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PREFACE

The schism between the antagonistic ideologles of
world Communism and democracy is demonstrated on a smaller
scale in the division of Germany into East and West states.,
The German division i1s a product of the grand schism and
further represents the anomalous situation wherein the
former enemy German state has become a prigze iIn the greater
conflict,

It was in the Allied occupatlion of Germany that the
Western Powers clearly recognlzed the threat from the Soviet
Union and where efforts at co-operation proved futile. In
view of the aims and requlrements of the Soviet Union, if
wasg evident that discord would develop in the attempted
Four Power administration of defeated Germany.

The questlon of Germany's future, remains after a per-
iod of ten years, a part of the basic Bagt-West conflict,
The unylelding Soviet conditions upon which it would allow
reunification are as unacceptable to the West as are the
tenets of Communism itself,; and the settlement of the Ger-
man problem remains for the reconciliation of the schism
which divides the world,

This study 1s an attempt to show the position which
Germany holds In the basic security requirements and expan=-

sionist desires of the Boviet Union., Also included in the



study are an analysls of the underlying moti§as”and.results
of Soviet policy and a description of the methods utiligzed
by the Russians to achleve thelr objectives.

Four methods have been selected for study in the Boviet
éttempts to effect the permanent containment of Germany.
These methods include the concepts of the Great Power Con=-
cert, the division of Germany, neutralization and disarma-
ment of Germany, and the European Concert,

I would like to express my sincere appreciation to my
major‘adviserg Dr, Robert O, Gibbon, for his Invaluable and
untiring guidance in the preparation of this thesis. To
Dr. Guy R. Donnell and Dr. C. A. L. Rich, T would like to
express my sincere appreciation for their able counsel and

advice..
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CHAPTER T
BASIC REQUIREMENTS OF SOVIET DEFENSE
Bstablishment of Viable Frontiers

In the treatment of Soviet forelgn policy in l1lts
relation to the reunificatlion of Germany, the satellite
states of Bastern Europe must be considered.r Soviat_con—
sent to the absorption of its subservient East CGerman
regime into a free and united Germany would serlously jeop-
ardize the minority rule of the Communlst governments in
these states., It would be difficult to permit government
of free cholice 1n one area wilthout a reciprocal grant of
freedom 1in others.

Therefore, 1t 1s necessary to recapitulate the Sov-
let ascendancy in Eastern Europe. ZEurope lies Within”the
immediate Soviet plans of expansion and future World domi-
nation. To expand outward, howéver, a State must be secure
within its own sphere. The subjugation of the states of
FEastern Europe may be described as a necessary element with-
in the primary Soviet concern for the security of its own
frontiers, and secondarily, as a part of the expansive de-

sire for world domination.



Extension of Control Over Eastern Europe

If the Soviet Unilon had sincerely adhered to the
Atlantic Chartergl the territorial gains which resulted
from the Nazi-Soviet Pact of_19592 would have been nulli-
fied. But throughout the war Stalin maintalned that the
territories annexed from Poland, Rumania, and Finland in
1939-1940 belonged legally to the Soviet Unlon; and thgé
Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia, annexed and lncorporated
in 1940, had become member republics of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics.® Both the United States and Great
Britailn refused to acknowledge these annexationag4 Other
than these acquisitionss which were declared toybe pistorif
cally and legally Russian territories, Soviet protestations
against further annexations were offered on repeated occas-
1ons°§ By 1ts adherence to the "Declaration onﬂLibgrgtgd )
Europe" at the Yalta Conferenceg'the Soviet Unioh.agreed to
respect the principle of Big Three co-operatlon for the es-

tablishment of responsible democratic governments in the

1Wmo Hardy McNeill Survey of International Affalrs
1939-1946: "America, BriEaIn and Russia TheIr To-operation
and conflict, 1941-1846" (London 1955) .. 43, Hereinafter
referred to as Survey 1939-1946. .

2Jane Degras, ed.,, Soviet Documents on Foreign Policz
1933-1941 (London 1953) 11T, pp- 376-a80,

®Survey 1939-1946, pp. 406-407.

4Ib1d09 p. 179, pp. 166-168,

51b1d09 P 3550' At the Foreign Ministers' Conference
in Moscow during October, 1943, agreement was reached that
no spheres of influence would be established in Europeo‘



former Axis satellites and liberated states of Eastern
Europe,6 The more realistically-minded Churchill, as com—‘:
pared to the idealist Roosevelt, had early recognized Soviet
designs in the Balkan arvea,’ Although thwarted in his at-
tempts to place Anglo-American armies in the Balkans,
Churchill continued his efforts to limit the Soviet influ-
ence in this area. The successes of the Red Army in early
1944 made it imperative, in his view, that some form of de-
limitation be achievedo: A tentative arranggment‘was_agyeed‘
upon in May; 1944 whereby Rumania and Bulgaria were to be

in the Soviet sphere, with British influence to be predomi- -
nant in Greece and Yugoslaviao8 In October, 1944 a more
definitive agreement was reached, with the understanding by
the Americans that the arrangement would not extend beyond
the termination of hostilities. Pre-eminent Sovliet influ-
ence was guaranteed 1n Rumania, Bulgaria; and Hungary.
Britain was to be assured prédominant.inflgencé_aver Greek
affalrs, while in Yugoslavia, Russla and Britaln were to

exercise an equal proportion of influenceo9

SEdward R. Stettinius, Jr., Roosevelt and the Rus-
sians: The Yalta Conference, ed “Walter Johnson (Garden
City, 1949), pp. 355=336,

7Survey 1939-1946, p. 272, pp. 303-305, p. 352.
Churchill endeavored repeatedly for an Anglo-Ameriéan Balkan
campaign in preference to a cross-channel invaslon; I..
Deutscher, Stalin: A Political Blography (New York 1949)
pp. 507- 508 . Roosevelt sided with Stalin at the Teheran
Conference agalinst a Balkan campalgn, which gave Stalin a
free hand in the Balkans.

8survey 1939-1946, p. 422.

9Ibid., p. 495.



Neither the agreements concluded betWeen the British
and the Russlans, nor the Soviet espousal of the prineiples
enunciated in the "Declaration on Liberated Hurope", were
of lastihg extent. They could be more appropriateiy labeled
a part of the Soviet machinations to gain complete control
In Eastern Europe. The British, although able to maintain
thelr influence upon Greek affalrs, could not establish the
necessary military basis for the exercise of their claim to
equal influence 1in Yugoslaviaolo

The Soviet Army, in 1ts victorious sweep through East-
ern Europe, placed the Russians in complete control of
these countries. Armistice agreements cencluded with Rumen=-
ia, Bulgaria, Hungary, and Finland, although done in the
name of the Allies, enabled the Russians to control the
coalition governments,which”were establlished, with the ex-

11

ception of Finland. Allied Control Commissions in the

former Axis satellites were not permitted to function

smoothly due to Soviet obstructionsmlg

The coalition gov-
ernments were required to be composed of representatives of
the various political parties within each ceustry? These
normally included Communists, Socialists, Peasants,rénd

Clericalists. The most strategic and decisive governmental

positions (police and army) were sscured by the Communists,

01bid., p. 496, p. 537.
111bid., pp. 466-476; Deutscher, p. 533,

12Stettinius, p. 312.



whlch eénabled them gradually to extend thelr control over
the country and over other members of the coalition.__l3 ‘

‘At the Potsdam Conference (July-August 1945) Stalin at-
tempted to securs American and Brltish recognition of thess
satellite goveramsnts. The only concession which he could
galn toward ﬁhis end, however, was the agreement by the
Uniﬁed States and Great Britain to study the subject of rec-
ognltion prior to the conclusion of the peace tregtiesolé
The Council of Foreign Ministers, established by the;Confer-
ence to draft the peace treatles, did not complete its task
until December g, 1945. Signatures were affixed to these
treaties with the 9x—énemy states (Italy, Bulgaria, Rumania,
and Finland) in Paris on February Z.LC)‘9 l947015

The United States extended recognition, along with

Great Britaln, to Hungary on November 2, 1945 on the condi-

tion that free elections would be held as soon as possible, -

Elections held on November 4 produced only a small minority

for the Communists.>®

Overwhelming victories were scored
by the Communists in Bulgaria and Yugoélav;a 1n the same -
month, -7 Diplomatlc recognition was extended to the Ruman-
lan Government by the United States and Great Britaln én

February 5, 1946 when it added members of the Opposition to

13peutscher, p. 533.
l4gurvey 1939-1946, p. 624.

181b14., p. 723.
161b14., p. 702.

17&2—&0 ppo 702‘:?7050

9



the Goverament. The Bulgarian Government did not make these
changes, in accordance with agreements reached in lMoscow the
previous December; therefore, recognition was denied to it,18
By the time the peace treaties were signed, Sovlet gon-
trol had been consolidated throughout the ex-enemy states
in Eastern Europe. Trade agreements had been negotliated
with these states which effeqtively bound them to the Rus-
sian economy., Following the poor Communist showing 1n the
November, 1945 electlions inlAﬁstria (Sovieé-occupiéd sector)
and Hungary, measures were applled tb thewelectionbmaChinerj
which would prevent the recurrence of such dgVelmeentso
Elections were not held inkRumania until November 19, 1946,
and in Poland untll January 19, 1947, with the results de-
noting the effectiveness of Cémmunist police action in
crippling the Oppositiom19 _
The conclusion of the peace treatles meant that the
United States and Great Britain would have no further legit-
imate claim to contest the actions of the Soviet Unlon in
Eastern Europe. The actions of the Soviet Unlon could be
effectively disguised and manifested through the puppet re=-
gimés of these states, giving to it the appearance of being
a "beneflcent" protector of the principle of non-interference
in the internal affairs of sovereign states, Protests to

Soviet actions by the Americans and the British were declarsd

by the Russiané to be violations of this principle,

181bid., p. 707.

1°1bid., p. 734.



Retention of East Prussla

Soviet policy toward the German state Of.Eést_Prugsig
has been governed by three considerations. One wagvg puni-
tive consideration and was concerned with the dismemberment
of Germany.%° This state, the symbol of the highly offl-
cient German civil administration as well as the source of
the German militaristic tradition, was formally liquidated
by action of the Allled Control Councll on February 25,
1946, wlth approval of this actlon given by the Councll of
Foreign Ministers on February 25, 1947. Its eleven prov-
_1nc§s*and administrative districts had previously been
divided between the Soviet, British, and American zones,
and Poland.21 The detachment of East Prussia, as a measure
to weaken permanently the capacity of Germany to wage war,
had been agreed upon by the three Powers early in the war.
P6land was to be the primary beneficiary,?'2 -

The second consideration for Soviet policy in relation
to Eas# ?russia concerns the resolute Russian quest for a

year-around lce-free port. Tacit consent to the Soviet an-

nexation of the Baltlc port of Koenigsberg was given at the

20366 below, Chapter II.

. 2lpeter Calvocoressil, Survey of International Affalrs
1947-1948 (London, 1952), p. 220. Herelnafter referred to
as gurvey 1947- 1948 United States Department of State, Ger-
man Iﬁzg -T943:~ The Story in Documents, Dept. of State Pub.
- No, 3556 (Wasﬁiﬁgf-' Igﬁg ), p. 161. Herelnafter referred

to as The Story in Documents.

22Survey 1939-1946, pp. 166-168, p. 319, p. 333,




Potgsdam Conference with the proviso that final settlement
must await the peace conference. <2 An atmosphere of perma-
nence pervaded this arrangement, as in the following year
the name of the city was appropriately changed to the more
Russian “Kaliningrad“°24’

The third consiaeration concerﬁs the disposition of
the southern portion of East Prussia. American and British
consent was secured at Potsdam to the unilateral Soviet ac-
tion whilch placed this area, in addition to Upper Silesia,
~all but a tip of lower Silesia, a part of Brandenburg, and
allubut the western extremity of Pomerania under Polish ad-

3

ministration, subject to final settlement by the peace

conference.25

However, consent was not given to the mass
expulsions of the inhabitants of these areas. Within this
third consideration, the Russians, by placing these areas
under Polish control, hoped to escape tle onus for the sev-
erance of German territory and the expulsion of its
inhabitants. It was hoped that German animosity would be
directed toward the Poles, causing a subsequent dependence

of Poland upon the Soviet Union.26

23James P. Warburg, Germany-Bridge or Battleground (New
York, 1946, 1947), p. 30. ‘

<4survey 1947-1948, p. 227.

25Warburg, p. 95,
261p14.



Hegemony over Czechoslovakia and Poland

The establishment of Soviet hegemony over Poland and
Czechoslovakia was a further step in the Soviet plan to
secure viable frontiers. As 1n the states of southeastern
Europé, it was conslidered essential that the Soviet Unlon
have "friendly" states along 1ts western frontlers as guar-
antees of 1ts own security. Also, as 1n these states,
"friendly" goveraments, 1n Soviet termlnology, denoted sub-
serviency.

