a tour of Charlottenburg-Wilmersdorf. If the US 

Secretary of State were to do so, Calhoun speculated,  it would help to ease the ‘critical 

attitude’ which had been ‘widely adopted’ in Berlin.475 Rusk seems to have shared 

Calhoun’s reasoning, for US officials soon received authorisation to alter the visit’s 

programme so that the President would be able to visit the ‘heart’ of the city (see Figure 

6).476 Instead of taking Kennedy directly from Flughafen Tegel to the trade union 

congress along a north-to-southeast trajectory, a new motorcade route was devised 

which veered in a westerly direction along the Straße 17. Juni. Upon arriving at Ernst 

Reuter Platz, the President would then to travel past the Zoologischer Garten 

(Zoological Garden), bisect the Kurfürstendamm in the direction of the Kaiser 

Wilhelm Gedächtniskirche, and progress along Budapester Straße towards the 

Kongresshalle. Although this alteration to Kennedy’s itinerary would extend the visit’s 

length by thirty minutes and leave ‘no time for delay’, US officials in both 
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Washington, DC, and Berlin felt that accommodating the desires of the West Berliners 

was worth the risk of a late departure.477 

 

Figure 6: The revised motorcade route478 
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CONCLUSION 

The planning of Kennedy’s visit to Berlin was far from a straightforward task – this 

was a process marked by discord and disagreement, conciliation and compromise, 

struggle and strife. Although there can be little doubt that many of the controversies 

which came to surround the visit’s protocol arrangements stemmed from individual 

cases of inter-personal animosity or miscommunication, this chapter has revealed that 

they also arose from a more foundational belief about the nature and function of the 

event. For the President’s appearance in Berlin was not looked upon as an occasion 

devoid of opportunity or significance, but instead was treated as a medium through 

which certain attitudes, opinions, and viewpoints about the city could be 

communicated. The visit was a chance to herald and hold a particular imaginary of 

Berlin, realising a collection of pre-established convictions about the city by cloaking 

them in the garb of materiality. As we have seen, this a notion would act as a catalyst 

for a range of disputes as different actors attempted to manipulate the planned 

proceedings so that, upon their enactment, they would represent specific ideas about 

Berlin’s legal, political, and economic geographies.  

By viewing Kennedy’s visit through what might be described as a 

representationalist lens, those involved in the planning of the event can be seen as 

having made a series of implicit assumptions about the operation of geopolitical 

knowledge. Rather than maintaining that Berlin’s identity would be forged in the 

crucible of the visit’s performance, the organisers treated this knowledge as an extant 

‘thing’ which could conveyed through the intricacies of protocol. In so doing, a clear 

distinction was drawn between the symbolic, immaterial order of ideas on the one 

hand, and the situations, contexts, and practices through which these ideas would be 

realised on the other. Meaning was not understood to be intrinsic to the material world, 

in other words – it was something which could be drawn upon selectively and assigned 

to particular objects, matters, and entities. The appeal of such a conceptualisation is 

plain for all to see. Most evidently, it gave the planners a reassuring impression of 

mastery by restricting agency to human subjects. The urban landscape of Berlin was 
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not perceived to be an active and potentially troublesome actor, for example, but as a 

tool which could be mobilised and invested with significance in order to pursue 

particular ends. Furthermore, seated within this interpretive framework is a linear 

model of meaning-making, whereby the realisation of geopolitical knowledge is 

assumed to follow directly and seamlessly from its materialisation. Thus, whilst the 

planners were unable to establish conclusively how different audiences would react to 

Kennedy’s visit, they could nevertheless take comfort in the belief that, should it 

follow its pre-prepared protocol, the event would frame Berlin in the intended manner. 

Unfortunately, this idealised interpretation of geopolitical action would never come 

to be realised – from the moment that Kennedy disembarked from Air Force One, what 

took place in Berlin on 26 June 1963 would challenge, contest, and ultimately exceed 

the restrictions imposed by the event’s planning and the strategic objectives on which 

they were based. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

‘WE’LL NEVER HAVE ANOTHER DAY LIKE THIS ONE’: 

THE PERFORMANCE OF PRESIDENT KENNEDY’S VISIT 

TO BERLIN 
 

INTRODUCTION 

At almost precisely 17.45 on 26 June 1963, Air Force One took off from the runway 

of Flughafen Tegel. President Kennedy had been in Berlin for just over eight hours. 

But despite the relative brevity of his visit, the President had already begun to sense 

that this day was one destined to live long in the memory as a defining moment of his 

administration. Having entered the presidential cabin with a look which his aides were 

to recall as one of simultaneous ‘pride and pleasure’, Kennedy slumped into the nearest 

available seat as an exhausted yet visibly contented man. Theodore Sorensen, seated 

in the aisle opposite, caught the President’s eye. Describing the incident two years 

later, the speechwriter could still remember the words which had then passed 

Kennedy’s lips: ‘“We’ll never have another day like this one as long as we live.”’479   

In asserting that what they had just experienced could not be bettered, the President 

was almost certainly echoing views shared by those gathered alongside him in Air 

Force One. And yet when read with an attentiveness to the disparity between the 

scripting and enactment of geopolitical action, Kennedy’s words take on a far more 

prophetic meaning. Indeed, the President’s observation might be seen as professing a 

recognition that despite how painstakingly planned his visit was, it could never be 

repeated. This is because what took place in Berlin on 26 June 1963 did not merely 

reproduce the original protocol arrangements; it did not represent or reflect the 

Western Allied and German authorities’ well-made plans, nor the geopolitical agendas 

upon which they were based. Instead, it challenged and exceeded its preparation. 

Kennedy’s visit was an event made up of a unique assemblage of agencies which 

forced or invited its participants both to think on their feet and act in unexpected ways. 
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Thus, what had once been assumed to be a stable, authoritative vehicle for geopolitical 

meaning emerged as an altogether more open and dynamic performance: one which 

transcended the mastery of its planners and opened up heretofore unanticipated 

opportunities for knowledge production.      

The aim of this chapter is to record how and why the events of 26 June 1963 strayed 

from the script. In particular, it interrogates those forces – the turns of phrase, 

embodied gestures, idiomatic expressions, objects in space, precognitive triggers – 

which converged during Kennedy’s visit and led those participating to derive and 

produce meaning in a manner unforeseen prior to the occasion. By undertaking this 

task, the chapter also gestures towards the impact which such moments of spontaneous 

action had on how the President’s time in Berlin was interpreted, as well as the city’s 

perceived geopolitical status. For whilst the portrayal of Kennedy’s visit shall be dealt 

with more extensively in Chapter Six, it is nevertheless vital to acknowledge evidence 

from archival sources which suggests that Western Allied dignitaries and West 

Berliners alike had already begun processing the ramifications of the event on the day 

itself.    

The chapter is arranged in chronological order of the day’s events. It begins with a 

description of the arrival ceremony at Flughafen Tegel, before charting Kennedy’s 

movements throughout the western sectors of Berlin and concluding with his return 

journey to Air Force One. That the chapter’s structure should follow the temporal 

progression of the visit is essential for an adequate appreciation of the multiplicity of 

forces which influenced the proceedings and those who took part in their performance. 

Yet the stylistic nods throughout the chapter to the school of narrative history are 

nonetheless counterbalanced by detailed analyses of the more-than-representational 

origins and geopolitical implications of those moments when the visit took an 

unexpected turn.  
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THE ARRIVAL CEREMONY 

Air Force One landed on the tarmac of Flughafen Tegel at approximately 9.40 on 

the morning of 26 June 1963. In accordance with the protocol arrangements which had 

been meticulously prepared over the preceding weeks and months, Kennedy’s arrival 

in Berlin was marked by a twenty-one-gun salute, four ‘Ruffles and Flourishes’, and a 

spirited rendition of ‘Hail to the Chief’.480 But despite the spectacular nature of this 

opening act, there is evidence to propose that the President had barely stepped onto 

Berlin soil before his own geopolitical ambitions were thrown into jeopardy. As noted 

in the previous chapter, it was intended that Kennedy would be greeted first by the 

French Commandant, General Edouard Toulouse; this gesture was to be in formal 

recognition of the fact that Flughafen Tegel was situated in the French sector of Berlin, 

and, as such, act as an overt demonstration of the city’s Allied-occupied status. Yet 

according to a report published in the New York Times on 27 June 1963, this ‘protocol 

went wrong [and] Kennedy first grasped the hand of Chancellor Adenauer instead’.481 

In spite of the ends taken during the planning stages to avoid giving any impression 

that the President was entering a territory belonging to the BRD, the Kennedy 

administration had found themselves superseded almost immediately by human error, 

and the nervous mistake of a young man confronted by a sea of eager, welcoming 

faces.  

After this momentary lapse, the arrival ceremony quickly reverted back to its pre-

arranged course. Accompanied by General Toulouse, Kennedy inspected the Allied 

Honour Guard together with members of the West Berlin Police Force which stood to 

attention directly opposite Air Force One (see Figure 7). As had been specified in the 
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final programme for the visit, no national anthems were sounded, nor did the BRD flag 

appear anywhere on the uniforms of the foregathered police officers.482 After these 

initial formalities had been completed, Kennedy then mounted a newly erected podium 

which had been positioned at the end of the gangway to receive Mayor Willy Brandt’s 

official welcome. Keen to strike an amicable chord right from the outset, Brandt began 

by making an explicit statement of gratitude for America’s protection of Berlin ‘during 

some very trying and difficult years’.483 Such a protestation was surely agreeable to a 

President eager to promote Euro-Atlantic cooperation in the divided city, as was 

Brandt’s following observation: ‘Three Commandants of the Western forces of 

defense are here to welcome you; the West stands firmly united for Berlin’.484 But this 

harmonious sense of united purpose was to be rather short-lived, for with his next 

breath the Governing Mayor exposed the gulf which separated his own understanding 

of Berlin’s geo-legal status from that possessed by his American visitors: ‘[T]his city 

is part of free Germany, and intends to remain so’.485 Nor was the Kennedy 

administration the only target of Brandt’s provocative utterances. Konrad Adenauer, 

who since the ‘Draft Principles’ debacle had been vocal in his suspicions that the 

President intended to abandon the people of Berlin, also incurred marked criticism 

from Brandt. ‘Here in Berlin’, the Governing Mayor told the assembled crowd, ‘we do 

not await a continual assertion of given guarantees – we trust our friends. And our 

friends can also rely on us.’486 It was noted in Chapter Four that Adenauer had been 

assailed by concerns that his political rival in Berlin would attempt to ‘steal the show’ 

and endear himself to Kennedy as his foremost German ally. Listening to these 

opening comments, the Chancellor must have thought that his worst fears were being 

realised. 
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Figure 7: President Kennedy inspecting the Allied Honour Guard and a unit of the West 

Berlin Police Force with General Toulouse at Flughafen Tegel.487 

 

Following the short round of applause which met Brandt’s remarks, Kennedy 

himself took centre stage. Having thanked Brandt for his ‘generous welcome’, the 

President proceeded to introduce ‘an old veteran of this frontier’ who he had asked 
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specifically to accompany him to Berlin: General Lucius D. Clay.488 More than mere 

courtesy, the decision to include the President’s former representative in Berlin on the 

visit’s guest-list was of profound geopolitical significance. During his time as the 

Military Governor of the US sector of Germany, Clay had established himself as a 

‘folk hero’ by ordering and executing the so-called Berlin Airlift – actions which the 

West Berlin Senat would later mark by naming a major boulevard after Clay and 

making him an honorary citizen of the city.489 The fact that the General was looked 

upon favourably by the West Berliners was therefore undoubtedly apparent to the 

President, and one can interpret Clay’s presence in Berlin on 26 June 1963 as an 

additional means through which members of the Kennedy administration had sought 

to geopolitically frame the city’s western sectors as a stronghold of US-Berlin 

collaboration. 

 Addressing the assembled crowd, Kennedy went on to emphasise further the 

imaginary of West Berlin as a Western Allied protectorate: ‘[T]he record of three 

powers, our French friends, whose hospitality we enjoy here, our British friends, and 

the people of the United States – their record is written on rock’. Turning his attention 

to the West Berliners themselves, the President closed by offering an implicit 

acknowledgement that, up to this point, his policies may have failed to do justice to 

the spirit of resistance which so defined the populace of the city. ‘[I]t is not surprising’, 

he observed, ‘[that] those who live in the most danger, those who live nearest the 

adversary, those who keep watch at the gate, are always prouder, more courageous, 

more alive, than those who live far to the rear.’490 When seated in the Oval Office, 

Kennedy had been amongst those living far away from the fight. But as he took his 

position on the right-hand side of the presidential limousine and drew slowly out of 

Flughafen Tegel, it was as one moving with determination towards the front line.   
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THE CROWD 

Venturing out from the comparative seclusion of Flughafen Tegel, the presidential 

party was met by an altogether more exuberant scene. Sitting in the press bus which 

had set off moments before Kennedy’s limousine, a reporter for the newspaper Die 

Welt would recount how the convoy was assaulted by a ‘storm of enthusiasm’ which 

broke upon them ‘like a wallop’.491 Around the airport gates, the crowd was said to be 

six-deep and let out what would be described as a crescendo of ‘wild emotion’.492 

Speaking to one of those ardent spectators clamouring to get a glimpse of Kennedy, a 

correspondent for the New York Herald Tribune would hear of how, for most West 

Berliners, it mattered little that the noise of their compatriots was likely to drown out 

any of the President’s well-chosen utterances. ‘“He does not need to say a word”’, the 

spectator had commented. ‘“It’s enough to see him here.”’493  

The sheer magnitude of this reception was enough to startle even the most seasoned 

of public servants; Christine Camp, who had been part of Kennedy’s press team since 

the launching of his bid for office in July 1960, would admit several years later that 

she had ‘never seen anything like it’ and describe how ‘the flavour’ of the jubilation 

in Berlin had ‘overwhelmed’ her.494 Yet even if the spectacle of Berlin’s thronging 

thoroughfares caused the crowds which had lined Kennedy’s campaign trail to pale in 

comparison, US officials were not caught off guard entirely. On the contrary, they had 

been both hoping and planning for such a reception. Indeed, there is ample archival 

evidence to suggest that the planners had sought to exploit Berlin’s physical and urban 

geography so as to ensure that the President was met by the largest welcome possible. 

In a telegram sent to Dean Rusk on 1 May 1963, for instance, members of the USBER 

had requested that ‘additional crowd capacity areas’ be included along the motorcade’s 

 
491 Quoted in Daum, Kennedy in Berlin, p.127.  
492 New York Herald Tribune (International Edition), ‘Amidst Emotional Scenes Kennedy Goes to 

Berlin Wall, Says It Evidences Red Failure’, 27 June 1963, 1 & 2 (1).  
493 Ibid., 2.  
494 JFKPL, John F. Kennedy Oral History Collection, Christine Camp Oral History Interview – JFK #1, 

1964, p.78.  
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route ‘for supplement[ary] mass appearances’.495 Meanwhile, another telegram sent to 

Rusk later that month had suggested that the President’s route should avoid areas 

‘fragmented by bodies of water, portions [of] dense shrubbery and architectural 

features’ because these landmarks would both limit Kennedy’s exposure to the West 

Berliners and break up the ever-expanding vista of adoring faces which would be 

raised to meet him.496    

But it was not only through the management of Berlin’s topography that US and 

German statespersons had sought to guarantee that Kennedy was met by an awe-

inspiring vision – they had also placed short-term checks on the temporal rhythm of 

the city’s western districts. All public schools were closed for the day so that students 

could take to the streets and welcome America’s Chief Executive;497 civil servants 

were given the day off (with the exception of the West Berlin Police Force);498 and 

‘housewives’ were urged to complete their shopping ahead of time.499 It was even 

arranged that there would be no second mail delivery that day in order that postal 

workers could attend the festivities.500 Each of these measures was designed with a 

view to encouraging the greatest number of people possible out onto the streets to show 

their appreciation for the President, and thus to give credence to the notion that West 

Berlin remained a site of widespread US-German friendship. 

Nevertheless, as heartening as the vision of packed streets might have been for the 

planners, the management of hundreds of thousands of West Berliners posed its own 

challenges. Foremost among these was the risk that would-be assassins might use the 

event as an opportunity to mount an attack on Kennedy’s person.501 As a preventative 

measure, the West Berlin Police Force was placed on a status of ‘Great Alarm’ – a 

 
495 JFKPL, Presidential Papers, NSF, Memorandum to the Secretary of State, 1 May 1963, Box 241, 

p.1.  
496 JFKPL, Presidential Papers, NSF, Telegram to the Secretary of State, 25 May 1963, Box 241, n.p. 
497 JFKPL, Presidential Papers, NSF, Final Program for President Kennedy’s Berlin Visit 26 June 1963, 

[undated], Box 241. 
498 Wall Street Journal, ‘West Berliners Eagerly Await Kennedy’, 25 June 1963, p.6. 
499 Washington Post, Times Herald, ‘East Berlin Wall Guards Slow Traffic’, 26 June 1963, A19. 
500 Ibid. 
501 This fear in particular was, in time, to prove apt. It was whilst driving through Dallas, Texas, in the 

same presidential limousine on 22 November 1963 that Kennedy was assassinated.  
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protocol which called to duty some 13,000 uniformed officers – whilst plain clothed 

detectives were stationed throughout the crowd and on rooftops.502 Mandates had also 

been circulated in advance instructing the public not to allow strangers ‘asking for a 

place at the window’ into their houses or apartments. Suspicious ‘troublemakers’ were 

to be reported, and the throwing of flowers or other projectiles into the path of the 

presidential limousine was strictly prohibited.503  

Assassination attempts were not the only cause for concern, however. Equally 

unsettling for the event’s organisers was the prospect that in attempting to show their 

affection for the President, members of the public might unintentionally injure him. 

Looking to head off such a possibility, the Chief of the West Belin Police Force issued 

a leaflet requesting that citizens allow Kennedy’s visit to take ‘a dignified and 

undisturbed course’.504 This message would be reiterated by Brandt in a radio appeal 

which was broadcast prior to the President’s arrival: ‘“Don’t be too emotional”’, the 

Governing Mayor entreated listeners.505 As a final precaution, the West Berlin Police 

Force assigned ten ‘hand-picked men’ to ride in a vehicle near to the presidential 

limousine and serve as an extra bodyguard. This was a decision which had proven to 

be especially amenable to American representatives; in the ‘Final Program for 

President Kennedy’s Belin Visit’ issued by the US State Department, it is noted that 

this measure would be ‘particularly helpful in controlling exuberant crowds’.506    

It is clear, then, that both US and German authorities had gone to great pains to 

mobilise and control the expected crowds in a manner which suited their own 

geopolitical ends. But what they were unable to pre-empt was the ability of the West 

Berliners to appropriate, manipulate, or simply ignore these measures. Even a cursory 

glance across the multitude of newspaper reports, photographs, and film footage of 26 

June 1963 reveals the extent to which the populace succeeded in putting the structures 
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and restrictions which had been imposed upon them to unprescribed and transgressive 

uses. Possibly one of the most iconic examples of the crowd overcoming the event’s 

protocol were those instances when individuals broke through the police cordon lining 

the motorcade’s route in order to present Kennedy with flowers or shake his hand (see 

Figure 8).507 Homemade signs displaying messages for the President were also a 

frequent sight, although their slogans were not always complementary. For example, 

writers for both The Guardian and Der Spiegel would note an individual brandishing 

a sign which lambasted Kennedy’s foreign policy in the aftermath of the Cuban Missile 

Crisis: ‘“Why hard in Cuba and so soft in Berlin?”’.508 What is more, members of the 

public offered a powerful visual inversion of the spatial order of Berlin’s urban 

landscape. From his vantage point in the presidential limousine, Kennedy was 

confronted routinely by people cheering from atop trees, rooftops, balconies, 

billboards, taxi ranks, and even cranes (see Figures 9 and 10). All of these actions – 

the daring and opportunism of those desperate for a sighting of the President – would 

be accompanied by a deafening and unrelenting chorus of ‘“KEN-NE-DY! KEN-NE-

DY!”’.509 

Whilst in many ways subject to the restrictions enforced upon them by the 

authorities, the examples cited above clearly show that the West Berliners nevertheless 

seized the initiative, and were able to forge their own means of expression from within 

the confines of official guidelines or, on occasion, in blatant defiance of them. In this 

way, the crowd disentangled and re-entangled power relations through alternative 

spatial practices, inserting their bodies into the enactment of the trip, and thus probing 

the limits of the organisers’ control. 
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Figure 8: Members of the public breaking through the police cordon to shake President 

Kennedy’s hand.510 

 
510 Press and Information Office of Berlin, A Great Day in the history of Berlin, June 26, 1963. 
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Figures 9 and 10: Members of the public challenging the spatial order of Berlin so as to catch 

a glimpse of President Kennedy.511 

 
511 Der Spiegel, ‘Photo Gallery: Kennedy’s Visit in Pictures’, 25 June 2013, 

<http://www.spiegel.de/fotostrecke/ulrich-macks-photos-capture-kennedymania-in-berlin-fotostrecke-

98368.html> [accessed 20/03/19]. 
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Yet the intersection of the material and immaterial, the human and non-human, 

spaces and times which constituted the crowd on 26 June 1963 did not operate in a 

vacuum. As was recorded by a reporter for the New York Herald Tribune, this 

interweaving of agencies along the streets of Berlin also contributed to the emergence 

of a ‘gala mood’ or atmosphere.512 One must be cautious in assuming, however, that 

this atmosphere was a linear product of the crowd’s behaviour and materiality. Recent 

critical inquiries into the politics of atmospherics have shown that, far from being 

totalising forces which can be mobilised entirely at will, atmospheres ‘[exceed] lived 

or conceived space-time’ in dynamic and unexpected ways.513 Certainly, it is clear 

from contemporary sources that although the aforementioned ‘gala mood’ may have 

emerged as a consequence of a more or less stable ensemble of practices and relations, 

it also acted back on the forces implicated in its production, and, in turn, caused the 

celebratory atmosphere to evolve further. The fervour which emerged on that day was 

both the product of an assemblage and a force which subsequently worked to condition 

and modify it. Eyewitness reports from amidst the crowd attest to this steadily 

mounting hysteria. ‘People in working districts not given to demonstrativeness’, one 

observer would comment, could be heard bellowing at the top of their lungs, unaware 

that they had ‘chanted themselves hoarse’.514 Units of the Deutsches Rotes Kreuz 

(German Red Cross) were also kept busy throughout the morning by citizens whose 

levels of excitement had induced them to pass out – official estimates later put the 

number of West Berliners who had succumbed to fainting fits during Kennedy’s visit 

at over 1,000.515 Furthermore, this swirling nebular of affect and emotion would 
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prompt others to break out into what Arthur Schlesinger Jr. would remember as a 

chorus of ‘clapping, waving, crying […] as if it were the second coming’.516  

In speaking of the ‘gala mood’ which played out on Berlin’s streets as akin to ‘the 

second coming’, Schlesinger Jr. would appear to have diagnosed the atmosphere as 

one produced by an event which in many ways surpassed human understanding; the 

actors concerned were seen as being subject to some deific, mythologised, scarcely 

effable agency. Such a conceptualisation of atmospheres as forces which transcend 

conscious thought has been echoed in critical scholarship influenced by non-

representational theory.517 Conceived of as trans- or pre-personal intensities of affect, 

atmospheres are, in this particular view, awarded a unique status which sees them as 

something beyond and unaffected by the intentions and actions of those caught up 

within them.  

Nevertheless, as the likes of Tim Edensor and Shanti Sumartojo have argued, the 

study of atmospheres can never be divorced completely from a consideration of those 

‘phenomenological and sensual elements, and the social and cultural contexts in which 

they are consumed, interpreted and engaged with emotionally as well as affectively’. 

Whilst atmospheres do not bend entirely to the wills of their constituent elements, it is 

still ‘essential’, Edensor and Sumartojo maintain, ‘to take account of the social, 

historical, cultural and political contexts in which [they] emerge and dissipate, and the 

attunement of some to become absorbed within them’.518 Certainly, if one engages 

with the testimonies given by West Berliners in the days leading up to Kennedy’s 

arrival, a picture emerges of a people eager to be moved by the occasion. Speaking to 

a young woman on 24 June 1963, a reporter for The Wall Street Journal heard of how 

she and her fellows had every intention of ‘“coming out [on] Wednesday to show 

[their] appreciation”’. Moreover, in an article tellingly entitled ‘Berlin is Ready to Hail 
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Kennedy’, the New York Times quoted another woman who, despite acknowledging 

that she didn’t usually ‘“care for mass meetings”’, declared: ‘“[T]omorrow I am going. 

I just have to see Kennedy”’. Far from being agentless slaves to the celebratory 

atmosphere, this was a populace who actively anticipated and engaged with the types 

of experience which they were to have that day. As Edensor and Sumartojo would 

have it, the West Berliners were desperate ‘to become absorbed within’ the revelry and 

jubilation. 

It is important to note that the historical and cultural context of Berlin’s relationship 

with the US also played its part in constituting the ‘gala mood’ which erupted as the 

President passed by. Afterall, those living in the western sectors of the city were no 

strangers to visits by prominent members of the Kennedy administration: Vice 

President Lyndon Johnson had made an appearance in Berlin a week after the closure 

of the sector border in August 1961, whilst Kennedy’s younger brother and Attorney 

General, Robert, had braved the city’s bitter winter on 22-23 February 1962. On both 

of these occasions, many of the practices and emotional responses which were 

exhibited during the President’s visit had also been on display. As Johnson 

disembarked his car when travelling to the Rathaus Schöneberg, for example, a ‘near 

mob scene’ had supposedly broken out as ‘[m]en and women stretched out their arms 

[…] [with] tears in their eyes’.519 And, like his brother, Robert Kennedy had reportedly 

borne witness to ‘women push[ing] up to the car to shake [his] hand, and boys rac[ing] 

along the side’.520 Schlesinger Jr. may have compared the atmosphere in Berlin on 26 

June 1963 to that which might have met the ‘second coming’ of Christ, but for the 

West Berliners themselves, it was actually the third time an American statesperson had 

descended upon them in recent years; they were enthusiastic, yet, perhaps more 

importantly, they were ‘affectively and emotionally primed’.521  
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But this is not to say that the level of atmospheric attunement was uniform across 

Kennedy’s visit. Indeed, despite the organiser’s efforts to generate a euphoric 

reception, and despite the fact that many of them had accompanied Johnson and Robert 

Kennedy on their respective trips, accounts written after the event attest to the fact that 

several leading members of the Kennedy administration were afflicted by an 

unprecedented sense of affective disorientation. As Sorensen remarked after the event: 

‘The size of the crowd, their shouts, and the look of hope and gratitude in their eyes 

moved some in our party to tears’.522 Evidently, personal subjective experiences of the 

day remained unique to each actor. However, as this comment attests, there was still a 

small but significant portion of the presidential party who found themselves 

overwhelmed by the indecipherable affront of objects, actions, bodies, and 

atmospheres on Berlin’s streets. As we shall see, perhaps the most affected of all was 

the man at the very centre of proceedings: President Kennedy.        

  

THE ADDRESS AT THE CONSTRUCTION WORKERS 

CONGRESS  

Whilst the gathered crowds showed their appreciation for Kennedy, the motorcade 

wound its way through the streets and thoroughfares of Berlin at the allotted speed of 

ten miles per hour. From Flughafen Tegel, it passed through the Hansa Quarter – a 

locale whose inclusion in the visit’s itinerary had been at the rather insistent suggestion 

of the USBER’s Charles Hulick. The presidential limousine then moved in the 

direction of Ernst Reuter Platz, before striking towards West Berlin’s ‘heart’. As noted 

in Chapter Four, that Kennedy should see the district of Charlottenburg-Wilmersdorf 

was deemed to be of especial importance to the West Berliners; known as a centre of 

culture, entertainment, and technological innovation, locals and officials alike were 

keen to ensure that the President left Berlin having garnered an appreciation of the best 

which this space had to offer. At this point, the convoy turned right onto Joachimstaler 

Straße and crossed the Kurfürstendamm in the direction of Breitscheidplatz. Passing 
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the Kaiser Wilhelm Gedächtniskirche, the motorcade then headed towards the 

Siegessäule (Victory Column) which had been unveiled in 1873 to commemorate 

Prussia’s victory in the Franco-Prussian War. It then proceeded down John Foster 

Dulles Allee – named after President Dwight Eisenhower’s Secretary of State – and 

arrived at the Kongresshalle at approximately 11.00.523 

   In stark contrast to the raucous display unfolding on the streets of Berlin, Kennedy 

was to be met by a far more sombre and measured reception inside the Kogresshalle. 

In accordance with the pre-arranged security measures, the 400 representatives of the 

Construction Workers Trade Union marshalled to receive the President had been 

‘locked up [in the building] like a school class detention’ since 9.00 that morning. Not 

content to have kept the union members waiting for almost two hours, the organisers 

had also stipulated that all briefcases should be left at home and offered directives on 

what constituted suitable attire for the occasion – jackets and ties were permissible, 

open shirts were certainly not.524  

As Kennedy clambered out of the limousine, waiting at the Kongresshalle’s 

entrance was the man who had been instrumental in convincing him to make an 

appearance at the Trade Union Congress: the head of the AFL-CIO, George Meany. 

Eager to be of service to the President, Meany had taken the liberty of scribbling down 

the quotation from Benjamin Franklin which adorned the wall of the building. This 

scrap of paper – now housed in the JFKPL – also noted that the Kongresshalle had 

been built with the support of funds from America’s Benjamin Franklin Society and 

was designed by Hugh Stubbins, an architect from Kennedy’s alma mater, Harvard 

University (see Figure 11).525 Much to the President’s surprise, Meany was to thrust 
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this note into his hand as the two men entered the main auditorium. Moments later, 

Kennedy received yet another gift: a bouquet of flowers which had been collected from 

East Berlin. Unlike Meany’s last-minute directive, however, it had always been 

intended that Kennedy be presented with this particular token; a telegram sent to Rusk 

on 25 June 1963 reveals that the bouquet had not only been collected well in advance, 

but also turned over to the US Secret Service for a security screening.526   

 

Figure 11: The note presented to President Kennedy by George Meany upon his arrival at the 

Kongresshalle.527 
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Having thanked his hosts for their generosity, Kennedy assumed his position behind 

the auditorium’s wooden lectern. Glancing down at the pre-prepared cue cards, the 

President took a moment to familiarise himself with the content of his speech. These 

prompts, which are also available to view in the JFKPL, reveal that Kennedy was 

supposed to open by describing West Berlin’s post-war history as one of capitalist 

rejuvenation and growth. Despite living in ‘the shadow of aggression’, the second cue 

card reads, the people of West Berlin had been able to pursue ‘social progress and 

social justice’, as well as to provide ‘steadily expanding economic and cultural 

opportunities for all’.528 This commendation is continued on the next cue card, with 

the President being prompted to geographically and temporally situate the ‘West 

Berlin story’ within the ongoing ideological struggle against Communism.529 In 

particular, the script seeks to emphasise that the principles according to which West 

Berlin had emerged as a thriving locality were important not only because they had 

led to the amelioration of life, but also because they were the values through which 

Kennedy supposedly believed that Communism would be vanquished. ‘For we cannot 

defeat communism by arms and speeches alone’, the cue card reads. ‘We defeat 

communism in the end by showing that the methods of democratic freedom are the 

best means to social progress and social justice.’530 The President’s attention was then 

to turn to another element of the envisioned triumph of liberal democracy over the 

communist world: a harmonious Euro-Atlantic Alliance. Crucially, West Berlin’s 

successes were to be discursively refashioned as imperative constituents of the West’s 

collective principles and endeavours:  

 

The Berlin and the Germany you build – the Atlantic Community which we seek to construct 

together – must be a progressive society, and it must be a democratic society. It must provide 

its people with the opportunities for education, medical care, housing and employment 
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necessary to the dignity of free men – and it must assure them the liberty to express their 

opinions, practice their faiths and choose their own governments.531        

 

As the address drew to a close, Kennedy’s focus was to be returned to the city of 

Berlin. Playing on the German desire for reunification, the script seeks to evoke a 

spiritual communion and fellowship between those on either side of the country’s 

sector border. ‘Millions of unseen guests from [East Germany] are with us in spirit, as 

they are at every meeting of free people in West Berlin’, the prepared speech 

concludes. ‘Let us salute them today in fellowship.’532 

Yet in spite of the care which had been taken to produce a script which was both in 

line with the visit’s geopolitical aims and fitted neatly into the five minutes that had 

been allocated, this speech was never heard. Crucially, it would seem that Meany’s 

last-minute prompt had had an effect on the President, for instead of following the 

aforementioned text, Kennedy elected to begin with the quotation from Benjamin 

Franklin which was scrawled across that crumpled piece of paper: ‘God grant that not 

only the love of liberty, but a thorough knowledge of the rights of man may pervade 

all the nations of the earth, so that a philosopher may set foot anywhere on its surface 

and say “This is my country.” West Berlin is my country.’533 It might be assumed that 

after having incorporated this alternative opening into his address, Kennedy would 

return to the speech on the cue cards. After all, the geopolitical subtext of this opening 

gambit complemented the framing of West Berlin as a site of ‘social progress and 

social justice’ in the President’s script. But Kennedy did not do this. Rather, he 

abandoned both his cue cards and the geographical focus on West Berlin, and in their 

place offered a more generalised reflection upon the role and significance of the BRD 

trade union movement. According to Kennedy, the trade unions were to be lauded as 

pioneers of liberty:  
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[T]he contributions that you make to improve the welfare of your people, the great sense of 

responsibility you feel not only towards your members, not only towards your country, not 

only towards other trade unions, […] but your sense of responsibility for the whole 

movement of freedom, so long as that exists the world can look to the future with hope.534        

 

This achievement, as the President was quick to acknowledge, was one that came at a 

price. ‘It is no accident’, he told those gathered, ‘that during the last 40 years the prime 

target of the Communist movement has been the destruction of the free trade union 

movement.’ By placing trade unions firmly in Communism’s crosshairs, Kennedy can 

be seen here as having set up a dualism which indirectly perpetuated a particular vision 

of the communist world. Indeed, his protestation amounted to an acknowledgement 

that if communist forces were seeking to quash the free trade union movement and the 

liberal democratic virtues it held dear, then, by implication, they must be committed 

to oppositional values. The President’s rhetoric, in short, presented the communist 

world as a negative space or tabula rasa onto which the audience could project those 

values deemed antithetical to their own.   

As his improvised address went on, Kennedy used this discourse of threat as means 

of bestowing the trade union movement with a clear sense of mission. Not only did it 

have to survive as a beacon of democracy, but also use its shining light as a means of 

promoting and expanding liberal values in the Third World. ‘[W]hile freedom is an 

end in itself’, he told those before him, ‘it is also a means’.535 Most importantly, the 

President informed his audience that they must ‘hold out […] a helping hand to those 

who [sought] to organize trade unions in Latin America, Africa, and Asia’, whilst also 

serving as ‘an example to those who [stood] on the razor edge of moving into some 

kind of totalitarianism or developing a free, progressive society’. These actions, he 

argued, would both help to shatter the myth advanced by communist nations that 

economic advancement required the loss of personal liberty and also ensure that the 

‘fruits’ of production could be distributed ‘fairly to the population’.536  
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Underpinning this section of Kennedy’s address was a decidedly bipolar 

conceptualisation of global politics which, despite having been prevalent in early 

American Cold War geopolitical discourse, had not graced the lips of this particular 

President for many months.537 Far from the focused, positive, and palatable 

geopolitical knowledge which Kennedy’s visit was intended to promote, the 

President’s improvised outburst saw him revert back to an aggressive, simplistic, cold 

warrior spatialization of global politics. Abandoning the party line, Kennedy 

confronted his audience with an almost Manichean vision wherein the supposedly 

virtuous Free World must prevent the evil communist system from plunging the Third 

World into a state of injustice and inequality.  

Perhaps feeling that his impassioned treatise on the precarious state of international 

politics had strayed too far from his original intentions, Kennedy ended the address by 

turning his attention back to the city in which he stood and the nature of its relationship 

with the US. ‘Americans may be far away’, he observed, ‘but […] this is where we 

want to be today. When I leave tonight, I leave and the United States stays.’538 In spite 

of the marked and, in all likelihood, rather alarming extent of Kennedy’s deviation 

from the script, little evidence survives of how this impromptu address was received 

by those present. In his memoirs, Willy Brandt is somewhat dismissive of the time 

spent in the Kongresshalle, pronouncing this part of the President’s visit to have been 

‘rather superfluous’ when compared to other proceedings.539 Yet George Meany, 

whose vested interest in the apparent success of the revised speech was more stark, 

took an altogether more positive line. In an oral history interview for the JFKPL, he 

praises the address as ‘the most effective talk’ he had ever heard on ‘the question of 

freedom’.540 For those amongst the presidential party, however, it is more than likely 

that the relentless timetable of the day left little room for prolonged reflection. For no 
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sooner had Kennedy’s speech been delivered than he was ushered back to his 

limousine and driven onwards to the next pressing appointment.   

 

THE BRANDENBURGER TOR AND CHECKPOINT CHARLIE  

Unlike his lengthy journey from Flughafen Tegel to the Kongresshalle, Kennedy’s 

next stopping place was but a short drive away. Arriving at the edge of Berlin’s 

Tiergarten, the motorcade came to a halt before one of the divided city’s most iconic 

landmarks. Straddling the border between East and West Berlin, the Brandenburger 

Tor was supposed to have framed Kennedy’s first glimpse into the communist-

controlled half of the city. But upon arriving before the mighty structure, the 

presidential party found their view deliberately obscured; the previous evening, East 

German workers had approached the gate under the cover of darkness and hung five 

large awnings between its arches (see Figure 12). Having denied the President his 

long-awaited opportunity to look behind the Iron Curtain with drapes of communist 

red, the East German authorities added further insult to injury. Moments before 

Kennedy’s arrival, a small party of border guards had wheeled out three bright yellow 

signs and stood them before the backdrop of the curtained structure. Written in 

English, these boards were emblazoned with the Allied promises made at the 1945 

Yalta Conference to cleanse German society of Nazism and militarism. Asserting that 

East Germany had successfully made good on these pledges, the signs called on the 

American President to see that they were fulfilled in West Germany and West Berlin 

as well.541 
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The unforeseen actions by DDR personnel at the Brandenburger Tor emphasise the 

contested geopolitics of (in)visibility which impinged on Kennedy’s visit. More 

particularly, latent within those presidential papers relating to the planning of this 

event is the assumption that the portrayal of West Berlin as a prosperous centre would 

be aided by drawing attention to the ruinscapes and hardship which existed beyond the 

sector border. West Berlin’s ascendant star would shine all the brighter, it was thought, 

when set against the dull, grey backdrop of life in the communist East. Yet the 

unexpected display at Berlin’s sector border made overt the Kennedy administration’s 

hubris. For by obstructing the view into the city’s eastern sector, East German officials 

had denied the West its comparative hermeneutic and quite literally brought the curtain 

down on this element of the visit’s pre-planned performance.    

 

Figure 12: The presidential party surveying the Brandenburger Tor.542 

 
542 JFKPL, White House Photographs, Trip to Europe – Germany, Berlin – President Kennedy views 

the Brandenburg Gate at the Berlin Wall, JFKWHP-ST-C230-30-63. 
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But even if this act of provocation did succeed in evoking an emotional response 

from the President, it seems that he attempted to maintain his famously cool and 

nonchalant manner. As was noted by a journalist in the crowd which had gathered to 

watch him ascend the viewing platform, ‘[t]he President appeared not to read the 

words [on the signs], busying himself with a map indicating key points along the 

wall.’543 What was said between those on the platform would remain unknown to the 

general public for some years; fearing that the sight of the sector border might prompt 

politically-volatile remarks from members of the presidential party, the visit’s 

organisers had deemed it best that no microphones be positioned on the viewing 

platform itself. 544 Nevertheless, testimonies which have emerged in subsequent years 

insist that Kennedy was unphased. Willy Brandt, for example, would recall that the 

President was especially interested in learning the former location of the Hotel Adlon 

because he had stayed there prior to the outbreak of the Second World War.545 

However, evidence garnered from more contemporary sources implies that there may 

have been a fleeting moment during which the President’s measured façade slipped. 

Take the report compiled by Time magazine correspondent Hugh Sidey, which offered 

the portrait of Kennedy as a man deeply affected by the spectacle and implications of 

the East Germans’ stunt. ‘“He look[ed] like a man who [had] just glimpsed Hell”’, 

Sidey noted.546   

From the Brandenburger Tor, the presidential convoy travelled in a westerly 

direction towards the Sowjetische Ehrenmal (Soviet War Memorial). This impressive 

complex, located on the eastern edge of the Tiergarten, features a large statue of a Red 

Army soldier stood atop a curved row of columns and flanked on either side by two 

field cannons and T34 tanks. The stone for its construction was also pillaged from the 

wreckage of Adolf Hitler’s Reichkanzlei (Reich Chancellery) – a gesture deemed 

appropriate for a monument marking the graves of some 2,500 Soviet soldiers killed 
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during the Battle of Berlin in April-May 1945.547 As the motorcade passed this site, 

those in the convoy encountered a further expression of Berlin’s Allied-occupied 

status: the Soviet soldiers standing guard over the memorial presented their arms in 

formal salute. During the negotiations over Berlin’s occupation and administration, it 

had been agreed by the four victorious powers that the Soviet Union would be 

permitted to station military personnel at the complex, despite it being located in the 

British sector. That these troops felt obliged to acknowledge Kennedy as he passed by 

could therefore be seen as attesting to the Soviet Union’s ongoing recognition of the 

city’s quadripartite occupation.  

Privately gratified that his Soviet counterparts were continuing to respect – in 

however limited a manner – some of the stipulations agreed in 1944-1945, the 

President knew better than to make any public reply. Ignoring the display unfolding 

before the memorial offered him the chance to send a subtle snub to Premier 

Khrushchev, but it would have been equally disastrous to have paid formal respects to 

a monument known amongst the Berlin populace as the ‘Grab des unbekannten 

Vergewaltigers’ (‘Tomb of the Unknown Rapist’).548 Thus, an understated geopolitics 

of recognition played out before the Sowjetisches Ehrenmal – the respect accorded to 

Kennedy by the Soviet soldiers served to reaffirm Berlin’s geo-legal standing as an 

occupied metropolis, whilst the President’s refusal to acknowledge this act was an 

expression of solidarity with East and West Berliners alike.  
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Figure 13: The presidential party surveying Checkpoint Charlie.549 

 

Leaving this incident behind him, Kennedy’s car pressed on towards Berlin’s US 

sector. After turning left off Straße 17. Juni, the motorcade passed the Berlin 

Philharmonie before crossing Potsdamer Straße and following a section of the 

Landwehrkanal. Its course then moved northeast to the next stopping-point of 

Checkpoint Charlie at the intersection of Friedrichstraße and Kochstraße. Upon the 
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President’s arrival, the role of political tour-guide passed briefly to the US 

Commandant, General Polk, in recognition of the fact that the party was visiting an 

American military checkpoint. According to a report published in Der Spiegel, 

Kennedy – ‘without a word, confetti in his hair and a certain numbness in his eyes’ – 

was led by the General to within a few steps of the white line marking the sector border 

and then mounted a nearby observation platform (see Figure 13).550 As had been the 

case at the Brandenburger Tor, East German personnel had put out placards adorned 

with politically charged messages for the President. Yet, on this occasion, his view 

into the East remained largely unobscured. Indeed, despite the fact that the DDR 

government had issued an official decree which prevented unauthorised persons from 

approaching the eastern side of the checkpoint,551 sources close to the President would 

maintain that ‘[a] few East Berliners could just be glimpsed in the far distance, waving 

timidly.’552  

After having descended the viewing platform, the visit’s original arrangements 

stated that the President was to return immediately to his limousine.553 But upon 

reaching ground level, Kennedy veered away from the waiting car and instead made 

for the crowd of West Berliners which had congregated to greet him; not willing 

merely to wave at them from the safety of the motorcade, the President would appear 

to have been overcome in this moment by a desire to interact directly with ordinary 

citizens. Although the accompanying security services were likely to have been taken 

aback by this impromptu walkabout, when viewed alongside both Kennedy’s political 

style and the overarching aims of his visit, this action seems much less surprising. 

During his presidential campaign, Kennedy would deliberately go out of his way to 

‘touch all the hands he could’, and, as noted in Chapter Three, President de Gaulle had 

curried considerable favour with the German populace when visiting the BRD in 
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September 1962 by personally greeting members of the public.554 What may have 

appeared at first glance to be a spontaneous and risk-laden divergence from protocol 

was therefore a decision with both biographical and political precedents; Kennedy had 

always striven to present himself as a man of the people, and he was certainly not about 

to be out done by the Frenchman who had caused so many problems for his Berlin 

policy. Even if de Gaulle had conjured the image of Franco-German friendship in cities 

across the BRD, Kennedy would do one better – his hand of friendship would be 

extended in the shadow of Berlin’s sector border.              

 

THE ADDRESS AT THE RATHAUS SCHÖNEBERG 

Shortly after 12.30, Kennedy, Adenauer, and Brandt clambered back into the 

presidential limousine and headed southward through the neighbourhood of Kreuzberg 

to Schöneberg. Their route would take them past two sites of particular importance to 

a President keen to emphasise the long-standing tradition of US support for Berlin: the 

Amerika-Gedenbibliothek (American Memorial Library) and the Luftbrückendenkmal 

(Berlin Airlift Memorial) at Flughafen Tempelhof. The Tempelhof memorial, 

dedicated in 1951 by the former Governing Mayor of West Berlin, Ernst Reuter, is a 

twenty-metre-high concrete structure inscribed with the names of those Britons, 

Americans, and Germans who died whilst taking part in the Berlin Airlift.555 Its three-

pronged top, intended to represent the three air corridors which connected West Berlin 

with West Germany, also instils the structure with an uncanny resemblance to a 

gardening fork, and has led to the monument being described locally as the 

‘Hungerharke’ (‘Hunger Rake’).556 Despite being approximately three hours into his 
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visit, the ‘gala mood’ was still very much in force as Kennedy passed by these various 

landmarks and made his way to the rear of the Rathaus Schöneberg. 

 

Figure 14: Rudolph-Wilde-Platz from above the platform erected in front 

of the Rathaus Schöneberg. Kennedy can be seen speaking from the lectern.557 
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For the next half an hour or so, the President and his entourage enjoyed their first 

period of respite since landing in Berlin. Protected from the public gaze inside of the 

Rathaus, Kennedy and the rest of the presidential party were free to partake of some 

light refreshments, peruse newspapers, and gather themselves before their next high-

profile engagement.558 This time taken to regain their composure was to prove well 

spent, for as soon as the delegation stepped out onto the platform which had been 

constructed in front of the building, they were met by an overwhelming scene (see 

Figure 14). As Kirk LeMoyne Billings, a close family friend who had accompanied 

Kennedy on the visit, was to recall in a later oral history interview:  

 

You couldn’t possibly squeeze another person into that square. Since the square is contained 

by buildings, there is just so much space and the people were really jammed together. They 

not only filled the square, but they flowed out through all the streets leading into the square. 

[…] Every window and all the roofs of the buildings around the square were filled and 

crowded with people. The sound of human voices all roaring “KEN-NE-DY” at the same 

time was almost deafening.559 

 

The affirmation and affection described by Billings would have been affecting 

anywhere. But the fact that these adoring crowds had gathered in this particular space 

had special significance for the Kennedy administration. Less than two years 

previously, Rudolph-Wilde-Platz had been defined by a very different political 

geography as ‘250,000 or more’ West Berliners converged on this location to protest 

against Kennedy’s muted reaction to the closure of the sector border with East Berlin; 

his decision to only issues a written complaint to the Soviet Commandant had solicited 

cries of ‘betrayal’ from members of the crowd, whilst banners had proclaimed that 

‘paper protests were not enough – words must be backed by deeds’.560 On 26 June 

1963, Rudolph-Wilde-Platz had therefore undergone a momentous transformation 
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from a site of protest to one of unanimous support. Yet this is not to say that the square 

had lost all vestiges of its history as a space of descent and opposition. Only the night 

before, a group of West Berliners had mounted a demonstration against the placement 

of a cumbersome press platform. In being positioned squarely in front of the lectern 

from which Kennedy was to speak, they argued that the structure would obstruct far 

too much of the audience’s view. Keen to avoid incurring the displeasure of locals, the 

organisers had conceded to their demands and agreed to reposition the platform 

accordingly.561    

First to step up to the lectern and address the crowds was the President of the House 

of Representatives, Otto Bach. Speaking on behalf of those who had turned out to 

welcome Kennedy, Bach told the US President that ‘[t]he tremendous and spontaneous 

enthusiasm displayed by the people of free Berlin’ was ‘an expression of [their] 

gratitude’. Continuing on this theme, Bach’s attention then turned to the emblematic 

value of the various sites which the presidential party had visited thus far. Both the 

‘Congress Hall’ and ‘Airlift Memorial’, he remarked, were to be understood as 

‘concrete symbols of [the] selfless aid given to [the] city’ by its American partners. 

Equally consequential was the ten-tonne ‘Freedom Bell’ which hung in the tower of 

the Rathaus Schöneberg and was reportedly considered by Brandt to signify ‘the 

yearning and determination of all men for freedom’.562 That Bach should take such 

care to reiterate the apparent symbolism of these particular objects and buildings 

would appear to suggest that he, too, had bought into the representationalist 

epistemology which so conditioned the choices made by the event’s planners. In a 

style not dissimilar from the speech which had been prepared for Kennedy to deliver 

at the Kongresshalle, the German President chose to close his address by highlighting 

the sense of fellowship which existed between those divided by the city’s sector 

border: ‘On behalf of the East Berliners and our fellow-countrymen in the Soviet Zone 
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about us, and the people of free Berlin, I thank you, Mr. President, for having come to 

this city.’563 

The next individual on the roster of speakers was Chancellor Adenauer. Possibly 

put out by the undue length for which Bach had spoken, Adenauer began by reassuring 

the crowd that he intended to be brief ‘[b]ecause [they had] come to hear President 

Kennedy’, not other politicians.564 Having taken this subtle jibe at Bach, the 

Chancellor seemingly could not resist also attempting undermine the Kennedy 

administration’s persistent efforts to characterise Berlin as a territory distinct from the 

BRD. ‘We are grateful to President Kennedy for having come to Europe’, he observed, 

‘to the Federal Republic of Germany, and particularly to this part of the Republic.’565 

Nevertheless, Adenauer’s final words would be much more in-keeping with the spirit 

and objectives of Kennedy’s trip. Leaving the crowd with a vision of hope, he stated 

without reservation: ‘[W]e are justified in saying that [the people of the BRD and West 

Berlin] have made good progress; and we shall continue to make further progress with 

the help of our friends, with determination and with unity.’566    

Finally, the time came for Kennedy to address his adoring public. Stepping up to 

the lectern, the President was accompanied by an aide who would offer a near 

simultaneous translation of his speech into German. But for those who had paid 

particularly close attention to Kennedy’s European tour thus far, his choice of 

interpreter was likely to have been a source of confusion. Throughout the time which 

he had spent in the BRD, it had been the head of RIAS, Robert Lochner, who had 

conveyed Kennedy’s speeches in German. Now, however, it was Heinz Weber of the 

BRD Foreign Office who had clearly been asked to assist. When quizzed about this 

last-minute change later in life, Lochner maintained that McGeorge Bundy had 

suggested that Weber be allowed to act as interpreter because this would be valuable 

experience for a man who had not yet been given the opportunity.567 Nevertheless, the 
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Kennedy administration’s silence on this matter at the time duly prompted speculation 

amongst members of the press. Der Spiegel, for example, took the line that Lochner’s 

replacement had stemmed from his poor performance during the earlier stages of the 

tour. Appraising the translator’s previous efforts in the BRD, their reporter argued that 

‘the rhetorical momentum’ of the President’s addresses had been ‘lost completely [in 

translation]’. ‘Lost also was the dry humour of Kennedy’, which, they claimed, had 

been ‘absurdly distorted’ by Lochner.568 

Unlike Bach or Adenauer, Kennedy was not able to begin his speech right away; 

the US Government Agencies’ film, ‘One Day in Berlin’, reveals that the President 

was forced to wait over thirty seconds for the shouts of ‘KEN-NE-DY’ which 

accompanied his ascent to the lectern to die down.569 As a hush finally descended over 

Rudolph-Wilde-Platz, the film shows that Kennedy shifted his weight from right to 

left, ran his hand through his hair several times, and rearranged the stack of cue cards 

on which his speech was written.570 These cards now reside in the JFKPL, and reveal 

that the text which had been prepared for Kennedy was a rather unremarkable 

expression of the trip’s overriding geopolitical agenda.571 Whilst it describes Berlin’s 

sector border as ‘shameful’ and an ‘offense against humanity’ which ‘sooner or later 

[…] must come down’, at the core of the scripted address is the suggestion that the 

western sectors of the city had grown into a flourishing capitalist metropolis which 

remained firmly under Western Allied protection.572 ‘From the rubble you have made 

a glowing center of free life’, Kennedy was to remark. ‘This thriving city is a major 

asset to the West – it is the greatest industrial city in all of Germany’.573 But however 

much their present luxury might have seemed to be a cause for celebration, the text 

goes on to argue that the West Berliners still had work to do. Broadening the focus of 

the speech, Kennedy was to instruct his audience to expand their gaze beyond their 
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immediate circumstances and embrace the role which they were to play in securing a 

global future where liberty reigned triumphant: 

 

So let me ask you […] to lift your eyes beyond the danger of today to the hopes of tomorrow 

– beyond the freedom of this city of Berlin to the advance of freedom everywhere – beyond 

the Wall to the day of peace and justice – beyond yourselves to all mankind.574  

 

The West Berliners were not to be alone in bringing about this idealised vision, for 

although they lived in a ‘defended island of freedom’ their lives were ‘part of the 

main’.575 Their mission, the prepared speech notes, was thus to be a ‘common task’, 

contributing to a ‘common purpose’, and one reflecting the Kennedy administration’s 

desire to establish a harmonious Euro-Atlantic Alliance.576  

As had been the case earlier at the Kongresshalle, Kennedy would choose to 

abandon his scripted address. The formal introduction, ‘Mr. Chancellor, Mr. Mayor, 

Citizens of Berlin’,577 was skipped over, and the President began instead by telling the 

audience that he was proud to come to the city as a guest of their distinguished Mayor, 

who had ‘symbolized throughout the world the fighting spirit of West Berlin’.578 It 

was only after this opening remark that Kennedy mentioned Adenauer for the first 

time, and significantly paired the Chancellor’s introduction with that of the immensely 

popular General Clay. Responding to the enormous cheer which erupted at his 

mentioning of the General, the President elected to usher Clay to centre stage and 

shake his hand, much to the pleasure of the West Berliners. In the film footage of this 
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moment, Kennedy can then be seen smiling to himself as Clay resumed his position 

on the platform; even at the time, it would seem that the President had a sense that this 

spur of the moment action was one which fitted perfectly with the visit’s overarching 

aim of emphasising US-German friendship in Berlin.579  

Moving from this introductory section into the main body of his speech, the 

President declared: ‘2000 years ago the proudest boast was “Civi[s] Romanus sum.” 

Today, in the world of freedom, the proudest boast is “Ich bin ein Berliner.”’580 To 

those watching from the square, it would have appeared that Kennedy was now reading 

from his pre-prepared script; in the official film footage, the President can be seen 

looking down at his cue cards as he utters these famous words.581 When examining the 

first card in the JFKPL, however, one realises that this was not the case. Indeed, rather 

than reading the words which had been drafted by Sorensen a few days previously,582  

Kennedy was in fact referring to a much later addition – scrawled in pencil across the 

first cue card of the abandoned address are the Latin and German phrases, ‘Civus 

Romanus sum’ and ‘Ich bin ein Berliner’. As Figure 15 illustrates, this last-minute 

notation, written phonetically in Kennedy’s near illegible handwriting, sees the ‘C’ of 

‘Civis’ replaced with a ‘K’, and ‘Berliner’ spelt as ‘Bearleener’.583 But despite having 

taken the time to write his own pronunciation aids, Kennedy was still clearly 

apprehensive about his ability to say the phrases correctly; these foreign quotations 

were delivered much faster than those observations made in his measured, Bostonian 

drawl, and, as the film footage indicates, he proceeded to step away from the lectern 

after this section of his speech as if in embarrassment.584 Keen to further style his way 
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out of this potentially awkward situation, the President took time to thank his 

interpreter, with a smile, for ‘translating [his] German’.585 This moment of self-

deprecating humour would be met with yet another wave of applause from the 

crowd.586     

 

Figure 15: The first cue card of President Kennedy’s Rathaus Schöneberg address.587 

 

The Latin and German quotations uttered by Kennedy, whilst negotiated in a 

humorous manner, were of paramount importance to the geopolitical aims of his 

address. For in equating Roman citizenship with being a citizen of Berlin, the President 

was pursuing a number of consequential ends. First and foremost, he was flattering the 

West Berliners. Just as ancient Rome prided itself on being a centre of enlightened 

thought and order, Kennedy seems to have been implying that West Berlin was 

similarly a bastion of civility. Like those Romans who could rejoice in being free in a 
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world where enslavement was rife, he offered the West Berliners an image of 

themselves living a life of liberty, unlike that of their compatriots in East Berlin. 

Secondly, the President would appear to have chosen this phrase with knowledge of 

its legal connotations. During the life of St Paul, as recorded in Acts 16, the apostle 

famously declared himself to be a Roman, thereby exercising his right to be tried in a 

Roman court and treated with the respect due him on account of his citizenship.588 

Kennedy’s reference to those unique rights and responsibilities which were instilled 

upon Roman citizens might therefore be seen as suggesting that Berliners also enjoyed 

similar privileges; offering what appears to be an implicit allusion to Berlin’s geo-

legal standing, his analogy is grounded upon an understanding of the city as a distinct 

legal enclave, separate from the BRD and the DDR. Finally, the President may well 

have been playing on a further connotation of the proclamation, ‘civis Romanus sum’. 

In the writings of Roman statesman and philosopher Marcus Tullius Cicero, the 

pronouncement of these three simple words is noted as having the ability to ‘ward off 

all blows’ and guarantee the speaker safe passage in foreign lands.589 Mistreating a 

Roman citizen, in other words, was an offence which risked unleashing the full force 

of Rome in reprisal.590 America, the President was perhaps suggesting, was equally 

committed to defending the liberty of West Berliners against any encroachment by a 

foreign foe.  

Continuing in his deviation from the scripted speech, Kennedy then proceeded to 

ruminate on a series of recent debates about the West’s relationship with the 

communist world: 

 

There are many people in the world who really don’t understand, or say they don’t, what is 

the great issue between the free world and the Communist world. Let them come to Berlin. 

There are some who say that communism is the wave of the future. Let them come to Berlin. 
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And there are some who say in Europe and elsewhere that we can work with the 

Communists. Let them come to Berlin. And there are even a few who say that it is true that 

communism is an evil system, but it permits us to make economic progress. “Lasst sie nach 

Berlin kommen.”591 

 

Those who only encountered this section of the President’s address via the printed 

transcript which was later released to the press might have been forgiven for thinking 

that Kennedy was characterising Berlin, as he had done back in July 1961, as a version 

of the ‘great testing place’.592 To be sure, his words would appear to portray the city 

as a site where those uncertain about the Cold War might go to test their views and, in 

so doing, garner a clearer sense of the state of world politics. But the force and 

conviction with which the President actually delivered these statements tells a different 

story. Rather than being conveyed as a calm and measured challenge to those with 

undecided political opinions, the film footage shows that Kennedy spoke these words 

with considerable force and palpable venom. Punctuating each iteration of the refrain, 

‘Let them come to Berlin’, by rapping the knuckle of his right forefinger on the wooden 

lectern, the President appears as a man visibly frustrated by those who persisted in 

ignorance of what life was like in the city. When coupled with these powerful 

constituents of the speech’s performance, the viewer therefore cannot help but 

interpret the President’s meaning as being that, upon arriving in Berlin, an individual 

would not deliberate calmly or at great length. Instead, their minds would be made up 

instantly, for they would be confronted head-on by the evils of the communist system 

and its inherent incompatibility with liberal democracy.  

Kennedy’s deviation from the scripted address was to continue for another eighty-

four seconds.593 But following the vehemence of the ‘Let them come to Berlin’ section, 

the President seems to have made a conscious decision to speak in a manner which 
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came closer to satisfying the geopolitical ambitions of his visit. Drawing attention to 

the history of US military and financial investment in West Berlin since the end of the 

Second World War, Kennedy made clear to his audience the extent to which such 

action had fostered material and emotional bonds between them: ‘I want to say, on 

behalf of my countrymen, […] who are far distant from you, that they take the greatest 

pride that they have been able to share with you, even from a distance, the story of the 

last 18 years.’594 He then proceeded to very literally hammer home to those gathered 

the imaginary of West Berlin as a metropolis standing defiantly in the face of 

communist threat. Striking the lectern with the introduction of each new clause, the 

President declared: ‘I know of no town, no city, that has been besieged for 18 years 

that still lives with the vitality and the force and the hope and the determination of the 

City of West Berlin.’595 And it was only after this point – some six minutes into his 

address – that Kennedy actually began speaking from Sorensen’s script.   

For a short while, the President seemed content to rely on his cue cards. During this 

part of the address, the US Government Agencies’ film footage indicates that the 

crowd became more subdued and Kennedy’s oratorial style noticeably slicker – gone 

are the ponderous pauses which characterised earlier sentences conceived on the 

spot.596 As prompted, the President reminded the West Berliners of their role in 

bringing about a time of ‘peace’ and ‘justice’ for ‘all mankind’.597 But whereas in the 

scripted version these words were to act as the inspirational conclusion of his address, 

Kennedy chose to append them with remarks inspired by his earlier improvisation: 

‘All free men, wherever they may live, are citizens of Berlin, and, therefore, as a free 

man, I take pride in the words “Ich bin ein Berliner.”’598 When those in the square had 

first heard the phrase ‘Ich bin ein Berliner’, it had been tied to the accolade ‘civis 
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Romanus sum’. Yet, in this second iteration, Kennedy refashioned the statement so as 

to allow it to function as a far more personal pledge. Taking sole ownership of the once 

collective ‘Ich’, the President proclaimed himself to be a citizen of Berlin, thereby 

tying himself explicitly to both the city and its fate. 

As made clear earlier in this chapter, the speech at the Rathaus Schöneberg was not 

the first occasion on 26 June 1963 during which Kennedy deviated from his pre-

prepared script. Nor were such improvised addresses unusual in the context of his 

political career. As Sorensen would note following the President’s death, Kennedy’s 

penchant for speaking off-the-cuff was an ongoing source of frustration for journalists, 

who, having been provided with typescripts of his planned addresses in advance, 

quickly marked him out as a ‘“text deviate”’.599 This was also something of a family 

trait; during his visit to Berlin the previous February, a reporter for the Washington 

Post had drawn attention to how Robert Kennedy repeatedly ‘discarded other speeches 

prepared for the whirlwind series of ceremonies’.600  

Despite this marked familial tendency, however, testimonies by members of the 

Kennedy administration suggest that the President’s improvised address in Rudolph-

Wilde-Platz was both unexpected and, more importantly still, had had clear origins in 

the day’s extraordinary proceedings. Notably, the bodies, objects, actions, and affects 

which constituted the ‘gala mood’ in Berlin would seem to have played a major part 

in buffeting the President off course. White House intern Priscilla Wear, for example, 

remembered Kennedy as having been ‘terribly moved by the crowds. Terribly, terribly 

moved’.601 Kenneth O’Donnell and Special Assistant to the President David Powers 

likewise observed that ‘Kennedy could not prevent himself from saying what his heart 

wanted him to say, he was carried away by the courage of the West Berliners […] and 

he had to tell the people how he felt about them.’602 In an oral history interview 
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conducted for the JFKPL, the then-British Ambassador to Washington, William David 

Ormsby-Gore, would also note that Kennedy had been ‘immensely moved’ by the 

reception which he had received.603 There was something unique, each of these 

testimonies imply, about the situation in which the President had found himself on the 

streets of Berlin, and it was this, more than any predisposition for improvisation, which 

had prompted his heart-felt remarks. 

Reviewing eyewitness accounts, another factor which would appear to have 

contributed to the President’s deviation is the effect that seeing Berlin’s sector border 

– ‘topped with broken glass and barbed wire, garrisoned on the Communist side by 

guards with rifles at the ready’ – had had on him.604 ‘No one is ever prepared for the 

Wall’, Schlesinger Jr. remarked later, ‘it shocked and appalled the President, and he 

was still angry when he came out of the city hall and faced the seething crowd in the 

Rudolph Wilde Platz.’605 Such a conclusion finds notable support in recent scholarship 

examining the affective power of the built environment and material objects. As 

Gillian Rose and others have argued, engagement with the physical landscape is never 

exclusively confined to the aesthetic and semiotic, but is an embodied process, 

experienced as a sensory affront, which can evoke a range of affective responses.606 

Analysing the agency of ruins, Gay Hawkins and Stephen Muecke have similarly 

observed that neglected matter ‘can touch the most visceral registers of the self’, 

triggering responses which remind subjects of the body’s ‘intensities’ and impinge on 

its apparent order.607 Drawing upon Hawkins and Muecke’s examination of 

ruinscapes, one might therefore speculate that the assault on Kennedy’s senses 
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inflicted by the violent materiality of Berlin’s sector border contributed to his 

spontaneous outburst. The sensory disturbance produced by the border tested both the 

control which Kennedy had over his own embodied response and the control exerted 

over his person by the event’s protocol arrangements.  

From the extant evidence, then, it would seem that the situation and materiality in 

which the President found himself on 26 June 1963 directed him towards a particular 

course of action and expression. But rather than eliciting the extremes of either 

complete passivity or unchecked agency, these features of the visit’s performance 

instead gave rhythm to Kennedy’s actions and modulated their enactment. As Duff 

suggests elsewhere, atmospheres and their constituent elements provide the conditions 

for guiding action in place, equipping actors with ‘an array of resources useful for the 

realisation of specific experiences, ambitions and capacities’.608 

That Kennedy’s carefully controlled manner had been challenged in Rudolph-

Wilde-Platz was obvious from his strange demeanour in the seconds immediately 

following the conclusion of the address; somewhat unusually for a man who had ample 

experience of speaking publicly, the President appeared nervous and uncomfortable 

from the moment he stopped talking. As can be seen in the official film footage, 

Kennedy quickly backed away from the lectern, struggled to put his cue cards back 

into his jacket pocket, and then stepped to his right, almost as if desperate to retreat 

into the Rathaus Schöneberg. Unfortunately for the President, however, courtesy 

dictated that he should stay to accept the ‘endless’ applause with which his remarks 

had been met.609  

Whilst Kennedy’s words contributed to new levels of jubilation amongst the West 

Berliners, this ecstatic atmosphere did not envelope the whole of the square. In fact, it 

would be more accurate to diagnose the atmospheric geography of Rudolph-Wilde-

Platz as uneven, fluctuating, and varied.610 Certainly, an altogether less euphoric 
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atmosphere was registered by those who stood behind the President on the platform.611 

For example, when Kennedy began his refrain of ‘Let them come to Berlin’, Theodore 

Sorensen’s face dropped, with the speech writer remaining in a state of visible 

discomfort for some time afterwards.612 As the author of the abandoned text, that 

Sorensen should be afflicted by a sense of personal disappointment is understandable. 

And yet, there were also pressing political reasons for his concern. Sixteen days earlier, 

Kennedy had announced a radical new foreign policy stance during a speech at 

American University in Washington, DC. Outlining this approach under the title, 

‘Strategy of Peace’, the President had called on Americans to re-examine their attitude 

towards the Cold War and its resolution. Rather than seek to achieve ‘an absolute, 

infinite concept of universal peace’ predicated on the destruction of the Soviet Union, 

Kennedy had advocated a ‘more practical, attainable peace’ to be achieved via ‘a series 

of concrete actions and effective agreements’.613 The first step towards realising this 

aim, he had argued, would be the instigation of trilateral negotiations between the US, 

the UK, and the Soviet Union on the prospect of establishing a nuclear test ban 

treaty.614 The Soviet Union was no longer to be viewed as an irreconcilable adversary, 

in short, but as a potential partner in attaining a peaceful and prosperous future. But 

here was Kennedy in Berlin, pronouncing before an audience of millions that the 

communist world was one with whom negotiation was not only undesirable, but 

impossible. It is therefore hardly surprising that Sorensen was visibly apprehensive 

during the Rathaus Schöneberg address – with his unscripted outpouring, the President 

was threatening both to reverse a hard-won revision in public opinion and derail his 

own foreign policy.   

It was not only members of the Kennedy administration who found themselves 

unable to conceal their discomfort during the President’s speech. Even in ‘One Day in 
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Berlin’, a film produced by the US government to promote US-German relations, the 

editors were unable to hide the pronounced displeasure shown by West Berlin’s 

Governing Mayor.615 Three weeks after the President’s visit, Brandt and his Press 

Secretary, Egon Bahr, were due to speak at the Evangelische Akademi Tutzing, where 

they planned to unveil the policy which would later be known as Ostpolitik. As 

discussed in Chapter Four, Brandt had long been an advocate of expanding 

negotiations with the DDR in an effort to bring about Germany’s reunification. And, 

at Tutzing, he and Bahr intended to give this strategy renewed impetus by drawing 

upon the principles of Kennedy’s ‘Strategy of Peace’ and arguing for their application 

with regard to overcoming Germany’s division.616 Listening to the President speak on 

26 June 1963 – not in the manner of a politician seeking peace, but as a cold warrior 

reluctant to negotiate with communist nations – Brandt thus had every reason to fear 

the impact such rhetoric would have on East-West relations, and, by extension, the 

future of his Ostpolitik.  

In the short term, however, Brandt’s more pressing concern would appear to have 

been the effect that Kennedy’s rousing speech had had on West Berlin’s citizenry. 

Reflecting upon this unease fifteen years later, Brandt would recall: ‘Enthusiasm 

blazed up almost too fiercely for my taste when Kennedy, speaking in well-turned 

phrases, appealed to the harassed city’s spirit of resistance. Any notes of compromise 

and conciliation were drowned by the thunder of applause.’617 For the President, the 

atmosphere in Rudolph-Wilde-Platz had been both without precedent and a force 

which challenged his carefully controlled public persona. The veteran Brandt’s initial 

reaction, by contrast, was to identify the foreboding nature of this mass outpouring of 

public sentiment and seek to control it. Adenauer, who had witnessed the rise of 

National Socialism and experienced first-hand the grip which a charismatic leader 

could exert over the national consciousness, was similarly apprehensive. ‘“Does this 
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mean that Germany can have another Hitler?”’, he reportedly commented to Rusk as 

both men stood on the platform.618  

Brandt would not have to wait long for his opportunity to ‘subdue the crowd’s 

emotions’ and begin rectifying what he saw as the President’s mistakes.619 After 

Kennedy had been allowed to step down from the lectern, the Governing Mayor 

assumed his place before the audience. Attempting to bring the overriding message of 

the occasion back to one which suited his own agenda, Brandt began by reasserting 

the long history of cooperation between the Western Allies and the people of Berlin. 

‘This city has survived because of the Berliner’s determination to live despite every 

obstacle’, he observed. ‘Nevertheless, this would not have been possible without the 

support of true friends throughout all these trying years.’620 In terms which were likely 

to have been welcomed by members of the Kennedy administration, Brandt then went 

on to stress the significance of West Berlin’s emergence ‘as a great and flourishing 

community’ which could look to the future with confidence.621 However, as had been 

the case during his address at Flughafen Tegel, the Governing Mayor also remained 

committed to registering the dissonance which existed between his own understanding 

of Berlin’s geo-legal classification and that held by his American guests. Directly 

contradicting both the Kennedy administration’s assertion that Berlin was no longer 

the capital of Germany and their commitment to respecting Soviet authority in East 

Berlin, Brandt told the crowd that, as ‘[t]he Mayor of Germany’s capital’, he was ‘also 

the voice of [those] countrymen beyond the Wall who [could not] speak for 

themselves’.622 

The concern which Brandt had felt during the President’s provocative dismissal of 

talks with the Soviet Union would likewise influence the substance of his address. 

Indeed, the Governing Mayor went to great lengths to remind those gathered of the 
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successive commitments to negotiation which had been made by the President in 

recent weeks: 

 

We fully recognize the great hopes and expectations linked with the strategy of peace 

developed by the President before and during his trip to Germany. It is our firm wish to 

contribute to this plan and the building of a new Europe.623 

 

Conscious, too, that Kennedy’s apparent change of heart had the potential to 

undermine the policy which he was to outline in Tutzing, Brandt also sought to 

convince the crowd of the value which the President’s ‘Strategy of Peace’ would have 

when applied to the situation in Germany: ‘This will be the way to self-determination. 

In this way we shall also achieve the reunification of our people. My friends, we have 

now reached a truly great moment in the history of our city.’624 Having taken these 

precautionary steps, the Governing Mayor returned quickly to the final business of this 

particular engagement: Kennedy’s signing of Berlin’s Golden Book. Reminding the 

raucous crowd that the ceremony should be observed in a ‘solemn silence’ broken only 

by the tolling of the Freedom Bell, Brandt was likely to have felt a degree relief that 

the dictates of his city’s tradition would intervene to calm the atmosphere.625   

    

THE ADDRESSES AT THE FREIE UNIVERSITÄT AND US 

MILITARY HEADQUARTERS  

Once the book signing ceremony had been concluded, the presidential party 

retreated into the Rathaus Schöneberg where a substantial luncheon had been prepared. 

Some 150 guests had been invited to share this banquet with the President, including 

leading figures from amongst the Bonn and West Berlin intelligentsia.626 Whilst those 

fortunate enough to secure a seat at the table would have the privilege of hearing 
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Kennedy issue a short toast – during which he expressed his gratitude for the ‘million’ 

Berliners who had welcomed him – the thousands who remained in Rudolph-Wilde-

Platz nevertheless continued their own uproarious commendation.627 Moved by the 

persistence of the revellers and conscious, too, that many more had since arrived with 

the hope of catching a second glimpse of his person, Kennedy would later return to the 

platform; accompanied once again by Brandt and Adenauer, the President took this 

final opportunity to survey the crowd in Rudolph-Wilde-Platz and receive its 

affirmation.628  

By around 15.00, the presidential motorcade was moving again, this time towards 

the Freie Universität. As the convoy made its way, academic representatives from 

across West Berlin’s higher education institutions began congregating at the 

university’s campus ahead of the ceremony during which the President was to receive 

his honorary degree. Since the conferral of this award was expected to draw crowds 

far exceeding the capacity of any lecture theatre, the planners had decided that it would 

be best to move the proceedings to a parking area outside the Henry-Ford-Bau.629 

Although this might not have been the most salubrious of locations at which to 

welcome a US President, official memoranda indicate that the area did boast certain 

advantages which were in keeping with the organisers’ desire to expose Kennedy to 

as many Berliners as possible. As had been detailed in an airgram sent to the US State 

Department on 1 June 1963, the fact that the Henry-Ford-Bau opened onto 

‘Bolzmanstrasse at the rear with a 300-yard grass area beyond’ would allow potentially 

‘thousands’ of additional students to witness the occasion.630 However, not everyone 

was as keen about this arrangement as the Kennedy administration; a caretaker at Freie 

Universität had earlier complained to journalists that allowing such crowds onto the 
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campus would likely result in the destruction of ‘some $10,000 worth of prize roses 

and other plants’.631  

  

Figure 16: President Kennedy arriving at the Garystraße entrance of the Freie Universität 

Berlin’s Henry-Ford-Bau.632 

 

By the time that the motorcade finally drew up at the Garystraße entrance of the 

Henry-Ford-Bau, the President’s visit was running thirty minutes behind schedule 

(Figure 16). As planned, Kennedy was met by a welcoming party which included 

Rector Ernst Heinitz, Pro-Rector Eduard Neumann, and Dr Horst Hartwich of the Freie 

Universtät, as well as Pro-Rector Paul Hilbig of Berlin’s Technische Universität. 