Control over thess areas extends‘the Soviet sphere of
Influence into the heart of north-central Europe, These
two states become buffers against the possibilitj of a fu-
ture German or Western attack upon the Soviet Union.
Czechosiovakia, with a higher degree of technologlcal devel-
opment than the agrarlan states of southeastern Europe!
became a welcomed additiQn to the quiet economy. Extension
of Soviet control to these areas also glves to the Soviet
Union a declided tactical advantage 1in the event of war in
additlon to providing a defense in depth to its own bounda-
ries, The area in whilch the armles of the Western coalition
would be required to fight defensive operations has been
seriously limited by this Soviet expansion. For this reason,
a determination to hold Western Germany within the Western
- defensive system has arisen. This in turn gives rise to
serious doubﬁs as to the possibility of German reunification
until such time as the greater problem of EBast-West animos-

ity 1s resolved.
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The Communist coup d'stat In Czechoslovakla, on

February 10, 1948,27 demonstrated to the Western world the
full intentions of the Soviet Union to galan control of Eur-
ope as a part of the greater plan for world domlnatlon.
Furthermore, it demonstrated an essential requirement of
the Soviet system, i.e., the overriding need for uniformity.
As one author has stated,28 Moscow is guided by the realiza-
tion that it must have complete uniformity in the areas
which 1t controls. These states of Eastern Europe could not :
be left alone to develop a system between "popular democ-
racy" and parliamentary institutions because of the danger
of the emergence of social forces and ideas which might
prove unfavorable to the Soviet Union. Therefore, it fol-
lowed that in the states of Eastern Europe it was necessary
to lInstall in power either Russian Communists or local Com~-
munists who were so thoroughly indoctrinated with the Soviet 
viewpoint that all their actions would resultantly reflect -
this viewogg

Czechoslovakia, because of the appeasement policy of
the Western statesmen at Munich, had occasion to be disil-

lgsioned with the West. 1In its disillusionment, it had

©7Xenneth Ingram, History of the Cold War (New York,
1955), pp. 86-90,

~ <BNax Beloff, "No Peace, No War®, Foreiga Affairs,
XXVIT (1949), 222-223,

291bid.
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turned to the Soviet Union, which made ostensible efforts to
aid it.5o The spirit of friendship and co-operation with
the Soviet Union was renewed followlng the Soviet entry into

the war°3l

Subsequent to the evacuation of Soviet and Amer-
ican forces of liberation 1n December, 1945, elections were
held on May 27, 1946 in which a genulne coalltion government
under a Communist Prime Minister was e;ectedOEQ Although
contalning sufficient non-Communist membefs to give it é‘
Western orlentation, the influence of Soviet Russla was seen

in the July, 1947 refusal of the Czechoslovakian Government

to participate in the Marshall Plan, which was a complete
33

reversal of 1ts previous position.
There were indications; during the summer and fall of

1947, that the popularity of the Czechoslovakian.Communist

Party was seriously deteriorating. This prompted a coup

d'etat by which the Czechoslovaklan police system came

- %O0gpdward Téborskﬁ, "Benes and the Soviets", Foreign
Affairs, XXVII (1949), 302-304. The Russians declared that
FThey would come to the aid of the Czechs against the Ger-
mans  in accordance with the Czechoslovak-=Soviet Treaty of
1935, providing the French would first show their willing-
ness to invoke the assistance terms of the Franco-Czech
Treaty. Thls the French were not willing to do.

z‘llbido, p. 308, p. 311, pp. 311-313. Czechoslovakian
forces were trained in the Soviet Unlon; a Treaty of Friend-
ship, signed in December, 1943, placed the Soviet Union as
favoring an independent Czechoslovakia with its own national
government: a treaty of May, 1944 provided that areas liber-
ated by the Soviet Army would be turned over to emissaries
of Dr. Benes for administration and control.

328urvey 1939-1946, p. 734,

55Ing,1r'am_9 pp. 86~-87,
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under Communist dominatlon. With the pollce safely in
Communist hands; electlons were held on May 30, 1948 for a
single 1list of Communist-sponsdred candidates. The results
were of the stereotyped Sovliet variety; with the Communists
receiving an overwhelming majority. Presldeat Benes, who
had belleved that co-operatlon with the Russlans was possi-
ble, reslgned from the Presldency of the Republlc on June

, 1048,°%

”
In Poland, Soviet policy was centered upon closing,
once and for all, the hlstorical gateway through which the
@%§t9?ﬂtp9?t19ﬂ”0?‘theVSOViQt Unlon had been subjected to
devastating invesions. As a part of this policy, there was
an unremltting effort by the Soviet Government to galn rec-
ognition of the'Russo-Polish boundary as established by the
Nazl-Soviet partition of Poland in 1939, At that time,
territories were regained by the Soviet Union which had
been lost to Poland durlng the Russo-Pollsh War of 1920~

1921.%°

The most incessant opponent to Allied recognlition
of the Sovliet Union's infamous acquisitions was the'Polish
qugggmggpmggwﬁgglga established in London following the
Nazi-Soviet partitiono56 However, the efforts of this Gov-
ernment to prevent the loss of thils territory and what it
feared most, Soviet domination of Poland, proved unsuccessg-

ful.

34Ibid., pp. 89-90, p. 93.

55Warburg, p. 93.

*pndrew J. Krzesinski, Poland's Rights To Justice (New

York, 1946), p. 24.
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The Soviet Uanlon, 1in pressing the governments of the
United States and Great Britaln for their recognition of
the Curzon Line as the postwar Busso—Polish_boundary, ar-
gued that the lands to the east of this line had been
historically Russian and that as a mattef of honor they
should be returned to the Soviet Union.‘uIt was also de-
clared, that in the interests of Soviet security, the
postwar Polish Government must be "strong, independent, and
democratic---, to help protect the Soviet Union". %7

Stalin won the approval of Roocsevelt and Churchill at
Yalta for the establishment of the Curzon Line as the post-
war Russo-Polish boundary. The Poles were to be compensated
for the loss of the eastern areas WithrGerman.tgrrithy,BS
Although the declsion of the Big Three to recognize. the
Curzon Line was made without the consent or even with the
consultation of the Loandon Polish Government, 1t was indis-
putable that control of the area in question was exercised
by the Soviet-sponsored Provisional Goverament of Poland,
supported by the Red Army°59 The areas which congtitute

western White Russia and the western Ukraine had been

57Stettinius, p. 154, The Curzon Line was a supposedly
ethnographical demarcation proposed in 1919, '

%®1pid., p. 155, p. 211. Final delimitation of the
western frontier would be decided at the peace conference;
Stettinius, pp. 337-338.

3QSurvejr' 1939~1946, p. 431, p. 528. The Polish Commit-
teé of Natlonal Liberatlon was set up by the Russians on
July 26, 1944 to administer liberated areas. It proclaimed
itself the Provislonal Government of Poland on December 31,
1944,
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formally annexed by the Soviet Unlon in January,"1944o40
Although the Provislonal Government was ﬁot recognlized by
the United States or Great Britain;4l these states had no
other alternative than to attempt a compromise at Yalta to
insure that the postwar Polish Goverament would include mem-
bers of the London Polish Government., The actual.compromise
pfovided that theﬂexisting Provisional Government would be
reorganized to include Poles from within Poland and from
abroaﬁ, The reorganized government or the Polish Provision-
al Government of National Unity would be "pledged to the
holding of free and unfettered electlons as soon as possible
on the basls of unlversal suffrage and the secret ballo?”“42
A Commlission was established by the Yalta Conference,
representing the three Allied Powers, which was to hold con-
sultations in Moscow with the various Polish elements in
relation to the formation of the new Provisional Govern-
ment.457 The Russian Insistence that no Polish leader could
participate in the new Provisional Government who did not
accept the Yalta Agreements relative to the Curzon Line%?

seriously obstructed the work of the Commission. 40

“O1pid., p. 412,
4lgtettinius, p. 158.
42Ibid., pp. B37-338,

“31p1d.

44gurvey 1939-1956, p. 576.

451bid., p. 414.
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The stalemate 1n Moscow was broken during May with the
arrival of the personal emissary of Presldent Truman, MNr.
Harry Hopkins, for personal consultationé with Stalin. On
July 5, 1945, the reorganized Provisiohal Goveranment of
Poland received the recognition of the United States and
Great Britain. Of 1ts total twenty-one seats, fourteen of
the most important (and decisive) were retained by former
members of the Soviet-spongored Provisional Govarnment.46

Although 1t had been agreed at Yalta that Poland was
to receive German lands as compensation fbr her losses to
Soviet Russla, final delimitatlion was to awalt the peace
comference.zy7 Both Roosevelt and Churchill opposed any ex-
tension of Polish domain to the west of the Oder'Rivero48
However, prior to the Potsdam Conference, unilateral action
by the Soviet Union had placed the German territory to the
Oder and Western Neisse Rivers under Polish admlnistration,
with the exception of the Baltle port of Koenigsberg and the
surrounding area, which was reserved to the Soviet Uniog; 7
Thls action received the tacit consent of the United States
and Great Briltain at Potsdam, but remained conditional upon

the final peace settlemento49

%1bia,, pp. 588-589.
47stettinius, pp. 337-338.
481bid., pp..210-211.

“93urvey 1939-1946, p. 608.
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Inside Poland, final claim to undisputed authority lay
with the Communists upon the announcement of the results of
the first postwar election which was held on Jaanuary 19,
1947. The Democratic Bloc (the Communists and their allles)
won 394 of 444 seats in the parliament. Opposition to Com-
munist control had by this time been rendered inconsequen-
tial, notwithstanding the belated and ineffective protests
voiced by the British and United States Governments to this

travesty committed in the name of democracy.5o

Establishment of a Viable Balance of Power in Europe

The second major requirement of Soviet defense entalls
the establishment of a viable balance of power in Europe.
For the stabllity of its hegemony over Eastern Europe, it is
essential that Germany remain divided, or be united under
qumggisthgpggrgl. It i1s essential that Germany not be per-
mitted to regain 1ts former dominant European position. If
such a development should materialize, the balange_ofrpgwér
in Europe would be seriously Jeopardized. In the Soviet
view, not only would the Communist domination of Eastern
Europe be threatened, but also the security of its own fron-
tiers would be Imperiled.

In the pursult of its policy of containment of German
power, four major concepts have been employed. They are:

(1) a Great Power Concert, envisaging an alliance with the

%01bid., pp. 185-188.
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United States; (2) the division of Germany between East and
West blocs; (3) the neutralization and disarmament of Ger-
many into a buffer zone; and (4) a European Conoert°

At the zenlith of its victorlous swéeé through Eastern
Europe, 1t was the object of Sovlet policy nggttg;q, ir
possible, the degree of control in Germany as had been ob-
£gin¢d;;nwthg subjugagedvstates“of EasternvEuropeu,¥This
could be ascertained 1n the Soviet reversal of its W?E@imiﬂ
posltion favoring German dismemberment to support of a poli-
cy demanding the unification of Germanyo5l In relation to
this demand for unification, the Soviet Union advocated a
strong central government, l.e., one in which strategically-
placed Communists could more easlly assume control over

decisive positions.52

Awakened to Soviet designs by the
subvgrsion of free government in Eastern Europe, the Soviet
plans for the unificatlon of Germany have been steadfastly
opposed by the West. The Soviet Union, in view of the dev-
astating losses in manpower and property during World War
IT, has ample reason to fear and respect the capablilitles
of the Germans. A desire to prevent the rebirth of German
militarism could not be, nor was it, condemned. But a con-
comitant desire and motivation of Soviet policy has been
for the QémElﬁFQ subjugation of Germany and utilization of

its dynamic resources 1n the pursuit of its expansionist

aims.

5l1pid., p. 167, p. 548, p. 586.

S2gurvey 1047-1948, pp. 225-227, p. 233.
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Great Power Concert

The wartime alllance of the United States, Great
Britain, and the Sovlet Unlon contained withlin itself a con-
tradiction of 1deals., It was hoped that these thrae‘Powefs
would continue thelr co-operation in the postwar world to-
ward the perpetuation of peace. This objective was
expressed repeatedly by the wartime leaders, and within this
gpjggtive, the punishment and containmént of future German
aggression was unanimously agreed upon.5® As for the meth-
ods by which this would be accomplished, it was agreed thatv
the three Great Powers, complemented by France in recogni-
tion of its pre-war status and of its wartime suffering at
German hands, would co-operate in the gquadripartite control
and directlon of Germany untll such time as 1t could be en-
trusted with the return to a sovereign status among the
democratic, peace-seeking nations of the world.®% There
was complete agreement among these Powers that for the sake

of a peaceful world, Germany must be contained and re-
55

y
educated to democracy.