Having introduced themselves to the President, these men swiftly escorted him 
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through the building to the canvas-covered pavilion which had been constructed in the 

parking lot. Upon reaching this area, Kennedy – flanked once again by Brandt and 

Adenauer – was led to a row of seats which had been reserved for the party. Conscious 

that the President should remain visible throughout, staff at the university had arranged 

for Kennedy’s chair to be positioned ‘slightly [further] forward’ than the others – a 

piece of stage management that made it abundantly clear which of the assembled 

dignitaries was the guest of honour.633 Once the visitors were seated, the thirty-minute 

ceremony proceeded as intended. The audience was treated to ‘a very brief musical 

selection, a five-minute formal greeting by Rector Heinitz (in German) and [the] 

citation of [Kennedy’s] degree in Latin’.634 The President was then invited to step 

forward, receive the black and silver-blue ribboned medal in formal recognition of his 

degree, and assume his position behind the podium to deliver a fifteen-minute address. 

Unlike the other speeches which Kennedy had delivered during the visit, that given at 

the Freie Universität would not be translated into German.635    

As he had done throughout the day, Kennedy began his address by issuing a formal 

and deferential welcome to those who had gathered to hear him. Another feature 

recognisable from his earlier speeches was the geopolitical framing of West Berlin as 

a site of capitalist success. ‘West Berlin has been blockaded, threatened, harassed,’ the 

President told the crowd, ‘but it continues to grow in industry and culture and size, and 

in the hearts of free men.’636 The geopolitical imaginary of West Berlin as a Western 

Allied protectorate also made a return, with him noting that the ‘shield of military 

commitment’ with which the US, ‘in association with two other great powers’, had 

guarded the freedom of West Berlin would not be lowered or put aside so long as its 

presence was needed.637 But unlike his previous addresses, Kennedy did not leave the 
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imaginary there. Rather, for the first time that day, the President elected to both 

develop and nuance the notion that West Berlin was a space firmly under the protection 

of the Western Allies. Offering a subtle but powerful critique of those – like Adenauer 

and de Gaulle – who maintained that the key to achieving Berlin’s and Germany’s 

reunification lay in holding fast and awaiting the collapse of the Soviet Union, 

Kennedy warned his audience that ‘it [was] not enough to mark time, to adhere to a 

status quo, while awaiting a change for the better’.638 As an alternative, the President 

argued that the West Berliners and their counterparts in the BRD had to be as proactive 

as possible in their quest to obtain a united future. Pre-empting those policies which 

would later become central to Brandt’s Ostpolitik, he entreated them to ‘improve the 

lot and maintain the hopes’ of those residing in the DDR. Such an undertaking should 

be implemented, he continued, ‘through all the contacts and communication that 

[could be] established – through all the trade that Western security permit[ted]’.639 

Drawing explicit attention to the calibre of the academic community assembled before 

him, the President remarked that they, as those in possession of a privileged education, 

were under ‘special obligation’ to take up this mission.640    

Having instilled his audience with a new sense of collective endeavour, Kennedy 

went on to offer a timely reminder that the ‘right of free choice’, for which they, as 

members of a divided nation, were struggling, was ‘no special privilege claimed by 

Germans alone’.641 Subordinating the situation in Germany to the wider pursuit of 

global détente, the President drew the crowd’s attention to other groups who were also 

seeking to overcome segregation and strife. ‘The people of the developing nations’, he 

observed by way of example, ‘have intensified their pursuit of economic and social 

justice’.642 Nor was this swelling tide of political transformation and empowerment 

understood to be confined to the world outside the grip of Communism:  

 

 
638 Ibid. 
639 Ibid., p.2. 
640 Ibid.  
641 Ibid., p.3. 
642 Ibid., p.4. 
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The people of Eastern Europe, even after 18 years of oppression, are not immune to change. 

The truth doesn’t die. The desire for liberty cannot be fully supressed. The people of the 

Soviet Union, even after 45 years of party dictatorship, feel the forces of historical 

revolution.643 

 

 

 

Figure 17: President Kennedy delivering his address outside the Freie Universität Berlin’s 

Henry-Ford-Bau.644 

 
643 Ibid. 
644 Universitätsarchiv der Freien Universität Berlin, John F. Kennedy, Präsident der USA, bei seiner 

Ansprache vor dem Henry-Ford-Bau, 6.-Foto/RF_0129-06, ID: 117241, Provenienzen: Reinhard 

Friedrich. 
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The President’s overriding message at the Freie Universität, therefore, was that the 

Cold War would not be resolved by maintaining a status quo of entrenched opposition, 

but through influencing and reaching out to the communist world. Yet whilst this 

notion was very much in keeping with his broader ‘Strategy of Peace’, both its 

credibility and purchase with the audience had been significantly weakened by 

Kennedy’s earlier insinuation that negotiation with communist countries was 

impossible – an irony which had also not been lost on the President’s Special Advisor 

on National Security Affairs, McGeorge Bundy. Indeed, fearing that this inconsistency 

would be apparent to commentators and audience members alike, Bundy had hastily 

taken it upon himself to insert a new section into the President’s speech.645 As is clear 

from cue cards held by the JFKPL, this addition sought to clarify the controversial 

elements of Kennedy’s speech outside the Rathaus Schöneberg in a manner which 

reconciled them with a policy of peaceful cooperation (see Figure 18). In particular, 

Bundy’s hand-written note instructed the President to emphasise that his earlier 

objection had not been to instigating talks with the Soviet Union per se, but to 

embracing ‘popular fronts’ and the fanciful belief that Communism and Capitalism 

could be seamlessly enmeshed. Nevertheless, when comparing the wording of 

Bundy’s addition with the official transcript of the President’s speech, one begins to 

appreciate the difficulty of the task which confronted the Special Advisor; although 

Kennedy did manage to mediate the gist of Bundy’s intervention, he did so by once 

again straying from the revised script: ‘As I said this morning [sic], I am not impressed 

by opportunities open to popular fronts around the world. […] But I do believe in the 

necessity of great powers working together to preserve the human race, otherwise we 

can be destroyed’.646   

Bringing his address to an end, the President made one final emphatic assertion 

with regard to the necessity of cooperation and collaboration between the Western 

 
645 JFKPL, John F. Kennedy Oral History Collection, McGeorge Bundy Oral History Interview – JFK 

#1, 3/1964, p.29.  
646 JFKPL, Presidential Papers, POF, Remarks of the President at Free University West Berlin, 

Germany, 26 June 1963, Box 45, p.4. 



Chapter Five: ‘We’ll never have another day like this one’ 

 209  

powers. Following the backlash against his ‘Draft Principles’, Kennedy had been made 

acutely aware of the widespread desire for reunification amongst the West Berlin and 

BRD public. And now, speaking just over a year later, he sought to harness this 

sentiment for his own advantage: ‘[A]ny division [or] weakness only makes our task 

more difficult. Nor can the West ever negotiate a peaceful reunification of Germany 

from a divided and uncertain and competitive base’.647 The path to a united Germany 

did not lie in an isolated Franco-German Axis, according to Kennedy, but in a united 

Euro-Atlantic Alliance.  

 

 

 

Figure 18: McGeorge Bundy’s hand-written addition to President  

Kennedy’s Freie Universität Berlin address.648 

 

 
647 Ibid. 
648 JFKPL, Presidential Papers, POF, Address at the Free University, 16 June 1963, Box 45. 
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After offering these final remarks and accepting the rapturous applause which 

followed, Kennedy was ushered back through the Henry-Ford-Bau and into the 

waiting limousine. But he was not joined by Adenauer and Brandt on this occasion, 

for it was at this point that members of the presidential party were to go their separate 

ways, with the German, British and French contingents making directly for Flughafen 

Tegel and the Americans due to visit the US military headquarters in the district of 

Zehlendorf. With the Governing Mayor’s and Chancellor’s positions now occupied by 

General Polk and Ambassador McGhee respectively, the party headed southwards 

along Clayalle. As had been specified in a message to the US State Department on 1 

June 1963, the motorcade drove the full length of the street so that Kennedy could 

inspect the members of the Berlin Brigade assembled in front of the US military 

headquarters from the vantage point of his car.649 With this formality duly completed, 

the presidential limousine then made a smooth U-turn and came halt before a speaker’s 

rostrum which had been positioned on the central reservation.     

Assuming his position behind the microphone, Kennedy began his penultimate 

address of the day. After introducing both General Clay and Ambassador McGhee to 

the audience, the official transcript of the speech indicates that the President offered 

his ‘warmest thanks’ for the courage and determination with which the Berlin Brigade 

had protected the city’s western sectors.650 Building upon the imaginary of a global 

unified endeavour which he had developed during his speech at the Freie Universität, 

the President went on to describe what he believed to be the Brigade’s main role in the 

ongoing struggle for liberty. Whilst they were ‘an effective force on [their] own’, it 

was as an ‘arrowhead’, connected to ‘a long line of [their] colleagues in arms […] in 

dozens of countries touching all around the globe’, which Kennedy believed their true 

value lay.651 Perhaps motivated by a desire to placate the absent Adenauer and Brandt, 

the President elected to finish the speech by emphasising the significance of the 

 
649 JFKPL, Presidential Papers, NSF, Airgram to the Department of State, Subject: Program for 

Presidential Visit, Berlin June 26, 1963, 1 June 1963, Box 241, p.18.  
650 JFKPL, Presidential Papers, POF, Remarks of the President at United States Headquarters West 

Berlin, Germany, Box 45, n.p. 
651 Ibid. 
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reception which he and his administration had experienced over the past few days. 

‘[T]he warm welcome that all of us have received in Berlin and the Federal Republic,’ 

he told the crowd, ‘indicate[s] that you live among friends’.652  

Although those stationed at the US military headquarters were to enjoy the 

hospitality of Berlin indefinitely, their Commander in Chief’s time in the city was now 

drawing to a close. After completing this final appointment, the President began 

making his way back to Flughafen Tegel. But in contrast to the motorcade’s triumphal 

procession through the busy streets of West Berlin earlier that day, the majority of the 

return journey would be via the city’s more inhospitable Autobahn – circumstances 

which would not deter some Berliners from attempting to catch one last look at the 

President. As George Meany would later recall in an oral history interview: ‘[P]eople 

had been standing [on each side of the Autobahn] for hours, just to get a glimpse of 

the President. They must have been 75 or 100 feet away but stood there all day’.653 

Upon his return to Flughafen Tegel, Kennedy was to experience almost a mirror 

image of the visit’s arrival ceremony. Once he had disembarked from his car, he was 

met again by General Toulouse and took the opportunity to say a few private goodbyes 

to those who had accompanied him. Reverting to a more formal means of leave-taking, 

the President then moved into position in front of the Allied Honoured Guard and unit 

of the West Berlin Police Force which had greeted him that morning. A nearby band 

played four ‘Ruffles and Flourishes’ and ‘Hail to the Chief’, before a twenty-one-gun 

salute was fired. In accordance with the visit’s protocol arrangements, the President 

subsequently walked over to the press area so that he might receive an official message 

of farewell.  

As had been agreed, the honour of bidding Kennedy goodbye fell to Adenauer.654 

A little over a year earlier, the Chancellor had sparked an explosion of anti-American 

sentiment by deriding Kennedy’s Berlin policy, describing it as tantamount to a 

 
652 Ibid. 
653 JFKPL, John F. Kennedy Oral History Collection, George Meany Oral History Interview -JFK #2, 
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654 JFKPL, Presidential Papers, NSF, Airgram to the Department of State, Subject: Program for 
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permanent curtailment of the German reunification project and an abandonment of the 

city’s inhabitants. Hence, it was likely with a great deal of relief and pleasure that the 

President was to hear Adenauer’s glowing words of parting: 

 

On behalf of the German people, Mr. President, I thank you from the bottom of my heart 

for your visit to Germany, including Berlin. I hope that you will take home such impressions 

that will enable you to understand and appreciate the feelings and sentiment of the German 

people. There is no need to elaborate on what the German people think of you. This you 

have experienced for yourself. Their feelings are genuine; it all sprung from the heart. Thank 

you once again, Mr. President; and bon voyage.655  

 

The President’s own departing remarks were to be equally warm. Repeating an 

anecdote which he had shared in Wiesbaden the previous evening, Kennedy explained 

to those assembled that, upon his return to the US, he would ‘leave a note for [his] 

successor which would say “To be opened at a time of some discouragement,” and in 

it would be written the three words “Go to Germany”’. Ending this section of his 

address with the smiling admission that he ‘may open that note [himself] some day 

[sic]’, Kennedy’s attention turned to more serious matters.656 Acknowledging that US-

German relations – whose bolstering had been a central aim of his visit – had been 

somewhat fraught in recent times, the President stated: ‘[T]he American people 

perhaps wonder on occasions whether all that has been done since the end of 1945, all 

the responsibilities and burdens that they have accepted, whether any of this effort [is] 

recognized and appreciated.’657 Due, in part, to the reception which he had received in 

Berlin, Kennedy decided that his final words should give voice to his firm belief that 

the events of this momentous, unprecedented day had ended such concerns. Yet only 

time would tell whether this parting optimism was indeed shared by the US public and 

press – a question which will be addressed in the next chapter.  

 
655 Press and Information Office of Berlin, A Great Day in the history of Berlin, June 26, 1963, p.48. 
656 JFKPL, Presidential Papers, POF, Remarks of the President upon Departure from Tegel Airport 

Berlin, Germany, n.p. 
657 Ibid. 
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CONCLUSION 

Kennedy’s visit to Berlin was an apparatus designed to achieve certain objectives. 

Through the subtle nuances and intricacies of its protocol arrangements, US 

government personnel had believed that this occasion would cast the western sectors 

of the city as both a vibrant Allied-occupied territory and an exemplary site of US-

German friendship. What actually transpired in Berlin on 26 June 1963, however, was 

an altogether different story. The performed proceedings overflowed their pre-given 

boundaries both spatially and temporally, breaking from the linear action sequences 

which had been set out so carefully beforehand. Of course, many of the excessive and 

disruptive energies which defined Kennedy’s visit had been anticipated in advance. 

As we saw in the previous chapter, members of the US State Department and the 

USBER had long suspected that the likes of Adenauer and Brandt would attempt to 

use the occasion as an opportunity to re-issue the claim that Berlin was not a city under 

Allied occupation but a Land of the BRD. Yet there was also a wealth of actions and 

utterances which alluded even the most fertile of imaginations. No one foresaw, for 

instance, the creative ways with which the people of West Berlin would subvert the 

event’s security arrangements in the hope coming into contact with Kennedy. Nor had 

anyone expected the spectacular displays of unbridled affection which materialised on 

the streets of the city. But arguably the greatest surprise of the day was the behaviour 

of the event’s lead protagonist. Despite having been personally involved in the visit’s 

organisation and being acutely aware of its geopolitical significance, the President 

would deliver a series of statements which were not only off-script, but framed Berlin 

in a manner which threatened to jeopardise his own foreign policy. 

But why did Kennedy’s visit unfold in this way? There can be little doubt that 

individual intentionality played a part. In the case of Adenauer’s and Brandt’s 

comments concerning Berlin’s geo-legal status, there is much evidence to suggest that 

both men were cognisant of the unscripted and politically incendiary nature of these 

remarks. And yet, we cannot attribute what transpired entirely to the conscious 

thoughts and actions of human subjects. As we have seen, the visit was not simply a 
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‘thing’ which could be moulded and manipulated at will, but a unique coming together 

of practices, assumptions, affects, and materials which regularly exceeded the 

cognitive acts of the individual. Statespersons who prided themselves on their 

passivity were left visibly shaken by the site of Berlin’s sector border; once law-

abiding citizens pushed and shoved against police officers at the site of the presidential 

motorcade; and paragons of self-control were buoyed and, in some cases, completely 

consumed by the ever-mounting hysteria. These unforeseen practices and the socio-

material agencies which underpinned them were also not without consequence, for 

they set in motion energies which both acted back on the event and opened up a 

multitude of opportunities for knowledge production. As John Rajchman has noted 

elsewhere:  

 

An event is […] not something one inserts into an emplotted dramatic sequence with its start 

and finish, for it initiates a new sequence that retrospectively determines its beginnings, and 

which leaves its ends unknown and undetermined.658 

 

The next chapter will examine how members of the US press attempted to discipline 

the many ‘unknown and undetermined’ ends of Kennedy’s visit and, in the process, 

established new forms of geopolitical knowledge.

 
658 John Rajchman, Philosophical Events: Essays of the ‘80s (New York: Columbia University Press, 

1991), p.xi. See also Anderson and Harrison, ‘The Promise of Non-Representational Theories’. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

‘LIVING IN THE BULL’S-EYE’: THE PORTRAYAL OF 

PRESIDENT KENNEDY’S VISIT TO BERLIN  
 

INTRODUCTION 

Being the focus of the printed news-media industry was something which excited 

and unsettled President Kennedy. Writing two years after his death, Theodore 

Sorensen described the nature and extent of this somewhat contradictory relationship 

between the President and the press. Throughout Kennedy’s time in office, Sorensen 

noted, ‘[h]e both assisted and resented the press corps as they dogged his every 

footstep’.659 The President was also recalled as having possessed both ‘an 

inexhaustible capacity to take displeasure from what he read, […] and an inexhaustible 

capacity to keep on reading more than anyone else in Washington’.660 For Kennedy, 

Sorensen summarised with token dramatism, his presence in printed news-media was 

a source of great satisfaction and instilled a discomfort akin to ‘living in the bull’s-

eye’ of a rifle-range target.661 

Although the curious dichotomy in Kennedy’s attitude towards the press may be 

attributed, in part, to the many personal demands and opportunities which 

accompanied being commented on in newspaper reports, it is also likely to have 

stemmed from an appreciation that news publications are far from neutral, discrete 

conveyors of information. As the products of individual biases, professional practices, 

organisational imperatives, and financial pressures, press accounts do not simply re-

present that which has already taken place, but actively constitute versions of reality 

in accordance with particular interests.662 In some circumstances, this creative process 

 
659 Sorensen, Kennedy, p.311. 
660 Ibid.  
661 Ibid., p.318. See also Schlesinger Jr., A Thousand Days; Pierre Salinger, With Kennedy (London: 

Jonathan Cape, 1966).  
662 See Jason Dittmer and David Parr, ‘Mediating Sovereignty: a comparative latent semantic analysis 

of US newspapers and conflicts in Kosovo and South Ossetia’, Media, War & Conflict, 4:2 (2011), 124-

41; Marcel Broersma, ‘The Unbearable Limitations of Journalism: On Press Critique and Journalism’s 

Claim to Truth’, The International Communication Gazette, 27:1 (2010), 21-33; Inka Salovaara-

Moring, ‘The East as an Object of Governance’. 
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may complement or even be the result of government imperatives.663 But, as 

Kennedy’s mixed attitude towards the newspaper industry seemingly attests, it can just 

as easily challenge the narration of phenomena by those in positions of power.664  

It should be appreciated that the influence which the press exerts over the definition 

of events is not confined exclusively to a visual logic, as one might expect. Rather, 

journalistic accounts define occurrences by evoking and appealing to all of the body’s 

sensitivities. As Fraser MacDonald has observed, words also have tactile, auditory, 

and olfactory connotations, and thereby are capable of impinging upon the entire 

bodily sensorium.665 Moreover, the likes of Judith Butler have argued that printed 

words and images can touch the most visceral registers of the self: triggering reactions 

and affects which – whether intended or otherwise – can have a profound impact on 

how individuals come to know and understand the world.666 Printed news-media do 

not endow events with characteristics solely on the basis of what they make visible, in 

short – they do so by drawing the reader into an embodied, more-than-representational 

encounter with the subject of interest.667  

The aim of this chapter is to explore how the US printed news-media industry 

portrayed Kennedy’s time in Berlin on 26 June 1963. Specifically, it examines the 

experiential fields – the spaces and times, affects and emotions, sounds and actions – 

which were rendered open to discernment in twelve US newspapers during the build-

 
663 Edward Herman and Noam Chomsky, Manufacturing Consent: The Political Economy of the Mass 

Media (New York: Pantheon Books, 1988); Joanne Sharp, ‘Hegemony, popular culture and geopolitics: 
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664 For example, Markus Ojala and Mervi Pantti, ‘Naturalising the new cold war: The geopolitics of 

framing the Ukrainian conflict in four European newspapers’, Global Media and Communication, 13:1 

(2017), 41-56; Holli Semetko and Patti Valkenburg, ‘Framing European Politics: A Content Analysis 

of Press and Television News’, Journal of Communication, 50:2 (2000), 93-109.  
665 Fraser MacDonald, ‘Space and the atom: On the popular geopolitics of Cold War rocketry’, 

Geopolitics, 13:4 (2008), 611-34. See also Paul Adams, ‘Media’, in The Ashgate Research Companion 

to Critical Geopolitics, edited by Klaus Dodds, Joanne Sharp, and Merje Kuus (London: Routledge, 

2013), pp.263-80. 
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Tauris, 2010), pp.41-65; ‘Photography, War, Outrage’, PMLA, 120:3 (2005), 822-27. 
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up, performance, and aftermath of the President’s visit, and thus shaped how this event 

was defined.668 In pursuing this task, the chapter also reflects upon the extent to which 

these regimes of experience served to strengthen and undermine the geopolitical 

agendas which members of the Kennedy administration sought to advance through the 

President’s time in Berlin. For whilst the previous chapter has shown how the 

representationalist logic which underpinned the planning of Kennedy’s trip was 

challenged by the contingencies of the event’s performance, it is nonetheless crucial 

to consider the impact which printed news-media, as sites of knowledge production, 

also had on the day’s assumed geopolitical significance. 

In studying how US newspapers portrayed Kennedy’s visit to Berlin, the chapter is 

indebted to the methodological insights of inquiries into popular geopolitics. Drawing 

together theories of cultural hegemony, feminist studies of the politicised nature of 

everyday life, and recent scholarship on emotion and affect, academics operating 

within the field of critical geopolitics – and, increasingly, international relations – have 

demonstrated how popular media outlets act as communicative arenas in which 

geopolitical knowledge is formulated, experienced, and re-worked.669 As noted in 

Chapter One, this enterprise was grounded predominantly upon textual deconstruction 

during critical geopolitics’ infancy; the task of the scholar was to provide alternative 

 
668 The newspaper publications analysed were those referenced in two State Department reports 

summarising US news coverage of Kennedy’s tour of Europe (JFKPL, Presidential Papers, NSF, Recent 

Public Comment on President Kennedy’s European Trip, 14 June 1963, Box 239; JFKPL, Presidential 

Papers, NSF, Special U.S. Press Roundup on President’s Trip, 27 June 1963, Box 239). These were the 

Atlanta Constitution, Baltimore Sun, Christian Science Monitor, Des Moines Register, Minneapolis 

Star, New York Herald Tribune (International Edition), New York Times, Philadelphia Inquirer, San 

Francisco Examiner, St. Louis Post-Dispatch, Washington Post Herald Tribune, and The Wall Street 

Journal. Due to their unavailability at the archival institutions consulted, the Chicago Daily News, 

Denver Post, New York Post, Providence Journal, San Francisco News, and Washington Star were not 

analysed. The date range of analysis was from 20 April 1963 to 20 July 1963 and reflected the frequency 

of substantial references (more than one sentence) to Kennedy’s visit to Berlin.  
669 See Dittmer and Gray ‘Popular Geopolitics 2.0’; David Grondin, ‘Publicising the US National 

Security State through Entertainment’, E-International Relations, 6 August 2014, <https://www.e-

ir.info/2014/08/06/publicizing-the-us-national-security-state-through-entertainment> [accessed 

11/10/19]; Matt Davies, ‘Teaching IR with Popular Culture’, E-International Relations, 26 June 2013, 

<https://www.e-ir.info/2013/06/26/teaching-ir-with-popular-culture/> [accessed: 11/10/19]. 
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readings of cultural media, so as to challenge their claims to geopolitical truth.670 

However, the scope of analytical inquiry has since been widened beyond an exclusive 

focus on ‘the text’ to include the infrastructures, sensory modes, affective economies, 

and cultural histories which are embedded in, and affected by, popular cultural 

productions.671 ‘If we want to understand, critique and challenge the power of texts to 

shape world politics and geopolitical subjectivities,’ as Martin Müller asserts, ‘our 

analysis must be attentive to the linguistic dimension of discourse, but reach beyond it 

at the same time.’672 

This chapter is organised both thematically and chronologically. It opens with an 

appraisal of what different newspapers believed to be the overriding objectives of 

Kennedy’s trip to Berlin, before examining the phenomena which were foregrounded 

in reports of the day itself. In this part of the chapter, special attention is awarded to 

the structures of experience which were privileged in portrayals of the crowd, 

Kennedy’s person, Berlin’s urban geographies, and the President’s address outside of 

the Rathaus Schöneberg. The chapter then documents how US newspapers depicted 

Nikita Khrushchev’s public appearances in East Berlin during late-June and early-July 

1963, and also considers the implications of these accounts for the perceived 

geopolitical significance of Kennedy’s visit. Lastly, a review of what US press reports 

argued were the leading consequences of the President’s time in Berlin is provided.  

 

THE PRESIDENT TO BERLIN?  

Following the official announcement of Kennedy’s visit to Berlin on 19 April 1963, 

the question of why the President intended to travel to the city was subject to 

 
670 Martin Müller, ‘Text, Discourse, Affect, and Things’. For example, see Dittmer, Captain America 
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considerable deliberation in the US press. For some commentators, the answer was 

obvious: Kennedy’s appearance in the former German capital would act as a tangible 

demonstration of America’s commitment to protecting West Berlin from communist 

aggression. This interpretation received particularly notable support in the Boston-

based Christian Science Monitor. In an article published on 4 June 1963, it was 

proposed that Kennedy was travelling to Berlin as ‘a great protector […] against any 

threat from the Soviet Union’.673 Continuing on this theme, a report published four 

days later speculated that the occasion would serve as ‘proof of American 

determination to defend the city against Communist threats’.674 The reasoning behind 

Kennedy’s visit was thus rendered as both pre-emptive and defensive; this event was 

to demonstrate to communist forces that any future encroachment on the liberties of 

West Berlin would be met with severe reprisals by the US.    

Although this narrative might seem to be in-keeping with the Kennedy 

administration’s desire to frame West Berlin as a territory under Western Allied 

protection, questions still remain over whether it would have received official 

approval. Perhaps most controversially, by constituting Kennedy’s visit as a response 

to unspecified communist or Soviet ‘threats’, the Christian Science Monitor served to 

perpetuate a simplified and unfavourable brand of geopolitical knowledge. Rather than 

being portrayed as rational political actors pursuing clearly defined policies with 

regard to Berlin, communist forces were established instead as inherently violent 

powers whose ongoing aggression towards the city could only be deterred through 

displays of ‘American determination’. The President’s visit, in short, was rationalised 

as an attempt to prevent Berlin from drowning in a constantly encroaching communist 

tide. Of course, such imagery was hardly new to US printed news-media: Kennedy’s 

Ambassador the Yugoslavia, George Kennan, had branded the Soviet Union as a 

potential rapist in a Foreign Affairs article in 1947,675 and publications such as the 
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Reader’s Digest regularly featured commentaries which depicted communist states as 

the sinister antitheses to American liberal democracy.676 But despite recycling 

geopolitical themes which were already established in US popular culture, the 

Christian Science Monitor’s Manichean-like rationalisation of the President’s visit ran 

directly counter to his evolving worldview. Indeed, just days after the articles 

referenced above were published, Kennedy launched his ‘Strategy of Peace’ at 

American University by requesting that US citizens revise their attitudes towards the 

Soviet Union. Instead of being regarded as evil adversaries who were hell-bent on 

America’s destruction, the President informed his audience that their Soviet 

counterparts should henceforth be viewed as a potential economic and political 

partners.677 Any accounts which situated Kennedy’s trip to Berlin within a global clash 

between Communism and Capitalism were thus hardly in accordance with US strategic 

interests. What is more, archival materials stored at the JFKPL reveal that the visit’s 

planners were eager to avoid giving the impression that this event was an aggressive 

or confrontational venture; in a US State Department report entitled ‘Reasons Why 

Kennedy Should Visit Berlin’, it is stipulated that the visit should provide ‘no reason’ 

for ‘sharpen[ing] tensions or hinder[ing] US-USSR talks’.678 Whilst reporters for the 

Christian Science Monitor may have been correct in arguing that a central objective 

of Kennedy’s visit was to illustrate the President’s dedication to protecting West 

Berlin, US statespersons clearly felt that such a goal should be achieved without 

referencing or provoking the Soviet Union.   

 There were, however, some newspapers which discussed Kennedy’s motivations 

for travelling to Berlin in a manner that was more conducive to his revised foreign 

policy. Foremost amongst these publications was the Washington Post, which 

informed its readers that the President would use his time in the city to give even 

greater scope and impetus to the ‘Strategy of Peace’. ‘It is in Berlin’, an article 
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published on the 23 June 1963 ran, ‘[…] that the President is expected to expand and 

clarify the overture he made to the Kremlin’.679 Such an assessment must surely have 

been pleasant reading for an administration working to open a new chapter in US-

Soviet relations. As, in all likelihood, would have been an editorial by Drew Pearson 

which argued that Kennedy’s trip was primarily an opportunity to prove that ‘he meant 

what he said in his American University speech’.680 That said, there were other 

elements of Pearson’s account which may have unsettled advocates of the President’s 

newly unveiled diplomatic initiative. Evoking the affectively charged atmospheres of 

Berlin, Pearson went on to assert that the ‘passions of the West Berliners’ were ‘likely 

to ignite the most impassive speaker’, and hence it was possible that the President 

might be prompted to ‘open old wounds, wave the flag, and goad the Russian bear’.681 

Even if Kennedy’s visit was organised on the basis of improving relations with the 

Soviet Union, readers of the Washington Post were informed that it was by no means 

guaranteed to achieve this goal – it was the event’s contingency-riddled performance 

which would ultimately determine its political ramifications.  

The impact which the President’s trip would have on America’s relationship with 

the Soviet Union was not the only focus of US printed news-media. For several 

publications, it was the anticipated emotional effects of Kennedy’s appearance in 

Berlin which were of particular interest. Crucially, it was proposed that the President 

was travelling to the city in order to address the fears, anxieties, and low morale which 

had gripped Berlin since the closure of the East-West sector border on 13 August 

1961.682 As an article for the St. Louis Post-Dispatch explained: 

 

[T]hose who know this country [Germany] say there are gnawing doubts about the future 

and the past. The wall separating East and West Berlin is a continuing reminder of the 

division of Germany, with 20,000,000 Germans under dictatorship a constant accusation of 

 
679 Washington Post, Times Herald, ‘President’s Trip Expected to Affect NATO’s Future and Moscow 

Talks’, 23 June 1963, A1 & A8, (A1).  
680 Washington Post, Times Herald, ‘The Wall and the Olive Branch’, 26 June 1963, D15.  
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50,000,000 Germans enjoying freedom. It is these doubts and fears that Mr. Kennedy is 

expected to speak, particularly when he is in Berlin viewing the hated wall. That is why his 

visit here is important.683 

 

Through a combination of his words and actions, it was anticipated that Kennedy 

would seek to provide a measure of comfort to West Germans and West Berliners 

alike, as well as give them hope that their compatriots in the East might one day be 

freed from the terrors of authoritarian rule. Nevertheless, a cursory glance across the 

multitude of press reports published prior to the visit also reveals that many writers 

expected that the President himself would be moved by the proceedings. Take Eugene 

Patterson of the Atlanta Constitution, who insisted that experiencing the sensory 

affront of Berlin’s sector border would shake Kennedy to the core. ‘One may read 

about the Wall and look at pictures of it’, he wrote. ‘But once seen, the ugly hog fence 

of masonry and wire stirs a man permanently – not only to cold outrage against its 

frightening builders, but to the quiet certainty that it cannot and will not stand.’684 West 

Berlin and its citizenry were not only identified as the intended objects of the 

President’s morale-boosting tour, but also subjects which could act back on him. 

From the extant evidence, it is clear that the President’s time in Berlin was expected 

to be an emotionally fuelled affair, likely moving both Kennedy and the city’s 

beleaguered public. There were, however, several commentators who mooted that the 

main effects of the President’s trip would transcend the spatio-temporal confines of 

the day itself. A topic of frequent discussion was the benefit which a presidential 

appearance in Berlin might have for US European policy. As a writer for The Wall 

Street Journal noted:  

 

[T]he Berlin visit will present the President as alliance chief, peering resolutely across the 

infamous wall. In Berlin and West Germany, Mr. Kennedy will find occasion to review U.S. 

 
683 St. Louis-Post Dispatch, ‘Kennedy Visit to Bonn To Reassure Germans On Change in Control’, 16 
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troops and provide a reminder that American soldiers are posted on the front line in Europe’s 

defense.685  

 

According to this narrative, Kennedy’s visit was orchestrated to establish West Berlin 

unequivocally as a territory under Western Allied protection, and thereby serve as 

proof of his desire to guarantee the security of Western Europe. The positive effects 

which the occasion was expected to have on West Berlin’s morale and the city’s 

perceived status as a Western Allied protectorate were not ends in themselves, in other 

words – they were a means of improving Euro-Atlantic relations by showcasing 

America’s ongoing commitment to the defence of Western Europe. 

The suggestion that Kennedy’s visit would help to strengthen US-Europe ties 

dovetailed neatly with the Kennedy administration’s own geopolitical agenda for the 

event. As observed in earlier chapters, US officials had agreed from the onset that the 

trip should present West Berlin as site of Western Allied collaboration and security, 

thus breathing new life into a Euro-Atlantic Alliance which had been weakened by the 

‘Draft Principles’ debacle and its aftermath. And yet, there were some who framed this 

objective in a manner which was unlikely to have been welcomed in the White House. 

Both the New York Times and Washington Post, for instance, featured reports which 

implied that the trip was actually part of an endeavour to embarrass and isolate the 

French President, Charles de Gaulle.686 Though these commentaries may well have 

elicited a few private words of appreciation from US government officials, one must 

be cognisant of the fact that Kennedy had been advised in March 1963 to avoid 

appearing as if he were in direct competition with de Gaulle.687 This suggestion was 

 
685 The Wall Street Journal, ‘Kennedy in Europe’, 20 June 1963, 1 & 12 (12). See also Baltimore Sun, 

‘The trip’, 23 June 1963, 12; Minneapolis Star, ‘…And as Useful’, 24 June 1963, 8.   
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York Times, ‘Is This Trip Necessary’, 23 June 1963, 152; Washington Post, Times Herald, ‘JFK’s Trip 

Coincides with Europe’s Upsets’, 9 June 1963, A1 & A17; Washington Post, Times Herald, ‘President’s 

Trip Expected to Affect NATO’s Future and Moscow Talks’, 23 June 1963, A1 & A8. 
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reinforced in a US State Department memorandum outlining the diplomatic 

imperatives of Kennedy’s time in Berlin and the BRD: 

 

The object of the trip to Germany should be to bring about a demonstration of popular 

support; for the President personally – a support which exists without question – and for 

US-German relations in the Atlantic framework without giving the appearance that the 

President is engaged inn [sic] a popularity contest with de Gaulle.688 

 

That a selection of newspapers chose to portray the President’s visit as an attempt to 

‘diplomatically encircle de Gaulle’ therefore posed a problem for members of the 

Kennedy administration.689 Instead of appearing as a shining example of Western 

Allied cooperation and friendship, West Berlin was at risk of being constituted as 

simply another battlefield in a personal dispute between the youthful US President and 

the aging leader of France.  

Other articles would raise the even more troubling question of whether Kennedy 

should undertake his trip to Berlin at all. More often than not, it was the then-ongoing 

civil rights protests in the city of Birmingham, Alabama, which were the focus of such 

accounts.690 Beginning in April 1963, these demonstrations had initially been peaceful 

in nature and predominantly taken the form of either sit-ins or public marches. 

However, on 2 May 1963, Birmingham’s Commissioner of Public Safety, Eugene 

“Bull” Connor, caused the situation to escalate violently by ordering the mass arrest 

of child participants and by giving police personnel permission to use attack-dogs in 

order to clear the streets of protesters.691 Describing the confrontations which ensued, 

St. Louis Post-Dispatch columnist Doris Eleeson informed her readers on 5 June 1963 

that ‘Negro militance’ was ‘spreading out from the South’ as its leaders condemned 
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segregation and discrimination in whatever state it was found. In light of this alarming 

turn of events, Kennedy’s tour of Europe was labelled as grossly inappropriate. ‘A 

President sightseeing abroad during such difficult situations’, Eleeson concluded 

pointedly, ‘would be close to inadmissible by any standard.’692  

Another factor reportedly casting doubt over the pertinence of the President’s trip 

was the political instability which was gripping many European nations. Italy had been 

rocked by the inconclusive outcome of a general election in early 1963, and the future 

of the UK’s Conservative government had been thrown into jeopardy following the 

revelation that Secretary of State for War John Profumo had lied about having an affair 

with the former partner of a Soviet naval attaché, Christine Keeler. Given that Kennedy 

was scheduled to visit both Italy and the UK after appearing in Berlin, it was argued 

that he should consider postponing the entire of his European tour until a more 

diplomatically auspicious moment.693 There were also reasons why members of the 

press believed that the President should abandon his trip which were unique to Berlin 

and the BRD. Following the announcement that Konrad Adenauer would be retiring 

as Chancellor in October 1963, West German domestic politics had been consumed 

by a scramble for power and influence between the leading CDU Party and members 

of Willy Brandt’s SPD. Should Kennedy insist on visiting the BRD and Berlin, it was 

claimed that he would inevitably become embroiled in this political tussle. ‘While 

honouring Chancellor Adenauer’s final weeks in office’, as Cyrus Sulzberger of the 

New York Times wrote, ‘Mr. Kennedy cannot but to some degree be drawn into the 

Socialist-Christian Democratic competition and infighting’.694  

It is evident that many of those who argued that Kennedy should cancel his 

European trip sought to amplify and intensify their arguments through the use of affect. 

By describing the ‘Negro militance’ in Birmingham as ‘spreading’ like a cancer or 

plague throughout the southern states of America, for example, Doris Eleeson clearly 
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wanted to create a sense of alarm amongst her white readership – a process which, in 

turn, was intended to make the cancellation of Kennedy’s visit seem all the more 

necessary and urgent. Meanwhile, others hoped to reinforce the proposal that Kennedy 

should avoid visiting a politically unstable Europe by inducing feelings of sympathy 

for his person. A case in point were those commentators who chose to cast the 

President as an innocent bystander who, through no fault of his own, was in danger of 

being drawn into the calamitous quagmire of European politics.695 Far from simply 

promoting a particular brand of geopolitical knowledge, this narrativisation of 

Kennedy’s trip was undoubtedly intended to stir the protective nationalist instincts of 

the US populace and encourage widespread opposition towards the entire venture. 

But the suggestion that the President should remain in the US was not supported in 

every news publication. Certainly, a number of reporters maintained that cancelling 

the President’s European tour – especially his appearances in the BRD and Berlin – 

could prove disastrous. In addition to highlighting the numerous political benefits 

which Kennedy’s presence in Germany was expected to create, a close reading of press 

accounts indicates that several authors drew upon contemporary ideas concerning the 

post-war German national consciousness in order to rationalise such a stance.696 As a 

result of the intense feelings of shame and guilt which had accompanied Nazi 

Germany’s defeat in the Second World War, readers were informed that the German 

people were in need of constant reassurance that they were now regarded as credible 

members of the international community. It was therefore suggested that whilst the 

postponement of Kennedy’s visit would be ‘accepted with an outward show of official 

understanding’, this action would still cause ‘wide disquiet’ amongst the German 

populace due to the impact it would have on their efforts to establish a newfound sense 

of legitimacy.697  
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The numerous debates which surrounded the President’s trip to Europe were 

monitored carefully by the US State Department throughout the weeks and months 

prior to his departure.698 And, on 15 June 1963, the White House issued a statement 

which reportedly gave voice to the President’s own objectives for the visit and also 

addressed a number of the concerns that had been raised. Despite the civil rights 

protests in Birmingham and the political upheaval on the far side of the Atlantic, the 

statement read, Kennedy’s European tour was still going to take place. Such an 

opportunity to demonstrate both the President’s personal leadership and his 

unwavering commitment to Euro-Atlantic unity, it added by way of explanation, 

simply could not be missed.699  

 

THE CROWD AND KENNEDY 

The time which Kennedy spent in Berlin on 26 June 1963 received extensive 

coverage by the US press. Surveying those articles and editorials which discussed the 

event’s performance, one is struck immediately by the attention which was awarded 

to the crowd that had greeted the President and, in particular, its scale. Though 

estimates of the exact number of West Berliners who had turned out varied 

substantially, nearly every report of the day’s proceedings commented on the 

considerable size of the reception which Kennedy had received. Adjectives such as 

‘tremendous’, ‘huge’, and ‘vast’ were legion, as were allusions to the ‘throngs’ which 

had lined the presidential motorcade’s path through the city.700 A report in the 

Philadelphia Inquirer would note that ‘[a]t no place was there a break in the crowds 
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that lined the way’, whilst an article for the San Francisco Examiner informed its 

readers that ‘not one inch of sidewalk was visible’ during Kennedy’s triumphal tour.701 

 

Figure 19: San Francisco Examiner, ‘A Feminine Admirer’, 27 June 1963.702 

 

Although many members of the press elected to emphasise the scale of the crowds, 

some were nevertheless more selective in their descriptions of the West Berliners. 

Notably, a common stylistic trait amongst reporters was to draw attention to those 

spectators who were ostensibly non-threatening or possessed limited agency. In a piece 
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for the Washington Post, we are told that ‘[y]oung and old, mothers with babies, 

workers in overalls, crippled war veterans and women with tears streaming down their 

faces all looked to the President’.703 The decision to focus on these particular 

individuals – and thereby exclude other members of West Berlin society who had 

attended the festivities – arguably acted to emasculate the crowd, rendering it as a 

distinctly feminine phenomenon.704 For readers of the San Francisco Examiner, this 

portrayal of the West Berliners would further be made manifest through the paper’s 

decision to print a photograph which showed a lone woman running alongside the 

presidential limousine after, as the comment below stated, ‘she [had] handed a bouquet 

to the Chief Executive’ (see Figure 18).  

But this photograph is exemplary of yet another gendered motif which appeared in 

many of the newspaper accounts reviewed: Kennedy’s supposedly unique masculinity. 

Constituted of two powerful conceptualisations, the first element of the President’s 

masculine demeanour highlighted in reports was his boyish youth, coquettishness, and 

self-effacing naivety. Readers of the New York Times, for example, were told that 

Kennedy ‘smiled frequently, sometimes almost shyly’ whilst he was travelling in the 

presidential limousine.705 A comparable description was provided in the St. Louis Post-

Dispatch, which, in loving detail, recounted the way ‘[h]is hair was tousled in the gusty 

wind as he grinned and nodded to the throngs’.706 Yet these depictions of the 

President’s youthful, innocent manner were also routinely juxtaposed against allusions 

to his considerable maturity and determination. Indeed, in the very same St. Louis 

Post-Dispatch article, Kennedy was recorded as looking grim and intent as he 
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courageously approached the whitewashed line marking the border between East and 

West Berlin.707  

Whilst these descriptive pairings may seem inconsistent or even contradictory, 

Winfried Fluck has traced the origins of this peculiar framing of the President’s 

masculinity to late-nineteenth and early-twentieth century cultural depictions of the 

knightly adventure hero.708 In such popular productions, Fluck notes, youth and power 

coalesce as attributes which identify the lead protagonist as one who holds the promise 

of performing gallant deeds. Thus, by carefully blending references to the President’s 

boyishness and maturity, one might conclude that members of the press not only 

constituted Kennedy as a holder of attractive masculine qualities, but also as a 

courageous figure laden with heroic potential. This hero effect was likely to have been 

enhanced by prevailing conceptions of the professional politician in 1963. 

Diametrically opposed to the innocence, integrity, and vigour of the adventure hero, 

politicians were, at the time of Kennedy’s visit, routinely associated with old age, frail 

health, and an unattractive demeanour which carried unfavourable connotations of an 

undeserved usurpation of power.709 The fact that the President did not seemingly 

possess any of these physical qualities, and yet was still deemed to have fulfilled the 

role of a professional politician, therefore gave even greater impetus to the notion that 

he was endowed with special or heroic powers.   

When taken together, the gendered depictions of Kennedy and the crowd which 

featured in newspaper reports can be seen as having perpetuated a culturally resonant 

adventure narrative wherein the valiant hero comes to the aid of the damsel in distress. 

As might be expected, this storyline mirrored the Kennedy administration’s own 

geopolitical imperatives for the visit in a number of closely related ways. First, it 

offered a means of rationalising Kennedy’s presence in Berlin in a favourable manner. 

Just as contemporary films and novels portrayed the brave knight as entering the 
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besieged fortress with the noble intention of freeing its imperilled occupants,710 it was 

implied that the only motivation behind Kennedy’s trip was a virtuous desire to protect 

the wellbeing of Berlin’s citizenry. The President was not deemed to have arrived as 

an unwanted foreign occupier, but as a bold and selfless defender of liberty. Second, 

the discursive emasculation of the West Berliners implicit within this narrative served 

to legitimise their city’s geopolitical classification as a Western Allied protectorate. 

Instead of being defined as a space of agency, action, and resistance, West Berlin was 

constituted as an imperilled territory in need of masculine intervention and support. 

Finally, the framing of the President’s trip as analogous to a fairy-tale adventure was 

beneficial to the Kennedy administration owing to the emphasis which this storyline 

placed on the heroic words and deeds of the individual. We know from US State 

Department memoranda that ensuring the proceedings on 26 June 1963 acted as a 

‘demonstration of popular support for the President’ had been a guiding principle for 

American officials throughout the planning and performance of the visit.711 That 

several journalists subsequently elected to present Kennedy as a triumphant male 

champion parading before a grateful and adoring public thus only served to underline 

the suggestion that Berlin was a space defined by widespread acclaim for his person.  

For some reporters, however, the West Berliners were not a passive source of 

affection but a ‘tumultuous’ force which had actively pushed the limits of dignified 

behaviour.712 An article in the New York Herald Tribune, for instance, would recall 

how the West Berliners had ‘swarmed into their streets and squares to roar a wildly 

emotional welcome to the President’. In a similar vein, a New York Times 

correspondent noted that members of the public had ‘leaped and screamed along the 
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curbs’ as the presidential motorcade passed by.713 When viewing the US Commander 

in Chief, the West Berliners had not stood in measured and polite adoration. On the 

contrary, they had lost all sense of decorum and were reduced to their most basic 

human instincts.714 

By portraying the crowd as a wild, emotionally charged mass, newspaper reports 

such as those referenced above appealed implicitly to tropes from the nineteenth 

century psychology of crowds, associated most infamously with Gustav Le Bon.715 

For Le Bon, crowds were defined by three interrelated qualities. First, they were 

understood to exert an ‘invincible power’ over each individual member: one ‘which 

allow[ed] [them] to yield to instincts which, had [they] been alone, [they] would 

perforce have kept under restraint’.716 The second defining facet was contagion. This 

contagious aspect – present in ‘every sentiment and act’ of the crowd – caused 

‘conscious personality’ to vanish and destroyed all vestiges of the individual self.717 

Lastly, contagion was deemed to be an effect of suggestibility – a trait which Le Bon 

himself equated with hypnotism. From the moment that an individual entered a crowd, 

she or he was allegedly no longer in possession of free will. Instead, they were 

‘paralysed’ by the ‘magnetic influence given out by the crowd’, and consequently 

became ‘automatons’ whose actions were dictated solely by desire.718   

Although the vast majority of readers would not, in all likelihood, have been 

familiar with the audacious and divisive work of Le Bon, the suggestion that the West 

Berliners’ behaviour had been ruled by irrational impulses would doubtlessly have 

been viewed by many as credible, especially when one takes into account the pseudo-
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psychological theories relating to the German ‘disposition’ which were extremely 

popular in the 1960s. Based on revisionist interpretations of the rise of National 

Socialism, as well as film footage of meticulously staged Nazi Party rallies such as 

Leni Riefenstahl’s Triumph des Willens (Triumph of the Will), it was widely believed 

that the German people were psychologically predisposed to taking part in mass 

demonstrations and following the whims of a charismatic leader.719 As the journalist, 

Gitta Sereny, would write in 1967: 

 

 [I]n impotent frustration [the German people] threaten us with dire consequences: the 

consequences of their own confusions. […] Not only because, for mysterious reasons of 

nature, they have been endowed with unique funds of energy which cannot be suppressed 

but must be put to use. But, most of all, because the deeply authoritarian nature of their 

national character cannot but radically affect their national life.720  

 

Perhaps aware of the traction which this understanding of the German national 

consciousness had amongst US citizens, a number of writers drew explicit parallels 

between the adoration given to Kennedy and that which had been accorded to Adolf 

Hitler. Take the Christian Science Monitor, which featured a short piece which re-

quoted the declaration by West Berlin ‘old-timers’ that ‘not even Hitler with his 

famous parades had brought out the people the way the American President did’.721 

Whilst the publication of such statements may have caused some disquiet amongst US 

officials, there was nevertheless an important qualification nestled within these 

pronouncements which was, in fact, beneficial to the Kennedy administration’s own 

geopolitical objectives. Critically, the acclaim given to the President was not merely 

deemed to have been comparable to previous displays of support for Hitler – it had 

exceeded and bettered them. The shouts of ‘KEN-NE-DY’ on 26 June 1963 were 
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reported as being louder, more numerous, and more heartfelt than those ‘Sieg Heil’ 

(‘Hail victory’) which had rung out across Berlin twenty years earlier. 722 The citizens 

of West Berlin were constituted as a people who, through their wild shouts and actions, 

had outwardly chosen the forces of democracy over totalitarianism, of peaceful 

coexistence over aggressive expansionism.  

Another point of note with regard to the discursive rendering of the crowd is the 

comparatively scant attention which was given by correspondents to the inhabitants of 

East Berlin. In contrast to the extensive descriptions of the West Berliners which 

featured across newspaper reports, most journalists made only fleeting references to 

those individuals living beyond the sector border. For instance, an article published by 

the New York Times on 30 June 1963 noted simply that there were ‘two lonely figures 

waving white handkerchiefs from high up in a bombed-out, desolate building’.723 

Although the publication of such sparse descriptions may have reflected the fact that 

reporters either could not or chose not to enter Berlin’s eastern sector – inevitably 

producing partial journalistic perspectives which have been termed subsequently as 

‘embedded reporting’ – it is vital to acknowledge that these incomplete, sketchy 

accounts performed geopolitical work.724 Indeed, through only briefly alluding to the 

East Berliners – or, in certain cases, ignoring their presence entirely – US printed 

news-media established East Berlin as a barren and mysterious space.725 What is more, 

the often accompanying decision to situate these anonymous, lonesome figures 

amongst war-torn ruins was almost certainly intended to evoke a visceral sense of pity 

or compassion within the reader. Unlike their privileged western neighbours, the East 

Berliners were presented to the American public as a people who, nearly two decades 

 
722 ‘Sieg Heil’ was a traditional call at Nazi Party demonstrations and rallies. 
723 New York Times, ‘Kennedy’s Trip – The Mood and Flavor’, 30 June 1963, 110. See also St. Louis-

Post-Dispatch ‘Banners Block Kennedy’s View at Berlin Gate’, 26 June 1963, 47; Washington Post, 

Times Herald, ‘JFK Realism Impresses Berlin’ 27 June 1963, A10. 
724 Butler, ‘Photography, War, Outrage’. Butler describes ‘embedded reporting’ as ‘the situation in 

which journalists agree to report only from the perspective established by military and governmental 

authorities. They traveled [sic] only on certain trucks, looked at certain scenes, and relayed home only 

images and narratives of certain kinds of action’ (p.822).  
725 The Atlanta Constitution article, ‘Ich Bin Ein Berliner’, for example, makes no reference to the 

inhabitants of East Berlin.  
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after the conclusion of the Second World War, were still being forced on a daily basis 

to confront the horrors and hardships of Berlin’s destruction.  

There was an article for the Philadelphia Inquirer which contested this framing of 

East Berlin. Under the headline ‘East Berliners Smile as “Other Side” Hails Kennedy’, 

this piece gave the impression that Berlin’s eastern sector was actually a populous 

space of activity, emotion, and humour.726 Instead of a few solitary, mute figures 

waving from bomb-damaged facades, readers were told that ‘thousands’ had turned 

out ‘in defiance of the [DDR] people’s police’ to greet Kennedy, and that many had 

shown ‘unconcealed delight’ as the presidential motorcade approached Checkpoint 

Charlie.727 This article also provided an account of a witty exchange which supposedly 

took place between a teenage girl and a member of the Volkspolizei (People’s Police). 

As the West Berliners’ shouts of ‘KEN-NE-DY’ drifted over the border, the young 

East Berliner was noted as having turned to the police officer ‘with an air of mock 

innocence and asked, “What’s going on over there?”’.728 Whilst this portrayal of the 

East Berliners challenged those articles which constituted them as silent subjects of 

oppression and adversity, it still cast their city in a manner which was ultimately 

favourable to the Kennedy administration: namely, that East Berlin was as much a 

haven of pro-US sentiment as the capitalist West.  

 

BERLIN’S URBAN GEOGRAPHIES 

The manner in which journalists portrayed Berlin’s material form also played an 

instrumental role in establishing how the city was constituted geopolitically. As we 

shall see, the descriptions offered up for consumption were not mirror images of 

Berlin, nor were they pure fantasy. Instead, they acted as negotiators of place: opening 

some roads whilst closing others, illuminating some urban areas whilst cloaking others 

in darkness. To borrow the terminology of Jacques Rancière, the accounts published 

 
726 Philadelphia Inquirer, ‘East Berliners Smile as ‘Other Side’ Hails Kennedy’, 27 June 1963, 2.  
727 Ibid. 
728 Ibid. 
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in the press worked to establish specific ‘distributions of the sensible’ by drawing 

certain buildings, architectural features, and municipal functions into the reader’s field 

of perception.729 In so doing, they were able to cast Berlin in a very particular light 

and offer direction as to how its urban, legal, and political geographies should be 

comprehended.  

We know from archival materials stored at the JFKPL and the LAB that those 

tasked with organising Kennedy’s visit awarded a great deal of attention to how West 

Berlin would be presented to the President and reporters. From determining the 

presidential motorcade’s route to the drafting of Kennedy’s various addresses, much 

of the planning process had been dictated by a desire to showcase the numerous 

attractions which this location had to offer. To the imaginable relief of the planners, a 

number of correspondents seem to have shared this view when preparing their reports 

of the day’s proceedings. Writers for the New York Times and Baltimore Sun were 

particularly eager to emphasise the impressive urban setting of the President’s visit. 

‘[N]ew’ and ‘striking’ buildings were noted as ‘going up everywhere’ in one piece,730 

and another told of how the presidential motorcade had drawn up to ‘the glittering 

Congress Hall’ in Berlin’s Tiergarten.731  

Although these references to the material form of West Berlin may have been 

included simply to set the scene for the reader, they also played an important role in 

shaping how the city was articulated geopolitically. Certainly, one might interpret the 

decision to draw West Berlin’s material growth and modernity into the public’s field 

of perception as an attempt to identify the city as the more prosperous and aesthetically 

advanced of the two Berlins; in contrast to its eastern neighbour, the phoenix of West 

Berlin was shown as having risen from the ashes of fire-bombed ruinscapes to soar as 

a developed, affluent metropolis. But, as Emily Pugh has rightly noted, references to 

West Berlin’s urban rejuvenation additionally helped to legitimise the territory’s 

 
729 Jacques Rancière, The Politics of Aesthetics: The Distribution of the Sensible (London: Bloomsburg, 

2013). 
730 New York Times, ‘Berliners’ Welcome Filled With Emotion’, 27 June 1963, 1 & 12 (12). 
731 Baltimore Sun, ‘1 ½ Million Wildly Cheer Kennedy in Berlin’, 27 June 1963, 1 & 2 (1). 
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newfound status as a stronghold of liberal democracy.732 At the time of Kennedy’s 

visit, the literal reconstruction of West Berlin was commonly thought to be symbolic 

of the reformation of its occupants’ collective psyche after the atrocities of the Second 

World War. By highlighting the modern cityscapes of West Berlin, journalists were 

therefore not only suggesting that the West Berliners had transformed their city into a 

thriving space of commerce and culture, but that they had also been successful in the 

pursuit of Vergangenheitsbewältigung and embracing the ideals of the West.733 It is 

also worth bearing in mind that the stress which was placed on the ‘new’, ‘promising’, 

and ‘striking’ buildings of West Berlin complemented the proposal that the city was a 

geo-legal entity separate from the BRD.734 The German Heimat (Homeland), if 

mythical and idealised, was widely considered to be located in the rural settings of the 

Bavarian Alps or the Lüneburg Heath.735 As such, the decision by journalists to linger 

on the urban and Americanised face of West Berlin meant that readers were offered a 

vision of the city not as a stronghold of German nationalism, but as a cultural space 

more akin to New York or Chicago. 

References to the presence and materiality of the Berlin’s sector border – its ‘ugly’ 

front ‘stretching off into the distance both left and right’ – further facilitated the 

presentation of West Berlin as a distinct cultural and geopolitical space.736 As Yi-Fu 

Tuan has argued, place is created when rivalry pitches one geographical body against 

another, and when boundaries demarcate physical space, thereby making it knowable 

and perceptible.737 Allusions in the press to Berlin’s sector border were thus far from 

 
732 Emily Pugh, Architecture, Politics & Identity in Divided Berlin (Pittsburgh, PA: University of 

Pittsburgh Press, 2014). 
733 The term, Vergangenheitsbewältigung, has no direct counterpart in the English language. However, 

it has been referred to as a ‘working through of the past’ or communal ‘coming to terms with the past’. 

See Shlomo Shpiro, ‘Intelligence Services and Foreign Policy: German-Israeli Intelligence and Military 

Co-operation’, German Politics, 11:1 (2002), 23-42.  
734 New York Times, ‘Berliners’ Welcome Filled With Emotion’, 27 June 1963, 1 & 12 (12).  
735 Pugh, Architecture, Politics & Identity in Divided Berlin.  
736 Philadelphia Inquirer, ‘1 ½ Million Hail Kennedy at Wall As He Predicts United Germany’, 27 June 

1963, 1 & 2 (2). See also Des Moines Register, ‘Triumph for Kennedy in West Berlin’, 27 June 1963, 

1 & 3; New York Herald Tribune (International Edition), ‘Amidst Emotional Scenes, Kennedy Goes to 

Berlin Wall, Says It Evidences Red Failure’, 27 June 1963, 1 & 2. 
737 Yi-Fu Tuan, Space and Place: The Perspective of Experience, 4th edition (Minneapolis: University 

of Minnesota Press, 2005), p.178. 
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simply aesthetic, for they also established the limits of a territory into which the US 

public could pour imaginaries of West Berlin and its wider significance in the Cold 

War. The act of describing West Berlin’s sector border, in other words, provided 

readers with an ability to transform Berlin’s western half from a distant, potentially 

ambiguous space into an intelligible, geopolitically significant place.  

But one must be cautious in assuming that reporters only used Berlin’s sector border 

as a tool with which to foster particular understandings of West Berlin. After all, the 

detailed, affect laden descriptions which featured in some publications would appear 

to suggest that writers also sought to shape the public’s understanding of the structure 

itself. This is perhaps most evident in Eric Savareid’s eloquently written editorial for 

the San Francisco Examiner: 

 

To stand by [Berlin’s sector border] in the gray gloom of evening, at the Potsdamer Platz, 

once the bright and busy heart of greater Berlin, to see the cement blocks, the tangles of 

barbed wire, the rows of steel-studded tank traps beyond is to be transported back to the war 

and the Siegfried Line. In the twilight and the rain[,] the Platz is an island of desolation, a 

sick dream from the past of the European insanity, hanging on in the rational present.738  

  

In addition to Savareid’s masterful, alliterative use of the ‘gray gloom of evening’ to 

cast the sector border in a dark and unsettling light, this quotation is notable for the 

way in which it resurrects the place of the past in an effort to guide interpretations of 

Berlin’s divided present.739 The spatiality of the sector border was not, Savareid 

suggested, confined to its physical structure. It also evoked a sense of what had 

transpired before: in this case, the death, destruction, and ‘insanity’ which was 

unleashed during the Allied assault on Nazi Germany’s ‘Westwall’ between 

September 1944 and March 1945.740 There can be little doubt that Savareid was aware 

 
738 San Francisco Examiner, ‘Germany’s New World Role’, 30 June 1963, 34.  
739 See Henri Lefebvre, The Production of Space, translated by Donald Nicholson-Smith (Oxford: 

Blackwell Publishing, 2011); Edward Soja, ‘Thirdspace: Toward a new consciousness of space and 

spatiality’, in Communicating in the third space, edited by Karin Ikas and Gerhard Wagner (London: 

Routledge, 2009), pp.63-75. 
740 See Ian Kershaw, The End: Hitler’s Germany, 1944-45 (London: Allen Lane, 2011). 
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that many of his readers would have fought along the Siegfried Line, and thus he can 

be seen here as attempting to stir potentially traumatic memories amongst the US 

populace with the overriding aim of having these unsettling experiences projected onto 

Berlin’s sector border. Savareid’s account was not, therefore, simply an objective 

depiction of the border, but rather a complex, multi-sensory assemblage which 

incorporated specific sites of time with the intention of assigning a particular shape 

and meaning to the structure which had cleaved Berlin in two. 

Although Kennedy himself never ventured beyond the boundary dividing Berlin’s 

eastern and western sectors, some journalists were still unable to resist including 

appraisals of the city’s eastern zone in their reports. In an article for the New York 

Times, readers were told that behind the Brandenburger Tor ‘were what looked like 

empty buildings, with broken windows and a neglected air’, and that a few shadowy 

figures could be glimpsed in ‘a scarred old East German building looming above the 

wall’.741 Discursively inverting those articles which foregrounded the material growth 

and prosperity of West Berlin, the presentation of East Berlin as a metropolis shrouded 

in a spectral atmosphere of near collapse may well have been intended to demonstrate 

the failure of the communist system to rebuild East Berlin both physically and 

psychologically. However, we can also look upon this framing of Berlin’s eastern zone 

as a bid to warn the American public about the ongoing threat of the communist East; 

the images of rubble and deserted streets not only highlighted East Berlin’s 

impoverished present, but also West Berlin’s future should it be abandoned by the 

Western Allies.742  

Despite variations in style, tone, and emphasis, what emerged from US press reports 

was thus an imaginary of Berlin as the site of a contest between the virtuous, 

progressive, and future-oriented West and the evil, backward, and archaic East. In this 

simplified geopolitical landscape, the disputed nature of Berlin’s geo-legal status at 

the time of Kennedy’s visit was suppressed, and the various frictions between the 

 
741 New York Times, ‘Berliners’ Welcome Filled With Emotion’, 27 June 1963, 1 & 12 (12). See also 

New York Times, ‘Kennedy’s Trip – The Mood and Flavor’, 30 June 1963, 110. 
742 See Pugh, Architecture, Politics & Identity in Divided Berlin.  
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Western Allies were elided. What is more, this form of geopolitical knowledge served 

to erase Berlin’s complex and heterogeneous urban geographies. Unbeknown to many 

American readers, for instance, large areas of West Berlin were in a state of widespread 

disrepair as Kennedy toured some of its more affluent and urbanised thoroughfares. 

The district of Kreuzberg, in particular, bore such a resemblance to its damaged eastern 

counterparts that the producers of the 1966 film, Funeral in Berlin, would use the area 

as a locational substitute for East Berlin.743 

 

THE ADDRESS AT THE RATHAUS SCHÖNEBERG 

Of the addresses which Kennedy gave on 26 June 1963, it was his impassioned 

speech outside of the Rathaus Schöneberg that received the greatest coverage in the 

press. For those who had been involved in the planning of the President’s visit, such 

an outcome was likely to have been a cause for confusion and even disappointment; it 

is clear from both the length and content of the speeches which had been prepared for 

Kennedy that US officials intended for his address at the Freie Universität be the most 

significant of the day.744 But when one considers the political and historical geography 

of Rudolph-Wilde-Platz, the disproportionate coverage which was awarded to 

Kennedy’s speech there is more understandable. It was noted earlier that the space in 

front of the Rathaus Schöneberg had previously played host to anti-American 

demonstrations, and hence it is unsurprising that members of the press elected to pay 

special attention to what unfolded at this site. The President’s decision to abandon his 

pre-prepared script at this location was, somewhat inevitably, another source of 

interest. 

 
743 ‘The Berlin Wall in Film’, Visit Berlin, <https://www.visitberlin.de/en/berlin-wall-film> [accessed: 

28/10/19]. 
744 See JFKPL, Presidential Papers, POF, Remarks of the President at Free University West Berlin, 

Germany, 26 June 1963, Box 45; JFKPL, Presidential Papers, POF, Remarks on Signing the Golden 

Book, Rudolph Wilde Platz, Berlin, 26 June 1963, Box 45; JFKPL, Presidential Papers, POF, Remarks 

of the President to German National Congress of the Industrial Trade Union of Construction Workers, 

26 June 1963, Box 45. 
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Reflecting the inclination amongst journalists to give readers an impression of the 

crowds which had flanked the presidential motorcade, almost all of the articles that 

discussed Kennedy’s speech in Rudolph-Wilde-Platz included descriptions of the 

West Berliners who had gathered there to hear him. A particularly vivid account was 

provided in an article for the New York Herald Tribune: readers were notified that the 

‘roar was deafening when Mr. Kennedy stepped forward to speak’ and told of how 

‘from balconies people let loose a shower of shredded newspapers’.745 As well as 

suggesting that Rudolph-Wilde-Platz was a space of unanimous public approval for 

Kennedy, what is striking about this imagery are the many similarities it shares with 

how newspaper correspondents portrayed the masses of people who had supported 

Kennedy’s presidential election campaign. Just as US citizens were informed that the 

West Berliners reacted positively to the President’s remarks, they had been regaled 

some three years earlier by reports describing the ‘tons of confetti [which] were 

dropped from windows’ by ‘cheering’ fans.746 A writer for the Baltimore Sun would 

choose to make this apparent connection between Kennedy’s presidential bid and his 

appearance in Berlin explicit, describing the address outside of the Rathaus 

Schöneberg as exhibiting ‘the fervor of an election campaign’.747  

Although it can be argued that the West Berliners threw shredded paper and cried 

out when Kennedy stepped up to the podium in full knowledge that these actions 

mimicked those of his campaign supporters, consideration should still be given to the 

impact which references to these practices had on West Berlin’s perceived geopolitical 

identity. Significantly, we might see the drawing of attention to such activities as a 

move to constitute the territory as a distinctly Americanised space. Far from being cast 

as strange and foreign metropolis, West Berlin was presented as a space whose 

inhabitants behaved in a similar manner to US citizens and shared their appreciation 

 
745 New York Herald Tribune (International Edition), ‘Amidst Emotional Scenes Kennedy Goes to 

Berlin Wall, Says It Evidences Red Failure’, 27 June 1963, 1 & 2 (2). See also Baltimore Sun, ‘Kennedy 

Cites U.S. Hopes For Reunited Germany’, 27 June 1963, 1 & 2; San Francisco Examiner, ‘2 Million 

Acclaim Kennedy in Berlin’, 27 June 1963, 11. 
746 Washington Post, Times Herald, ‘Throngs Greet Kennedy In Los Angeles’, 2 November 1960, A1 

& A12. 
747 Baltimore Sun, ‘1 ½ Million Wildly Cheer Kennedy in Berlin’, 27 June 1963, 1 & 2 (1).  
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of the President. In consequence, West Berlin did not appear before readers as a 

territory exhibiting the cultural traits of either the BRD or its National Socialist 

predecessor. Instead, by evoking similarities between Kennedy’s presidential election 

campaign and the reception he had received on 26 June 1963, those working for the 

New York Herald Tribune and Baltimore Sun were able to collapse the physical and 

cultural distance which separated West Berlin and the US, rendering the city as a 

locality which displayed American-like characteristics. 

In several instances, reports of Kennedy’s address in Rudolph-Wilde-Platz were set 

alongside photographs of the burgeoning crowds.748 Whilst this editorial decision was 

undoubtedly informed by a desire to render the articles more visually striking, it would 

be an error to assume that this was the only objective served through the pairing of 

image and text. As critical inquiries into the politics of photojournalism have shown, 

photographic images act as ciphers which reify certain identities and replicate certain 

relations of power.749 Consider the photograph which was published in the St. Louis 

Post-Dispatch on 26 June 1963 under the alliterative heading, ‘Rousing Reception for 

the President in Berlin’ (see Figure 20).750 Rather than being a case of pure aesthetics, 

the decision to include this image in the final edit helped to bring a particular form of 

geopolitical knowledge into being. This is most apparent when one considers the 

image’s composition. In foregrounding the lone figure of Kennedy against a swath of 

worshipping, anonymous faces, the photograph gave readers the immediate 

impression that Rudolph-Wilde-Platz was a space defined by immeasurable support 

for the President. The fact that the crowd seems to push up against the picture’s edges 

only entrenches this understanding further. For just as the West Berliners supposedly 

 
748 For example, New York Times, ‘A Sea of Welcoming Faces’, 27 June 1963, 1; St. Louis Post-

Dispatch, ‘Kennedy Visits Wall, Cheered by Thousands’, 26 June 1963, 1 & 7.  
749 Markus Ojala and Mervi Pantti, ‘Naturalising the new cold war’; Andrew Foxall, ‘Photographing 

Vladimir Putin: Masculinity, Nationalism and Visuality in Russian Political Culture’, Geopolitics, 18:1 

(2013), 132-56; Cornelia Brantner, Katharina Lobinger and Irmgard Wetzstein, ‘Effects of Visual 

Framing on Emotional Responses and Evaluations of News Stories about the Gaza Conflict 2009’, 

Journalism and Mass Communication Quarterly, 88:3 (2011), 523-40; Campbell, ‘Geopolitics and 

visuality’. 
750 St. Louis Post-Dispatch, ‘Kennedy Visit Pulls Germany And U.S. Closer’, 26 June 1963, 20 & 10, 

(20). Source: Newspapers.com by Ancestry. 
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struggled to contain their adoration of Kennedy, the photograph also appears to be 

incapable of containing the full extent of their affection. In addition, this portrayal of 

the crowd at Rudolph-Wilde-Platz is awarded a vital sense of legitimacy via the 

photograph’s perspective. Taken from a vantage point located high above the chaotic, 

confusing mass below, the image seems to grant a privileged insight into what actually 

occurred. The viewer is not like a member of the crowd, struggling to catch a glimpse 

of Kennedy, but rather is given a clear and uninterrupted view of the vast swathes of 

humanity ‘jammed in the area before the Schöneberg Rathaus’.751 And yet, the fact 

that the image was taken from a position just above the speaker’s platform may also 

be seen as awarding the viewer a role in the scene depicted. They are present, however 

fleetingly, in Rudolph-Wilde-Platz, immersed in the ‘[r]ousing [r]eception’ that 

purportedly took place and exposed to the embodied modes of response which this 

experience might have entailed. Thus, it can be argued that a twofold logic of 

legitimation coursed through the St. Louis Post-Dispatch photograph: the image 

legitimised a particular narrative of the President’s visit both through positioning the 

viewer as an all-seeing observer and by giving them the impression that they were 

actually experiencing the event as one of its participants. Put another way, by 

simultaneously placing the onlooker in the position of a detached witness and an 

embodied participant, the photograph rendered the geopolitical knowledge conveyed 

by its content as both credible and real. 

 
751Ibid. 
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Figure 20: St. Louis Post-Dispatch, ‘Rousing Reception for the President in Berlin’, 26 June 

1963.752 

 

Whilst nearly every report of Kennedy’s speech at the Rathaus Schöneberg 

commented on his declaration of ‘Ich bin ein Berliner’, five of the twelve newspapers 

analysed also featured at least one article which discussed the section of his improvised 

address during which he had questioned the feasibility of negotiating with the Soviet 

 
752 St. Louis Post-Dispatch, ‘Kennedy Visit Pulls Germany And U.S. Closer’, 26 June 1963, 20 & 10, 

(20). Source: Newspapers.com by Ancestry. 
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Union.753 The prevailing tone of these commentaries is captured by a Washington Post 

editorial entitled ‘In The Nation: Statecraft in a Hot Emotional Climate’: 

 

[Kennedy’s] statement was a negation of an operating policy towards the Soviet Union that 

he has repeatedly proclaimed as fundamental. This policy is to try continuously, despite all 

odds and endless frustrations, to reach a certain peaceful accommodation of tensions with 

the U.S.S.R. […]. At least in the plain meaning of words, Mr. Kennedy was abandoning this 

policy when he exclaimed: “And there are those who say in Europe and elsewhere, ‘We can 

work with the Communists.’ Let them come to Berlin!” For working with the Communists 

is precisely what the United States has been trying to do. 

 

Possibly feeling obliged or having been instructed to support the warning which their 

colleague, Drew Pearson, had issued before Kennedy’s arrival, several correspondents 

for the Washington Post went on to attribute the President’s contradictory outburst to 

the affectively and emotionally charged atmospheres of Berlin. ‘President Kennedy 

could not avoid being moved emotionally’, asserted one writer, ‘by an intense human 

drama and demonstration of the meaning of freedom.’754 In this deterministic reading, 

Berlin was a space where even the most experienced political actor would have been 

unable to ensure that their words remained measured on 26 June 1963. Kennedy could 

not, therefore, seemingly be held responsible for his actions, for he had simply fallen 

victim to the overwhelming affects and emotions unleashed by the day’s extraordinary 

proceedings.  