The Great Power Concert began to show the strains of
1ts inner contradictions before the fighting had come to a
close. The agreements with the Russlans at Yalta,were in

part based upon the belief that Russian ald would bs.

53gurvey 1939-1946, p. 502,

S4James F. Byrnes, Speaking Frankly (New York, 1947),
pp. 36-37.

55Ibid.
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necessary in concluding the war with Japan. They were based
igmggpt anaAmistaken analysis Qf Soyiet motives, They were
bagsed in part on a belief in the sanctlty of agyaaméntg, a
tenet totally alien to Soviet dipldmagg; And possibly the
greatest, and most damaging basls for concluding the agree-
ments which put the Soviet Union in firm>control in Bastern
Europe, was the Amerlcan failure to recognize the Important
position which 1t would be required to fuifill,in the post-

war world. It was thus the lingering vestiges of isolationism

which caused Amerlcan policy to be based upon the desire for
a speedy conclusion to American participation in European
affalrs and a return to hemispheric relations.56

As events in Eastern Burope reyealed,<prior to the end
of hostilities, the Soviet Union was bent upon a unilateral
9393§?M9f,59?;9?1 In Germany, the inner contradictions
among the Great Powers revealed thelr irreconcillable nature
soon after the beginning of the occupation. Only upon mat-
ters of the most perfunctory nature could accord be

reached.57

Ironically, not the Russlans, but the French
provided the initial obstructions to the achlevement of the
objectives of the occupatlon as had been established at
Potsdam. France, not a signatory to the Potsdam Agreements,

had been assigned a zone of occupatlon and a seat on the

Allled Control Council. It could, as a result of the

58gurvey 1939-1946, p. 532.

S7Iucius D, Clay, Decislon in Germany (Garden City,
1950), p. 157, pp. 160-I6T, pp. 350-353,
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fallure to secure 1ts signature to the Potsdam Agreements,
pursue a unilateral course when 1t so desired. In view of
the Frenéh“féar.of German military and economic strength,
France offered repeated opposition to measures_byiwhichrgenw
tralized authority would be placed in_Gérman handgp58

At the beglnning of the occupation, the Soviet Union
desired a qgif;edeermaayPSQ This was a loglcal develop-
ment of a pollcy which would enhance the;possibilities,for
Soviet control over all of Germany. The expressed desire of
the United States to disengage itself from German and Euro-

60

pean affalrs at the earllest posslble opportunity must

have encouraged Soviet hopes for the attainment ogﬁits ob~-

Ve
Jectives. Any realization of the attainment of a highly
centralized administration in Germany was couanter to the
bellefs of the three Western Powers in regard to a future
governmental system for Germany. France obstinately opposed
any but the most decentrallzed type of adminlstrative struc-

ture°61

The Unlted States and Great Britain persistently
advogated<a centrallzed economic administration for Germany,
as had been directed by the Potsdam AgreemﬁntsJ62 In regard
to a polip}ggi‘administrationg they agreed upon a federal

system, with Great Britain desirlng more centralization

581bid., p. 39, pp. 132-133, pp. 178-179,

59urvey 1939-1946, p. 167.

601p1d4., p. 532.
6lclay, p. 39, p. 396,
621bid., pp. 40-41, pp. 163-185.
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than considered wise by the United States. A federal systenm
was thought best suited to prevent the recurrence of the
highly Qentralized militaristic German sta_te,G5 Although
advocating a centralized political administratlon for Ger-
many, the Russians conslstently obstructed British and
American efforts to effect the unifiedmeconpm;c administra-
tion directed by the Potsdam accords. This obstructionlsm
was an examplg_ofrsho;t-term quist‘policy which thwarted
long-range objectives. Short-term Soviet policy had as its
objectlive the pursult of a reparatlions policy which would
both deplete the German war-making potential and also ald
the reconstruction problem within the Soviet Hnion,64 No
agreement could be reached among the Allied Powers as to
the final amount of reparations to be assessed against the
Germans.®® In view of this inabllity to reach agreement,
the Russians were to be permitted to exact and withdraw
reparations in advance of the settlement. of a total amount.
These advance reparations were to be accounted against the
final sum allotted to the Soviet Unioho65 It had been
agreed at Potsdam that no reparations would be taken from'

current German production. In order to minimize the cogsts

of the occupation upon the occupying powers, each zone was

831pid., p. 396.

S4petor Nettl, "German Reparations", Foreign Affairs,
XXIX (1951), 300-308. e

65gtettinius, pp. 266-267; Clay, p. 319.

68gurvey 1939-1946, p. 623,
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to provide for the whole the goods and services for which

q.67 However, in this vital function,

it was best equlppe
both the French and the Russians refused to co-operate. 1In
addition, the Soviet authorities refused to cease thelr pol-
icy of exacting reparations from current German production.
This policy had been adopted upon the realization of the
wastefulness of the Russian pollcy of removing plants and
equipment to the Soviet Union. Also, by leaving the plants
in operation in the Soviet zone to produce for reparations,
jobs were created for German laborers. This placed the
Russians in a temporary political advantége, dueAto“unem-
ployment problems in the Western zones which were created
by the influx of expellees from the former German territor-
ies and Eastern Europe, and also by the Russign,refusal to
provide the Western zones with needed raw materials. The
Soviet authorities refused to make an accounting of the
withdrawals of equipment from their zone in_additiog to the
open abrogatlon of the understanding reached at Potsdam.QB
As a result of the Soviet intransigence, the American
and British zones were merged for economic adminiépration
in Januarj, 1947. However, they retained their separate
identities for military administrat?ona American offers to

Russia and France to Jjoin in the merger were rejected.69

671pid.

68Clay, pp. 121-122.
691bid,, p. 163.
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Further events in 1947 underscored the deteriorating
state of relations between the Soviet Unlon and the Western
Powers. Among these events,; the SoViet_?qusalrtpwpaytici_
pate in theVMarshall Plan for the economié recovery of
Eﬁropéwand its refusal to allow the participation of the
satellite states of Eastern Europe emphaslized the diversity
of interests between East and West.VO In Germany itself,
the %};}g@ﬂgontro;,CQunpil,increasingly became a forum for
Soviet propagandistic harangues against the Western Powers.

Efforts at Four Power co-operation ended with the
Soviet walkout from the Allied‘Control Councillin March,
1948. 1In defense of their actions, the Russlans charged
the Western Powers with attempting to create a geparate
German state. Soviet oppositlion was also expressed agalnst
the currency reform which was to be undertaken in the West-
ern zones.’T The Berlin blockade, which followed the
Russian walkout from the Allied Control Council, was an at-
tempt to force the Western Powers to drop their’announced
plans to proceed with the formation of a central government-
al_authority_for the Western zones in view of Soviet,

obstructionism in the unified administration of Germanyo72

7Ogurvey 1947-1948, pp. 24-39.

"lo1ay, pp. 349-357.

721bid., pp. 362-363, p. 369,
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Division of Germany Between East and West Blocs

Although the Berlin blockade served to magnify the
serious divergence of Interests between East and West, the
actual division of Germany had begun prior to this action
by the Russlans. Policy in the Soviet zone had been from
the outset of the occupation directed toward the creation
of a replica of the satellites of Eastern Europe. The Sov-
iet authorities were the first of the occupying powérs to
permit the formation of political parties.75 Although the
parties were initlally allowed a modicum of freedom from
interference, election results proved that such = policy
was not beneficlal to the attainment of Communist objec-

tives.74

A fusion of the Social Democratic Party (SPD)
with the Communist Party (KPD) was directed ;n the Soviet_
zone 1n Aprill, 1946, prior to zonal electlions., The result
of this merger was a "united worker's party" or as it was
officially known, the Soclallst Unlty Party (SED). This
party was to become the instrument for the fulfillme@t of
Soviet policy in the Soviet zone. '° Both the SED and the
nominal opposition partles were gradually purged'of all

elements opposed to Soviet policyo76

75Beate Ruhm von Oppen, ed., Documents on Germany Under
OQccupation 1945-1954 (London, 1955), pp., o7/=39. Hereinafter
referred to as Documents on Germany 1945-1954.

7450achim Joesten, Germany: What Now? (Chicago, 1948),
pp. 83-72. .

75Ipid., pp. 136-144.

o

767.P. Nettl, The Eastern Zone and Soviet Policy in
Germany 1945-50 (London, 1951), pp. 99-114.
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The sovietizatlon of the Russian zone was pursued
further in the soclalization measures taken in agriculture
an@hinQQ§try°77 These measures have been used as bargaining
positions 1in subsequent negotlations among the Four Powers
in the attempts to achleve reunification. ' By‘divesting
the Junker landowners of thelr large holdings.and dividing
them among small farmers, agricultural workers and refugees,
and by natlonallizatlion of major Industries in the name of
the working population, the Russlans have ;ggqrredwﬁhevqu
position of the free-enterprise adherents in Western
Germany. This has subsequently created a deterrent to re-
unification. Although there may be a true desire for
reunification, various vested interests on elther side will
be reluctant to endanger the system which 1s most beneficial
to thelir interests. This has had its effects not only in
the social and economic fields, but aléo_in the political
fleld.”” In East Germany, the Communlsts were installed in
power by the Soviet authorities, and only so long as the
Soviet Unlon malntains vested interests In Germany can this
group retain its control. The Communists could not effec-

tively compete with either the Christian Democratic Union

""Documents on Germany 1945-1954, pp. 59-64; J.P. Nettl,
pp. 151=-184.

78United States Department of State, The Geneva Confer-
ence of Heads of Government, July 18-23, 1955, Dept. of
State Pub. No. 6046 (Washington, 1955), pp. 77=80. Herein-"
after referred to as Geneva Conference of Heads of Government
1955, n

"9pster Nettl, "Economic Checks on German Unity", For-
eign Affairs, XXX (1952), 559-560. .
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(CDU) or the Social Democrats.®® Because freg elections
would mean almost certalin defeat for the Communlsts, 1t is
gquestionable that such a development will be consented to
by the Soviet Unlon. It would mean the renunclatlon of all
their objectives in respect to eventual control of Germany
and would also be contradictory to what are conaldered genu-
ine Soviet fears of a reunified, free and independent
Germany.

As a part of the division of Germany both thé French
and the Rgssigns, in thelr refusal to participate in a uni-
fied economic administration of Germany, erected zonal
barriers to trade and communicatlons. These barriers be-
came increasingly difficult to surmount. Interzonal
movement became almost as difficult as that between
nations.Bl The French were gradually induced to lower their
zonal barriers and to co-operate with the Anglo-American
bizone for seconomlc purposes. This co-operation was further
extended when, at a conference of the Three Powsrs 1in London
during February and March, 1948, 1t wa s agreed that thé
three Western zones should be merged and that the German
populatlon be allowed to establish a Government for the
merged area. The Germans were to be permitted to call a
constituent assembly in September, 1948. Simultaneously,

the three occupying Powers would draw up an Occupatlon

8OJoesten, p. 146.
8lcilay, pp. 111-112.
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Statute which would transfer the functions of military
government to a civilian High Commission.,82

The Basic Law of the new German Federal Republic and
the QOccupatlon Statute were promulgatéd in May, 1949, simul-
taneous to the lifting of the Soviet blockade. of Berlin°8$
‘Although maintaining the blockade for a year, the Russians
failed in their objectives of driving the Western Powers
from BRerlin and in dilverting them from their plans to allow
the establishment of a central government for the Western
zones. Instead, the declsion to Institute the blockade had
made the Western Powers more‘resolute in their determination
to«remain in Berlin and to oppose at all costs the Soviet
desire to control all of Germany. The division of Germany
took a more permanent character when in September, 1949 the
first Government of the West German Federal Republic was
officlally installed.g4

Upon the initlal announcement by the three Western
Powers of thelr Intentions to allow the formation of a cen=
tral government in their zones the Russlans charged these

85 How=

governments with fomenting the division of Germany.
ever, the Soviet authorities had laid the .foundation for an

East German Government (and the division of Germany) prior

821v1d., pp. 404-406.
831bid., p. 390.