Although writers for both the New York Times and Philadelphia Inquirer would 

share this assessment of the President’s spontaneous derision of the Soviet Union,755 

 
753 See Atlanta Constitution, ‘‘Berliner Kennedy Cheered by Million’, 27 June 1963, 1 & 11; New York 

Times, ‘President Hailed By Over A Million In Visit to Berlin’, 27 June 1963, 1; New York Times 

‘Germany: Bonn-Washington Ties Are Seen Stronger’, 30 June 1963, 110; The Wall Street Journal, 

‘What’s News’, 27 June 1963, 1; Washington Post, Times Herald, ‘The Visits to Berlin’, 27 June 1963, 

A20.  
754 Washington Post, Times Herald, ‘Sharing in NATO: Kennedy’s Vision’, 27 June 1963, A10. See 

also Washington Post, Times Herald, ‘Berliners’ Welcome Filled with Emotion, 27 June 1963, 1 & 12.  
755 New York Times, ‘Berliner’s Welcome Filled With Emotion’, 27 June 1963, 1 & 12; New York Times, 
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the Washington Post remained unique in proposing that the sensory affront of Berlin’s 

sector border had also contributed to Kennedy’s going off-script. Seeking to convey 

the involuntary, visceral sense of disgust which the structure supposedly generated 

within an individual, readers were told that no one ‘departs unmoved from the Berlin 

Wall’,756 and that it ‘inevitably evoke[s] from Westerners the hot words of the cold 

war’.757 But despite suggesting that Kennedy’s confrontational rhetoric had been an 

unavoidable outcome of Berlin’s atmospheric and urban geographies, Washington 

Post journalists went on to brand his address in Rudolph-Wilde-Platz as ‘an 

unnecessary display of opposition to his own larger policies’:758  

 

It was […], intended or not, an irritant that is scarcely compatible with the President’s larger 

aspirations. Indeed, it gave the Communists a pretext for making the Wall even more 

horrifying and impregnable than it already is.759 

 

Those writing for the Baltimore Sun would offer a more sympathetic evaluation. 

Instead of dismissing the President’s decision to contradict his own foreign policy as 

reckless and hostile, they suggested that it was actually a politically shrewd means of 

weaving together the twin objectives of demonstrating the Western Allies’ 

determination to defend West Berlin and of trying to ease current tensions over 

Germany’s division. ‘On key substantive points, Mr. Kennedy apparently was careful 

not to excessively raise the hopes of the West Berliners,’ reported a Baltimore Sun 

columnist. ‘He expressed dedication to and confidence in the eventual reunification of 

Germany, but he made clear it would be a laborious process.’760 

Journalists would not have to wait long for an opportunity to assess whether the 

President’s words and actions had either helped or hindered US-Soviet relations. For 

 
756 Washington Post, Times Herald, ‘2 K’s in Berlin…The Aims the Same’, 28 June 1963, A19. 
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on the 24 June 1963, Khrushchev had announced that he would be arriving in East 

Berlin two days after the President’s visit to attend a communist summit meeting and 

mark the seventieth birthday of Walter Ulbricht. It is to the coverage of this event and 

the geopolitical implications of such reportage that the chapter now turns. 

 

KHRUSHCHEV IN BERLIN 

The US printed news-media industry was almost unanimous in its assessment of 

Khrushchev’s decision to visit Berlin: it represented a ‘hasty’,761 ‘hurriedly 

scheduled’,762 and poorly disguised attempt to counter the wave of popular support 

which had greeted Kennedy in the city’s western sectors.763 As a commentator for the 

Philadelphia Inquirer argued: 

 

The transparent nonsense about Walter Ulbricht’s birthday (we suspect he had been hatched) 

is, of course, no more than an excuse for calling out the stooges for a pep rally to counteract 

the impact of the President’s tremendous welcome by West Berliners. It is possible that the 

Communist boss may be able to drag a million serfs from their lethargic labors to make 

noises like cheering. It may even be possible – and Khrushchev undoubtedly hopes so with 

great devoutness – to whip up a little something like enthusiasm for Moscow-style 

communism.764 

 

Whilst this particular assessment of Khrushchev’s forthcoming visit stands out 

because of its unashamedly derogatory tone, it is also worth reflecting upon the 

significance of its wording. Of considerable import is the author’s use of the term 

‘whip’ in the last sentence. This word was obviously chosen with the intention of 

alluding to the creation of a frenzy, as one whips up a fervour, yet it also has an 

 
761 Atlanta Constitution, ‘Kennedy Reception in West Germany Reaffirms Purpose of Atlantic 

Alliance’, 26 June 1963, 4. 
762 St. Louis Post-Dispatch, ‘Khrushchev Sets Up Visit to E. Germany’, 25 June 1963, 1. 
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additional and arguably more troubling connotation: the violent, painful lash of the 

slave driver lurks here as well. Through the selection of this culturally laden term, the 

author was therefore both seeking to deride Khrushchev’s East Berlin visit and 

confront their readers with a specific interpretation of the event. In stark contrast to the 

heartfelt and politically substantive nature of the President’s trip to Berlin, the public 

were informed that the Soviet Premier would receive a forced and artificial reception 

when his plane touched down at East Berlin’s Flughafen Schönefeld on 28 June 1963.  

The drawing of both subtle and overt comparisons between Kennedy’s and 

Khrushchev’s appearances in Berlin would persist throughout the Soviet Premier’s 

visit. Significantly, journalists were quick to point out the difference between the 

statemen’s respective receptions.765 ‘Some 400,000 heard Kennedy speak [in 

Rudolph-Wilde-Platz]’, a correspondent for the San Francisco Examiner observed, 

‘less than 50,000 heard Khrushchev [in East Berlin]’.766 As had been the case in press 

reportage of Kennedy’s trip, writers also looked to convey the size of the Soviet 

Premier’s welcome by describing the crowds which had lined the motorcade’s route. 

Readers of the Atlanta Constitution, for example, were informed that Khrushchev had 

only been greeted by ‘sparse crowds’,767 whilst it was noted in the Philadelphia 

Inquirer that ‘the best the Communists could muster was a skimpy crowd seldom more 

than three to four deep’.768 Whereas West Berlin had been constituted as a space of 

overwhelming acclaim for Kennedy and the security he provided, East Berlin was 

presented to the American public as a site of limited appreciation for its communist 

protector.  

 
765Baltimore Sun, ‘Red Berlin’, 29 June 1963, 1 & 2; Des Moines Register, ‘Khrushchev says Kennedy 

Bares Lack of Confidence’, 29 June 1963, 2; New York Times, ‘Khrushchev Opens East Berlin Visit’, 

29 June 1963, 1 & 2. 
766 San Francisco Examiner, ‘K Bored With It All In Berlin’, 26 June 1963 1963, 1 & 6 (1). 
767 Atlanta Constitution, ‘Few Greet Soviet Boss in E. Berlin’, 29 June 1963, 1. 
768 Philadelphia Inquirer, ‘Sparse Berlin Crowd Welcomes Nikita for Red Summit Meeting’, 26 1963, 

1 & 2 (1). 
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Figure 21: ‘‘See? Like They Do In West Berlin’’, Atlanta Constitution, 5 July 1963.769 

 

 
769 Atlanta Constitution, ‘‘See? Like They Do In West Berlin’’, Atlanta Constitution, 5 July 1963, 5. 

Source: Newspapers.com by Ancestry. 
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Directing the reader’s attention towards members of the public who seemingly 

lacked agency or autonomy was another journalistic decision which characterised 

reports of both Kennedy’s and Khrushchev’s visits. But whilst it was the mothers and 

war veterans of West Berlin who took centre stage on 26 June 1963, it was those 

subject to the disciplinary power of the factory clock and school bell who were 

highlighted in descriptions of Khrushchev’s trip.770 The decision to focus on these  

individuals almost certainly mirrored an aspiration amongst journalists to depict East 

Berlin as a site of oppression and limited support for the Soviet Premier – a notion 

which was reinforced by suggestions that those who had attended the festivities 

expended little energy in welcoming him. Compared to the ‘tumultuous welcome’ 

which Kennedy had been awarded two days earlier, as a reporter for the New York 

Times observed, Khrushchev received a somewhat ‘milder response’.771 The San 

Francisco Examiner would offer an altogether more damning appraisal, proposing that 

the ‘listless reception from the local population’ had rendered the Soviet Premier’s trip 

‘something of a dud’.772  

The overriding assessment of Khrushchev’s visit by members of the US press was 

given pictorial form by a cartoon published in the Atlanta Constitution on 5 July 1963 

(see Figure 21). Locked in the vice-like grip of military personnel, a male worker and 

child are shown as being forced to display their appreciation as the Soviet leader 

parades along the war-torn streets of East Berlin. Although this cartoon was likely to 

have been viewed as little more than a disparaging and humorous portrayal of 

Khrushchev’s time in the city, it nevertheless promoted a very specific form of 

geopolitical knowledge. Firstly, it served to establish East Berlin as a locale populated 

by miserable, enslaved, and apathetic subjects. Unlike their western neighbours – who 

had reportedly exhibited unbridled affection for the US President – the East Berliners 

 
770 See Des Moines Register, ‘Khrushchev Says Kennedy Bares Lack of Confidence’, 29 June 1963, 2; 

New York Times, ‘Khrushchev Opens East Berlin Visit’, 29 June 1963, 1 & 2; Philadelphia Inquirer, 

‘Sparse Berlin Crowd Welcomes Nikita for Red Summit Meeting’, 29 June 1963, 1 & 2; Washington 

Post, Times Herald, ‘K Berlin Visit Fails To Offset JFK Trip’, 29 June 1963, A1 & A7. 
771 New York Times, ‘Khrushchev Opens East Berlin Visit’, 29 June 1963, 1 & 2 (1). 
772 San Francisco Examiner, ‘Tale of Two Men’, 4 July 1963, 18. 
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were cast as a people who had to be forced under duress to show even the slightest 

measure of support. Secondly, the cartoonist’s decision to include two damaged 

buildings in the background can be seen as yet another attempt to demonstrate the 

supposed failings of the communist system to free East Berlin from its destructive 

totalitarian past. Finally, the cartoon also issued a subtle but significant statement 

about East Berlin’s geo-legal status. As we can see, it is not members of the DDR 

Volkspolizei who are shown to be holding the East Berliners in the drawing, but two 

individuals dressed in the unmistakable uniform of a Soviet Commissar. Hence, the 

cartoon would seem to offer support to the Kennedy administration’s proposal that it 

was Soviet personnel, not the DDR leadership, who were the ultimate authority in the 

city. 

A final point of note with regard to US press reportage of Khrushchev’s visit is the 

extensive attention which was awarded to the weather. ‘It was 90 degrees in the shade 

when Khrushchev […] stepped out of his IL-18 [aeroplane] five minutes ahead of 

schedule,’ a Washington Post correspondent would write. ‘Before the day ended, he 

had endured a violent dust storm and the heaviest rainstorm of the year.’773 This 

observation was, in all likelihood, a poorly disguised attempt to revel in the Soviet 

Premier’s seemingly bad luck. And yet, we must nonetheless appreciate that it also 

worked to elevate the contest between Khrushchev and Kennedy to seemingly a 

mystical or cosmic level. In both television and newspaper reports of Kennedy’s visit, 

US citizens had been informed that he enjoyed both warm temperatures and clear skies 

during his time in Berlin.774 By subsequently drawing attention to Khrushchev’s 

apparent meteorological misfortune, the likes of the Washington Post can therefore be 

viewed as trying to insinuate that the forces governing the weather – be they natural 

 
773 Washington Post, Times Herald, ‘K Berlin Visit Fails To Offset JFK Trip’, 29 June 1963, A1 & A7 

(A1). See also Philadelphia Inquirer, ‘Sparse Berlin Crowd Welcomes Nikita for Red Summit 

Meeting’, 29 June 1963, 1 & 2.  
774 Baltimore Sun, ‘1 ½ Million Wildly Cheer Kennedy in Berlin’, 27 June 1963, 1 & 2; New York 

Times, ‘Berliners’ Welcome Filled With Emotion’, 27 June 1963, 1 & 12; Washington Post, Times 

Herald, ‘Berlin and Britain Buffet President’, 1 July 1963, A14; JFKPL, WHFC, President John F. 

Kennedy’s Trip to Europe June 23 – July 2, 1963, photographed by Cecil Stoughton and sound by 

Alfred Storey, 80 minutes, Digital Identifier: JFKWHF-WHS01. 
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or supernatural – also favoured the US President. It was not simply the disparity 

between their respective receptions which attested to Kennedy’s superiority over 

Khrushchev, in other words, but the President’s apparent favour with the natural world.  

Khrushchev’s visit East Berlin was thus conveyed to the US populace through a 

series of contrasts. Whereas the reception for Kennedy had been ‘huge’, genuine, and 

bathed in celestial sunshine, the Soviet Premier was depicted as having been given a 

‘sparse’, forced, and rain-drenched welcome. These carefully constructed pairings 

were not, however, simply indicative of the visits’ temporal proximity, for it is clear 

that members of the US press corps compared these two events with the intention of 

belittling the Soviet leader. It is also evident that Khrushchev’s time in East Berlin was 

used by journalists as a backdrop against which the supposed triumph of 26 June 1963 

could be thrown into even greater relief; when set against the contrived festivities in 

East Berlin, the significance of Kennedy’s trip appeared all the more plausible and 

legitimate.  

 

THE OUTCOMES OF PRESIDENT KENNEDY’S VISIT  

When it came to the matter of determining the outcomes of Kennedy’s visit to 

Berlin, US newspapers presented members of the public with a broad selection of 

standpoints. According to a commentary published in the Des Moines Register on 27 

June 1963, the most significant result of this occasion was the forging of a newfound 

affection between the President and the West Berlin public.775 Through Kennedy’s 

words and the West Berliner’s awe-inspiring expressions of appreciation, it was 

proposed that an unprecedented sense of intimacy had been produced. But these 

positive feelings were not, the author went on to argue, grounded upon ‘promises of 

[the] early unification of Germany or the two Berlins’; rather, they transcended the 

political imperatives of the Cold War and were born instead from an unquantifiable 

sense of ‘faith’ and ‘kinship’.776 

 
775 New York Times, ‘Germany: Bonn-Washington Ties Are Seen Stronger’, 30 June 1963, 110. 
776 Des Moines Register, ‘Triumph For Kennedy in West Berlin’, 27 June 1963, 1 & 3 (1). 
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It is difficult to speculate about how this characterisation of the President’s visit 

would have been received by Kennedy and his staff. On the one hand, the suggestion 

that the principal achievement of the event had been a strengthening of ties between 

the President and the West Berliners may well have been looked upon favourably. 

Establishing West Berlin as a site of unanimous support for Kennedy had, after all, 

been a central aim of the trip. Yet the accompanying qualification that this emotional 

connection was devoid of political opportunity or importance was also likely to have 

attracted criticism. US State Department records make it clear that the President’s trip 

was not only intended to foster positive feelings amongst the West Berliners towards 

Kennedy the man, but also his diplomatic efforts to enter into a peaceful dialogue with 

the Soviet Union over issues such as Germany’s division.777 As such, the Des Moines 

Register’s suggestion that the proceedings had not contributed to ongoing discussions 

over the political future of Germany can be seen as having contradicted one of the 

event’s leading objectives.  

 There were, however, some journalists who elected to situate Kennedy’s Berlin 

visit within the wider workings of US foreign policy. Indeed, many proposed that the 

President’s trip had demonstrated his determination to protect Western Allied rights in 

West Berlin, along with the West Berliner’s belief in this endeavour:778 

 

[In welcoming the President, the West Berliners] were proclaiming their unqualified faith 

and trust in America’s pledge, and President Kennedy’s personal promise, to stand 

resolutely with them at the ramparts – unwavering in the defense of West Berlin, an island 

of liberty and hope in a Red sea of enslavement and despair.779 

 

Although the aggressive, cold warrior geopolitical imagery mobilised in this 

commentary was unlikely to have received the President’s official endorsement, there 

 
777 JFKPL, Presidential Papers, NSF, Telegram to the Department of State, 5 February 1963, Box 241; 

JFKPL, Presidential Papers, NSF, Memorandum for Mr. Kaysen. Subject: Berlin Visit During 

President’s European Trip, 20 March 1963, Box 241. 
778 For example, see Atlanta Constitution, ‘U.S. Realism Vs. De Gaulle’s Hopes’, 1 July 1963, 4; San 

Francisco Examiner, ‘Kennedy and the Berlin Wall’, 29 June 1963, 2.  
779 Philadelphia Inquirer, ‘Berlin’s Tremendous Tribute’, 27 June 1963, 8. 
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can be little doubt that the suggestion that his visit had provided tangible evidence of 

the West Berliners’ belief that the US would not abandon their city would have been 

appreciated by Kennedy. Eager to present members of the US public with even further 

evidence of the President’s publicly-endorsed commitment to defending West Berlin, 

an article in the Baltimore Sun would conclude by re-quoting his statement at the end 

of the Construction Workers Trade Union Congress address: ‘“When I leave tonight, 

I leave and the United States stays.”’780 

Some reporters were not content to restrict their appraisals of the visit’s 

implications simply to US-Berlin affairs. The New York Times, for example, featured 

two detailed commentaries which discussed the significance of Kennedy’s trip within 

the broader context of his tour of the BRD.781 Whilst the authors agreed that the 

President’s appearance in Berlin had improved his reputation amongst the city’s 

public, they also informed their readers that the occasion had helped him to repair 

much of the damage which had been inflicted on US-German relations by the ‘Draft 

Principles’ initiative. ‘President Kennedy set for himself as a major endeavour the 

restoring of a sense of intimacy with the Bonn government,’ a reporter noted. ‘In this 

he appears to have been successful.’782 An article for the Washington Post entitled ‘A 

Balance Sheet of JFK’s Trip’ would offer a similar assessment, albeit one which 

focused more heavily on the beneficial impact which the President’s visit would have 

on future US foreign policy endeavours. Having ‘done his stint in Germany’, the piece 

ran, Kennedy would ‘no longer be distracted by German fears’ and could pursue his 

‘Strategy of Peace’ with a newfound sense of confidence.783  

In a manner not dissimilar to those who had discussed the effect which Kennedy’s 

visit would have on US-European relations prior to its performance, several newspaper 

correspondents decided to ruminate upon whether his time in the Berlin had been 

successful in restoring a sense cohesion to the Euro-Atlantic Alliance. For the most 

 
780 Baltimore Sun, ‘Kennedy Cites U.S. Hopes For Reunited Germany’, 27 June 1963, 1. 
781 New York Times, ‘Bonn Vows To Work For Closer U.S. Ties’, 28 June 1963, 2; New York Times, 

‘Germany: Bonn-Washington Ties Are Seen Stronger’, 30 June 1963, 110.  
782 New York Times, ‘Germany: Bonn-Washington Ties Are Seen Stronger’, 30 June 1963, 110.  
783 Washington Post, Times Herald, ‘A Balance Sheet of JFK’s Trip’, 3 July 1963, A14. 
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part, it was felt that the occasion had been successful in this respect.784 Through the 

carefully choreographed displays of Western Allied cooperation and the tremendous 

public acclaim which these performances had received, it was proposed that the visit 

had played an important role in halting a ‘threatened deterioration of [the Euro-

Atlantic] alliance’ and highlighting the ongoing significance of an ‘Atlantic 

partnership’.785 Whilst this conclusion would have gladdened the hearts of US 

officials, what may have made for less pleasant reading were those editorials which 

suggested that the President’s efforts to create a sense of Euro-Atlantic unity had been 

in direct response to the foreign policy of Charles de Gaulle. In an editorial for the 

Atlanta Constitution telling headlined ‘US Realism Vs. De Gaulle’s Hopes’, William 

White proposed that, by visiting Europe and Berlin, Kennedy had met ‘head-on the 

forces of isolationism-by-fragmentation’ of which the French President was ‘mind and 

symbol’.786 An article published in the Washington Post three days earlier offered a 

significantly more blunt appraisal of the impact which the President’s trip had had on 

French foreign policy: ‘French President Charles de Gaulle must have a new 

appreciation of what it means to buck an Irishman.’787 

Earlier in the chapter, it was suggested that commentaries which presented 

Kennedy’s trip as forming part of a project to besmirch both the policies and character 

of de Gaulle were contrary to US government interests. As archival materials stored at 

the JFKPL reveal, there was a widely held belief amongst American officials that to 

frame the occasion in this manner was to simultaneously reduce Berlin to site of a 

conflict between the French and US Presidents, and thereby to undermine those 

 
784 Baltimore Sun, ‘Kennedy Cites U.S. Hopes For Reunited Germany’, 27 June 1963, 1 & 2; 

Washington Post, Times Herald, ‘Kennedy’s Visit to Germany Will Have Long-Term Effects’, 28 June 

1963, A17; Washington Post, Times Herald, ‘2 K’s in Berlin…The Aim’s the same’, 28 June 1963, 

A19.  
785 Atlanta Constitution, ‘Kennedy’s Round Left Its Impact’, 4 July 1963, 44; see also San Francisco 

Examiner, ‘A Berlin Triumph For U.S. President’, 30 June 1963, 1 & A. See also Atlanta Constitution, 

‘Kennedy’s Round Left Its Impact’, 4 July 1963, 44; New York Times, ‘Cheers & Issues: President on 

Tour’, 30 June 1963, 107. 
786 Atlanta Constitution, ‘US Realism Vs. De Gaulle’s Hopes’, 1 July 1963, 4.  
787 Washington Post, Times Herald, ‘Kennedy’s Visit to Germany Will Have Long-Term Effects’, 28 

June 1963, A17. 
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diplomatically advantageous narratives which portrayed the city as a site of Euro-

Atlantic unity.788 It is thus with likely alarm that US dignitaries may have read the 

Washington Post editorial by the renowned American columnist Walter Lippmann: 

 

Gaullism cannot be thrown back in Europe by electioneering, and it will soon be evident 

that the cheering crowds in Germany do not mean that Britain will be admitted sooner to 

the Common Market or that the [Euro-Atlantic Alliance] is any nearer realization than it 

was.789  

 

Whilst some writers may have drawn parallels between Kennedy’s visit and his 

presidential election campaign with the intention of presenting West Berlin as a space 

of American-like practices and support, Lippman clearly had another geopolitical 

objective in mind. The President’s impassioned speeches and wild public acclaim were 

not something to be celebrated, he proposed, but instead formed part of a fruitless and 

politically naive attempt to halt de Gaulle’s initiative to isolate the UK and the US 

from Western Europe. Lipmann did not believe that Kennedy’s visit had transformed 

West Berlin into a brilliant example of Euro-Atlantic collaboration – the city had 

merely played host to a superficial and ultimately doomed project to counter the 

divisive policies of the French leader.  

The assessments of Kennedy’s visit presented to American public were thus as 

diverse as those which had been published before to his departure. For some, this event 

had been a highly emotional encounter: one which was characterised by a tangible 

sense of trust that surpassed the intricacies of international diplomacy. For others, the 

trip’s significance could not be divorced from the pressures and demands of the Cold 

War quite so easily. As has been shown, the hours which Kennedy spent in Berlin were 

also deemed to have been a reaffirmation of American determination, an exemplary 

display of Western Allied unity, a calculated and successful riposte to French foreign 

 
788 JFKPL, Presidential Papers, NSF, Memorandum for Mr. Roger Hilman. Subject [Classified], 25 

March 1963, Box 72, n.p. 
789 Washington Post, Times Herald, ‘Today and Tomorrow: The European Campaign Tour’, 2 July 

1963, A17.  
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policy, as well as an unnecessary exhibition of the President’s political inexperience. 

But despite their numerous differences, all of these characterisations were united by a 

single underlying assumption: that Kennedy’s visit to Berlin had altered the city’s 

political and geopolitical significance.  

 

CONCLUSION 

In light of the dizzying array of contingencies, conflicts, and ruptures which had 

characterised the performance of Kennedy’s visit, those responsible for 

communicating this event to the public were presented with a seemingly 

insurmountable task. How could an occasion whose essence appeared to defy all 

intelligibility be expressed in a manner which rendered it open to critical commentary 

and deliberation? This problem was not, however, unique to what had occurred in 

Berlin. Nor was it unsolvable. As this chapter has shown, members of the printed 

news-media industry were able to establish a measure of control over the visit’s lively 

proceedings by incorporating them into a series of socio-spatial norms and culturally 

resonant narratives. Through this process, what had unfolded on the streets of Berlin 

was transformed into an altogether more comprehensible affair; no longer a confusing 

intermixing of bodies and objects, utterances and practices, Kennedy’s visit was 

portrayed as having followed a logical, linear, and often extremely familiar pattern. 

Nevertheless, this newly established sense of coherency would not, in fact, take readers 

closer to the truth of the event. For by retrospectively standardising and regulating the 

President’s appearance in Berlin, journalists ultimately established an alternative 

reality from which new affects, sensations, and resonances could emerge, and thus set 

the parameters according to which members of the public might interpret the 

occasion’s significance. 

  But this productive procedure was far from homogenous or singular in nature. In 

some instances, columnists would present Kennedy’s visit and its supposed 

implications in a manner which had the potential to advance those objectives which 

had been set out by US officials. References by journalists to the ‘glittering’ and 
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‘striking’ buildings of West Berlin were, for example, very much in line with the 

favoured narrative that the city was a prosperous seat of democratic sentiment. And 

yet, these positive accounts would also sit alongside characterisations which were both 

less palatable and potentially detrimental to the Kennedy administration’s aims. 

Indeed, that some journalists elected to present the city as little more than a pawn in a 

petty game between the US and French heads of state was far less welcome. What 

followed Kennedy’s visit was thus a splintering of the event into a multitude of event 

realities, each of which, by virtue of the unique manner in which they were portrayed 

in the press, had the potential to foster particular forms of knowledge about the city 

and its supposed relevance to the Cold War. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

‘THE WORDS OF MY HUSBAND THAT WILL BE 

REMEMBERED MOST’: PRESIDENT KENNEDY’S VISIT 

TO BERLIN AS A GEOPOLITICAL EVENT 
 
INTRODUCTION 

On 3 January 1964, Jacqueline Kennedy sat down to compose a letter to the 

Governing Mayor of West Berlin, Willy Brandt.790 Having received a message of 

condolence from him following her husband’s assassination the previous November, 

the wife of the former US President finally felt able to put pen to paper and draft a 

response. In her delicate hand, she began by congratulating Brandt on the success of 

his recent initiative to allow residents of Berlin’s western sectors to visit their 

neighbours in the east of the city over the Christmas period. ‘I know my husband would 

have done just what you did,’ she wrote, ‘[…] because he cared about people – and so 

do you.’791 This fleeting reference to her late husband clearly stirred something in 

Jacqueline Kennedy, for she then proceeded to reflect upon how his presidency was 

likely to be remembered:  

 

How strange it is – sometimes I think that the words of my husband that will be remembered 

most – were words he did not even say in his own language “Ich bin ein Berliner.” And for 

once the Germans understood through him that the United States was committed to them. I 

am so proud and grateful that at least he had the chance to do that.792 

 

Acutely aware of the significance which Brandt assigned to the late President’s 

relationship with the city of Berlin, Jacqueline Kennedy was undoubtedly trying to 

endear herself to the Governing Mayor with this proposal. It was not, she mooted, 

Kennedy’s inaugural address or his remarks on the ‘Strategy of Peace’ which would 

echo in the ears of future generations. Rather, it was his personal pledge of allegiance 

 
790 AFES, Letter to Mayor Brandt, 3 January 1964, WBA, Gruppe 6, Ordner 126. 
791 Ibid., p.1. 
792 Ibid., pp.1-2. 
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to a small, foreign metropolis – the city for which Brandt had expended so much time 

and effort to represent – that the former First Lady expected would stand the test of 

time. 

But Jacqueline Kennedy was not only using this passage to appeal to Brandt’s sense 

of pride – she was also making a series of suggestions about her husband’s fateful visit 

to the city on 26 June 1963. Despite the conflicting reports of the President’s trip which 

circulated in the US and German press, Jacqueline Kennedy contended that the 

occasion had nonetheless been a resounding success. During the eight hours which he 

had spent in the former German capital, Kennedy was claimed to have positioned the 

city – and, moreover, the whole of Germany – within the US sphere of influence. For 

the former First Lady, her husband had therefore accomplished precisely what he had 

set out to do when first setting foot onto the runway of Flughafen Tegel just over six 

months earlier.  

The origins of this momentous achievement were further implied to lie in 

Kennedy’s already famous utterance, ‘Ich bin ein Berliner’. These four simple words, 

as Jacqueline Kennedy informed Brandt, had instilled amongst the German people a 

new and unparalleled sense of faith in both the President and the US. But in making 

this assertion, it must be appreciated that the former First Lady was in fact 

characterising her husband’s visit in a unique and highly consequential manner. 

Crucially, the emphasis which she placed on the supposedly transformative power of 

Kennedy’s rhetoric had the unfortunate effect of masking the other dynamics which 

had defined the proceedings. No voice was given, for instance, to the fact that the 

President’s words had been improvised or formed the conclusion of a controversial 

address. The numerous other gestures and pronouncements through which Kennedy 

had attempted to strengthen US-German ties went uncommented on. And unstated, 

too, were the reasons as to why he had felt compelled to express his commitment to 

the people of Germany in the first place. Jacqueline Kennedy’s assessment of her 

husband’s visit thus worked to decouple this event from the conditions of its own 

enactment, distilling its complex form into a simplified and condensed reality. 
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Kennedy’s wife was by no means the first person to convey his trip to Berlin in a 

particular manner, nor would she be the last. For ever since this venture was first 

conceived, its essence has been multiple, evolving, and contested. Adopting what 

Rachel Meyer and Howard Kimeldorf have termed an ‘eventful subjectivity’, this final 

and concluding chapter sets out to chart the nature of this onto-epistemological 

ambiguity and assess its implications for the visit’s role as a vehicle for geopolitical 

knowledge production.793 With an eye to achieving this objective, it begins by 

outlining how scholars have utilised the concept of ‘the event’ as a lens to uncover the 

intricacies, contradictions, and onto-epistemological potential of socio-material 

interaction, before bringing this outlook to bear on the planning of Kennedy’s visit. As 

shall be discussed below, many of the occasion’s organisers assumed that it would 

unfold in a linear – albeit open – fashion, and hence could be orchestrated in such a 

way as to impart a specific vision of the city’s identity when enacted. Yet this 

representationalist framing of Kennedy’s trip would not stand up to the event’s 

performance. Indeed, the chapter goes on to summarise the ways in which this episode 

materialised as a situated and conditional affair that regularly broke free from the 

chains of protocol and, in so doing, allowed new practices and ways of being to 

emerge. Attention is then given to how both journalists and government officials 

attempted to arrest the excesses of the President’s visit by incorporating the 

proceedings into a series of stable, flowing narratives. Lastly, the chapter closes by 

considering the legacy of Kennedy’s trip as well as what its disputed onto-

epistemology can tell us about the wider geopolitical role and significance of US 

presidential visits.  

 

AN EVENTFUL SUBJECTIVITY 

The question of what constitutes an event has been something of a vexed question 

in the social sciences. As a concept which touches on the equally contentious topics of 

 
793 Rachel Meyer and Howard Kimeldof, ‘Eventful Subjectivity: The Experiential Sources of 

Solidarity’, Journal of Historical Sociology, 28:4 (2015), 429-57. 
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space and time, structure and agency, critics have found themselves repeatedly at odds 

over how best to theorise and map its defining contours. According to the Annales 

School, for example, an event was ‘like the froth on the long waves of history’,794 

whereas the likes of Alain Badiou maintained that events should be seen as possessing 

a thoroughly more violent, sudden, and transformative character.795 Notwithstanding 

the ‘return of the event’ in academic fields including geography,796 the term continues 

to conjure heated debate or otherwise tends to be used in a rather vague and ambiguous 

manner: 

 

[E]vents are still relegated to the theoretical margins in most disciplines where they 

generally serve either of two functions: to mark important moments of transition, captured 

under rubrics like ante-bellum, post-depression, or pre-9/11 that delimit the temporal scope 

of inquiry; or, in the case of momentous events like revolution or economic collapse, to 

encapsulate and name world historical occurrences whose origins and structural outcomes 

provide the focus of analysis.797 

 

This is not to imply that the event is a philosophical dead-end or that the concept 

has proven to be unproductive. To be sure, one of the most fruitful outcomes of recent 

discussions surrounding the nature of events has been the adoption of an eventful 

subjectivity or analytical outlook amongst researchers.798 Far from being a unified or 

coordinated venture, this practice can trace its origins to a diverse – and not always 

complementary – range of standpoints, including those of feminism, non-

 
794 Keith Bassett, ‘Thinking the event: Badiou’s philosophy of the event and the example of the Paris 

Commune’, Environment and Planning D: Society and Space, 26 (2008), 895-910 (p.895). 
795 Alain Badiou, Being and Event (London: Continuum, 2005); William Sewell Jr., Logics of History: 

Social Theory and Social Transformation (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2005). See also Philip 

Abrams, Historical Sociology (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1982); Jan Harding, ‘Rethinking the 

Great Divide: Long-Term Structural History and the Temporality of the Event’, Norwegian 

Archaeological Review 38:2 (2005), 88-101. 
796 Alban Bensa and Eric Fassin, ‘Les sciences sociales face à l’événement’, Terrain: Revue 

d’Ethnologie de l’Europe, 38, <https://journals.openedition.org/terrain/1888>, quoted in Bassett, 
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representational theory, and social anthropology. Nevertheless, at the heart of this 

enterprise is a common commitment to exploring the embodied and situated 

interactions which make up our existence. The world is not, from this vantage point, 

taken to be the stable product of macro-structural orders or processes – it is perceived 

as emerging from an incomprehensible array of micro-level happenings during which 

individual bodies are brought into precarious relation.799 This foregrounding of the 

experiential, the fleeting, and the specific has much in common with the practice-based 

literature discussed in Chapter One, and has offered sophisticated insight into the 

inescapable contingency of socio-political life.800 A case in point is Lesley Wood et 

al.’s study of the G20 summit protests in Pittsburgh and Toronto.801 Rather than 

assuming that the protestors’ unifying sense of purpose existed prior to these events, 

they reveal that the solidarity displayed on the streets of Toronto and Pittsburgh 

actually emerged from the tenuous assembly of practices, emotions, and disciplinary 

measures which defined these occasions. 

Spurred on by the growing popularity of Deleuzian thought, the role of non-human 

forces in generating and defining events has also been the subject of extensive 

scholarly interest.802 Here, the interactions from which the world and its meaning 

 
799 Ibid. See also Anderson and Harrison, ‘The Promise of Non-Representational Theories’; Maria 

Mälksoo, ‘The challenge of liminality for International Relations theory’, Review of International 

Studies, 38:2 (2012), 481-94; Fiona McConnell and Jason Dittmer, ‘Liminality and diplomacy of the 

British Overseas Territories: An assemblage approach’, Environment and Planning D: Society and 

Space, 36:1 (2018), 139-58. 
800 For example, Priska Daphi, ‘“Imagine the streets”: The spatial dimension of protests’ transformative 

effects and its role in building movement identity’, Political Geography, 56 (2017), 34-43; Alice 

Goffman, ‘Go to More Parties? Social Occasions as Home to Unexpected Turning Points in Life 

Trajectories’, Social Psychology Quarterly, 82:1 (2019), 51-74; Kai Heidemann, ‘Overcoming 

Uncertainty: Agency, Stance, and the Rise of Collective Action in Times of Crisis’, Sociological Focus, 

51:2 (2018), 79-96. 
801 Lesley Wood, Suzanne Staggenborg, Glenn Stalker and Rachel Kutz-Flamenbaum, ‘Eventful events: 

local outcomes of G20 summit protests in Pittsburgh and Toronto’, Social Movement Studies, 16:5 

(2017), 595-609. 
802 Noé Cornago, ‘Beyond the media event: modes of existence of the diplomatic incident’, Place 

Branding and Public Diplomacy, 14 (2018), 64-73; Ella Dilkes-Frayne and Cameron Duff, ‘Tendencies 

and Trajectories: The production of drug consumption’, Environment and Planning D: Society and 

Space, 35:5 (2017), 951-67; Julian Clark and Alun Jones, ‘Geopolitical teleconnections: Diplomacy, 

events, and foreign policy’, Political Geography, 75 (2019); John Protevi, Political Affect: Connecting 

the Social and the Somatic (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2009). 
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emerge are by no means an exclusively human affair, but encompass the affective and 

the material as well.803 Such an interest in more-than-human has also encouraged 

critics to consider how the situated convergence of different agencies contributes to 

the productive and continual evolution of the socio-material environment. In asking 

‘how do we theorize and represent events and the worlds that they transform?’, for 

instance, Ian Shaw has mapped the non-human dynamisms which, through their 

interaction and interrelation, have the potential to replace, reshape, and reconfigure the 

physical world.804 

But the creativity of an event is by no means limited to its ability to transform 

embodied practices and material environments. Vitally, a recent line of event-oriented 

scholarship has emerged which highlights the impact which more-than-human 

encounters – be they mundane or spectacular, ordinary or extraordinary – can have on 

individual subjectivity.805 With pre-established spaces, times, and practices thrown out 

of joint by events, the epistemic frameworks according to which the world is 

rationalised no longer seem to be fit for purpose. This sense of dislocation is 

understood, in turn, to herald the emergence of alternative discourses, narratives, and 

forms knowledge as actors struggle to comprehend and discipline the new world which 

has been summoned into existence.806 ‘An event can […] be conceived as a change,’ 

as Kevin Hannam and others argue, ‘a change in terms of the ways in which reality 

may appear to us as well as a transformation of the self.’807 This particular 

conceptualisation of events has close parallels with Émile Durkheim’s description of 

the productive forces unleashed in ‘effervescent social environments’ such as religious 

 
803 Alan Ingram, ‘Geopolitical events and fascist machines: Trump, Brexit and the deterritorialization 

of the West’, Political Geography, 57 (2017), 91-93. 
804 Ian Shaw, ‘Towards an evental geography’, Progress in Human Geography, 36:5 (2012), 613-627 

(p.613). See also Bassett, ‘Thinking the Event’.  
805 See Meyer and Kimeldorf, ‘Eventful Subjectivity’; Sewell, Logics of History; Slavoj Žižek, 

Philosophy in Transit (London: Penguin, 2014).  
806 See Alan Ingram, Geopolitics and the Event (London: Wiley, 2019). 
807 Kevin Hannam, Mary Mostafanezhad and Jillian Rickly, ‘Introduction: Towards an agenda for event 

mobilities research’, in Event Mobilities: Politics, place and performance, edited by Kevin Hannam, 

Mary Mostafanezhad and Jillian Rickly (London and New York: Routledge, 2016), pp.1-14 (p.5).  
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ceremonies.808 In these settings, Durkheim notes, individual subjects develop the 

feeling of being ‘dominated and carried away by some sort of an external power’ – a 

sensation which, he asserts, prompts them to ‘think and act differently than in normal 

times’.809 It is during such ‘moments of madness’ – when one is confronted by a world 

transformed by the event – that new ideas and modes of being are considered to 

arise.810 

In spite of its hotly contested meaning, the concept of the event has therefore 

contributed greatly to recent social scientific scholarship. Attracted by the emphasis 

which the term places on the micro, the particular, and the lived, scholars have utilised 

it as a means with which to examine the radical contingency of the socio-material 

interactions and the creative potential – both ontological and epistemological – which 

inherently resides within them. With these analytical openings in mind, the remainder 

of this concluding chapter reviews the planning, performance, and portrayal of 

Kennedy’s trip to Berlin with an eventful subjectivity. In the process, it not only seeks 

to develop the findings of the thesis’ earlier chapters, but also to outline the visit’s role 

as a medium through which geopolitical subjectivities were enacted, challenged, and 

reworked.  