847ames P. Warburg, CGermany-Key To Peace (Cambridge,
1953), pp. 118-120,

851ay, pp. 355-357,
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to any like action by the three Western Powers. An
embryonic central government for the Soviet zone was estab-
lished in 1945. Its scope was gradually extended to the
degree that the transformation to a governmental status was
but a mere change in name. A "People's Congress" was sum-
moned in December, 1947 which met at varlious times during
1948, It had embryonlc governmental organs in the forms of
a "People's Council" or Volksrat and a Presidium. This Con-
gress approved a constltution, ostensibly drafted fér all

of Germany, which envisaged the formation of a "People'g
Republic" similar to the satellite states of Eastern Bur-
ope. This constitution became the fundamental law for the
German Democratic Republic, which was proclaimed on October
7, 1949, following the establishment of the first Government
of the West German Federal Republico86 The first Government
of East Germany was of a provisional nature, as elesctions

were not held until a year 1ater.8r7

This CGovernment imme-
diately made commltments, In relation to the disputed east-
ern provinces of Germany and the expelled inhablitants of
these areas, which have seriously prejudiced the hopes of
reunification. In their efforts to gain recognition as a
sovereign state, the leaders of the new Government estab-

lished relations with the Communist-bloc countries in

Eastern Burope. In the process, the East Germans disavowed

883urvey 1947-1948, pp. 257-260.

871pid., p. 192.
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any future claim of Germany to the eastern territories which
had been separated from Germany at the end of the war. Any
claims of the expelled inhabitants of these areas were also

88

disavowed. The renunciation of any future claims in these

areas has been repudiated by the Government of"the German

Federal Republic and by the three Western Powers.89

Neutralization and Disarmament of Germany

The concept of a unified bu@ neutralized and disarmed
Germany began to be vigorously applied following. the an-
nouncement in April, 1949 of the formation of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATOQ). As stated previously,
1t was unanimously resolved bj_the victorious Allies that
Germany must be disarmed and demilitarized, i.e., she must
be rendered incapable of creating another war machine. The
Potsdam Agreements directed the dismantlement or destruction
of industries producing or capable of producing war materi-
als or materials essential to the conduct of’war.go As with
the other areas of disagreement In regard to Germany, this
fleld was not immune to controversy and conflict. Charges

and counter-charges were made to the effect that demilitari-

zation was not belng faithfully carried out.91 Reports of

®81bid., pp. 193-196.

8%eter Calvocoressi, Survey of International Affairs
1949-1950 (London, 1953), p. 194, Hereinafter referred to
as Survey 1949-1950. '

90survey 1939-1946, p. 618.

911pid., p. 726; Clay, pp. 127-129.
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the increases being made in the para-mllitary East German
"People's Police" gdded to the consternation In the West as
to Soviet intentionsogg NATO had receiﬁed“itsvinspiration
in the context of rapidly deteriorating East-West relations
and the mounting apprehension that the SovietvUnion would
resort to force in order to accomplish its alms. The forma-
tion of WATO brought forth charges.by the Russianslthat this
organization was an aggressive grouping directed solely
against the Soviet Union. %>

Subsequent to the outbreak of hostilities in Korea in
June, 1950, the matter of German participationﬂin,ﬁhe de~
fense of Western Europe became increasingly important, in
particular to the United States Government. Prior to the
beginning of this conflict, a German coatribution to Western
defense had not been contemplated publicly.. However! the
increasing fear that a sltuation simllar to Korea would de-
velop in divided Germany led American officilals to press
for the establishment of a system of European defense which
could utilize the German potential. It was advocated in-
creasingly in the United States that an effective defense
of Western Burope could be made only with the participation

of West Germanyeg4

928urvey 1949-1950, pp. 241-243; Warburg, Germany- Key
To Peace, pp. 129-130.

9%gurvey 1949-1950, pp. 13-14.

12:4Ibid°’ pp. 154-155; Warburg, Germany-Key To Peace,
jo .
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Negotiations were conducted throughout 1951 which
culminated in the signing on May 27, 1952, of the European
Defense Community (EDC) Treaty by France, Belgium, the Neth-
erlands, Luxembourg, the German Federal Republic, and TItaly.
The organizatlon which would be established, upon ratifica-
tion of the Treaty by the slignatory nations, would provide
for a supranatlional European Army to which a German contri-
bution would be made. This organization satlsfled the
demand of the United States for a West Cerman contributlon
to European defense while its supranational character helped
to allay the fears engendered by the proposal to re-create
a natlonal German army. On May 26, 1952 the United States,
Great Britaln, France, and West Germany signed the Com‘:r'ac--=
tual Agreements. Under these Agreements, which were to
enter Into force with the EDC Treaty, virtual sovereignty
would be restored to West Gérmany°95

Upon the announcement of the plans for the rearmament
of West Germany, 1t became the object of Soviet policy to
prevent thelr maturity. The Russians were aided in this
policy by propagandists in East Germany and the satellites
of Eastern Europe. As has become common policy since, the
lure of reunification_was utilized In the efforts to prevent
West German alllance with the Western Powers. Rearmament

was declared to be the complete antithesis of reunification.

95peter Calvocoressi, Survey of International Affairs
1952 (London, 1955), pp. 106-109. Hereinafter referred to
as Survey 1952,
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It was further declared that West German rearmament within a
basically anti-Soviet bloc would mean the permanent division
of Germany.96 In additlon to arousing German fears of perm-
gﬁgqﬁ»@§yisipg, Soviet propaganda was direqted‘toward
magnifying the French fears of German militafism,and»the
easily provoked suspicion of the supranational character of
EDC. Soviet propaganda continusd to play upén the French
apprehenslion of the loss of 1ts soverslgnty in an organiza-
tion such as EDC, and alluded to the "inevitable" German
domination of the organizatlon. This.lige was continued
after EDC met defeat in the French National Assembly in
August, 1954 with 1ts object then to create the same fears
" in relation to the Western European Union (WEU), which re-
placed EDC .97

In its campalilgn to prevent ratification of the EDC
Treaty, the Soviet Union proposed the reunification of Ger-
many upon an armed, but neutralized basis. 98 Such a proposal
finds many adherents, but 1s opposed by the legders/in West

Germany and the three Western Powerso99 This proposal, if

96yU.s. Dept. of State, Bulletin, XXVII (1952), 518-521:
U.S. Dept. of State, Bulletin, XXIX (1953), 745-749; Current
Digest of the Soviet Press, V, Dec. 9, 1953, pp. 17-18; Cur-
rent Digest of the Soviet Press, V, Jan. 6, 1954, pp. 20-21,

97current Digest of the Soviet Press, V, Jan. 20, 1954,
pp. 40-41; Current Digest of the Soviet Press, V, Dec. 9,
1953, p. 18; New Times (Moscow), No., 41, Oct. 9, 1954, pp.

9-15.

°8y.8. Dept. of State, Bulletin, XXVI (1952), 531-532.

99y, s. Dept. of State, Bulletin, XXVII (1952), 92-93;
Survey 1952, p. 89. : :




carried out through a system of internationally supervised
free eiections, would be dangerqgs both to East and West.
It was therefore surmised that the Sovist proposal was made
either for propagandistic purposes, or else the Soviet Union
felt it could be more secure with a unlted armedwandwneuf
_trallzed Germany than w1th a rearmed Western Germany allled. .
w1th the West 100 The yalue to the Soviet Union in the neu-
tralizatlon of Germany would lie in the removal of Western
defense forces from Germany proper, This would aid any Sov-
let plans for galnlng covert control while simultaneously
placing a severe curtallment upon the area in which Western
forces could prepare defensive operatibns.101

The policy of a unified, armed, and neutral Germany is
d;ggpgyggq”by”the West. Such a policy iS'rejected‘by the
Adenauver Governmeﬁfuaﬁd is declared to be an endangerment
to German freedom and security and is an open lavitation to

Soviet control,lo2

| The ma jor opposition party to Adenauer's
Christian Democratic'Union, the Soclal Democratic Party,

likewise opposes neutralization. It, héwever, i1s more prone
to negotiation with the Russlans in the matter of reunifica-

tion.lo5

1005urvey 1952, pp. 88-89.

0lgpic Dethleffsen, "The Chimera of CGerman Neutrali-
ty", Forelgn Affairs XXX (1952), 389.

1028urve 1952, pp. 73-74; Konrad Adeqauer “"Germany,
The New Partasr™—F T —Toreign Affairs, XXXTII (1955}, 182.

10 5Carlo,Schmid, "Germany and Rurope: . The German Soc-
ial Democratic Program", Foreign Affalirs, XXX (1952), 537,
544,
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When the EDC Treaty was defeated in the French National
Assembly 1in August, 1954, over two years subsequent to the
negotiation of the Treaty, a disillusioning blow was struck
to the concept of Western European defense in that West Ger-
many continued to remain outside the North Atlantlic defense
system. Although the capabilities of NATQ had been increas-
ed measureably during this period, it continued to be the
belief of Western leaders that so 1png as West Qermanyﬂre—
mginednggtﬁidq”the gystemj the capabllities of Western N
Eurtpean defense would be sgrtggglyh}im;tgdalo4"As awreéult
of pressure exerted by the Unlted States,‘and a Britishfcon-
cesslion to its traditional insular policy, agreement was
reached at London during September and October, 1954 upon
an prganization to supplant the defunct EDC.105 The pro-
ceedings begun here culmlnated with the signingwat Paris, on
Qctober 23, 1954, of agreements establishing_the Western
European Union (WEU)., The structure of the existing Brus-
sels Treaty Organization (BTQ), formed in March;”1948 by
Great Britaln, France, Holland, Belgium, and Luxembourg as
a defensive measure agailnst the Soviet threat;_was,tqube o
utilized by the new organization, The WEU would 1nclude the
original members of the Brussels Treaty'Orggnizationq in

addition to Italy and West Germany. Although WEU would

104y.3. Dept. of State, Bulletin, XXXI (1954), 13, 49,
515, - .

1091pid., pp. 515-522, p.. 845,



35

permit the retention of national armies, in this regard
lacking the supranational character of EDC, safeguards were
provided against any member embarking upon a unilateral
course of aggression. The Unlted States and Great Britain
joined in a Declaration guaranteelng these safeguards.106
This rapid progression of events was climaxed on May 5; 16565
when the Paris Agreements came into force and the West Ger-
man Federal Republic regained its complete sovereignty. In

addition to lts position within WHEU, West CGermany was now
adnitted to NATO, 207 In its efforts to prevent EDC and g
later; the WEU, from becoming effective, the Soviet Union
and their antithetical relation to German reunification.
This policy undoubtedly had 1ts effect upon the apprehensions
of the French in regard to the rebirth of a German army. It
was likewlse effective upon German disquietude relative to
permanent division. However, an important factor responsl-
ble for the miscarriage of EDC, which was corrected in the
organization of WEU, was the reluctance of the British to

become firmly committed to a policy of positive and long-

range participation in continental affairs.

106ynited States Department of State, London and Paris
Agreements, Dept. of State Pub., No., 5659 (Washlngton, 195%),
pp. 5-6; Sildney B. Fay, "The U.3. and West Hurope", Current
History, XXVIII (1955), 36-40.

107U,3, Dept. of State, Bulletin, XXXII (1955), 791.



Buropean Concert

The Berlin Conference of the Foreign Ministers of the
Four Powers; meeting during January and February; 1954; was
convened primarily for the purpose of renewing discussions
upon the German problem. At the tlime, ratlficatlon and im-
plementation of EDC looked promlsling; therefore, 1t was
belleved that a Four Power conference would not delay ratl-

108

fication. Although no agreements were reached on the

German problem, the Sovlet Forelgn Miniéter, V.M. Molotov,
109

This plan, with varlations, represents to the present time

the Soviet interpretations of 1ts needs for security in Eur-
ope and for the reunlficatlon and containment of Germany,

As originally presented, the plan envisaged the ostablish-
ment of an all-European collective securlty system which
would replace the exlsting regional collective security
systemsollo Thls was obviously aimed at NATO and théwgfo—
posed EDC. It was further almed at displaéingﬂthe United
States position in European affairs. Such a concept was

completely allen to Unlited States policy. When American

policy changed to that of full participation in the defense

108ynited States Department of State, Foreign Ministers
Meeting, Berlin Discussions, Jan. 25-Feb. 18, 1954, Dept. of
State Pub. No. 5399 (Washington, 1954), pp. xv-xvii, .p. 1:
U.8. Dept. of State, Bulletin, XXVIII (1953), 287-289,

2

109y.8. Dept. of State, Bulletin, XXX (1954), 270, 317-
318. -

10mp1a,, p. 2vo0.
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of Western Europe against further Soviet encroachment, the
tremendous outlay of money, men and materials for thé devel~
opment of an effectlve defense system was not to be
sacrificed solely upon the basis of a Soviet proposal. TUn-
der the direction of Mr. John Foster Dulles, American polilcy
had become very skeptical of Soviet pfoposals,lll The West-
ern nations, although susceptible to Soviet proposals and
entreaties in furtherance of the policy of "peaéeful co-
existence", have continued to follow the American lead in a
policy which 1s directed at containing the spread of Commun-
lam., West Germany; once the power to be contained, has now
been accepted conditionally as an equal in the struggle to
contain Communism,

Unsuccessful In the proposals at Berlin, the Sovlet
Union later proposed that the United States,join‘thevall—
European collective securlity system, or, 1f this proposal
were unfavorable, that the Soviet Unlon be allowed to join
NATO. The latter suggestion was bluantly rejected as belng
Incompatible with the principles for which NATQ was estab-
lished. 1% |

Primary opposition to the numerous Soviet proposals for
an all-European collective security systemi(modified to in-
clude the United States) arises from the oyérallﬂobjective

of these proposals which aims at the eventual dissolution

111tpig., pp. 267-269.