 

THE CONSTRAINTS OF PLANNING 

Although they may never have articulated it in such a manner, both US and German 

officials were clearly aware of the creative power of the event and sought to ensure 

that Kennedy’s visit to Berlin would have a similarly productive effect. Certainly, 

there can be little doubt that those involved in the planning of this occasion did so with 

the belief that it could – and, indeed, should – transform the perceived geopolitical 

status of the city. From the extant archival evidence, it is apparent that this project was 

pursued via three kinds of protocol measure – each of which was underpinned by a 

 
808 Émile Durkheim, The Elementary Forms of the Religious Life (New York: The Free Press, 1965). 

See also Meyer and Kimeldorf, ‘Eventful Subjectivity’.  
809 Durkheim, The Elementary Forms of Religious Life, pp.249-50. 
810 Aristide Zolberg, ‘Moments of Madness’, Politics and Society, 2:2, 183-207. 
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specific onto-epistemological rendering of the President’s trip. The first type of 

measure was preventative in nature. Based upon the assumption that Kennedy’s visit 

would unfold in a logical and altogether predictable manner, this form of protocol was 

designed with the overriding aim of forestalling the event’s unsatisfactory 

realisation.811 Recall Chancellor Konrad Adenauer’s efforts to ensure that Brandt did 

not ‘steal the show’ on 26 June 1963. Operating under the assumption that the 

Governing Mayor would inevitably try to the win Kennedy’s favour if allowed to host 

the President alone, Adenauer sought to manipulate the visit’s plans so that he would 

also have a part to play in welcoming the guest of honour. As noted in Chapter Four, 

that the arrangements ostensibly awarded the role of co-host to the Chancellor was 

also deemed to be advantageous because it would ensure that the performed 

proceedings did not merely reaffirm the city’s Allied occupied status. With Adenauer 

permitted to parade alongside Kennedy and Brandt through the streets of West Berlin, 

it was anticipated that the area would be presented as a stronghold of Western, rather 

than simply Western Allied, resolve. 

The second type of measure was defined by a pre-emptive rationale. But whereas 

their preventative counterparts were premised on the notion that the nature and effects 

of Kennedy’s trip could be set out in advance, protocols belonging to this particular 

category were born instead out of a profound sense of uncertainty.812 Crucially, there 

were several instances when the visit was framed as a future event whose defining 

features remained fundamentally unknowable. Such a move did not, however, result 

in a paralysis of the planning process. On the contrary, the ambiguity surrounding the 

President’s visit served to legitimise a series of interventions directed against scenarios 

which, despite their indeterminate nature, were still deemed to be unfavourable. A 

clear example was the US-led initiative to pre-empt a Soviet backlash against 

Kennedy’s trip on the basis that it gave credence to the idea that Berlin was a Land of 

 
811 See Ben Anderson, ‘Security and the future: Anticipating the event of terror’, Geoforum, 41 (2010), 

227-35; Brian Massumi, ‘Potential Politics and the Primacy of Preemption’, Theory & Event, 10:2 

(2007), DOI: 10.1253/tae.2007.0066. 
812 See Massumi, ‘Potential Politics’. 
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the BRD. Whilst it was uncertain exactly how the Soviet Premier, Nikita Khrushchev, 

would react under such circumstances, members of the Kennedy administration and 

US State Department nevertheless felt that the vast array of negative responses open 

to him was sufficient cause to remove from the protocol arrangements any elements 

which could be construed as suggesting that Berlin was part of the BRD.813 On this 

occasion, the President’s visit was therefore accepted to be an event whose 

ramifications would remain shrouded in mystery until the moment of their realisation. 

Yet the planning process was not only defined by attempts to ensure that specific 

circumstances did not materialise. There were additionally those protocol 

arrangements which actively sought to ‘prime’ the conditions of Kennedy’s trip so that 

it would play out in a positive or beneficial manner.814 In accordance with such an 

affirmative modus operandi, these measures were intended to operate less through 

restrictions or modulations than through cues whose force would be situational. They 

were designed to incite a particular event, in other words, rather than halt its 

realisation. An especially keen advocate of such provisions was the USBER’s Charles 

Hulick. In Chapter Four, we saw how he campaigned – and ultimately succeeded – to 

alter the route of the presidential motorcade so that it would pass through Berlin’s 

Hansa Quarter. By incorporating this newly developed part of the city into the visit’s 

programme, Hulick proposed that audiences would be led to formulate the favourable 

conclusion that Berlin’s western sectors were vibrant spaces of growth, modernity, and 

prosperity.   

The onto-epistemological status of Kennedy’s visit was thus far from fixed over the 

course of its planning. At times, the event appears to have been assigned and 

orchestrated according to a broadly linear logic; akin to a falling line of dominoes, the 

planners assumed that it would unfold in a self-evident sequence of cause and effect, 

and hence could be disciplined or primed to produce a certain outcome. Nonetheless, 

there were other instances when the occasion was regarded as a more open affair whose 

 
813 For example, LAB, Memorandum, 8 June 1963, B Rep. 002, no. 11163.  
814 See Brian Massumi, The Power at the End of the Economy (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 

2015).  
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implications remained multiple and elusive. What served to unite these different 

renderings of the President’s trip, however, was a common belief that its protocol 

arrangements provided a platform to endow Berlin with a specific geopolitical identity. 

Indeed, even when US officials were forced to confront the uncertain future of how 

Khrushchev would react to Kennedy’s visit, it was anticipated that the Soviet 

Premier’s response would ultimately be informed by the way in which the planned 

proceedings represented the city.  

 

THE EXCESSES OF PERFORMANCE 

As revealed in Chapter Five, this representationalist ethos would not withstand the 

test of the visit’s performance. For when Kennedy’s trip fell into the contingent reality 

of its own enactment, what emerged surpassed all prior expectations. The event 

breached, shattered, and overflowed the pre-prepared protocols on a regular basis, 

giving rise to practices, expressions, and ways of being which escaped even the most 

detailed of contingency plans. But it was not an external force or agency which 

produced these excessive and unanticipated energies. They stemmed instead from the 

constitutive components of the visit itself: that is to say, a seething, multifaceted, more-

than-representational mass of actions and utterances, affects and emotions, bodies and 

objects. As Michel Foucault has observed: 

 

[I]t is always at the level of materiality that [the event] takes effect, that it is effect; it has its 

locus and it consists in the relation, the coexistence, the dispersion, the overlapping, the 

accumulation, and the selection of material elements.815 

 

Through the immanent relations of proliferating pairings, new spaces, capacities, and 

potentialities were assembled in Berlin on the day of Kennedy’s visit, opening and 

unfolding alternative forms of geopolitical knowledge which frequently called into 

question those that had been promoted during its planning. 

 
815 Michel Foucault, ‘The order of discourse’, in: Untying the text: A post-structural anthology, edited 

by Robert Young (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1981), pp.48-78 (p.69). 
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The volatile excesses which characterised the performance of the President’s trip 

are thrown into sharp relief when one recalls the behaviour of the West Berliners. 

Significantly, the city’s residents refused to remain passive and comply with the 

authorities’ demands on 26 June 1963, even if they had no intention of actually 

disrupting or subverting the event’s official programme. Individuals pushed, pressed, 

and jostled up against one another with the excitement of hearing America’s Chief 

Executive. Road signs were broken and bent out of place as people scaled them in the 

hope of getting a better view. And on many occasions the members of the West Berlin 

Police Force which lined the motorcade’s route were overwhelmed as people rushed 

forward to shake Kennedy’s hand or present him with tokens of their appreciation.  

Although it is tempting to view these disruptive acts as constituting little more than 

an entertaining backdrop to the President’s time in Berlin, to adopt such a perspective 

is also to overlook the multiple geopolitical functions which these practices performed. 

Andreas Daum, for example, has discovered that the West Berliners’ behaviour was 

looked upon by contemporary observers as tangible evidence that the city had moved 

from the shadow of its totalitarian past into the light of the liberal present.816 The fact 

that the police and the public were able to walk the fine line between discipline and 

freedom, regulation and spontaneity, he explains, gave the acute impression that West 

Berlin was a place of democratic sentiment and custom. What is more, this thesis has 

shown that the actions of the West Berliners contributed to the emergence of a ‘gala 

mood’ or atmosphere which acted as a catalyst for further acts of improvisation. 

Consider the example of Kennedy’s appearance at Checkpoint Charlie. At this 

moment, the President is noted as having been so overwhelmed by the spontaneous 

wave of positive emotion emanating from the crowd that he felt compelled to break 

from the day’s packed itinerary and spend a few moments greeting members of the 

public. As noted earlier, this act was not only unexpected but also loaded with political 

and geopolitical significance; in electing to ignore the pressures of time and interact 

directly with the West Berliners, the President was signalling to observers around the 

 
816 Daum, Kennedy in Berlin.  
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world that the US was staunchly committed to preserving the wellbeing and security 

of the city.  

But the origins of Kennedy’s many unanticipated actions did not reside solely in 

the West Berliners’ conduct – the physical and urban geography of the city also played 

a part, most notably in his decision to abandon his pre-prepared speech outside the 

Rathaus Schöneberg. It was recorded in Chapter Five that the President’s exposure to 

the material brutality of Berlin’s sector border filled him with a sense of disgust which 

was reportedly still in place when he stepped up to the podium in Rudolph-Wilde-

Platz. Driven on by these unsettling feelings and the jubilant scenes unfolding before 

him, he then chose to discard the palatable address which had been drafted by 

Theodore Sorensen and deliver in its place an emotionally fraught tirade that presented 

Berlin as a concrete manifestation of the irreconcilable differences between Capitalism 

and Communism. The avenues and buildings of Berlin did not, at this juncture, merely 

act as an inert stage upon which Kennedy’s visit occurred – they operated as a dynamic 

assemblage of agencies in and through which the event took shape.  

Although this thesis has drawn special attention to those moments when the 

President’s appearance in Berlin was seemingly thrown off-course, it does not seek to 

imply that this event was completely devoid of structure or continuity. There were, 

after all, several periods when the day’s enacted proceedings mirrored closely the 

original protocol arrangements and appeared to give expression to the geopolitical 

imperatives which had informed these procedures. This was especially the case during 

the degree ceremony at the Freie Universität. Having already been made aware of the 

detrimental impact which his impassioned speech at the Rathaus Schöneberg may have 

had on his own foreign policy, Kennedy elected on this occasion to stick to the pre-

prepared script when delivering his summary address. Absent was the aggressive, cold 

warrior rhetoric which had comprised his earlier improvised speeches and issued in its 

place was a more measured plea for the people of Berlin to embark upon a path which 

would lead to Germany’s peaceful reunification. Like the many pre-emptive measures 

which had been implemented prior to the occasion, we have seen that this sudden about 

face in the President’s public attitude was guided by a desire to avoid a scenario 
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wherein his visit resulted in a range of unspecified negative responses by the Soviet 

government.  

During its performance, Kennedy’s trip therefore appears to have fluctuated 

between exceeding its pre-established protocols on the one hand, and conforming to 

them on the other. It was not a miracle whose nature defied explanation, but neither 

was it a seamless and complete expression of its planning. In an attempt to rationalise 

how events can assume such an ostensibly contradictory existence, Marshall Sahlins 

has evoked the idea of ‘the structure of conjunction’.817 According to this formulation, 

an event should not be conceived as inherently chaotic or the direct result of pre-

existing conditions and intentions. Instead, the ‘conjunctures’ we call events are 

thought to always display certain identifiable regularities, albeit ones which the 

participants might not have originally anticipated. Whilst the President’s trip may have 

tested the constraints of protocol, then, it does not follow that these and other 

organisational structures failed to shape the event’s materialisation.  

 

THE RE-PRESENTATIONS OF PORTRAYAL  

Even before the President had departed from Berlin, US news reporters were 

scrambling to contain the contingent, immanent, and often disruptive performance of 

his visit, and thereby render it amenable to critical reflection. Forming the core of this 

endeavour was an emplotting of the day’s proceedings into linear, path-dependent 

storylines, whereby the lively interplay of agencies which had constituted the occasion 

was returned once again to the confines of a causal logic; instead of arising from a 

turbulent mix of bodies, objects, and signs, Kennedy’s actions were portrayed as the 

effects of causes which both preceded and predetermined them. By choosing to rewrite 

the President’s visit in this simplified manner, it may be argued that members of the 

US press failed to capture the ‘true essence’ of the event in an onto-epistemological 

sense. And yet, this does not mean that we should regard their work as somehow 

 
817 Marshall Sahlins, ‘Historical Metaphors and Mythical Realities’, Social Anthropology in Oceania, 

Special Publication No.1 (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1981), cited in Sewell, Logics of 

History, p.221.  



Chapter Seven: ‘The words of my husband that will be remembered most’ 

 272 

insignificant or without consequence. Most importantly, these ‘movements of 

appropriation’ or ‘after-the-act representations’ gave rise to new event realities from 

which other affects, intensities, and meanings were free to emerge.818 As Jacques 

Derrida argues in his critique of the press coverage of the Second Gulf War: 

 

An interpretation does what it says. It may pretend simply to state, show, and inform, but it 

actually produces. It is already performative in a way. In a naturally unsaid, unavowed, and 

undeclared manner, a saying of the event that makes the event is passed off as a saying of 

the event. The political vigilance that this calls for on our part obviously consists in 

organizing a critical examination of all the mechanisms that hold out the appearance of 

saying the event when they are in fact making it, interpreting and producing it.819 

 

The attempts by US journalists to retrospectively capture and discipline the 

enactment of Kennedy’s visit were anything but uniform; under the pressure of 

individual preferences, biases, and political orientations, the event fractured into an 

extensive range of competing and conflicting realities. That said, there were still 

several recurring themes and motifs which featured across various newspaper reports. 

Following its performance, for instance, the President’s time in Berlin was frequently 

emplotted into storylines which emphasised the isolated and endangered position of 

its western sectors. As discussed in the previous chapter, one of the most concerted 

efforts in this regard was the crafting of a gendered and culturally resonant narrative 

in which Kennedy was cast as a valiant male champion striving to liberate a besieged 

fortress. In addition to endowing the President with attractive masculine qualities, this 

particular re-presentation of the event proved to be advantageous to the Kennedy 

 
818 Jacques Derrida quoted in Giovanna Borradori, Philosophy in a Time of Terror: Dialogues with 

Jürgen Habermas and Jacques Derrida (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2003), pp.90-91; Robert 

Kaiser, ‘Reassembling the event: Estonia’s ‘Bronze Night’’, Environment and Planning D: Society and 

Space, 30 (2012), 1046-64. See also Ingram, Geopolitics and the Event; Massumi, Parables for the 

Virtual; Inka Salovaara, ‘#Je suis Charlie: Networks, Affects and Distributed Agency of Media 

Assemblage’, Conjunctions: Transdisciplinary Journal of Cultural Participation, 2:1 (2015), 102-15. 
819 Jacques Derrida, ‘A Certain Impossibility of Saying the event’, Critical Inquiry, 33:2 (2007), 441-

61 (p.447, original emphasis). 



Chapter Seven: ‘The words of my husband that will be remembered most’ 

 273 

administration owing to the fact that it demonstrated the apparent necessity of 

maintaining a Western Allied military presence in Berlin.  

There were, however, some after-the-act re-presentations which were not as 

complementary to the overriding geopolitical objectives of the trip. Possibly the most 

damaging of these works was the account presented by the widely revered columnist 

Walter Lippman in an editorial for the Washington Post published on 2 July 1963.820 

It was noted that Lippman elected in this piece to frame the President’s visit as the rash 

and ill-conceived outcome of a long-standing personal feud between Kennedy and the 

French President, Charles de Gaulle. This damning codification of the event not only 

had the detrimental effect of casting doubt over those reports which portrayed 

Kennedy as a virtuous and noble leader, but also appeared to strip the occasion of its 

potential to portray Berlin as a site of Euro-Atlantic cooperation. By weaving the 

President’s trip into this narrative, Lippman was therefore able to regulate and re-

define the space-time of the event such that it stood in direct opposition to the original 

intentions of the Kennedy administration.  

Yet reports such as Lippman’s did not establish conclusively the nature of 

Kennedy’s visit, nor the geopolitical knowledge fostered by it. For although the thesis 

has been unable to explore this particular phenomenon, we must nevertheless 

appreciate that the storylines forged by members of the press spilled over from their 

originating sites to cascade across numerous other space-times, including those of the 

editorial office, the newsstand, and the living room. In so doing, they set in motion 

countless new energies and affects which would actualise other ‘event realities’ and 

further transform the status of the President’s trip in the process.821 Brian Massumi has 

given voice to this so-called ‘event transitivity’ by charting how the occasion of ‘Super 

Bowl Sunday’ takes on a radically different meaning when it is consumed in the 

 
820 Washington Post, Times Herald, ‘Today and Tomorrow: The European Campaign Tour’, 2 July 

1963, A17. 
821 See Clark and Jones, ‘Geopolitical teleconnections’; Kaiser, ‘Reassembling the event’; Penelope 

Papailias, ‘(Re)sounding Histories: On the Temporalities of the Media Event’, Social Analysis, 61:1 

(2017), 86-101. 
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home.822 Upon entering the household via its televised and radio coverage, Massumi 

reveals that ‘Super Bowl Sunday’ disrupts the existing socio-spatial order and initiates 

a series subsequent events in the process, including rare instances of domestic 

violence: 

 

The pattern of relations between household bodies is reproblematized. The game event 

momentarily interrupts the pattern of extrinsic relations generally obtaining between 

domestic bodies, as typed by gender. A struggle ensues: a gender struggle over clashing 

codes of sociality, rights of access to portions of the home and its contents, and rituals of 

servitude.823 

 

Through becoming a ‘domestic player’ – through its transmission, consumption, and 

interaction with other elements of the home – the mediated event of ‘Super Bowl 

Sunday’ takes on a new identity and function, appearing less as a coherent ordering of 

players and more as an unwelcome source of disorder or conflict.  

The stability, coherency, and significance ascribed to the President’s trip by US 

journalists was also problematised by the competing plotlines which were crafted by 

other media institutions and government actors. Take the manner in which the event 

came to be re-presented by DDR news media outlets. As Robert Waite has detailed, a 

significant number of East German journalists chose to follow the lead of American 

reporters by drawing comparisons between Kennedy’s visit and Nazi Party rallies. But 

whereas their opposite numbers in the US went on to imply that the support for the 

democratically-elected President had actually surpassed that which had been bestowed 

upon Adolf Hitler, DDR commentators claimed that the behaviour of the West 

Berliners showed that they were still languishing in ‘“the worst times in German 

history”’.824  Furthermore, in contrast to those US press reports which re-constituted 

Kennedy as a brave and determined guardian of liberty, citizens of the DDR were 

 
822 Massumi, Parables for the Virtual.  
823 Ibid., p.80. 
824 Waite, ‘‘Ish bin ein Bearleener’, p.861. 



Chapter Seven: ‘The words of my husband that will be remembered most’ 

 275 

informed that the ‘“otherwise self-assured”’ President had been visibly ‘“nervous”’ 

when confronted by the towering glory of East Berlin.825  

Perhaps eager to counteract these derogatory reports, both US and West Berlin 

government authorities circulated their own materials which attempted to re-present 

Kennedy’s visit so that the occasion complemented state-sanctioned geopolitical 

narratives. For example, members of the West Berlin Senat commissioned a special 

illustrated booklet about the President’s trip to be distributed to schools throughout the 

city,826 as well as sponsored a contest for the best photograph of the occasion which 

had been taken by a private citizen.827 Meanwhile, the Special Events Department of 

the United States Armed Forces Radio and Television Service produced a thirty-five-

minute motion picture of Kennedy’s visit entitled ‘One Day in Berlin’.828 With a 

soundtrack consisting almost entirely of the jubilant cries of the West Berliners, this 

film was screened to US servicepersons around the world and offered a highly stylised 

account of the occasion. Such was the disruptive, unexpected, and potentially 

contentious nature of the President’s off-the-cuff speech at that the Construction 

Workers National Congress, for instance, that this part of the day’s proceedings was 

struck from the final edition of the film by its producers.829 

In an effort to highlight the ongoing significance of government-sponsored event 

narratives to the making of international politics, Julian Clark and Alun Jones have put 

forward the concept ‘geopolitical teleconnections’.830 Like the storylines set out in 

press reports, Clark and Jones propose that both the formulation and success of these 

after-the-act re-presentations rests primarily upon their ability convert the ‘backwards-

forward trajectories’ of events into ‘coherent, flowing linear time’.831 Yet whilst 

journalistic event scripts tend to be guided by financial considerations or personal 

 
825 Daum, Kennedy in Berlin, pp.172-73. 
826 Press and Information Office of Berlin, A Great Day in the history of Berlin, June 26, 1963. 
827 Daum, Kennedy in Berlin.  
828 United States Government Agencies Collection, ‘One day in Berlin, 26 June 1963’, JFKPL, United 

States Government Agencies Collection, produced by Bailey, S., edited by Connelly, J., narrated by 

Baker A., 35 minutes. 
829 Ibid. Based on a conversation with staff at the JFKPL. 
830 Clark and Jones, ‘Geopolitical teleconnections’.  
831 Ibid., n.p. 
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preferences, they argue that those commissioned by government actors are often 

underpinned by a yearning to bestow particular geopolitical subjects with a sense of 

legitimacy. ‘Actualising events this way,’ as Clark and Jones explain, ‘[…] engages 

the political subjectivities of citizens with the hegemonic times and spaces of states, 

enabling their incorporation into sovereign political contexts.’832 To demonstrate the 

effect of such geopolitical teleconnections, Clark and Jones have drawn attention to 

the role which the Icelandic government’s General Position statement on the 2008 

financial crisis played in re-presenting the country as credible candidate for European 

Union membership. Whilst the sudden downturn in the global economy released a 

disorienting assortment of material-affective intensities throughout Icelandic political 

establishment, the authors of the General Position are shown to have re-framed these 

unruly dynamisms as a credible and coherent ‘cause’ for the Icelandic leadership to 

pursue a new, pro-European foreign policy.833  

As stated above, the constraints of this thesis mean that it is unfortunately unable 

to provide a systematic review of whether and how Kennedy’s visit altered the ways 

in which Berlin was perceived by members of the public. Nevertheless, it is worth 

noting here that there is evidence that the event’s performance and subsequent 

transitivity culminated in forms of geopolitical knowledge which were broadly in-

keeping with those had been outlined by US officials. In a telegram to Dean Rusk 

dated 3 July 1963, the US Ambassador to the BRD, George McGhee, asserted that the 

visit would provide ‘a steadying influence’ when German emotions became ‘volatile’ 

on sensitive matters such as US Berlin policy.834 As Jacqueline Kennedy would 

suggest to Brandt several months later, McGhee went on to propose that the origins of 

this favourable outcome lay in the ‘powerful tonic’ which had been provided by the 

President’s address in front of the Rathaus Schöneberg.835 Kennedy’s ‘forthright 

pronouncements’ on the relationship between the US and Berlin, he informed Rusk, 

 
832 Ibid., n.p. 
833 Ibid. 
834 JFKPL, Presidential Papers, NSF, Telegram to the Secretary of State, 3 July 1963, Box 241a, p.1.  
835 Ibid., p.3. 
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had ‘bolstered confidence in American firmness of purpose and should contribute 

toward a more relaxed German attitude in future round[s] of talks between [the] US 

and the USSR’.836 A similar assessment was provided in a report composed by the 

USIS’s James Hoofnagle on 9 August 1963. Labelling Kennedy’s visit to the BRD 

and Berlin as ‘the largest spontaneous public response to a foreign visitor in German 

history’, Hoofnagle noted that ‘interest in the President and his statements’ continued 

to ‘run high’ on both sides of the Atlantic. ‘[T]he end [of which],’ he added 

encouragingly, was ‘not yet in sight’.837 But arguably the most convincing indicator 

that Kennedy’s visit served to re-define Berlin’s western sectors as spaces of US-

German friendship was the President’s inclusion in a joke which came to be shared 

between city’s residents. In this exchange, one Berliner would ask another: “Why did 

President Kennedy say, ‘Ich bin ein Berliner’?”. The answer: “Because he wanted to 

get the Zitterpraemie.”.838  

 

CONCLUSION 

West Berlin’s perceived geopolitical status as a flourishing centre of Euro-Atlantic 

cooperation and pro-US sentiment would not last indefinitely. For although the area 

was to remain under Western Allied occupation for the rest of the Cold War, the 

affective intensities and socio-material ruptures produced by events which followed 

Kennedy’s visit ensured that its identity continued to evolve and mutate. A particularly 

effective stimulus for change was the housing crisis which gripped West Berlin from 

the mid-1960s onward. As a result of building initiatives which favoured the 

construction of large suburban homes and government policies encouraging landlords 

to leave inner-city properties unoccupied, the city quickly started to suffer from a 

severe shortage of lower-income housing. This scarcity of urban accommodation 

would disproportionately affect West Berlin’s migrant worker and student 

 
836 Ibid.  
837 JFKPL, Presidential Papers, NSF, Telegram from USIS Bonn to USIA Washington. Subject: 

Germans Still Reacting to President’s Visit, 9 August 1963, Box 214a, p.1. 
838 In Berlin slang, ‘Zitterpraemie’ (‘shiver bonus’) was the term for the one-hundred-mark subsidy 

given to new residents to cover the cost of a trip to the BRD. See Ibid., p.2. 
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communities, many of whom began squatting illegally in vacant buildings as well as 

organizing protests against the municipal government.839 Writing less than a decade 

after Kennedy’s triumphal visit, Richard Merrit would decry this alarming state of 

affairs as symptomatic of the city’s growing social, political, and economic ‘decay’.840 

The image of West Berlin as an isolated but thriving metropolis, he warned, was 

drifting dangerously apart from its current material reality.   

The transitivity of the Vietnam War would further contribute to the reworking of 

West Berlin’s geopolitical status. By the late-1960s, US attempts to prevent a 

communist takeover of southern Vietnam had become a key political issue in the city 

and been met with a wave of criticism. This was in large part because many West 

Berliners did not view the fighting in southeast Asia as an isolated, far away event, but 

as something which could tangibly affect their own liberties and survival.841 As a space 

under Western Allied occupation, West Berlin was no stranger to the presence of US 

military forces. And, as such, many residents feared that the indiscriminate and brutal 

violence executed by American troops in Vietnam could overflow into their own 

contested territory. “Today Vietnam,”’ went one popular West Berlin protest chant, 

‘“Tomorrow us.”’842 At the epicentre of this resistance was the Freie Universität. In 

spite of having taken enormous pride in welcoming a US President to join its list of 

alumni on the occasion of Kennedy’s visit, the university played host to a series of 

raucous demonstrations during which American personnel were branded as 

‘“imperialist warmongers”’ and tormentors of the Vietnamese people.843 

This hostility would also manifest itself when President Richard Nixon’s travelled 

to Berlin on the 27 February 1969. As Kennedy had done six years earlier, Nixon used 

this event as an opportunity to undertake an extensive tour of the city’s western sectors 

 
839 See Emily Pugh, ‘Beyond the Berlin Myth: The Local, the Global and the IBA 87’, in Berlin: Divided 

City, 1945-1989, edited by Philip Broadbent and Sabine Hake (New York and Oxford: Berghahn Books, 

2010), pp.156-67. 
840 Richard Merrit, ‘The Student Protest Movement in West Berlin’, Comparative Politics, 1:4 (1969), 

516-33. 
841 Jeremi Suri, ‘The Cultural Contradictions of Cold War Education’. 
842 Quoted in Ibid., p.7.  
843 Anna von der Goltz, ‘Other ‘68ers in West Berlin: Christian Democratic Students and the Cold War 

City’, Central European History, 50 (2017), 86-112. 
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and to look into the communist-controlled eastern zone. Unlike his predecessors visit, 

however, running parallel to these official proceedings was an extensive programme 

of protest activities. For example, Nixon was confronted by an angry crowd whose 

members burnt US flags and chanted anti-American slogans as he was driven down 

the Kurfürstendamm. ‘Riot-prone radical minorities awaited [Nixon] in abundance’, 

noted a journalist for The Wall Street Journal, despite the West Berlin Police Force’s 

frantic efforts to keep them ‘frustrated’ and ‘at a distance’.844 The President’s 

motorcade would additionally provide a target for stones, snowballs, red paint, and 

bottles of beer.845  

West Berlin once again appeared before global audiences as a simmering cauldron 

of anti-US sentiment when President Ronald Reagan visited the city during his first 

term in office. But it was not the events actualised in Vietnam which culminated in 

displays of opposition on this occasion; rather, it was the affective energies released 

by the President’s controversial foreign policy. Reagan’s refusal to ratify the SALT II 

treaty, his curbing of trade with members of the Eastern bloc, his proposal to deploy 

American Pershing missiles in the BRD, and the operations executed by US special 

forces in South America – all of these actions had been subject to fierce criticism by 

members of the West Berlin public.846 Thus, when the President flew to the city on 11 

June 1982, the day’s itinerary and security measures had to be altered accordingly: the 

route of the presidential motorcade remained secret until the last possible moment; 

Reagan was required to don a bullet-proof vest when he stopped at Checkpoint Charlie; 

and the President’s main address of the day was delivered to a small, carefully selected 

crowd at the Schloss Charlottenburg. All the while, parts of Berlin were engulfed by 

violent demonstrations. An estimated 7000 protesters assembled in the district of 

Schöneberg alone, with many setting fire to cars, smashing shop windows, and 

 
844 The Wall Street Journal, ‘Wooing Foreign ‘Votes’, 3 March 1969, 4.  
845 New York Times, ‘Stones Thrown in Berlin’, 28 February 1969, p.12; Washington Post, Times 

Herald, ‘Rioters Denounce Nixon’, 28 February 1969, A1 & A18. See also Daum, Kennedy in Berlin.  
846 Jack Matlock Jr., ‘Ronald Reagan and the End of the Cold War’, in Ronald Reagan and the 1980s: 

Perceptions, Policies, Legacies (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2008), pp.57-78. 
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clashing with armed police officers.847 Slogans such as “Reagan is a Fascist” regularly 

filled the air.848 And posters bearing a monster-like depiction of the President under 

the title “Wanted: Dead Not Alive” were displayed on pillars and street corners 

throughout Berlin.849 On 11 June 1982, a municipality whose residents had once 

fainted with excitement at the prospect of seeing the US President therefore 

materialised as a space defined by a deep, endemic hatred of its American protector.  

Thus, the geopolitical knowledge fostered by Kennedy’s visit did not survive much 

longer than its lead protagonist. As the glitter of West Berlin’s post-war urban 

rejuvenation began to fade and the political outlook of its residents became more at 

odds with that of the US government, the territory’s status as a haven of Euro-Atlantic 

cooperation lost much of its epistemic traction. Yet this is not to say that Kennedy’s 

brief appearance in Berlin has vanished completely from the popular imagination or 

ceased to produce new event realities. Besides, the networkability of event 

transmission not only pertains to after-the-act re-presentations and the knowledge they 

engender, but to practices, materials, and utterances: ‘to any sign whose basic 

operation is to flow, and whose inductive/transductive effect must be “realized”’.850 

Indeed, the socio-material resonances of Kennedy’s visit are clearly evident in the 

protocol arrangements which were made for President Bill Clinton’s appearance in a 

newly reunified Berlin on 12 July 1994. Such was Clinton’s desire to recreate the 

triumphal visit of his predecessor that he asked his staff to prepare a full German 

translation of the speech which he was scheduled to deliver from the eastern side of 

the Brandenburger Tor. After having selected the sentence ‘Amerika steht an Ihre 

Seite, jetzt und für immer’ (‘America stands at your side, now and forever’) as the 

statement which would be conveyed in his non-native tongue, the President then 

further mimicked Kennedy in scrawling this phrase across the top of the final printed 

 
847 San Francisco Examiner, ‘Helmeted youths battle cops to protest Reagan’s Berlin Visit’, 12 June 

1982, A15. 
848 New York Times, ‘Thousands of Anti-Reagan Protesters Clash with the Police in West Berlin’, 12 

June, 8. 
849 San Francisco Examiner, ‘Helmeted youths battle cops to protest Reagan’s Berlin Visit’. 
850 Massumi, Parables for the Virtual, p.87. 
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version of the address.851 Through this act, as one commentator speculated at the time, 

Clinton hoped to frame Berlin once again as a site of US-German friendship, as well 

as to ensure that his speech became ‘destined for a museum’.852  

However, in spite of Clinton’s own best efforts, Berlin’s unique status on 12 July 

1994 meant that the Kennedy-esque nature of his address failed to elicit the contagious 

diffusion of affect and emotion which had enveloped the city thirty-one years earlier. 

‘“There was a slight resemblance to the Kennedy speech, but times have changed,” a 

Berlin postal worker remarked. ‘“In times of despair, a speech like this is more 

important. Kennedy was a light at the end of the tunnel; Clinton was a light on a bright 

day.”’853 A writer for the Washington Post offered an alternative – yet no less 

insightful – assessment. In their opinion, Clinton had been unable to recreate the 

success of Kennedy’s visit because of how his predecessor had come to be 

remembered. Readers were informed that Kennedy’s presidency was now divorced 

from its reality, reduced to a select number of scenes and soundbites: 

 

Give Clinton his due. He’s a real person, much more so than JFK. JFK was of a world that 

exists only in a few elite pockets of nature. He was an American aristocrat, which is to say, 

an anomaly. […] JFK was a kind of artificial being, composed of images, specially groomed 

for greatness and glory, his entire life a fantasy, virtually a hoax.854 

 

Since its enactment, the piecemeal and excessive essence of Kennedy’s time in office 

was believed to have been condensed to serve an independent system of historical 

recollection, one which perpetuated a myth of unrivalled grandeur and unsurpassable 

greatness.  

Although this thesis strives to avoid bestowing Kennedy’s presidency with a similar 

unwarranted renown or zeal, we must acknowledge that it marks yet another stage in 

 
851 The Boston Globe, ‘Clinton implores Berliners to have courage’, 13 July 1994, 1; Washington Post 

‘‘All Things are Possible; Berlin is Free,’ Says Clinton’, 13 July 1994, A19 & A20. 
852 The Boston Globe, ‘Clinton implores Berliners to have courage’, 1.  
853 Washington Post, ‘‘All Things Are Possible; Berlin Is Free,’ Says Clinton’, A19.  
854 Washington Post, ‘Jack and Bill Went Up the Hill’, 20 July 1994, B1 & B4 (B4).  
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this mythologizing process. For no account, be it anecdotal or scholarly, can ever 

capture and convey the unruly, more-than-representational essence of events in their 

totality or avoid bringing some degree of subjective judgement to bear on them. Due 

to a combination of personal preference, the limitations of the archival record, and the 

practical constraints of the rubric, what is offered here remains an unashamedly partial 

and delimited account of Kennedy’s trip to Berlin. It will not have escaped notice, for 

instance, that the thesis relies on a broadly chronological structure, despite highlighting 

the many shortcomings of doing so. Nor is the fact that it forces the visit’s dynamic 

and often ineffable agencies into the confines of a textual logic likely to have avoided 

critical reflection. This chapter has also identified the pertinence of further examining 

how the event was portrayed in contemporary film and radio reports, along with 

considering the ways in which these and other after-the-act re-presentations were 

received by different audiences. The thesis’ failure to pursue these lines of inquiry 

should not, however, be seen as an instance of authorial oversight, but as a reflection 

of scholarly choices which have nevertheless cast an illuminating light on the 

President’s time in Berlin and point towards the potential development of an 

innovative research project.  

This final chapter began with Jacqueline Kennedy’s personal remembrance of her 

husband’s visit to Berlin – a distilled and distorted re-telling of the event which, 

although incomparable with this thesis in its marked simplicity, can still be seen as 

being underwritten by a comparable partiality. But just as the former First Lady’s 

selective recollection offered a useful point of departure for these words of conclusion, 

it is hoped that the limitations of this thesis will similarly prompt others to consider 

Kennedy’s visit in even greater detail. Furthermore, it should be appreciated that the 

analysis presented here frames the occasion in a manner which develops the scholarly 

literature on the nature and function of US presidential visits. It was noted in Chapter 

One that these events have tended to be characterised as stable, authoritative vehicles 

for meaning; summoning images of cold, calculated political action, it is assumed that 

US presidential visits are exploited as a means of introducing new policies, silencing 

critical voices, and even moulding the public’s perception of reality. As we have seen, 
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this is far from the case. Though they may be planned with such an established function 

in mind, these diplomatic phenomena have been exposed as possessing a far more 

fragile, disputed, and unsettled onto-epistemological existence: their plans are subject 

to revision and debate; their performance is buffeted by the dynamic interplay of their 

constituent elements; and their portrayal remains subject to individual biases as well 

as to the different environments in which summary reports and commentaries are 

consumed. What remains clear, however, is that US presential visits can transform 

how we comprehend the state of global politics, although not always in the ways 

according to which they were originally intended.   