1121p14., pp. 757-759.
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of the exlstimg regional security systems (NATO and WEU and &

)11 2nd their absorption into one all-

the Warsaw Pact
European system. Concomltantly, these proposals are based
upon the continued division of Germany, in regard to which
Western policy 1s ostensibly opposed.114 As stated above,
the division of Germany 1nto two states with divergent poli-
tlcal, economic and social systems is used by the Russlans
as a bargaining position in its proposals for reunification.
The Russians declare that unification must be preceded by
the establishment of a Provisional German Government com-
posed equally of representatives from each German state.
This Government, 1if constituted according to the Sovlet pro-
posals, would be authorized to perform functions which could
easily establish Communists in sensitive positidas.‘ From
these vantage points they could possibly prejudice_thé re-
sults of elections which would be held for the establishment

of the permanent government.ll5

According to the Russilan
proposals, each German state would particlpate equally in the

all-Buropean collective security system prior to German

l15New Times (Moscow), No, 16, May 21, 1955, pp. 68-70.
The Warsaw Treaty, adhered to by the Soviet Unloq and the"
gatellites of Eastern Europe, established a regional secur-
ity system of these states in May, 1955 following the imple-
mentation of the Parls Agreements.

1l4y.s. Dept. of State, Bulletin, XXX (1954), 757; New
Times (Moscow), No. 46, NovemBer 10, 1955 p. 10.

115yn1ted States Department of State, The Geneva Meeting
of Foreign Ministers, Oct. 27-Nov. 16, 1955 Dept. of State

Pub, No. 6156 (Washi qgtoq 19557, p. 95 pp 98-99.,
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reunification. The objective to be attalned, according to
the Soviet formula, would be the eventual merger of the two
German states within this securlty system into a "peaceful
and democratic", unified Germany.llsr

This system 1s baslcally opposed by the Western Powers
because: (1) 1t would be dangerous to dissolve NATO and WEU
prior to agreement upon international disarmament which pro-
vides positive methods of inspection and control; (2) a
unified Germany without adequate controls 1s as unsatisfac-
tory to the West as to the East; and (3) although committed
to a policy which has as its objectlve the eventual reuni-
flcatlon of Germany; the West 1s adamant in 1ts refusal to

permit reunification upon a baslis which would allow for

Communist domination of Germany,ll7

1161p314., pp. 77-81, pp. 98-99.

117y.8. Dept. of State, Bulletin, XXXIII (1955), 819-
825. -



CHAPTER IX

SOVIET FEARS OF GERMANY AND THE DESIRE
TO GONTAIN GERMAN POWER

Punitive Measures to Weaken Germany

Soviet defense demands the establishment and maintenance
of viable Sovlet frontlers. It further demands a stable
balance of power in Europe. These requlrements have thelr
origin in part from a fear of German power and a desire to
contain and prevent the renaissance of this power. _

The fear of German mili%ary might was accentuated by
the devastation accompanylng the Nazl invasion of the Soviet
Union in 1941. The repulsion of the Nazi ipvadars required
a supreme effort on the part of the Soviet people. The Sov-
let Government; in order to inspire its people and.t§ placate
i1ts allles, revived Russlan nationalistic aspirations at the
expense of Communist internationa}ism.? As a corollary, the
Soviet Government had endeavored strenuously to diffuse
among all elements of the population a feeling of bitter

hatred toward the Nazi invaders.Z Stalin, however,

11, Deutscher, Stalin: A Political Biography (New York,
1949), p. 475, p. 4971,

®Ipid., pp. 489-493.
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distinguished between the followers of Hitler and the
German people in generalo5 Although favorable to the taking
of punitive measures agalnst Germany, Stalin was opposed to
any public pronouncement of such contemplated actlons during
the war. The fear that the German will.tovresist would be
bolstered by such action motivated Stalin's opposition°4
This distinction between Nazis and Germans in general in-
stilled a suspicion among Russia's allies as to the
possibllity of a separate Russo—éerman settlement as had
transpired at Brest-Litovsk in 1918.° However, the distinc-
tion made by Stalin soon became obscured in the bitterness

of the war,
Territorial Dismemberment

The concept of territorial dlsmemberment, as a punitive
measure to contaln possible German aggression Iln the future,
was contemplated at a precipitate stage In the war. Even
when the war was balanced heavily In favor of the Germans,
Stalin demonstrated a proclivity for partition of Germany
and the exaction of reparations in kind as retribution for

the immense destruction in property and lives suffered by

SIbid., pp. 489-490.

Wm, Hardy McNelill, Survey of International Affairs
1939-1946: M"America, Britaln and Russia, Their Co-operation
and Conflict, 1941-1946" (ILondon, 1953), p. 348. Herein-
after referred to as Burvey 1939-1946,

SIbid., p. 168,
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the Soviet Unlon. Never separated from the Soviet concept

. of dismemberment was the desire to win the recognltion by

its allies of the territorial gailns accrued during the per-

lod of Nazi-Boviet rapprochement. This recognition was

made a conditlon of a proposed Anglo-Soviet treaty of for-
mal alliance in December, 1941, These conditions were
re jected by Great Britain because of British friendship
with Poland and also because of the fear that such an agree-
ment would endanger United States-British relations.®
Although the Atlantic Charter of August, 1941 and the
United Nations Declaration of January; 1942 had expressly
repudiated territorial aggrandlzement as an object of the
Allied conduct of the war, the persistent claim of the Sov-
let Unlon to the regions annexed during 1939-1940 made an
incursion into the noble principles proclaimed 1n these
documents. As final victory began to appear attainable,
Western attitudes became more reconciled to the Soviet de-
mands. The West used as 1ts rationale the necessity to
punish Germany for its inhumane wartime actions. They would
accomplish this and prevent the future recurrence of Ger-
man aggression through territorial dismemberment and would
simultaneously compensate Poland for the loss to the Soviet
Union of its territory beyond the Curzon Line.”’ 1In pursu-

ance of this line of reasoning, it was agreed at the

5Ibid., pp. 166-168.

7Ibid., p. 319.
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Foreign Ministers Conference in lMoscow during October, 1943,
that Germany should be deprived of terrltory acquired sub-
sequent to 1938 and that Poland shouid recelve East
Prussia.®’ However, the conferees did not reach agresment on
the princlple of complete dismemberment. HEarller in the
year, President Roosevelt and Britlsh Foreign Secretary
Edqn had considered favorably the concept of dismembarment

9 At the Moscow Conference,

of Germany into several states,
however, the Russlans were noncommlttal on the subject and
declared that they had not given it sufficient study.lq The
Foreign Ministers did agree to the establishment of the |
European Advisory Commission (EAC), which would have its
headquarters in London. Its primery tasks were to consider
all specific questions pertalning to terms of surrender and
thelr executlon which might arlse between the principal al-
lies. It could make recommendations, but had no mandatory
authority., PFollowlng the Teheran Conference in November and
December, 1943, its primary tasks were to draw up an instru-
ment of unconditlonal surrender for Germany and to reach
agreement upon the postwar policy to be pursued by the Al-

lied Powers 1n relation to Germanyoll

8Ipid., p. 333.

9Ibid., p. 319; Philip E. Mosely, "Dismemberment of
Germany", Foreign Affalirs, XXVIII (1950), 488.

10survey 1959-1946, p. 333; Mosely, pp. 488-489.

llgurvey 1939-1946, p. 332, p. 480.
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Premier 8talin had candidly opposed the upconditional
surrender policy as proposed at Teheran by President Roose-
velt, Hérconsidered that the pursuit of such an unyielding
Allied policy would effectively strengthen the German will
to resist.1® It was at Teheran that the Russian fear of
German power and apprehensiveness as to the contingency of
its re-emergence was most pronouncedo Stalin.emphasized
that the prevention of the renascence of Germany as the dom-
inant continental power would require an extended period of
military occupation. TUnless this policy were followed, he
sald, Germany, or any part of 1it, would dominate any con-
federation of states in which it was allowed to-ﬁnterol; He
opposed dismemberment because, in his opinion, the "Germans
would always endeavor to unite", 14

The policy of dismemberment had undergone study in the
United States as early as January, 1942. An Advisory Com-
mlttee on Postwar Problems concluded its study by advising
against dlsmemberment, and favored lnstead a long-range
poliqy for prevention of German rearmament, promotion of
democratic institutlions, and reduction or control of Ger-
many's economic preponderance in Europell5 ‘A memorsndum by

the Postwar Programs Committee of the Department of State,

121p1d., p. 348.

131bid., pp. 356-357.

l4Mosely, Foreign Affairs, XXVIII, 490.

151pid., p. 489.
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approved by Secretary Hull in July, 1944, also opposed German
dismemberment. The memorandum stated that unless the German
people desired dlsmemberment, forcible partition would even-
tuate in a desire to reunify at all costs. Furthermore, the
State Department was of the oplinlon that a pértitioned Ger-~
many could not exist economically. Partition, contlnued the
memorandum, would result in some states seeking to galn In-
fluence over German affairs through promises of aid in
reunification. The memorandum concluded by stating prophet-
lcally that unless a co-ordinated Allied policy was agreed
upon prilor to the end of the war the effect of establlishing

zones of occupationl6 17

might lead to a de facto partition.
The EAC had reached agreement by July, 1944 on the
basic outlines of a tri-zonal divislon of Germany for occu-
pational purposes. The Soviet zone had been defined and
accepted by the Russlans on February 18, 1944. This zone
contailned an estimated forty per cent of the terfitory,
thirty-six per cent of the population, and thirty-three per
cent of the productive resources of pre-1937 Germany.le
Disagreement between the Americans and the British as to

which would receive the northwestern zone of occupation was

resolved at the Quebec Conference in September, 1944,

1epnilip E. Mosely, "The Occupation of Germany",
eign Affairs, XXVIII (1950), 590, 594,
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IMiosely, Foreign Affairs, XXVIII, 490, 491.

181b1d., pp. 589-590.
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President Roosevelt agreed to accept the southern zone of
occupation; but to meet the American requirements for port
facilities, the ports of Bremen and Bremerhaven were to be
placed under American control. Rights of passage were guar-
anteed through the British zone.19 In accordance with the
decision made at Yalta to include France in the occupation
of Germany, thevAmericans and British transferred portions
of their zones of occupation to the French. In the jointly-
occupied city of Berlin, the French sector was constituted
by withdrawing portlons from the American and British sec-
tors.zo
The EAC, although reaching agreement upon the occupa-
tion zones, was unable to reach agreement upon a co-ordinated
policy for the postwar treatment of CGermany. This had re-
sulted primarily from a dispute within.the,UnitedVStates
Government which prevented the American representative on
the European Advisory Commlssion, the late Mr. John G.
Winant, from following a definite policy. The:dispute cen-
tered around the proposed Morgenthau Plan, which had been
favored by President Roosevelt during the period July-
October 1944, but which had been bltterly opposed by the
21

State and War Departments. The plan, which was agreed to

by President Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill at the

lglbidc', ppo 596"59‘7,
201pid., p. 600, p. 60OZ.
2l1pbid., p. 491.
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Quebec Conference (September 11-19, 1944), envisaged the
internationalization of the Ruhr and the.transformatio§ of
Germany 1lnto pastoralized North and South German states.
Specifically, Germany would be completely disarmed, which
would Include the removal or destruction of all industries
basic to the creation of armaments. Southern Silesia and
part of East Prussia would be transferred to Poland, with
the remalnder given to the Soviet Union. France would get
the Saar and adjacent territories bounded by the Rhine and
Moselle Rivers. The Ruhr would be stripped of all capabil-
ities of regaining its industrial might. The mines of the
Ruhr would be closed, and the area would be International-
lzed. Restitution and reparation to countries invaded by
Germany would be effected through the transfer of existing
German resources and territories, rather than from future
payments and deliveries. Emphasis was placed upon politi-
cal decentralization and the formation of federal govern-
ments 1In the partitioned areas with a high degree of states!
rights and local autonomy. Responslbility for sustaining
the German economy would be left with the German people.
The responsibility for the execution of this. plan would have
resided primarily with Germany's European,ngighb.ors.o22

The news of the Roosevelt-Churchill agreement upon the
Morgenthau Plan was inadvertently legked to the press shortly

after the conference ended. The President abruptly

22Henry Morgenthau, Jr., Germany Is Qur Problem (New
York, 1945), pp. 1-4.
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dissoclated himself from the plan. Hls regression was
possibly motivated by the adverse public receptlon to the
plan and perhaps by his own realization of the incongruity
of the plan with previously announced principles concerning
the Allied conduct of the war. The disastrous effect which
the plan would have had upon thevgeneral economic recovery
of Europe conceivably influenced hls withdrawal. However,
Roosevelt did not prefer to consider altgrnatives to the
plan at the time. This served to nullify the action of the
American representative on the EAC, and effectively stale~
mated the possibility of Allied agreement upon postwar alms
and policy in Germanyozs
At the Yalta Conference in February; 1945; it was
agreed in principle by Roosevelt, Churchill, and Stalin that
Germany should be dismembered. Actual dismemberment was to
be postponed until an indefinite date following the Cerman
surrender, <% A Commlittee of Dismemberment was established
to develop'plans for the implementation of the declsion.
Its terms of reference made the problem.of dismemberment
secondary to the baslic problem of what military and economic
measures should be taken to prevent a renewal of German mil-

itarism. 8talin made this a significant condition to his

R3gurvey 1939-1946, pp. 491-492,

24Edward R. Stettinius, Jr., Roosevelt and the Rus-
giang: The Yalta Conference, ed., Walter Johnson (Garden
City, 1949), pp. 121-126.
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acceptance.25 The Committee had only two formal meetings,
at neither of which were substantive questions discussedoz6
The Yalta conferees had agreed that the décision to
dismember Germany would be Imparted to the Germans 1n the
instrument of unconditional surrendero27 However, the Act
of Military Surrender which was substituted at the last mo=-
ment by the Supreme Headquarters, Allied Expeditionary
Forces, because of conflicts in terminology in the surreander
document approved by the BEAC and that approved at the Yalta
Conference, was exclusively a military surrender and the
word "dismemberment" was not used.2® Not until June 5,
1945, when a complete document of unconditional surrender
was slgned, in which 1t was succinctly impressed upon the
Germans the finality of their defeat, did the future of the
German state become subject to the supreme discretlon of the
victorlious powers.29
On May 8, 1945, the day the Military Surrender was
signed 1n Berlin, Marshal Stalin announced in his "Proclama-

tion to the People" that "the Soviet Union---does not intend

25Mosely, Forelgn Affairs, XXVIII, 492-494,
26Ipid., pp. 494-498. |
27stettinius, pp. 121-126.

28Beate Ruhm von Oppen, ed., Documents on Germany Under

Occupation 1945-1954 (Loandon, 1955), p. 28. Hereinafter re-
ferred to as Documents on Germany 1945-1954,

291pid., pp. 29-35.
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to dismember or destroy Germany".BO This Soviet refutation
of the policy so recently agrsed upon at Yalta Indicated the
continuation of the belief that forcible division would
serve only to Intensify German revanchism. Furthermore; it
marked the inltiation of the Soviet pollcy to effect the
establishment of a servile government in Germany which would
serve Soviet security interests through the conversion of
Germany into another Soviet satellite. Although the concept
of dismemberment was permitted to drop; following the Rus-
slan disavowal, the literal dismemberment of Germany
occurred in the establishment of occupation zones as had
been predlicted by the American State Department in 1944.
Because of the 1nabllity to achleve a common policy for all
of Germany, the zonal boundaries became, in effect, barrlers
which divided Germany Iinto four separate states. As funda-
mental Hast-West vliews and objectives became more pronounced
and divergent, a crystalllzation of Western pollcy reduced
the quadripartite partition into the present division of

the two German states.

Although Marshal Stalin had rejected the concept of
dismemberment, the Russians by unilateral action; prior to
the counvening of the Potsdam Conference (July 17-25, 1945),
transferred to Polish "administration® that part of Germaﬁy
under Soviet control to the east of the Oder-Western Nelsse

Iine, wlth the exception of the Baltic port of Koenlgsberg

30posely, Forelgn Affalrs, XXVIII, 498.
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and its 1mmediate surrounding area.”l This area contained
Germany's second-largest coal deposits, its second most con-
centrated industrial aresa, and its most important food
producing regions. One-fourth of Germany's pre-war food
supply had come from this area, When consldering that Ger-
many was required to import twenty to twenty-five per cent
of its foodstuffs, the loss of this area to the 1ndustrial-
ized western areas would be a serious handicap to their
gconomlc revival, 5%

At Potsdam, this Soviet action was denounced as being
very lrregular and was protested vociferously by President
Truman and Prime Minister Churchill. Marshal Stalin defend-
ed the Soviet action by arguing that the advancing Red Army
had required an effective administration of the liberated
areas 1n order that subversive activities did not hinder the
advancing army In its majJor objective, It had been neces-
sary; he declared, to turn the area over to_Poland for
"administratlon" since the German population had fled from
the advancing Soviet ar'my.55 Although the arguments over
the dlsputed area were prolonged and often stormy,”espe¢ialu

1y between Churchill and Stalin, Marshal Stalin was firm in

Slgyames P. Warburg, Germany-Bridge or Battleground
(New York, 1946, 1947), pp. o90-31, p. 95; Stettinius, pp.
210-211, _

52Warburg, p. &1,

SSHarry §. Truman, Memoirs: Year of Decisions (Garden
City, 1985), I, pp. 366-367.
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his insistence upon continued Polish administration of the

area. Truman and Churchill, cognizant of the falt accompli,

hoped to achleve concessions from the Russlans elsewhere in
return for thelr decision to postpone the final solution of
the problem until the peace conference.“%

In the light of subsequent fallures by the Four Powers
to reach agreement upon the establlishment of a central Ger-
man Government with which a peace treaty can be negotiated,
the severance of the territory from CGermany has assumed the
chargcteristics of a permanent ssttlement, théreby fulfill-
ing Soviet objectives. The actlon was punitive in that 1t
deprived Germany of valuable territory and forced millions
of its Inhabitants into an already overcrowded Germany. It
also resulted in the dissolution of the feudalistic Prussian
state, symbol of German arrogance and militarism. The ac-
tion was protective 1n that it places Poland in perpetual
dependence upon the Soviet Unlon. The fear of German re-
vanchism leaves Poland no other alternative but to rely upon
1ts powerful eastern neighbor. Soviet control of the sub-
servient Communist Goveranment of Poland 1a effect glves the
Soviet Union a strategic pozsition on the eastern border of
Germany should it decide to withdraw from 1ts bastion in

Bast Germany.55

541pid., pp. 367-370; Survey 1939-1946, p. 624.

SOWarburg, p. 95.
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Under the Potsdam Agreements, the United States and
Great Britaln agreed to support, at the peace conference,

36 However, an

the Soviet claims to the Koenigsberg area.
expliclt condition of the agreement to turn over to Polish
administration the area to the east of the Oder-Neisse Line
was that the "final delimitation of the western frontler of
Poland should awailt the peace settlement®, S’

Western support for Soviet annexation of the port clty
of Koenigsberg was reaffirmed by Secretary of State James
F. Byrnes in a speech at Stuttgart, Germany in 1946. But
American policy-makers have persevered in the contention
that the Oder-Neisse controversy and the question as to the
area that Poland should receive as compensationrfor its
deprivations in the east are matters which cannot be deter-
mined until such time as the peace conference 1s called.SBW
The actlon of the puppet Government of the FEast German Demo-
eratic Republic, by which a treaty with the Polish Govefnment
recognized the permanent status of the Oder-Nelsse frontier,

has been denounced by the West CGerman Government as well as

%8United States Department of State, Germany 1947-1949:
The Story in Documents, Dept. of State Pub. No. 2556 (Wash-
Ington, 1950), pp. 52-53. Hereinafter referred to as The
Story in Documents. T

57Ibid., pp. 53-54.

58James F. Byrnes, Speaking Frankly (New York, 1947),
p. 190,
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by the three Western Powers.S? 1In subsequent Four Power

negotlations in relation to the overall question of reunifil-
cation, the Soviet Government has unremittingly argued that
the question of the eastern German frontier was irrefutably

settled at the Potsdam Conference.4o
Expulsion of Germans from Eastern Europe

Immediately following the Russian cession of the east-
ern German provinces to Poland, a program of mass expulslons
of the German population was beguno4l Many had fled 1n
front of the advancing Soviet armles. When the Potsdam Con-
ference was convened, Premler Stalin, In justificatlon of
the Soviet actlion placing the area under Polish control,
maintained that "all" the German population had'fledﬁ42

Yielding to a falt aécompli, the Americans and British

agreed to recognlze an interim Polish administration of the

disputed area. As a guld pro guo, the Russlans agreed to

provide food and coal from theilr zone in exchange for ten

per cent of the surplus German capital equipment from the

Fpster Calvocoressi, Survey of International Affairs
1951 (London, 1954), p. 154, Hereinafter referred to as
Survey 1951; Perry Lauckhuff, "German Reactlon to Soviet
Pollicy, 1945-1953", Journal of International Affairs, VIIT
(1954), pp. 70-71. —

4OPeter‘Galvocoressi, Survey of International Affalrs
1952 (London, 1955), p. 89,

4lgurvey 1939-1946, p. 624.

42Truman, pp. 366-367.



Western zones, Fifteen per cent of this equ;pment would be
transferred gratis to the Russlans on their reparations ac-
count. 43

The conferees at Potsdam did not sanction the Polish
expulsion of the German Iinhabltants from the territory
placed under its administration. However, the Poles de-
clared that the presence of the Germans caused unrest among
the Polish Inhablitants and also that German houses and farms
were urgently neéded for the resettlement of the Poles who
were uprooted by the 8oviet annexation of the eastern Polish
areas.44 The Potsdam conferees did agree "that the trans-
fer to Germany of German populations, or eiements thereqf,
remaining in Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Hungary, wlll have
to be undertaken" and it was stipulated that the transfers
were to be undertaken in an "orderly and humane manner#.45
The Allied Control Councll was directed to effect a sched-
ule for further transfers.

This solution to the problem of the unwelcome CGerman
minorities4® proved a taxing burden to the already over-
crowded "rump" Germany, shorn as 1t was of East Prussia,

Pomeranié, Bréndenburg, and S8llesla. Thée pre-war population

4%Byrnes, pp. 79-87; Survey 1939-1946, pp. 622-625.

443idney B. Fay, "Hurope's Expellees", Current His-
tory, XII (1947), 325..

45The Story in Documents, p. 55.

46Lucius D, Clay, Decision in Germany (Garden City,
1950), p. 315.
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of the detached area was approximately 8,000,000, Five-
sixths of the 1939 CGerman population had lived in the more
heavily industrialized "rump" Germany, i.e., the area com-
prised by the four zones of 6ccupation.47 As the thousands
who later fled the Soviet zone were added to the millions
expelled from the former German provinces and the countries
of Eastern Europe, staggering social and economie problems
were created.

The expellees who were crowded ianto post-Potsdam Ger-
many were in two categorles. One category was known as the

Reichsdeutsche or those who were German citizens prior to

1939. They were the Germans from beyond the Oder-Nelsse

and constituted the largest segment of the expelless and

refugees. The other category was known as Volksdeutsche

or Germans who had lived outside the 1959.boundaries»of_the
Reich and who were not citizens. The Sudeten Germans from

Czechoslovakia and the German»minofity groups from Poland,

Hungary, Rumania, and Yugoslavia. comprised the latter cate-

gory.48

On November 20, 1945, the Allied Control Council
formulated plans. for the transférvof_Germans.ffom.Austria,
Czechoslovakla, Hungary, and Poland 1lnto the four zones of

occupation, The 8Soviet and British zones were to. recelve

Tpay, p. 326, p. 328.

48Charles Sternberg, "The German Refugees and Expel-
lees", Journal of International Affairs, VIII (1953), p. 36.
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the entire German population from Poland, some 5,500;000
persons. The German populations in Austria, Czechoslovakia,
and Hungary, some 3,150,000 persons, were to be recelved by
the American, French, and 8S8oviet zones. The transfers were
scheduled to begin during December, 1945 and were to be com-
pleted during July, 1946.49

The transfers were accomplished in a categorically op-
posed manner from the "orderly and humane manner" directed
by the Potsdam Protocol. Expellees arriving in the American
zone from Hungary had been assembled wlthout a full allow-
ance of food and personal baggage and were hungry and
destitute. Those from Czechoslovakia had had thelir person-
al possessions withheld. The Czech authorities detained
young, able workers while sending the aged, the women, and
small children. Their receptlon and care were major prob-
lems to the inexperienced Laender (state) governments of the
American zone. Shelter, food, and‘clothingnwere_by_no means
adequate, but enough was provided for subsistence.5o

The American and British zones assumed the social and
economlc responsibllity for 7,877,000 expellees, which con-
stituted an 1increase of 23.6 per cent over the normal
population of 33,383,500.°1 In the Soviet zone, the large

number of expellees was offset by the refugees who fled to

49Documents on Germany 1945-1954, pp. 89-90.
0¢lay, p. 314.