 Finally, this thesis makes a marked and important contribution to scholarship 

examining the geopolitics of diplomacy. As we discovered in the opening chapter, 

researchers from across the social sciences have striven to broaden our understanding 

of geopolitical action by highlighting how spectacular diplomatic events provide a 

stage upon which subjects can shape prevailing conceptions of the geography of 

politics.855 But whilst the vast majority of scholars have attempted to advance this line 

of inquiry by focusing on the performative details of these occurrences,856 this thesis 

does so using an alternative mode of analysis. Crucially, although it takes the 

performance of Kennedy’s visit seriously, this account additionally situates the 

occasion within a wider assemblage or whole. One cannot comprehend completely 

why the President behaved as he did in Berlin without also examining the panoply 

emotions, affects, actions, papers, and policies which constituted international politics 

during the build-up to the event. Nor can one begin to consider how the incident 

enacted, challenged, and reworked extant forms of knowledge without also assessing 

the ways in which it came to be re-actualised in newspaper reports, the office, and the 

home. By placing the proceedings of 26 June 1963 within this larger, more-than-

representational web, this thesis therefore provides the reader with a more holistic, 

 
855 See Craggs, ‘Postcolonial geographies’; Dalby ‘Reading Rio’; Koch, ‘The geopolitics of sport 

beyond soft power’. See also Death, ‘Summit theatre’; Dittmer, Diplomatic Material; Shimazu, 

‘Diplomacy as Theatre’. 
856 For example, Dodds et al., ‘Loyalty and Royalty’; Hodder, ‘Conferencing the international at the 

World Pacifist Meeting, 1949’; Legg, ‘“Political Atmospherics”’. 
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nuanced, and sensitive insight into the geopolitical role and significance of Kennedy’s 

visit to Berlin.  



 

 285 

ARCHIVAL SOURCES 

 

THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY 

 

Archiv der sozialen Demokratie der Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung (AFES), Bonner Haus, 

Bonn. Available: https://www.fes.de/archiv-der-sozialen-demokratie 

 

 Willy-Brandt-Archiv (WBA) 

 

Freie Universität Berlin, John F. Kennedy Institute for North American Studies, 

Lansstraße 7-9, Berlin. Available: https://www.jfki.fu-berlin.de/en/index.html 

 

Universitätsarchiv der Freien Universität Berlin, Malteserstraße, Berlin. Available: 

www.fu-berlin.de/uniarchiv/ 

 

 Rektorat 1730 

 

Landesarchiv Berlin (LAB), Eichborndamm, Berlin. Available: http://landesarchiv-

berlin.de/ 

 

 B Rep. 002: Der Regierende Bürgermeister/Senatskanzlei 

 

THE UNITED KINGDOM OF GREAT BRITAIN AND NORTHERN 

IRELAND 

 

The British Library, Euston Road, London. Available: https://www.bl.uk/ 

 

 

https://www.fes.de/archiv-der-sozialen-demokratie
https://www.jfki.fu-berlin.de/en/index.html
https://www.fu-berlin.de/sites/uniarchiv/index.html
http://landesarchiv-berlin.de/
http://landesarchiv-berlin.de/
https://www.bl.uk/


 

 286 

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

 

The American Presidency Project, University of California, Santa Barbara, California. 

Available: https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/people/president/john-f-kennedy 

 

 John F. Kennedy: Related Documents 

 

John F. Kennedy Presidential Library and Museum (JFKPL), Columbia Point, Boston, 

Massachusetts. Available: https://www.jfklibrary.org/asset-viewer/archives/JFKPOF 

 

Historic Speeches 

John F. Kennedy Oral History Collection 

John. F. Kennedy White House Photographs (JFKWHP) 

Papers of John F. Kennedy. Presidential Papers. Evelyn Lincoln Personal 

Papers (ELPP) 

Papers of John F. Kennedy. Presidential Papers. National Security Files (NSF) 

 Papers of John F. Kennedy. Presidential Papers. President’s Office Files (POF) 

Papers of John F. Kennedy. Presidential Papers. Theodore C. Sorensen 

Personal Papers (TSPP) 

Papers of John F. Kennedy. Presidential Papers. White House Central Subject 

Files (WHCF) 

United States Government Agencies Collection 

White House Film Collection (WHFC) 

  

Newspapers.com by Ancestry. Available: https://www.newspapers.com/ 

 

 

https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/people/president/john-f-kennedy
https://www.jfklibrary.org/asset-viewer/archives/JFKPOF
https://www.newspapers.com/


 

 287 

Office of the Historian, Foreign Relations of the United States (FRUS), Harry S. 

Truman Administration (1945-1952). Available: 

https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/truman 

 

Sampson, C. S. ed. Foreign Relations of the United States, 1949, Council of 

Foreign Ministers; Germany and Austria, Volume III 

 

Office of the Historian, Foreign Relations of the United States (FRUS), John F. 

Kennedy Administration (1961-1963). Available: 

https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/kennedy 

 

 Sampson, C. S. ed. Volume XIV, Berlin Crisis, 1961-1962 

 Sampson, C. S. ed. Volume XV, Berlin Crisis, 1962-1963 

 Sampson, C. S. & Miller, J. E. eds. Volume XIII, Western Europe and Canada 

 

Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, Woodrow Wilson Plaza, 

Washington, DC. Available: https://www.wilsoncenter.org/ 

 

 SED Archives 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/truman
https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/kennedy
https://www.wilsoncenter.org/


 

 288 

NEWSPAPER SOURCES 

 

THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY 

 

Der Spiegel 

Der Tagesspiegel 

Die Welt 

 

THE UNITED KINGDOM OF GREAT BRITAIN AND NORTHERN 

IRELAND 

 

The Guardian 

The Times 

 

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

 

Atlanta Constitution 

Baltimore Sun 

Chicago Tribune 

Christian Science Monitor 

Des Moines Register 

Minneapolis Star 

New York Herald Tribune (International Edition) 

New York Times 

Philadelphia Inquirer 

San Francisco Examiner 

St. Louis Post-Dispatch 

Washington Post, Times Herald 



 

 289 

The Boston Globe 

The Wall Street Journal 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 290 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

 

Abrams, Philip. 1982. Historical Sociology (Ithaca: Cornell University Press) 

Adams, Paul. 2013. ‘Media’, in The Ashgate Research Companion to Critical 

Geopolitics, ed. by Klaus Dodds, Joanne Sharp and Merje Kuus (London: Routledge), 

pp.263-80 

Agnew, John. 1983. ‘An excess of “national exceptionalism”: Towards a new political 

geography of American foreign policy’, Political Geography Quarterly, 2, 151-66 

–– 2003. Geopolitics: Re-visioning World Politics, 2nd edn. (London: Routledge) 

–– 2007. ‘Know-where: Geographies of knowledge of world politics’, International 

Political Sociology, 1, 138-48 

–– 2016. ‘The Origins of Critical Geopolitics’, in The Ashgate Research Companion 

to Critical Geopolitics, ed. by Klaus Dodds, Merje Kuus and Joanne Sharp (London: 

Routledge), pp.19-32 

Ahonen, Pertti. 2011. Death at the Berlin Wall (Oxford Scholarship, ebook) 

Alexander, Jeffrey. 2011. Performance and Power (Cambridge: Polity Press) 

Amherst College. [undated]. ‘Feature: The Poet and the President’, 

<https://www.amherst.edu/amherst-

story/magazine/issues/20032004_FallWinter/poet_president> [accessed: 17/02/20] 

Anderson, Ben. 2009. ‘Affective atmospheres’, Emotions, Space and Society, 2, 77-

81 

–– 2010. ‘Security and the future: Anticipating the event of terror’, Geoforum, 41, 227-

35 

–– 2019. ‘Cultural Geography III: The concept of ‘culture’’, Progress in Human 

Geography, 1-10 

–– and P. Harrison. 2010. ‘The Promise of Non-Representational Theories’, in Taking-

place: Non-Representational Theories and Geography, ed. by Ben Anderson and Paul 

Harrison (Farnham: Ashgate), pp.1-36 

https://www.amherst.edu/amherst-story/magazine/issues/20032004_FallWinter/poet_president
https://www.amherst.edu/amherst-story/magazine/issues/20032004_FallWinter/poet_president


 

 291 

Anonymous. 2011. A Woman in Berlin, trans. by Philip Boehm (London: Virago 

Press) 

Badiou, Alain. 2005. Being and Event (London: Continuum) 

Baker, Alan. 1997. ‘“The dead don’t answer questionnaires”: researching and writing 

historical geography’, Journal of Geography in Higher Education, 21, 231-43 

Barnett, Clive. 1997. ‘“Sing along with the common people”: politics, 

postcolonialism, and other figures’, Environment and Planning D: Society and Space, 

15:2, 137-54  

–– 2011. ‘Theory and events’, Geoforum, 42:3, 263-65 

Barry, Andrew. 2013. Material Politics: Disputes Along the Pipeline (Chichester, 

Wiley Blackwell) 

Basset, Keith. 2008. ‘Thinking the event: Badiou’s philosophy of the event and the 

example of the Paris Commune’, Environment and Planning D: Society and Space, 

26, 895-910 

Baudrillard, Jean. 1990. Seduction, trans. by Brian Singer (New York: St. Martins) 

–– 1993. Symbolic Exchange and Death, trans. by Iain Hamilton Grant (London: 

SAGE) 

Baumgartner, Joseph. 1981. ‘Newspapers as Historical Sources’, Philippine Quarterly 

of Culture and Society, 9:3, 256-58 

Beevor, Antony. 2002. Berlin: The Downfall 1945 (London: Penguin) 

Bell, M. and M. Gardiner (eds.). 1998. Bakhtin and the Human Sciences: No Last 

Words (London: SAGE) 

Bennett, George. 2003. ‘‘Goodbye Mr President’: Presidential Libraries and Public 

History in the USA’, European Journal of American Culture, 22:1, 23-36 

Benwell, Matthew. 2014. ‘Considering nationality and performativity: Undertaking 

research across the geopolitical divide in the Falkland Islands and Argentina’, Area, 

46:2, 163-69 

Berg, M. and A. Etges (eds.). 2007. John F. Kennedy and the ‘Thousand Days’: New 

Perspectives on the Foreign and Domestic Policies of the Kennedy Administration 

(Heidelberg: WINTER Universitätsverlag) 



 

 292 

Berkhofer, Robert. 1995. Beyond the Great Story: History as Text and Discourse 

(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press) 

Beschloss, Michael. 1991. The Crisis Years: Kennedy and Khrushchev 1960-1963 

(New York: HarperCollins Publishers) 

Bialasiewicz, L., Campbell, D., Elden, S., Graham, S., Jeffrey, A. and A. Williams. 

2007. ‘Performing Security: The Imaginative Geographies of Current US Strategy’, 

Political Geography, 26:4, 405-22 

Le Bon, Gustav. 2002. The Crowd: A Study of the Popular Mind (Mineola, New York: 

Dover) 

Borch, Christian. 2006. ‘The Exclusion of the Crowd: The Destiny of a Sociological 

Figure of the Irrational’, European Journal of Social Theory, 9:1, 83-102 

von Borch, Herbert. 1963. ‘Anatomie einer Entzweiung’, Aussenpolitik, XIII, 6, 357-

60 

Bornat, Joanna. 2011. ‘Reminiscence and oral history: parallel universes or shared 

endeavour?’, Ageing and Society, 21, 219-41 

–– 2013. ‘Secondary analysis in reflection: some experiences of re-use from an oral 

history perspective’, Families, Relationships and Societies, 2:2, 309-17 

Borradori, Giovanna. 2003. Philosophy in a Time of Terror: Dialogues with Jürgen 

Habermas and Jacques Derrida (Chicago: University of Chicago Press) 

Bos, Daniel. 2018. ‘Answering the Call of Duty: Everyday encounters with the popular 

geopolitics of military-themed videogames’, Political Geography, 63, 54-64 

Bozo, Frédéric. 2010. ‘France, “Gaullism,” and the Cold War’, in The Cambridge 

History of the Cold War, Volume 2: Crises and Détente, ed. by Melvyn Leffler and 

Odd Westad (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press), pp.158-78 

Brain, Josephine. 1998. ‘Dealing with de Gaulle’, in Kennedy: The New Frontier 

Revisited, ed. by Mark White (New York: New York University Press), pp.160-92 

Brandt, Willy. 1962. The Ordeal of Coexistence, Series: The Gustav Pollack Lectures 

at Harvard University (Harvard, MA: Harvard University Press) 

–– 1964. Begegnungen mit Kennedy (München: Kindler) 



 

 293 

–– 1978. People and Politics: The Years 1960-1975, trans. by John Maxwell 

Brownjohn (Boston: Little, Brown and Company) 

Brantner, C., Lobinger, K. and I. Wetzstein. 2011. ‘Effects of Visual Framing on 

Emotional Responses and Evaluations of News Stories about the Gaza Conflict 2009’, 

Journalism and Mass Communication Quarterly, 88:3, 523-40 

Brennetot, Arnaud. 2015. ‘The geographical and ethical origins of neoliberalism: The 

Walter Lippmann Colloquium and the foundations of a new geopolitical order’, 

Political Geography, 49, 30-39 

Broersma, Marcel. 2010. ‘The Unbearable Limitations of Journalism: On Press 

Critique and Journalism’s Claim to Truth’, The International Communication Gazette, 

27:1, 21-33 

Bryan, Ed. 2018. ‘Drones, Diplomacy, and More-than-human Geopolitics’, 

Geopolitics, 23:2, 489-93 

–– 2018. ‘“Let them come to Berlin”: Critically Examining the Geopolitical 

Significance of John F. Kennedy’s visit to West Berlin on 26 June 1963’, PhD First 

Year Report, University of Cambridge 

–– 2019. ‘Donald Trump’s UK state visit: the little details that reveal the true health 

of the ‘special relationship’, The Conversation, 8 May, 

<http://theconversation.com/donald-trumps-uk-state-visit-the-little-details-that-

reveal-the-true-health-of-the-special-relationship-116721> [accessed: 20/01/19] 

Buchan, Alastair. 1964. The Multilateral Force: An Historical Perspective (London: 

Institute for Strategic Studies) 

Bundy, McGeorge. 1998. Danger and Survival: Choices About the Bomb in the First 

Fifty Years (New York: Random House) 

Burton, Antoinette. 2005. ‘Introduction: Archive Fever, Archive Stories’, in Archive 

Stories: Facts, Fictions, and the Writing of History, ed. by Antoinette Burton (Durham, 

NC: Duke University Press), pp.1-24 

Burton, Michael John. 2006. ‘The “Flying White House”: A Travel Establishment 

within the Presidential Branch’, Presidential Studies Quarterly, 36:2, 297-308 

Butler, Judith. 2005. ‘Photography, War, Outrage’, PMLA, 120:3, 822-27 

http://theconversation.com/donald-trumps-uk-state-visit-the-little-details-that-reveal-the-true-health-of-the-special-relationship-116721
http://theconversation.com/donald-trumps-uk-state-visit-the-little-details-that-reveal-the-true-health-of-the-special-relationship-116721


 

 294 

–– 2006. Gender Trouble: Feminism and the Subversion of Identity, 2nd ed. (New York 

and London: Routledge) 

–– 2010. ‘Torture and the Ethics of Photography’, in Observant States: Geopolitics 

and Visual Culture, ed. by Fraser MacDonald, Rachel Hughes and Klaus Dodds 

(London and New York: I. B. Tauris), pp.41-65 

–– 2011. Bodies that Matter: On the Discursive Limits of “Sex” (New York and 

London: Routledge) 

Cameron, Laura. 2011. ‘Oral history in the Freud Archives: Incidents, Ethics, and 

Reflections’, Historical Geography, 29, 38-44 

Campbell, David. 2007. ‘Geopolitics and Visuality: Sighting the Darfur conflict’, 

Political Geography, 26, 357-82 

Carr, Edward. 1964. What Is History?, ed. by R. W. Davies (Harmondsworth: 

Penguin) 

Carroll, Noël. 1990. ‘Interpretation, history and narrative’, The Monist, 73:2, 134-66 

Carter, Robert. 2006. ‘Of Things Said and Unsaid: Power, Archival Silences, and 

Power in Silence’, Archivaria, 61, 215-33 

Carter, S. and D. McCormack. 2006. ‘Film, geopolitics and the affective logics of 

intervention’, Political Geography, 25:2 (2006), 228-45 

Cavari, A. and M. Ables. 2019. ‘Going Global: Assessing Presidential Foreign Travel’, 

Congress & The Presidency, 46:2, 306-29 

Cicero, Marcus Tullius. 1935. The Verrine Orations: Volume II: Against Verres 

(Loeb), trans. by Leonard Hugh Greenwood (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University 

Press) 

Clark, J. and A. Jones. 2015. ‘The Spatialising Politics of European Political Practice: 

Transacting ‘Eastness’ in the European Union’, Environment and Planning D: Society 

and Space, 29, 291-308 

–– 2019. ‘Geopolitical teleconnections: Diplomacy, events, and foreign policy’, 

Political Geography, 75 



 

 295 

Cohen, Jeffrey. 2016. ‘Presidential Attention Focusing in the Global Arena: The 

Impact of International Travel on Foreign Publics’, Presidential Studies Quarterly, 

46:1, 30-47 

Cohen, Raymond. 1987. Theatre of Power: The Art of Diplomatic Signalling (London: 

Longman) 

Connell, John. 2018. ‘Fiji, rugby and the geopolitics of soft power. Shaping national 

and international identity’, New Zealand Geographer, 74, 92-100 

Conradson, D. and A. Latham. 2007. ‘The Affective Possibilities of London: 

Antipodean Transnationals and the Overseas Experience’, Mobilities, 2:2, 231-54 

Constantinou, Costas. 2006. ‘On homo-diplomacy’, Space and Culture, 9:4, 351-64 

Cook, Terry. 1992. ‘Mind over matter: Towards a New Theory of Archival Appraisal’, 

in The Archival Imagination: Essays in Honour of Hugh A. Taylor, ed. by Barbara 

Craig (Ottawa: Association of Canadian Archivists), pp.38-70 

Copley, Clare. 2017. ‘Curating Tempelhof: negotiating the multiple histories of 

Berlin’s ‘symbol of freedom’’, Urban History, 44:4, 698-717 

Cornago, Noé. 2018. ‘Beyond the media event: modes of existence of the diplomatic 

incident’, Place Branding and Public Diplomacy, 14, 64-73 

Costigliola, F. and M. Hogan (eds.). 2016. Explaining the History of American Foreign 

Relations, 3rd ed. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press) 

Cox, Richard. 2002. ‘America’s pyramids: Presidents and their libraries’, Government 

Information Quarterly, 19, 45-75 

Craggs, Ruth. 2008. ‘Situating the imperial archive: the Royal Empire Society Library, 

1868-1945’, Journal of Historical Geography, 34, 48-67 

–– 2014. ‘Postcolonial geographies, decolonization, and the performance of 

geopolitics at Commonwealth conferences’, Singapore Journal of Tropical 

Geography, 35, 39-55 

–– 2014. ‘Hospitality in geopolitics and the making of Commonwealth international 

relations’, Geoforum, 52, 90-100 



 

 296 

–– 2016. ‘Historical and Archival Research’, in Key Methods in Geography, 3rd edn., 

ed. by Nicholas Clifford, Meghan Cope, Thomas Gillespie and Shaun French (Los 

Angeles: SAGE), pp.111-28 

–– and M. Mahony. 2014. ‘The Geographies of the Conference: Knowledge, 

Performance and Protest’, Geography Compass, 8:6, 414-30 

Crang, Philip. 1994. ‘It’s showtime: on the workplace geographies of display in a 

restaurant in southeast England’, Environment and Planning D: Society and Space, 

12, 675-704 

Cresswell, Tim. 2012. ‘Value, gleaning and the archive at Maxwell Street, Chicago’, 

Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers, 37, 164-76 

Crew, David. 1989. ‘Alltagsgeschichte: A New Social History “From below”?’, 

Central European History, 22:3/4, 394-407 

Dalby, Simon. 1988. ‘Geopolitical Discourse: The Soviet Union As Other’, 

Alternatives, 13, 415-42 

–– 1990. Creating the Second Cold War: The discourse of politics (London: Guilford 

Publications) 

–– 1991. ‘Critical geopolitics: discourse, difference, and dissent’, Environment and 

Planning D: Society and Space, 9, 261-83 

–– 1996. ‘Writing critical geopolitics: Campbell, Ó Tuathail, Reynolds and dissident 

scepticism’, Political Geography, 15, 655-60 

–– 1996. ‘Reading Rio, writing the world: the New York Times and the ‘Earth 

summit’’, Political Geography, 15:6-7, 593-613 

–– 2007. ‘Anthropocene Geopolitics: Globalisation, Empire, Environment and 

Critique’, Geography Compass, 1:1, 103-18 

Dallek, Robert. 2003. John F. Kennedy: An Unfinished Life (London: Penguin Books) 

–– and T. Golway. 2006. Let Every Nation Know: John F. Kennedy in His Own Words 

(Sourcebooks MediaFusion: Naperville) 

Danaher, G., Schirato, T. and J. Webb. 2002. Understanding Foucault (London: 

SAGE) 



 

 297 

Datta, Monti. 2009. ‘The Decline of America’s Soft Power in the United Nations’, 

International Studies Perspectives, 10:3, 265-84. 

Daum, Andreas. 2000. ‘America’s Berlin 1945-2000: Between Myths and Visions’, in 

Berlin: The New Capital in the East: A Transatlantic Appraisal, ed. by Frank 

Trommler (Washington: American Institute for Contemporary German Studies), 

pp.49-73 

–– 2008. Kennedy in Berlin, trans. by Dona Geyer (Cambridge: Cambridge University 

Press) 

Davies, Matt. 2013. ‘Teaching IR with Popular Culture’, E-International Relations, 

26 June, <https://www.e-ir.info/2013/06/26/teaching-ir-with-popular-culture/> 

[accessed: 11/10/19] 

Death, Carl. 2011. ‘Summit theatre: exemplary governmentality and environmental 

diplomacy in Johannesburg and Copenhagen’, Environmental Politics, 20:1 (2011), 1-

19 

Debord, Guy. 1995. The Society of the Spectacle, trans. by Donald Nicholson-Smith 

(New York: Zone Books) 

–– 2011. Comments on the Society of the Spectacle, trans. by Malcom Imrie (London: 

Verso) 

DeLanda, Manuel. 2006. A New Philosophy of Society: Assemblage Theory and Social 

Complexity (London: Continuum) 

Delany, David. 2015. ‘Legal geography I: Constitutivities, complexities and 

contingencies’, Progress in Human Geography, 39:1, 96-102 

Derrida, Jacques. 1996. Archive Fever: A Freudian Impression, trans. by Eric 

Prenowitz (Chicago and London: University of Chicago Press) 

–– 2007. ‘A Certain Impossibility of Saying the event’, Critical Inquiry, 33:2, 441-61 

DeSilvey, Caitlin. 2006. ‘Observed Decay: Telling Stories with Mutable Things’, 

Journal of Material Culture, 11:3, 318-38 

Dilkes-Frayne, E. and C. Duff. 2017. ‘Tendencies and Trajectories: The production of 

drug consumption’, Environment and Planning D: Society and Space, 35:5, 951-67 

https://www.e-ir.info/2013/06/26/teaching-ir-with-popular-culture/


 

 298 

Dirlik, Arif. 2005. ‘Performing the World: Reality and Representation in the Making 

of World Histor(ies)’, Journal of World History, 16:4, 391-410 

Dittmer, Jason. 2005. ‘Captain America’s Empire: Reflections on Identity, Popular 

Culture, and post-9/11 Geopolitics’, Annals of the Association of American 

Geographers, 65:3, 626-43  

–– 2012. Captain America and the Nationalist Superhero: Metaphors, Narratives, and 

Geopolitics (Philadelphia: Temple University Press) 

–– 2013. ‘Geopolitical Assemblages and Complexity’, Progress in Human 

Geography, 38:3, 385-401 

–– 2017. Diplomatic Material: Affect, Assemblage, and Foreign Policy (Durham: 

Duke University Press) 

–– and N. Gray. 2010. ‘Popular Geopolitics 2.0: Towards New Methodologies of the 

Everyday’, Geography Compass, 4:11 (2010), 1664-77 

–– Moisio, S., Ingram, A. and K. Dodds. 2011. ‘Have you heard the one about the 

disappearing ice? Recasting Arctic geopolitics’, Political Geography, 30:4, 202-14 

–– and D. Parr. 2011. ‘Mediating Sovereignty: a comparative latent semantic analysis 

of US newspapers and conflicts in Kosovo and South Ossetia’, Media, War & Conflict, 

4:2, 124-41 

Dodds, Klaus. 1999. ‘Taking the Cold War to the Third World’, in The American 

Century: Consensus and Coercion in the Projection of American Power, ed. by David 

Slater and Peter Taylor (Oxford: Blackwell Publishers Inc.), pp.166-80 

–– 2001. ‘Political Geography III: critical geopolitics after ten years’, Progress in 

Human Geography, 25:3, 469-84 

–– 2003. ‘Licensed to Stereotype: Geopolitics, James Bond and the Spectre of 

Balkanism’, Geopolitics, 8:2, 125-56. 

–– 2006. ‘Popular geopolitics and audience dispositions: James Bond and the Internet 

Movie Database (IMDB)’, Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers, 31, 

116-30 

–– 2008. ‘‘Have you seen any good films lately?’ Geopolitics, international relations 

and film’, Geography Compass, 2:2, 476-94  



 

 299 

–– and D. Atkinson (eds.). 2000. Geopolitical Traditions: Critical Histories of a 

Century of Geopolitical Thought (London and New York: Routledge) 

–– Lambert, D. and B. Robison. 2007. ‘Loyalty and Royalty: Gibraltar, the 1953-54 

Royal Tour and the Geopolitics of the Iberian Peninsula’, Twentieth Century British 

History, 18:3, 365-90 

Doherty, Brendan. 2009. ‘POTUS on the Road: International and Domestic 

Presidential Travel, 1977-2005’, Presidential Studies Quarterly, 39:2, 322-46 

Duff, Cameron. 2010. ‘On the role of affect and practice in the production of place’, 

Environment and Planning D: Society and Space, 28, 881-95 

Duncan, James. 1999. ‘Complicity and Resistance in the Colonial Archive: Some 

Issues of Method and Theory in Historical Geography’, Historical Geography, 27, 

119-28 

–– 2001. ‘Notes on Emancipatory Collaborative Historical Research’, Historical 

Geography, 29, 65-67 

Durkheim, Émile. 1965. The Elementary Forms of Religious Life (New York: The Free 

Press) 

Economic and Social Science Research Council. 2020. ‘Our core principles’, 

<https://esrc.ukri.org/funding/guidance-for-applicants/research-ethics/our-core-

principles/> [accessed: 06/03/20] 

Edelman, Murray. 1988. Constructing the Political Spectacle (Chicago: University of 

Chicago Press) 

Edensor, Tim. 2005. ‘Waste Matter – The Debris of Industrial Ruins and the 

Disordering of the Material World’, Journal of Material Culture, 10:3, 311-32 

–– 2015. ‘Producing atmospheres at the match: Fan cultures, commercialisation and 

mood management in English football’, Emotion, Space and Society, 15, 82-89 

–– and S. Sumartojo. 2015. ‘Designing Atmospheres: introduction to Special Issue’, 

Visual Communication, 14:4, 251-65 

Elden, Stuart. 2011. ‘Reading Schmitt geopolitically: Nomos, territory and 

Großraum’, in Spatiality, Sovereignty and Carl Schmitt: Geographies of the nomos, 

ed. by Stephen Legg (London and New York: Routledge), pp.91-105. 

https://esrc.ukri.org/funding/guidance-for-applicants/research-ethics/our-core-principles/
https://esrc.ukri.org/funding/guidance-for-applicants/research-ethics/our-core-principles/


 

 300 

 

Ellis, Richard. 2008. Presidential Travel: The Journey from George Washington to 

George W. Bush (Lawrence Kansas: University of Kansas) 

Eichhoff, Jürgen. 1993. ‘“Ich bin ein Berliner”: A History and a Linguistic 

Clarification’, Monatshefte, 85:1, 71-81 

Erickson, Keith. 1998. ‘Presidential Spectacles: Political Illusionism and the Rhetoric 

of Travel’, Communication Monographs, 65:2, 141-53 

–– 2000. ‘Presidential rhetoric’s visual turn: Performance fragments and the politics 

of illusionism’, Communication Monographs, 67:2, 138-57 

Etges, Andreas. 2003. John F. Kennedy (Reike dty portrait: München) 

–– 2008. Europa trifft Amerika: Vergleichende und transntionale Perspektiven (LIT 

Verlag: Münster) 

–– 2013. ‘“The Man for the 60’s”/“The man of the 60’s”: John F. Kennedy and the 

Thousand Days’, in Revisiting the Sixties: Interdisciplinary Perspectives on America’s 

Longest Decade, ed. Laura Bieger and Christian Lammert (Frankfurt: Campus Verlag, 

2013), pp.129-42  

Farrell, Thomas. 1989. ‘Media rhetoric as social drama: The Winter Olympics’, 

Critical Studies in Mass Communication, 6, 156-82 

Feis, Herbet. 1967. ‘The Shackled Historian’, Foreign Affairs, 45:2, 332-43 

Fluck, Winfried. 2007. ‘The Fallen Hero: John F. Kennedy in Cultural Perspective’, 

in John F. Kennedy and the ‘Thousand Days’, ed. by Manfred Berg and Andreas Etges 

(Heidelberg: WINTER Universitätsverlag), pp.277-300 

Foucault, Michel. 1972. The Archaeology of Knowledge, trans. by Alan Sheridan 

Smith (London: Tavistock) 

–– 1980. ‘Truth and Power’, in Power/knowledge: Selected Interviews and Other 

Writings 1972-1977 by Foucault, ed. by Colin Gordon (New York: Pantheon), pp.109-

33 

–– 1981. ‘The order of discourse’, in Untying the text: A post-structural anthology, ed. 

by Robert Young (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul), pp.48-78 



 

 301 

Fox, N. and P. Alldred. 2015. ‘New materialist social inquiry: designs, methods and 

the research-assemblage’, International Journal of Social Research Methodology, 

18:4, 399-14 

Foxall, Andrew. 2013. ‘Photographing Vladimir Putin: Masculinity, Nationalism and 

Visuality in Russian Political Culture’, Geopolitics, 18:1, 132-56 

Franzosi, Roberto. 1987. ‘The Press as a Source of Socio-Historical Data: Issues in the 

Methodology of Data Collection from Newspapers’, Historical Methods: A Journal of 

Quantitative and Interdisciplinary History, 20:1, 5-16 

Freedman, Lawrence. 2000. Kennedy’s Wars: Berlin, Cuba, Laos, and Vietnam 

(Oxford: Oxford University Press) 

Freundlieb, Dieter. 1994. ‘Foucault’s theory of discourse and human agency’, in 

Reassessing Foucault: Power, Medicine and the Body, ed. by Colin Jones and Roy 

Porter (London: Routledge), pp.152-80 

Gardner, W. and T. Healy (eds.). 1967. John Donne: Selected Prose (Oxford: Oxford 

University Press) 

de Gaulle, Charles. 1955. The Complete Memoirs of Charles de Gaulle, trans. by 

Jonathan Griffin (New York: Carol & Graf Publishers Inc.) 

Gearson, John. 1998. Harold Macmillan and the Berlin Wall Crisis (London: Palgrave 

Macmillan) 

Geertz, Clifford. 1980. Negara: The Theatre State in Nineteenth-Century Bali 

(Princeton: Princeton University Press) 

Geyer, David. 2007. ‘Setting the Stage: John F. Kennedy, Willy Brandt and the Origins 

of Ostpolitik’, in John F. Kennedy and the ‘Thousand Days’: New Perspectives on the 

Foreign and Domestic Policies of the Kennedy Administration, ed. by Manfred Berg 

and Andreas Etges (Heidelberg: WINTER Universitätsverlag), pp.39-56 

Ghosh, Durba. 2005. ‘National Narratives and the Politics of Miscegenation: Britain 

and India’, in Archive Stories: Facts, Fictions, and the Writing of History, ed. by 

Antoinette Burton (Durham, NC: Duke Uniersity Press), pp.27-44 

Gienow-Hecht, J. and F. Schumaker (eds.). 2003. Culture and International History 

(New York: Berghan Books) 



 

 302 

Gronbeck, Bruce. 1996. ‘The Presidency in the Age of Secondary Orality’, in Beyond 

the Rhetorical Presidency, ed. by Martin Medhurst (College Station: Texas A&M 

University Press), pp.30-49 

Goeschel, Christian. 2017. ‘Staging Friendship: Mussolini and Hitler in Germany in 

1937’, The Historical Journal, 60:1, 149-72 

Goffman, Alice. 2019. ‘Go to More Parties? Social Occasions as Home to Unexpected 

Turning Points in Life Trajectories’, Social Psychology Quarterly, 82:1, 51-74 

Goffman, Erving. 1990. The Presentation of the Self in Everyday Life (London: 

Penguin Books) 

Goldsmith, B. and Y. Horiuchi. 2009. ‘Spinning the Globe? U.S. Public Diplomacy 

and Foreign Public Opinion’, The Journal of Politics, 71:3, 863-75 

–– and Y. Horiuchi. 2012. ‘In search of Soft Power: Does Foreign Public Opinion 

Matter for US Foreign Policy’, World Politics, 64:3, 555-85 

Goldstein, Erik. 2008. ‘The Politics of the State Visit’, The Hague Journal of 

Diplomacy, 3, 153-78 

von der Goltz, Anna. 2017. ‘Other ‘68ers in West Berlin: Christian Democratic 

Students and the Cold War City’, Central European History, 50, 86-112 

Gordon, K., Gordon, R. and A. Nabor. 2017. ‘The Reinforcement of Hegemonic 

Masculinity Through Gender Frames During the 2016 Election’, Global Tides, 11, 

<http://digitalcommons.pepperdine.edu/globaltides/vol11/iss1/8> [accessed 6/11/19] 

Grant, Andrew. 2014. ‘Mega-events and Nationalism: The 2008 Olympic Torch 

Relay’, Geographical Review, 104:2, 192-208 

Gregson, N. and G. Rose. 2000. ‘Taking Butler elsewhere: performativities, 

spatialities and subjectivities’, Environment and Planning D; Society and Space 18, 

433-52 

Griffin, C. and A. Evans. 2008. ‘Embodied Practices in Historical Geography’, 

Historical Geography, 36, 5-16 

Grix, J. and P. M. Brannagan. 2016. ‘Of Mechanisms and Myths: Conceptualising 

States’ “Soft Power” Strategies through Sports Mega-Events’, Diplomacy and 

Statecraft, 27:2, 251-72 

http://digitalcommons.pepperdine.edu/globaltides/vol11/iss1/8


 

 303 

Grondin, David. 2014. ‘Publicising the US National Security State through 

Entertainment’, E-International Relations, 6 August, <https://www.e-

ir.info/2014/08/06/publicizing-the-us-national-security-state-through-entertainment> 

[accessed 11/10/19] 

Guano, Emanuela. 2002. ‘Ruining the President’s spectacle: theatricality and 

telepolitics in the Buenos Aires public sphere’, Journal of Visual Culture, 1:2, 303-23 

Habermas, Jürgen. 1991. The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere: An 

Inquiry into a Category of Bourgeois Society, trans. by Thomas Burger (Cambridge, 

MA: MIT Press) 

Hanlon, James. 2001. ‘Spaces of Interpretation: Archival Research and the Cultural 

Landscape’, Historical Geography, 29, 14-25 

Hannam, K., Mostafanezhad, M. and J. Rickly. 2016. ‘Introduction: Towards an 

agenda for event mobilities research’, in Event Mobilities: politics, place and 

performance, ed. By Hannam, K. Mostafanezhad, M. and J Rickly (London and New 

York: Routledge), pp.1-14 

Harbutt, Fraser. 1986. The Iron Curtain: Churchill, America, and the Origins of the 

Cold War (Oxford: Oxford University Press) 

Harding, Jan. 2005. ‘Rethinking the Great Divide: Long-Term Structural History and 

the Temporality of the Event’, Norwegian Archaeological Review, 38:2, 88-101 

Harris, Verne. 2001. ‘Seeing (in) Blindness: South Africa, Archives and Passion for 

Justice’, 1-13, 

<http://scnc.ukzn.ac.za/doc/LibArchMus/Arch/Harris_V_Freedom_of_Information_i

n_SA_Archives_for_justice.pdf> [accessed: 12/02/20] 

Harvey Brown, R. and B. Davis-Brown. 1998. ‘The making of memory: the politics 

of archives, libraries and museums in the construction of national consciousness’, 

History of the Human Sciences, 11:4, 17-32 

Hawkins, G. and S. Meucke. 2003. ‘Introduction: Cultural Economies of Waste’, in 

Culture and Waste: The Creation and Destruction of Value, ed. by Gay Hawkins and 

Stephen Meucke (Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield), pp.ix-xvii 

https://www.e-ir.info/2014/08/06/publicizing-the-us-national-security-state-through-entertainment
https://www.e-ir.info/2014/08/06/publicizing-the-us-national-security-state-through-entertainment
http://scnc.ukzn.ac.za/doc/LibArchMus/Arch/Harris_V_Freedom_of_Information_in_SA_Archives_for_justice.pdf
http://scnc.ukzn.ac.za/doc/LibArchMus/Arch/Harris_V_Freedom_of_Information_in_SA_Archives_for_justice.pdf


 

 304 

Hedges, E. and S. Fisher Fishkin. 1994. ‘Introduction’, in Listening to Silences: New 

Essays in Feminist Criticism, ed. by Elaine Hedges (New York and Oxford: Oxford 

University Press), pp.3-14 

Heidelmeyer, W. and G. Hindrichs (eds.). 1963. Documents on Berlin 1943-1963 

(München: R. Oldenbourg Verlag) 

Heidemann, Kai. 2018. ‘Overcoming Uncertainty: Agency, Stance, and the Rise of 

Collective Action in Times of Crisis’, Sociological Focus, 51:2, 79-96 

Hepple, Leslie. 1986. ‘The revival of geopolitics’, Political Geography Quarterly, 5, 

S21-36 

Herman, E. and N. Chomsky. 1988. Manufacturing Consent: The Political Economy 

of Mass Media (New York: Pantheon Books) 

Hilton, Christopher. 2011. The Wall: The People’s Story (Stroud: The History Press) 

Hitcheon, Linda. 1988. A Poetics of Postmodernism: History, Theory, Fiction (New 

York and London: Routledge) 

Hodder, Jake. 2015. ‘Conferencing the international at the World Pacifist Meeting, 

1949’, Political Geography, 49, 40-50 

–– 2017. ‘On absence and abundance: biography as method in archival research’, Area, 

49:4, 452-59 

–– Legg, S. and M. Heffernan. 2015. ‘Introduction: Historical geographies of 

internationalism, 1900-1950’, Political Geography, 49, 1-6 

Hofmann, Arne. 2007. The Emergence of Détente in Europe: Brandt, Kennedy, and 

the Formation of Ostpolitik (London & New York: Routledge) 

Howell, P. and H. Kean. 2008. ‘The dogs that didn’t bark in the Blitz: transspecies and 

transpersonal emotional geographies on the British home front’, Journal of Historical 

Geography, 61, 44-52 

Hubauer, Benjamin. 2006. ‘Spotlights and Shadows: Presidents and Their 

Administrations in Presidential Museum Exhibits’, The Public Historian, 28:3 (2006), 

117-32 

Hyndman, Jennifer. 2004. ‘Mind the gap: bridging feminist and political geography 

through geopolitics’, Political Geography, 23:3, 307-22 



 

 305 

–– 2004. ‘Revisiting Mackinder 1904-2004’, The Geographical Journal, 170:4, 380-

83 

Ingram, Alan. 2017. ‘Geopolitical events and fascist machines: Trump, Brexit and the 

deterritorialization of the West’, Political Geography, 57, 91-93  

–– 2019. Geopolitics and the Event (London: Wiley) 

Jackson, Thomas. 2019. ‘Paradiplomacy and political geography: The geopolitics of 

substate regional diplomacy’, Geography Compass, 12:2 (2018), el2357 

–– and A. Jeffrey. 2019. ‘Improvising regions: diplomatic practices between Russia 

and the Republika Srpska’, Territory, Politics, Governance 

Jeffrey, Alex. 2007. ‘The Geopolitical Framing of Localized Struggles: NGOs in 

Bosnia and Herzegovina’, Development and Change, 38, 251-74 

–– 2013. The Improvised State: Sovereignty, Performance and Agency in Dayton 

Bosnia (Chichester: Wiley Blackwell, 2013) 

–– McConnell, F. and A. Wilson. 2015. ‘Understanding legitimacy: Perspectives from 

anomalous geopolitical spaces’, Geoforum, 66, 177-83 

–– and M. Jakala. 2014. ‘The Hybrid Legal Geographies of a War Crimes Court’, 

Annals of the Association of American Geographers, 104:3, 652-67 

Jepson, Wendy. 2012. ‘Claiming Space, Claiming Water: Contested Legal 

Geographies of Water in South Texas’, Annals of the Association of American 

Geographers, 102:3, 614-31 

JFKPL. [undated]. ‘Browse Subject Headings: Overview’, 

<https://www.jfklibrary.org/archives/search-collections/browse-subject-headings#d> 

[accessed: 02/03/20] 

–– [undated]. ‘I. M. Pei, Architect’, <https://www.jfklibrary.org/about-us/about-the-

jfk-library/history/im-pei-architect> [accessed: 13/02/20] 

Johnson, Davi. 2007. ‘Martin Luther King Jr.’s 1963 Birmingham Campaign as Image 

Event’, Rhetoric & Public Affairs, 10:1, 1-25 

Jones, A. and J. Clark. 2015. ‘Mundane diplomacies for the practice of European 

geopolitics’, Geoforum, 62, 1-12 

https://www.jfklibrary.org/archives/search-collections/browse-subject-headings#d
https://www.jfklibrary.org/about-us/about-the-jfk-library/history/im-pei-architect
https://www.jfklibrary.org/about-us/about-the-jfk-library/history/im-pei-architect


 

 306 

–– 2019. ‘Performance, Emotions, and Diplomacy in the United Nations Assemblage 

in New York’, Annals of the American Association of Geographers, 0:0, 1-17 

Jones, L. and D. Sage. 2010. ‘New Directions in critical geopolitics: an introduction’, 

GeoJournal, 75, 315-25 

Jordanova, Ludmilla. 2006. History in Practice, 2nd edn. (London: Hodder Education) 

Joyce, Patrick. 2001. ‘More Secondary Modern than Postmodern’, Rethinking History, 

5:3, 367-82. 