Slrbid., pp. 314-315.
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the Western zones to escape the Russians'and/or Communism,
Due to French intransligence and because 1t was not bound by
the Potsdam Agreements, its additional burden was almost
non-existent. The’population of the French zone in 1948 was
0.2 per cent less than the pre-war figure.52
Germany's first postwar census, conducted on OQOctober

29, 1946, listed 9,700,000 expellees and refugees (6,000,000

’
in the Western zones). In September? 1950, there were about
8,000,000 in West Germany and 4,400,000 in the German Demo-
cratic Republic. The 1983 figure for both East and West
Germany totaled 12,500,000 people.53

In the Russian zone, many of the expellees and re fu-
gees were benefitted by the land reforms of September, 1945.
However, they also provided the Russians with a lucrative
source of free labor. They were heavily exploited, both in
Bast Germany and in the Soviet Union where many were trans-
planted under "econtract" and "resettlement" plans.

In the Western zones, these persons wére pronouncedly
unwelcome and were subjected to job and housing discrimina-
tion and to social ostraclsm.°4 As long as these people

have not been fully integrated into the economic, social and

public 1life of West Germany, they will present a fertils

521pid., p. 315.
S3sternberg, p. 37.

54Ibid., pp. 37-40.
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field for the growth of a revanchism which demands the

return of the former German provinces in the east.
Spoliations

The indifference in respect to the ad&grse”effects
created by the mass displacements of Germans was displayed
also in the avid spoliation policy carried out by the Soviet
Union. 1Immediately after assumlng control of its zone, and
prior to the Potsdam Conference, the Russians commenced an
intensive program of removals of capltal goods to the Soviet
Union.55 The Soviet pollcy 1n regard to spolliations and
reparations led to the final breakdown of Allied co-operation
and to the division of Germany into two states, %6

| Both at Yalta and Potsdam, the United States and Great
- Britain displayed their acqulescence to a liberal allowance
of reparations to the Soviet Unlon in compensatlon fdr its
overwhelming war losses., Nelther the Amerlecans nor the
British were Inclined to demand large'reparations from the
Germans. They, as did the Russians, emphaslized the perma-
nent weakening of the German capacity to make war,
Cognlzant of the abortive reparations policy}impoéed upon
Germany after World War I, they rejected financlal repapa-
tions in favor of reparations in capiltal equipment and goods
in klnd. Therefore, the reparations poliey agreed upon was

to be prohibitlve, retributive, and punitive. However, the

SSPeter Nettl, "German Reparations in the Soviet Em-
pire", Forelgn Affalirs, XXIX (1951), 300.

56c1ay, pp. 121-122.
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Amerlcans and the British were also concerned that the
reparations policy did not so impalr the German economy that
subsidization would be necessary. American and British pol-
lcy, in relation to Germany, had turned a full circle in the
few months following the espousal of the Morgenthau Plan.®7
The Soviet objectlves 1n regard to reparations were =
twofold: (1) punishment, i.e.,, they desired to insure perm-
anently that Germany did not regaln its dominant position in
bEurope. They 1nsisted that the German economy be so con-
trolled as to insure that the German standard of living did
not in‘the future rise above that of the Eastern European
states;58 (2) exploitation, or utilization of existing and e
future German capital resources to aid the reconstruction
and further development of the Soviet econornyo59
The economic prinéiples agreed upon by the conferees
at Potsdam for the guidance of the Ailied Control Council
In governlng Germany had as thelir objectlves the complete
eliminatlon of Germany's war potential, the decentralization
of 1ts economy (decartelization}, and the encouragement of
the growth of agricultural and peaceful.domestic indus-
tries, 50 Germany was to be "treated as a single economic

unit® in order that the progfam of reparations, industrial

disarmament and demilitarization could be effectively

S7survey 1939-1946, pp. 549-551.

581pid., p. 549.
99114,

80the Story in Documents, pp. 49-50.
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carried out, and also in order that the Germans themselves
would be paying the costs of the occupation.6l

In order that the basic political objectives of the oc-
cupation might be satisfactorily achisved, economlec unity
was essentlal. These political objectives included disarma-
ment and demilitarization, impressing the Germans with the
utter finallty of their defeat and their responsibility for
their conditlon of political and economic chaos, destruction
of National Soclalism, and the eventual rehabilitation of
Germany as a peaceful, democratic nation. 52

It was agreed that reparations, which would be a part
of the disarmament program, should not be permitted to in-
terfere with Germany's ability'to produce sufficiently for
its own existence. This would entall productidn”of,a suf-
ficient quantity of materials for export to pay for the
necessary imports which would be allotted by the Allled
Control Council. It was further agreed that proceeds of
expo;ts from current production and stocks "shall be avail-
able in the first place" for.paymantmof_necéssary imports.65

Russian reparatlons claims would be met from. removals
of capltal equlpment from 1lts zone, and from German exter-

nal assets located in Bulgarla; Finland, Hungary, Rumanla,

and Bastern Austria. 1In addition, 1t was to recelve

6l1pig., p. 50.
®21bid., pp. 48-49.

631bid., p. 50.
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fifteen per cent of the industrial capital equlipment in the
Western zones as determined to be unnecessary for a peace
economy, 1in exchange for an equal amount of food and other
raw commoditles. It would receive gratis ten per cent of
the industrial capital equipment in the Western zones as
determined to be unnecessary for the development of a peace
economy. Removals of thls equipment were to begln as soon
as the total amount unnecessary for a peace economy had been
ascertained by the Alllied Control Council and were to be
completed within two years. The Russians were to .begln the
delivery of exchange commoditles immediately and the deliv-
eries were to be extended over a five-year period. It was
agreed that advance deliveries would be started priof to the
final determination by the Allied Control Council of the
total amount of industrial capital equipment unnecessary for
the successful development of a peace economy.64

) A common level of Industry for the German economy was
agreed to by the Allled Control Councll in December, 1945.65
This was an absolute minimum for subsistenge;vand,in order
for this level to be attained, the co-operation of each zone
was essential. The Russians, however, upon the realization
of the relative Wastefulness of their dismantling and remov-
als policies, began to extract reparatlons from the current

production in their zone. This was an open abrogation of

$41bid., pp. 50-51.
65¢1ay, p. 108.



63

the Potsdam directives, When the Russlans would neither
cease this policy nor account for the amounts of equipment
removed prior to the inception of this policy, the Americans
halted deliveries of advance reparations from their zone in
the spring of 1946. The American action was followed by
similar British action. They justified these actions in
that the Russian transgressions necessitated thelr subsidi-”
zation of the economies of thelr zones, They declared their
refusal to subsldize, in effect, the Soviet spollations in
its zone. Until the Russians agreed to treat Germany as an
economlc whole, they would receive no further reparations
from the Western zones.®%®

The Russian desire to extract as much as possible from
thelr zone for their own uses made reconclliatlon appear
very remote, The mulcting of East Germany behind
increasingly-impenetrable zonal barriers was relatively a
more lucratlive prospect than that offered by Germany as a
single economic unit, producing solely for its own subsist-
- ence in accordance with the level of industry plan.

Subsequent to the American and British actlon, the
dismantling process was fitted into an overall scheme for
reparations, including delivery from current production,
expropriation of works in Cermany and export of German out-
put on Soviet account. After the autumn of 1946,

dismantling decreased but did continue to affect certain

61bid., pp. 120-122.



64

elements drastically, such as railway repair shops,
agricultural machinery plants and rallway lines. This poli-
cy continued through 1948. The total value of dismantled
plants has been estimated at about 1,600,000,000 dollars.6?

The Russians, in the summer of 1946, expropriatéd over
- two hundred of the largest industrial works in the Soviet
zone., They were thenceforth termed "Soviet Corporations®
or "SAG"., This action also contravehed the Potsdam Agree-
ments which directed the decentraligation of German
Industry. Three-fourths of the SAG productlon went direct
to the Soviet Union or was exported on Russian account; one-
fourth went to the East German economy which, however, was
required to contribute a dlsproportionate share of the“rawr
materlials. By the end of 1950, ninety-seven of these works
had been returned to East Germany after partial disman-
tling.5®

The most profitable type of reparatlons was that from
current industrial production.. In addition to being an
enormous aid to the Soviet economy, the declsion to extract
reparations from current output required putting more plants
into operation, thereby enabling the Russians to reduce un-
employment in the zone. Although required to subsidize the

plants producing for reparations, 1t nevertheless was a

good political weapon in the Sovliet hands. By 1950,

67peter Nettl, p. 301.
681pid., p. 304.
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reparations from current productlon amounted only to seven
per cent of East German output.69 At the end of 1951, the
Russians valued reparations at just over three billion dol-
lars, with the equivalent amount remaining to be pald by the
Bast Germans over a flfteen year per'floda‘70

Following the uprisings in East Germany in June, 1953,
an agreement was concluded between the Soviet Union and the
puppet Government of the German Democratic Republic, which
exemplified the seriousness of the situation. According to
the agreement, the East Germans would be released from fur-
ther obligations to make reparations payments on January 1,
1954. The requirement for East German financial éupport of
Sovliet occupation forces was reduced, liberal credits were
to be extended to the East German Government, and thirty-
three industrial enterprises were to revert to East German
contr'ol‘,‘71

Soviet Forelgn Minister V.M. Molotov attempted to jus-
tify the Soviet reparations policy at the second meeting of
the Council of Foreign Ministers 1n 1946 at Paris, where he
demanded a higher level for German industry, more economic

freedom, four-power control of the Ruhr, and the

691b1d., pp. 302-303.

701bid., p. 307; Carl G. Anthon, "East Germany", Cur-
rent History, XXX (1956), 234. The author states that repa-
rations to the value of twelve billion dollars had been
removed through 1953.

7lpocuments on Germany 1945-1954, pp. 592-596.




66 .

establishment of a central German Government.,'<c In addition
to its being an attempt at rationalization of Sovliet action,
this was considered an insidious endeavor to curry German
favor as the champion of German unlty. The United States
reacted by offering to merge its zone with any or all of
the other zones for the administration of Germany as a
single economic unlt as had been directed by the Potsdam
Agreements. Only the British were inclined to accept,75

The unilateral Soviet pursult of its objective to re-
construct its own economy at German expense while
simaltaneously creating an economic and political satellite
in East Germany led to the economic merger between the Amer-
ican and British zones on January 1, 1947 and to the eventugl
transformation of the threé Western zones into the West Ger-
man Federal Republic in May, 1949. The Soviet refusal to
put the resources of 1ts zone Into a common pool, and the
resultant AnglofgmeriCan decision to cease the subsidization
of Soviet reparations and to put the German economy on a
self-supporting basis, were mutually antagonistic aims which

eventuated in the final division of Germany.
Denazification

The denazification of Germany, along with the destruc-

tion of German militarism, and the eventual reentry of

72gurvey 1939-1946, p. 727; Clay, pp. 129-130.