Kabramson. 2011. ‘Demystifying Declassification’, JFKPL, 15 September, 

<https://archiveblog.jfklibrary.org/2011/09/demystifying-

declassification/#.UDEcGxqwUVI> [accessed: 07/02/20]. 

Kaiser, Robert. 2012. ‘Reassembling the event: Estonia’s ‘Bronze Night’’, 

Environment and Planning D: Society and Space, 30, 1046-64 

Kaldor, Mary. 1990. The Imaginary War: Understanding the East-West Conflict 

(London: Penguin Books) 

Kempe, Frederick. 2012. Berlin 1961: Kennedy, Khrushchev, and the Most Dangerous 

Place on Earth (London: Penguin Books) 

Kennan, George. 1954. Realities of American Foreign Policy (Princeton: University 

of Princeton Press) 

Kennedy, John Fitzgerald. 1960. The Strategy of Peace (London: Hamish Hamilton) 

Kennedy, Robert. 1969. 13 Days: The Cuban Missile Crisis, October 1962 (London: 

Macmillan & Co.) 

Kershaw, Ian. 2011. The End: Hitler’s Germany, 1944-45 (London: Allen Lane) 

Ketelaar, Eric. 2002. ‘Archival Temples, Archival Prisons: Modes of Power and 

Protection’, Archival Science, 2:3-4, 221-38 

Khrushchev, Nikita. 1961. Documents of the 22nd Communist Congress of the CPSY; 

Vol I (New York: Cross Currents Press) 

Kirsch, Scott. 1997. ‘Watching the bombs go off: Photography, Nuclear Landscapes, 

and Spectator Democracy’, Antipode, 29:3, 227-55 

Kissinger, Henry. 1965. The Troubled Partnership: A Re-appraisal of the Atlantic 

Alliance (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company) 

https://archiveblog.jfklibrary.org/2011/09/demystifying-declassification/#.UDEcGxqwUVI
https://archiveblog.jfklibrary.org/2011/09/demystifying-declassification/#.UDEcGxqwUVI


 

 307 

Koch, Natalie. 2018. ‘The geopolitics of sport beyond soft power: event ethnography 

and the 2016 cycling world championships in Qatar’, Sport in Society, 21:12, 2010-31 

Kurtz, Matthew. 2001. ‘Situating Practices: The Archive and the File Cabinet’, 

Historical Geography, 29, 26-37 

Kuus, Merje. 2003. ‘Foreign policy and ethnography: A sceptical intervention’, 

Geopolitics, 18:1, 115-31 

–– 2007. Geopolitics reframed: Security and identity in Europe’s eastern enlargement 

(New York: Palgrave Macmillan) 

–– 2011. ‘Whose regional expertise? Political geographies of knowledge in the 

European Union’, European Urban and Regional Studies, 18, 275-88 

–– 2013. Geopolitics and expertise: Knowledge and authority in European diplomacy 

(Chichester: Wiley & Sons) 

–– 2015. ‘Symbolic Power in Diplomatic Practice: Matters of Style in Brussels’, 

Cooperation and Conflict, 50:3, 368-84 

–– 2016. ‘“To Understand the Place”: Geographical Knowledge and Diplomatic 

Practice’, The Professional Geographer, 68:4, 546-53 

–– 2019. ‘Political geography I: Agency’, Progress in Human Geography, 43:1, 163-

71 

–– and J. Agnew. 2015. ‘Theorizing the State Geographically: Sovereignty, 

Subjectivity and Territoriality’, in The SAGE Handbook of Political Geography, ed. 

by Kevin Cox, Murray Low, and Jennifer Robinson (London: SAGE), pp.95-106. 

LaCapra, Dominick. 1985. History and Criticism (Ithaca and London: Cornell 

University Press) 

Ladd, Brian. 1997. The Ghosts of Berlin: Confronting German History in the Urban 

Landscape (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press) 

Laketa, Sunčana. 2016. ‘Geopolitics of Affect and Emotion in a Post-Conflict City’, 

Geopolitics, 21:3, 661-85 

Landesarchiv Berlin. [undated]. ‘Bestellung von Archivalien’, <http://landesarchiv-

berlin.de/bestellung-von-archivalien> [accessed: 03/03/20] 

http://landesarchiv-berlin.de/bestellung-von-archivalien
http://landesarchiv-berlin.de/bestellung-von-archivalien


 

 308 

Larik, Joris. 2011. ‘Operation Atalanta and the Protection of EU Citizens: Civis 

Europaeus Unheeded?’, Perspectives on Federalism, 3:2, 40-66 

Latour, Bruno. 1988. The Pasteurization of France, trans. by Alan Sheridan and John 

Law (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press) 

Law, John. 2002. Aircraft Stories: Decentering the Object of Technoscience (Durham, 

NC: Duke University Press) 

–– 2004. After Method: Mess in Social Science Research (New York: Routledge) 

Lebovic, J. and E. Saunders. 2016. ‘The diplomatic core: How the United States 

employs high-level visits as a scarce resource’, International Studies Quarterly, 60:1, 

107-23 

de Leeuw, Sarah. 2012. ‘Alice through the looking glass: emotion, personal 

connection, and reading colonial archives along the grain’, Journal of Historical 

Geography, 38:3, 273-81 

Lefebvre, Henri. 2011. The Production of Space, trans. by Donald Nicholson-Smith 

(Oxford: Blackwell) 

Leffler, M. and O. Westad (eds.). 2010. The Cambridge History of the Cold War, 

Volume 2: Crises and Détente (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press) 

Legg, Stephen. 2019. ‘“Political Atmospherics”: The Indian Round Table 

Conference’s Atmospheric Environments, Bodies and Representations, London 1930-

193’, Annals of the American Association of Geographers, 1-19 

Leow, Rachel. 2019. ‘A Missing Peace: The Asia-Pacific Peace Conference in Beijing, 

1952 and the Emotional Making of Third World Internationalism’, Journal of World 

History, 30:1-2, 21-53 

Lloyd, Moya. 1999. ‘Performativity, Parody, Politics’, Theory, Culture & Society, 

16:2, 195-213 

Lorimer, Hayden. 2005. ‘Cultural geography: the busyness of being ‘more-than-

representational’’, Progress in Human Geography, 29:1, 83-94 

–– 2009. ‘Caught in the nick of time: archives and fieldwork’, in The Handbook of 

Qualitative Methods in Human Geography, ed. by Mike Crang, Dydia Delyser, Steve 

Herbert, and Linda McDowell (London: SAGE), pp.248-73 



 

 309 

Lorimer, J. and S. Whatmore. 2009. ‘After the ‘king of beasts’: Samuel Baker and the 

emotional historical geographies of elephant hunting in mid-nineteenth-century 

Ceylon’, Journal of Historical Geography, 35:4, 668-89 

Lundstad, Gier. 2005. The United States and Western Europe since 1945: From 

“Empire” by Invitation to Transatlantic Drift (Oxford: Oxford University Press) 

MacDonald, Fraser. 2006. ‘Geopolitics and “the vision thing”: regarding Britain and 

America’s first nuclear missile’, Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers, 

31, 53-71 

–– 2008. ‘Space and the atom: On the popular geopolitics of Cold War rocketry’, 

Geopolitics, 13:4, 611-34 

MacGregor, Iain. 2019. Checkpoint Charlie: The Cold War, the Berlin Wall and the 

Most Dangerous Place on Earth (London: Constable) 

Mahan, Erin. 2002. Kennedy, de Gaulle, and Western Europe (Basingstoke: Palgrave 

Macmillan) 

Mälksoo, Maria. 2012. ‘The challenge of liminality for International Relations theory’, 

Review of International Studies, 38:2, 481-94 

Mamadouh, V., Meijer, A., Sidaway, J. and H. van der Wusten. 2015. ‘Toward an 

Urban Geography of Diplomacy: Lessons from The Hague’, The Professional 

Geographer, 67:4, 564-74 

–– and H. van der Wusten. 2016. ‘The paradiplomacy of cities and regions: 

Transnational relations between sub-state political entities’, in Diplomatic Cultures 

and International Politics: Translation, Spaces and Alternatives, ed. by Jason Dittmer 

and Fiona McConnell (London: Routledge), pp.135-54 

Massumi, Brian. 2002. Parables for the Virtual: Movement, Affect, Sensation 

(London: Duke University Press) 

–– 2007. ‘Potential Politics and the Primacy of Preemption’, Theory & Event, 10:2, 

10.1253/tae.2007.0066 

–– 2015. The Power at the End of the Economy (Durham, NC: Duke University Press) 



 

 310 

Matlock, Jack. 2008. ‘Ronald Reagan and the End of the Cold War’, in Ronald Reagan 

and the 1980s: Perceptions, Policies, Legacies (New York: Palgrve Macmillan), 

pp.57-78 

May, Ernest. 1998. ‘America’s Berlin: Heart of the Cold War’, Foreign Affairs, 77:4, 

148-60 

Mayer, Frank. 1994. ‘Adenauer and Kennedy: An Era of Distrust in German-American 

Relations?’, German Studies Review, 17:1, 83-104 

McConnell, Fiona. 2018. ‘Performing Diplomatic Decorum: Repertoires of 

“Appropriate” Behaviour in the Margins of International Diplomacy’, International 

Political Sociology, 12, 362-81 

–– and J. Dittmer. 2018. ‘Liminality and diplomacy of the British Overseas Territories: 

An assemblage approach’, Environment and Planning D: Society and Space, 36:1, 

139-58 

–– Moreau, T. and J. Dittmer. 2012. ‘Mimicking state diplomacy: The legitimizing 

strategies of unofficial diplomacies’, Geoforum, 43:4, 804-14 

McDowell, Linda. 1998. ‘Elites in the City of London: some methodological 

considerations’, Environment and Planning A: Economy and Space, 30:12, 2133-46 

McGeachan, C., Forsyth, I. and W. Hasty. 2012. ‘Certain Subjects? Working with 

Biography and Life-Writing in Historical Geography’, Historical Geography, 40, 169-

85 

McGhee, George. 1989. At the Creation of a New Germany: From Adenauer to Brandt 

– An Ambassador’s Account (New Haven & London: Yale University Press) 

McKee, H. and J. Porter. 2012. ‘The Ethics of Archival Research’, College 

Composition and Communication, 64:1, 59-81 

McMahon, Robert. 2010. ‘US National Security Policy from Eisenhower to Kennedy’, 

in The Cambridge History of the Cold War, Volume 1: Origins, ed. by Melvyn Leffler 

and Odd Westad (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press), pp.288-311 

Medby, Ingrid. 2019. ‘Political geography and language: A reappraisal for a diverse 

discipline’, Area, 1-8 



 

 311 

Meehan, K., Shaw, I. and S. Marston. 2013. ‘Political geographies of the object’, 

Political Geography, 33, 1-10 

Megoran, Nick. 2006. ‘For ethnography in political geography: Experiencing and re-

imagining Ferghana Valley boundary closures’, Political Geography, 25, 622-40 

Meyer, R. and H. Kimeldorf. 2015. ‘Eventful Subjectivity: The Experiential Sources 

of Solidarity’, Journal of Historical Sociology, 28:4, 429-57 

Meyrowitz, Joshua. 1986. No Sense of place: The impact of electronic media on social 

behaviour (New York: Oxford University Press) 

Mills, Sarah. 2011. ‘Scouting for girls? Gender and the Scout Movement in Britain’, 

Gender, Place & Culture, 18:4, 537-56 

Mitchell, Greg. 2016. The Tunnels: The Untold Story of the Escapes Under The Berlin 

Wall (London: Bantha Press) 

Mol, Annemarie. 1998. ‘Ontological Politics: A Word and Some Questions’, The 

Sociological Review, 46, 74-89 

Moore, Francesca. 2008. ‘Beyond the Ideal: Motherhood in Industrial Lancashire, 

1860-1937’, PhD Thesis, University of Cambridge 

–– 2010. ‘Tales from the archive: methodological and ethical issues in historical 

geography research’, Area, 42:3, 262-70 

Morgan, Richard. 1999. ‘Kennedy and Adenauer’, in John F. Kennedy and Europe, 

ed. by Douglas Brinkley and Richard Griffiths (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State 

University Press), pp.16-31 

Morgenthau, Hans. 1954. Politics Among Nations: The Struggle for Power and Peace, 

2nd ed. (New York: Knopf) 

Morris, Rosalind. 1995. ‘All made up: Performance Theory and the New 

Anthropology of Sex and Gender’, Annual Review of Anthropology, 24, 567-92 

Morsey, R. and K. Repgen (eds.). 1974. Adenauer-Studienn III: Untersuchungen und 

Dokumente zur Ostpolitik und Biographie (Mainz: Matthias-Grünewald-Verlag) 

Müller, Martin. 2008. ‘Reconsidering the concept of discourse for the field of critical 

geopolitics: Towards discourse as language and practice’, Political Geography, 27, 

322-38 



 

 312 

–– 2015. ‘Assemblages and Actor-Networks: Rethinking Socio-Material Power, 

Politics and Space’, Geography Compass, 9:1 (2015), 27-41 

–– 2015. ‘More-than-representational political geographies’, in The Wiley Blackwell 

Companion to Political Geography, ed. by John Agnew, Virginie Mamadouh, Anna 

Secor and Joanne Sharp (Chichester: Wiley & Sons), pp.407-23 

–– 2016. ‘Text, Discourse, Affect and Things’, in The Ashgate Research Companion 

to Critical Geopolitics, ed. by Klaus Dodds, Merje Kuus and Joanne Sharp (London: 

Routledge), pp.49-68 

–– and P. Reuber. 2008. ‘Empirical Verve, Conceptual Doubts: Looking from the 

Outside in at Critical Geopolitics’, Geopolitics, 13:3, 458-72 

–– and C. Steyaert. 2013. ‘The geopolitics of organizing mega-events’, in Handbook 

on the Geopolitics of Business, ed. by Joseph Munoz (Cheltenham: Edward Elgar 

Publishers), pp.139-150 

Nelson, Lise. 1999. ‘Bodies (and Spaces) do Matter: The limits of performativity’, 

Gender, Place and Culture: A Journal of Feminist Geography, 6:4, 331-53 

Neumann, Iver. 2005. ‘To be a diplomat’, International Studies Perspectives, 6:1, 72-

93 

–– 2007. ‘“A speech that the entire ministry may stand for”, or: why diplomats never 

produce anything new’, International Political Sociology, 1, 183-200 

Nimmo, Richie. 2011. ‘Actor-network theory and methodology: social research in a 

more-than-human world’, Methodological Innovations Online, 6:3, 108-19 

Nussbaum, Martha. 1999. ‘The professor of parody’, The New Republic, 22:2.  

Nuti, Leopoldo. 1999. ‘Missiles or Socialists? The Italian Policy of the Kennedy 

Administration’, in John F. Kennedy and Europe, ed. by Douglas Brinkley and 

Richard Griffiths (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press), pp.129-48 

O’Donnell, K. and D. Powers. 1970. “Johnny, We Hardly Knew Ye”: Memories of 

John Fitzgerald Kennedy (Boston, MA: Little, Brown and Company) 

Office of the Historian. [undated]. ‘About Us’, <https://history.state.gov/about> 

[accessed: 28/02/20] 

https://history.state.gov/about


 

 313 

Ogborn, Miles. 2003. ‘Knowledge is power: Using archival research to interpret state 

formation’, in Cultural Geography in Practice, ed. by Miles Ogborn, Alison Blunt, 

Pyrs Gruffudd, David Pinder, and Jon May (New York: Hodder Education), pp.9-22 

–– 2011. ‘Archive’, in The SAGE Handbook of Geographical Knowledge, ed. by John 

Agnew and David Livingstone (Los Angeles: SAGE), pp.88-98 

–– 2019. The Freedom of Speech: Talk Slavery in the Anglo-Caribbean World 

(Chicago and London: The University of Chicago Press) 

–– Blunt, A., Gruffudd, P., Pinder, D. and J. May (eds.) 2003. Cultural Geography in 

Practice (New York: Hodder Education) 

Ojala, M. and M. Pantti. 2017. ‘Naturalising the new cold war: The geopolitics of 

framing the Ukrainian conflict in four European newspapers’, Global Media and 

Communication, 13:1 (2017), 41-56 

Oritz, D., Myers, D., Walls, E. and M. Diaz. 2005. ‘Where do we stand with newspaper 

data?’, Mobilization: An International Journal, 10:3, 397-417 

Ó Tuathail, Gearóid. 1992. ‘Pearl Harbor without bombs’: A critical geopolitics of the 

US-Japan ‘FSX’ debate’, Environment and Planning A, 24, 975-94 

–– 1992. ‘The Bush Administration and the ‘end’ of the cold war: a critical geopolitics 

of U.S. foreign policy in 1989’, Geoforum, 23, 437-52 

–– 1996. Critical Geopolitics: The Politics of Writing Global Space (Minneapolis: 

University of Minnesota Press) 

–– 1996. ‘The patterned mess of history and the writing of critical geopolitics: a reply 

to Dalby’, Political Geography, 15, 661-65 

–– 2002. ‘Theorizing practical geopolitical reasoning: the case of the United States’ 

response to the war in Bosnia’, Political Geography, 21, 601-28 

–– 2003. ‘“Just Out Looking for a Fight”: American Affect and the Invasion of Iraq’, 

Antipode, 35:5, 856-70 

–– and J. Agnew. 1992. ‘Geopolitics and discourse: Practical Geopolitical reasoning 

and American foreign policy’, Political Geography, 11:2, 190-204 

–– and S. Dalby (eds.) 1998. Rethinking Geopolitics (London: Routledge) 



 

 314 

Overing, Joanna. 1987. ‘Translation as a Creative Process: The Power of the Name’, 

in Comparative Anthropology, ed. by Ladislav Holy (Oxford: Blackwell), pp.70-87 

Paasi, Anssi. 2000. ‘Rethinking geopolitics’, Environment and Planning D: Society 

and Space, 18, 279-84 

–– 2006. ‘Texts and Contexts in the Globalizing Marketplace: Comments on the debate 

on Geopolitical Remote Sensing’, Eurasian Geography and Economics, 47:2, 216-20 

Painter, J. and A. Jeffrey. 2009. Political Geography: An Introduction to Space and 

Power (Los Angeles: SAGE) 

Pain, R., Panelli, R., Kindon S. and J. Little. 2010. ‘Moments in everyday/distant 

geopolitics: Young people’s fears and hopes’, Geopolitics, 41:6, 972-82 

Papailias, Penelope. 2017. ‘(Re)sounding Histories: On the Temporalities of the Media 

Event’, Social Analysis, 61:1, 86-101 

Paphi, Priska. 2017. ‘“Imagine the streets”: The spatial dimension of protests’ 

transformative effects and its role in building movement identity’, Political 

Geography, 56, 34-43 

Phillips, Kendall. 2006. ‘Rhetorical Maneuvers: Subjectivity, Power, and Resistance’, 

Philosophy & Rhetoric, 39:4, 310-32 

Plischke, Elmer. 1965. ‘Integrating Berlin and the Federal Republic of Germany’, The 

Journal of Politics, 27:1, 35-65 

Poloni-Staudinger, L. and C. Ortbals. 2014. ‘Gendering Abbotabad: Agency and 

Hegemonic Masculinity in an Age of Global Terrorism’, Gender Issues, 31:1, 34-57 

Press and Information Office of Berlin. 1963. A Great Day in the history of Berlin, 

June 26, 1963: John F. Kennedy in Berlin (Berlin: Press – u. Informationsamt) 

Protevi, John. 2009. Political Affect: Connecting the Social and the Somatic 

(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press) 

Pugh, Emily. 2010. ‘Beyond the Berlin Myth: The Local, the Global and the IBA 87’, 

in Berlin: Divided City, 1945-1989, ed. by Philip Broadbent and Sabine Hake (New 

York and Oxford: Berghahn Books), pp.156-67 

–– 2014. Architecture, Politics & Identity in Divided Berlin (Pittsburgh, PA: 

University of Pittsburgh Press) 



 

 315 

Pui-Hing Wong, J. and M. Kwong-Lai Poon. 2010. ‘Bringing Translation Out of the 

Shadows: Translation as an Issue of Methodological Significance in Cross-Cultural 

Qualitative Research’, Journal of Transcultural Nursing, 21:2, 151-58 

Rai, Shirin. 2014. ‘Political Performance: A Framework for Analysing Democratic 

Politics’, Political Performance, 63, 1179-97 

–– and J. Reinelt (eds.). 2015. The Grammar of Politics and Performance (London 

and New York: Routledge) 

Rajchman, John. 1991. Philosophical Events: Essays of the ‘80s (New York: 

Columbia University Press) 

Rancière, Jacques. 2013. The Politics of Aesthetics: The Distribution of the Sensible 

(London: Bloomsburg) 

Rees, Laurence. 2002. The Nazis: A Warning From History (London: BBC) 

Rhenisch, T. and H. Zimmermann. 1996. ‘Adenauer Chooses De Gaulle: The West 

German Government And The Exclusion Of Britain From Europe’, in Courting the 

Common Market: The First Attempt to Enlarge the European Community, 1961-1963, 

ed. by Richard Griffiths and Stuart Ward (London: Lothian), pp.83-100 

Rose, Gillian. 1997. ‘Situating knowledges: positionality, reflexivities and other 

tactics’, Progress in Human Geography, 21:3, 305-20 

–– Degen, M. and B. Basdas. 2010. ‘More on ‘big things’: building events and 

feelings’, Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers, 35, 334-49 

Rusk, Dean. 1990. As I Saw It: A Secretary of State’s Memoirs (London & New York: 

I. B. Tauris & Co Ltd) 

Sahlins, Marshall. 1981. ‘Historical Metaphors and Mythical Realities’, in Social 

Anthropology in Oceania, Special Publication No.1 (Ann Arbor: University of 

Michigan Press) 

Salinger, Pierre. 1966. With Kennedy (London: Jonathan Cape) 

Salovaara, Inka. 2015. ‘#Je suis Charlie: Networks, Affects and Distributed Agency 

of Media Assemblage’, Conjunctions: Transdisciplinary Journal of Cultural 

Participation, 2:1, 102-15 



 

 316 

Salovaara-Moring, Inka. 2009. ‘The East as an Object of Governance: Journalism and 

Spaces of Power’, Aether: The Journal of Media Geography, IV, 85-101 

Samuel, Raphael. 1976. ‘Local History and Oral History’, History Workshop, 1, 191-

208 

Saunders, B., Sim, J., Kingstone, T., Baker, S., Waterfield, J., Bartlam, B., Burroughs, 

H. and C. Jinks. 2017. ‘Saturation in qualitative research: exploring its 

conceptualization and operationalization’, Quality and Quantity, 1893-1907 

Schild, Georg. 1998. ‘The Berlin Crisis’, in Kennedy: The New Frontier Revisited, ed. 

by Mark White (New York: New York University Press), pp.91-131 

Schlesinger, Arthur. 1965. A Thousand Days: John F. Kennedy in the White House 

(London: Andre Deutsch Limited) 

Schmidt, Sebastian. 2015. ‘The Archival Workspace: An Accidental Ethnography’, 

Thresholds, 44, 146-56 

Schwarz, Judith. 1992. ‘The Archivist’s Balancing Act: Helping Researchers While 

Protecting Individual Privacy’, The Journal of American History, 79:1, 179-89 

Schweitzer, C., Karsten, D., Spencer, R., Cole, R., Kommers, D. and A. Nicholls 

(eds.). 1995. Politics and Government in Germany, 1944-1945: Basic Documents 

(Oxford: Berghahn Books) 

Segers, Mathieu. 2010. ‘De Gaulle’s Race to the Bottom: The Netherlands, France and 

the Interwoven Problems of British EEC Membership and European Political Union, 

1958-1963’, Contemporary European History, 19:2, 111-32 

Semetko, H. and P. Valkenburg. 2000. ‘Framing European Politics: A Content 

Analysis of Press and Television News’, Journal of Communication, 50:2, 93-109 

Sentilles, Renée. 2005. ‘Toiling in the Archives of Cyberspace’, in Archive Stories: 

Facts, Fictions, and the Writing of History, ed. by Antoinette Burton (Durham, NC: 

Duke University Press), pp.136-56 

Sereny, Gitta. 2000. The German Trauma: Experiences and Reflections (London: 

Penguin Books) 

Sewell, William. 2005. Logics of History: Social Theory and Social Transformation 

(Chicago: University of Chicago Press) 



 

 317 

Sharp, Joanne. 1993. ‘Publishing American identity: popular geopolitics, myth and 

The Reader’s Digest’, Political Geography, 12:6, 491-503 

–– 1996. ‘Hegemony, popular culture and geopolitics: the Reader’s Digest and the 

construction of danger’, Political Geography, 15:6-7, 557-70 

–– 1998. ‘Reel Geopolitics’, in Rethinking Geopolitics, ed. by Gearóid Ó Tuathail and 

Simon Dalby (London: Routledge), pp.152-69 

Shaw, Ian. 2012. ‘Towards an evental geography’, Progress in Human Geography, 

36:5, 613-27 

–– 2016. Predator Empire: Drone Warfare and Full Spectrum Dominance 

(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press) 

Shimazu, Naoko. 2012. ‘Places in diplomacy’, Political Geography, 31:6, 335-36 

–– 2014. ‘Diplomacy as theatre: Staging the Bandung Conference of 1955’, Modern 

Asian Studies, 48:1, 225-52 

Shpiro, Shlomo. 2002. ‘Intelligence Services and Foreign Policy: German-Israeli 

Intelligence and Military Cooperation’, German Politics, 11:1, 23-42 

Sidaway, James. 2009. ‘Shadows on the path: negotiating geopolitics on an urban 

section of Britain’s South West Coast Path’, Environment and Planning D: Society 

and Space, 27, 1091-1116 

Smith, Michael. 1997. ‘Going International: Presidential Activity in the Post-Modern 

Presidency’, Journal of American Studies, 31:2, 219-32 

Smyser, William. 2000. From Yalta to Berlin: The Cold War Struggle over Germany 

(Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan) 

–– 2009. Kennedy and the Berlin Wall: “A Hell of a Lot Better than a War” (Lanham: 

Rowman & Littlefield Publishers Inc.) 

Soja, Edward. 2009. ‘Thirdspace: Toward a new consciousness of space and 

spatiality’, in Communicating in the third space, ed. by Karin Ikas and Gerhard 

Wagner (London: Routledge), pp.63-75 

Sorensen, Theodore. 1965. Kennedy (London: Hodder and Stroughton) 

Spykman, Nicholas. 1938. ‘Geography and foreign policy, I’, The American Political 

Science Review, 32:1, 28-50 



 

 318 

Squire, Vicki. 2015. ‘Reshaping critical geopolitics? The materialist challenge’, 

Review of International Studies, 41, 139-59  

Stangl, Paul. 2003. ‘The Soviet War Memorial in Treptow, Berlin’, The Geographical 

Review, 93:2, 213-36 

Steedman, Caroline. 1998. ‘The space of memory: in an archive’, History of the 

Human Sciences, 11, 65-83. 

Stoler, Ann Laura. 2002. ‘Colonial Archives and the Arts of Governance’, Archival 

Science, 2, 87-109 

–– 2009. Along the Archival Grain: Epistemic anxieties and colonial common sense 

(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press) 

Sumartojo, Shanti. 2014. ‘‘Dazzling relief’: floodlighting and national affective 

atmospheres on VE Day 1945’, Journal of Historical Geography, 45, 59-69 

Suri, Jeremi. 2004. ‘The Cultural Contradictions of Cold War Education: The Case of 

West Berlin’, Cold War History, 4:3, 1-20 

Taylor, Frederick. 2009. The Berlin Wall: 13 August 1961 – 9 November 1989 

(London: Bloomsbury) 

Temple, B. and A. Young. 2004. ‘Qualitative research and translation dilemmas’, 

Qualitative Research, 4:2, 161-78 

Tenneriello, Susan. 2019. ‘Staging Sochi 2014: The Soft Power of Geocultural Politics 

in the Olympic Opening Ceremony’, Theatre Research International, 44:1, 23-39 

Tent, James. 1998. The Free University of Berlin: A Political History (Bloomington: 

Indiana University Press) 

Thrift, Nigel. 2000. ‘Afterwards’, Environment and Planning D: Society and Space, 

18, 213-55 

–– 2000. ‘It’s The Little Things’, in Geopolitical Traditions: Critical Histories of a 

Century of Geopolitical Thought, ed. by Klaus Dodds and David Atkinson (London 

and New York: Routledge), pp.380-87 

–– 2004. ‘Intensities of feeling: Towards a spatial politics of affect’, Geografiska 

Annaler, 86B, 57-78  



 

 319 

–– and J. Dewsbury. 2000. ‘Dead Geographies – and how to make them live’, 

Environment and Planning D: Society and Space, 18, 411-32 

Toal, Gerard. 1996. Critical Geopolitics: The Politics of Writing Global Space 

(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press) 

Trachtenberg, Marc. 2006. The Craft of International History (Princeton, NJ: 

Princeton University Press) 

Trauschweizer, Ingo. 2006. ‘Tanks at Checkpoint Charlie: Lucius Clay and the Berlin 

Crisis, 1961-62’, Cold War History, 6:2, 205-28 

Trent, James. 1988. The Free University of Berlin: A Political History (Bloomington: 

Indiana University Press) 

Trouillot, Michel-Rolph. 1995. Silencing the past: Power and the production of history 

(Boston, MA: Beacon Press) 

Tuan, Yi-Fu. 2005. Space and Place: The Perspective of Experience, 4th edn. 

(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press) 

Turner, Barry. 2018. The Berlin Airlift: The Relief Operation that Defined the Cold 

War (London: Icon Books) 

Ulyatt, Michelle. 2014. ‘The John F. Kennedy Presidential Library and Museum as a 

cultural representation of public memory of the president’, European Journal of 

American Culture, 33:2, 117-30 

University of Nottingham. [undated]. ‘Conferencing the International: A cultural and 

historical geography of the origins of internationalism’, 

<https://www.nottingham.ac.uk/research/groups/interwarconf/home.aspx> [First 

accessed 12/05/20] 

Velody, Irving. 1998. ‘The archive and the human sciences: notes towards a theory of 

the archive’, History of Human Sciences, 11:4, 1-16. 

Visit Berlin. [undated]. ‘The Berlin Wall in Film’, 

<https://www.visitberlin.de/en/berlin-wall-film> [accessed: 28/10/19] 

Waite, Robert. 2010. ‘‘Ish bin ein Bearleener’ – JFK’s 26 June 1963 Visit to Berlin: 

The Views from East Germany’, Journal of Contemporary History, 45:4, 844-65 

https://www.nottingham.ac.uk/research/groups/interwarconf/home.aspx
https://www.visitberlin.de/en/berlin-wall-film


 

 320 

Warner, Geoffrey. 1993. ‘Review Article: Eisenhower, Dulles and the unity of Europe, 

1955-1957’, International Affairs, 69, 319-29 

Westad, Odd Arne. 2000. ‘The New International History of the Cold War: Three 

(Possible Paradigms’, Diplomatic History, 24:2, 551-65 

Whatley, P. and C. Brown. 2009. ‘Along and against the grain: the philosophy of the 

archive’, Archival Science, 9, 127-31 

White, Hayden. 1973. ‘Interpretation in History’, New Literary History, 4:2, 281-314 

–– 1973. Metahistory: The historical imagination in nineteenth-century Europe 

(Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press) 

Williams, Allison. 2014. ‘Disrupting air power: Performativity and the unsettling of 

geopolitical frames through artworks’, Political Geography, 42, 12-22  

Winders, Jamie. 2001. ‘On the Outside of “In”: Power, Participation, and 

Representation in Oral Histories’, Historical Geography, 29, 45-52 

Wood, L., Staggenborg, S., Stalker, G. and R. Kutz-Flamenbaum. 2017. ‘Eventful 

events: local outcomes of G20 summit protests in Pittsburgh and Toronto’, Social 

Movement Studies, 16:5, 595-609 

Wrathall, John. 1992. ‘Provenance as Text: Reading the Silences around Sexuality in 

Manuscript Collections’, The Journal of American History, 79:1, 165-78 

Zarefsky, David. 2004. ‘Presidential Rhetoric and the Power of Definition’, 

Presidential Studies Quarterly, 34:3, 607-19 

Zeiler, Thomas. 2009. ‘The Diplomatic Historian Bandwagon: A State of the Field’, 

The Journal of American History, 95:4 (2009), 1053-73 

Zipes, Jack. 2011. The Enchanted Screen: The Unknown History of Fairy-Tale Films 

(New York: Routledge) 

Žižek, Slavoj. 2014. Philosophy in Transit (London: Penguin) 

Zolberg, Aristide. 1972. ‘Moments of Madness’, Politics and Society, 2:2, 183-207 