- T3gurvey 1939-1946, pp. 727-728; Clay, pp. 130-131,
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Germany into the family of nations as a peaceful, democratic
state, were common aims enunciated by the anti-Nazi coali-
tion during the course of the war and more speclfically at
the Yalta and Potsdam Conferences. At Yalta, the Three
Powers reaffirmed their intentions to "bring all wér_crimi—
nals to swift and just punishment---; wipe out the Nagzil
Party, Nazl laws, organlzations, and Institutions, remove
all Nazl and militarist influences from public office and
from the cultural and economic life of the German people“,74

The decisions made at Yalta were amplified by the

Unlted States, Great Britain, and the Soviet Union at the
Potsdam Conference in a set of political and economic prin-
ciples by which the Allied Control Council would be gulded
in the occupation of Germany. In addition to the Ycomplete
disarmament and demilitarization of Germany and the elimi-
nation or control of all German industry that could be used
for military production", it was declared to be an objec-
tive of the occupation to impress upon.the:&erman_people
the finality of their defeat and their responsibillity for
tpeir condition. Anothermmajor purpqse_of the occupation
was to “destroy,the.Napional SocialistfParty and its affili-
ated and supervised organizations, to dissolve all Nazi

institutions, to insure that they are not revived in any

74Teland M. Goodrich and Marle J. Carroll, ed., Docu-
ments on American Foreign Relations, July 1944-June 1940
(Princeton, 1947), VII, p. 35l. Hereinafter referred to as
Documents on American Foreign Relations VII.
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form and to prevent all Nazl and milltarist actlvity or
propaganda®. The political principles then directed the
abolishment of all Nazi laws and the appfehension.and trial
of war criminals, "Nazl leaders, influential Nazl supporters
and high officials of Nazil organizations and institutions
and any other persons dangerous to the occupation or its ob-
jectives--="., It was further directed that "all members of
the Nazi party who have been more than nominal participants
in 1ts activitiss and all other persons_hostile to Allied
purposes shall be removed from public and semi~-public office
and from positions of responsibllity in iImportant private
undertakings®. The directives further provided for the con-
trol of German education in order to elimlinate Nazl and
militarist doctrines, reorganization of the judicial system,
and decentralization of the political structure with conecen-
tration upon the development of local responsibility. The
right to form "democratic political parties™ was granted and
it was provided that representative government would be in-
troduced on the regional, provincial and Land (state) levels
as qulckly as 1t became justifiableo75

Preparations had been under way for some time previous
to the Potsdam Conference to bring the major war criminals

to Jjustlce. It had been agreed upon by the United States,

T5Raymond Dennett and Robert K. Turner, ed., Documents
on American Foreign Relations, July 1, 1945-Dec° ol, 1946
T—rlncetoq 1948), VIII, pp. 927 028, THereinafter rezerred
to as Documeﬁts on Amerlcad Forelgn Relations VIII.
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the United Kingdom, and the Soviet ﬁnion in October, 1943,
and issued in a "Declaration on Atrocities" that full retri-
bution would be made to victims of Nazl atrocitles. It was
provided that wherever possible the perpetrators of these
crimes would be returned for judgment to the countries
wherein the crimes were commltted. For those whose offenses
had no particular geographic locatilon, appropriate machinery

a.7® on August

for meting full justice would be establishe
8, 19485, representatives of the United States, the United
Kingdom, France, and the Soviet Union signed an agreement
for the establishment of the International Military Tribu-
nal. This Tribunal would try the major war criminals whoSe
offenses had no particular geographilc location.77 The com=
position of the Tribunal was confined to the United'States,
the United Kingdom, France, and the Soviet Uanion, who rep-
resented the collective Unlted Nations. Prosecution was
likewise in the hands of the Four Powers. Jurisdictlon of
the Tribunal extended to the following_crimés;_ (1) Crimes
Against Peace; (2) War Crimes; and (3) Crimes Agéinst Hu-~
manlity. A fourth charge was included within the first
category. Broad 1n scope, it included "participation in a
common plan or conspiracy for the accomplishment™ of any of

the crimes agalnst peace.78

76Documents on Germany 1945-1954, pp. 1-2.

770ffice of the U.S. Chief of Counsel For Prosecution
of Axls Criminality, Nazi Consplracy and Aggression, U,S.
Government Printing Office (Washington, 1946), I, pp. 1-2.

781bid., p. 5.
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The International Military Tribunal, from November,
1945 to October, 1946, found nineteen of the twenty-two de-
fendants gullty on one or more counts of the indictment,
and acquitted three. It sentenced twelve to death by hang-
ing, three to 1life imprisonment, and the four others to
terms of ten to twenty years of Ilmprlsonment. The Tribunal
also declared four Nazi organizations to have been criminal
in character., These included the Leadership Corps of the

Nazl Party, Dle Schutzstaffeln or éS,'DievSicherhaitsdienst

or 8D, and Die Geheimstaatspolizie or Gestapo. Die Sturm-

abtellungen or SA, the Relchscabinet, and the General 8taff

and High Command were not declared criminal.79

Following the conclusion of the Nuremberg trials,
which had as a basic purpose the demonstratipn to the de-
feated German nation the intent of the vietorious powers to
extirpate Nazilsm and militarism, the task of prosecuting

the innumerable lesser criminals devolved upon the Military

/

Governments of the four zones. The prosecutions were di-
rected agalnst representatives of.all the Important
segments of the Third Reich, includingvindustrialists and
financlers, leading cabinet ministers, top SS and police
officials, and militarists,®0

The eradicationwof_the.doctrines of National Socialism

Involved an exhaustive scrutiny of the records. of several

r79Documents on American Foreign Relations VIII, p. 345.

801bid., p. 347; Clay, pp. 250-251.
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millions of people. In 1939, there were some nine million

party adherents.Bl

A problem encountered in each zone of
occupation was the necesslty to rehabllitate economic 1life,
making it necessary upbn occasion to disregard the denazi-
fication directives 1in order‘that thls might be achleved.
For example, in September, 1945, it was necessary for Gen-
eral Eisenhower to publicly rebuke his commandant in
Bavaria, General Patton, for fallure to carry out denazifi-
cation, 82 At the time of the armistice, the majority of the
Nazi adherents were located in the American, British and
French zones., This coincidence was possibly motivated by

an aséumption that the denazification poiioy would be less
vigorously enforced in these zopes°85 The virulence of the

Communist attacks against National Socialism during the

course of the war, in addition to the vituperative tenor of

the ldeological exchanges prior to the modus'vivepdirof 1939~
1941, left little question in Nazil minds as témwhat fate
awalited them from the Soviet occupation forces.

As has been stated, 1t was necessary to conclude the
denazification process as rapidly as possible in ordgr that
the economy of Germany could begin to function. In addi-
tion, it was necessary that other processes resume their

functions, conditioned upon thelr denaziflcation. These

8ly,P. Nettl, The Eastern Zone and Soviet Policy in
Germany 1945-50 (London, 1951), p. 5. —-

82Warburg, pp. 80-81.
837.P, Nettl, p. 1l.
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included the police; schools, courts, media of Informatlion,
and government. The political, economic, and social proc-
esses of German 1llfe would be seriously curtailled until thils
primary objective of the occupatlon was satisfactorily
achieved.

In the process of denazification there was a consider-
able degree of unity of effort insofar as the Allled Control
Council was concerned. The implementation of the nume rous
denazification laws issued under 1ts aegls, however, was
dependent upon the zonal commanders (who collectively fermed
the Allied Control Council).®? It was in the implementation
of these laws whereln divergences of policy appeared and
caused controversy.

Denazification progressed very slowly in the French
zone. To the French, a German was a German. The fact that
he was or was not a Nazil neither added to nor detracted

from the inherent French animus toward Germans. French

84pocuments on Germany 1945-1954, pp. 79-81, pp. 83-85,
pp. 97-102, pp. 102 107, pp. 134-156, pp. 142~ 143 pp. 179-
180, pp. 253 234, Coqtrol Council Law Noa 2 providlqg for
terminatioq and liguidation of Nazi~ or organlza ions, Oct., 10,
1945; Law No, 4, reorganization of the judlcial system 0ct.
30, 1945 Taw No. 10, punishment of war criminals, Dec° 20,
1945 Directlve No° 24 for the removal of Nazis from pos1»
tions of respon81blllty, Jan., 12, 1946; Order No. 4,
directing the confiscation of literature and material of a
Nazl and militarist nature, May 13, 1946; Directive No. 32,
providing disciplinary measures agaiqst pers0ﬁs guilty of
militaristic, Nazl or anti-democratic propaganda, June 26,
1046, Dlrectlve No. 38, providing for the arrest and pun-
1shment of war criminals Nazis and militarists, and the
internment, control, and survelillance of potentlally dan-
gerous Cermans Oct 12, 1946; Directive No. &4, providing
the basic prin01ples fOr ‘the democratlzatlon of education
in Germany, June 25, 1947.
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policy, dictated by its security interests, lay primarily in
attempting to secure the severance of the Saar, the Ruhr,
and the Rhineland from Germany.85

Similarly, in the British zone, denazification prog-
regsed at a slow pace. The British were concerned with
rehabilitating the coal and steel industries of the Ruhr,
Because Germany had been a good market for British products
prior to the war, the Britlsh were interested In effecting
a rapid economic recoﬁery in Germany. This necessitated
the utilization of many individuals with Nazi backgrounds;
yet thelr peculiar skills were non-replaceable 1n the emer-
gency°86

From comparisons with available information, 1t appears
that the denazificatlon problem was attacked most scrupu-
lously in the American zone. The denazification program
proved to be so immense In this zone that 1t was necessary

to transfer the load to the Germans themselves, The

ILaenderrat, or Council of States, which was_compoéed of the

Minister-Presidents of the three Léender in the American
zone, adopted the "Law for Liberation from Nationalrsocial~
ism and Militarism" in March, 1946, thereby assuming
responsibility for“purging ma jor Nazis from positions of

1eadership.87 This law, extending 1n 1ts scope to the

85Warburg, p. 64,

86Russell B. Hill, Struggle For Germany (New York,
1947), pp. 72-73.

87C1lay, pp. 258-260.
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fields of business and industry, recelved vigorous
application.88 Denazificatlion contlinued to be supervised
by Military Goverament.

In the Soviet zone, varying standards were applied to
the"denazification policy. Generally, the Russians applied
thorough denazlification procedures to public servants and
to cltizens engaged in politics. In the fields of industry,
commerce, and agriculture, only the most Influentlal Nazis
were removed°89 In view of the abuse bestowed upon Nazis
and German militarists by the Communists prior to, dufing?
and following the war, broken only by the mutually benefic-
ial interlude of 1939~1941, it would be expected that the
Russians would be most devout in the extirpation of the
last vestiges of Nazllism and militarism. However, denazi:\\
ficatlon was pursued 1n a practical sense,'ioeo, 1t was 1
related to the basic Soviet objectives in thelr zone and 1n
all of Germany. The Russians were desirous of gaining huge
reparations from Germany. This necessitated the restora-
tion of the economic life of the zone as rapidly as
possible, 1In order to accomplish this objective, it was
necessary to ignore or to give little force to the imple-
mentation of Allied Control Councll laws and directives.

In relation to the establishment of political control over

the Soviet zone, 1t was necessary to Institute a thorough

88Clay, p. 68; Hill, pp. 71-72,

8%arburg, p. 55; Hill, p. 73,
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purge of all elements opposed to the assumption of Cpmmunist>
control, whether they might bg Nazl or otherwise. TIn this
process, as in the process of soclalization and nationaliza-
tion, denazification served to cloak the Communist designs

to gain complete control of the political and economic life >
of the zone.

The distinction made by Stalin early In the war between
the German people and the Nazis was revived with intensity
immediately upon the cessation of hostilities.go The Rus-
slans were the first of the occupation authoritieaito allow
the formation of political parties of an "anti-fascist"
nature. Naturally, German Communists were to figure promi-
nently in any political activity in the Russian zone. The
next ma jor move made by the Russians was the initiation of
land reforms at the expense of Nazls and Junkersogl These
exhibitions of "democracy" were intended, first, to insure

that the German Communist.Party (Kommunistische Partei

Deutschlands or KPD) would have a role in the establishment

of any central government for CGermany, if and when the Four
Powers agreed upon 1lts timeliness,. Secondly, the Russiéns

were endeavoring to present themselves 1in a different light

90Mosely, Foreign Affairs, XXVIII, 408,

91lpocuments on Germany 1945-1954, pp. 37-39, pp. 49-64.
The Soviet Military Administration decreed on July 10, 1945
that "anti-fascist" political parties could form in the
zone; the first land reform was decreed in Saxony on Septem-
ber 3, 1945, and was followed by similar measures during the
same month 1n the other provinces of the Soviet zone.
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to the German people, 1.e., to mitigate the animosity and

fear of retribution and reprisal. Thelr objective was to

display themselves as stern yet just conquerors. In this

manner, the overall objective, which was the sovietization
of all Germany, would be greatly faclilitated.

The establishment of an "anti-Fascist" or "Democratic
bloc", comprised of all the political parties in the Soviet
zone, was utilized both in the Soviet denazification process
and also to disguise Soviet activities committed under the
mantle of denazification. Committees of the "bloc" were es-
tablished throughout the zone to supervise the work of the
local administrations and also to deal with denazification,
Opposition by members of the "bloc" to policies proposed by
the Socialist Unity Party (8ED) was quickly labeled "neo-
Fascist" or Manti-occupation™ and thereby effectively
squelched.92

The failure by the Soviet occupatlon authorities to im-
plement Allied Control Cogncil directives in thelr proper
spirit was attacked‘by Secretary of State Marshall at the
Moscow meeting of the Council of Foreign Ministers in
1947.9% The Forelgn Ministers directed the Control Council
to accelerate the denazificatlon process and to encourage

the German authorities to adopt uniform legislation for

927.P. Nettl, pp. 76-78.

93Documents on American Foreign Relations VIII, pp. 53-

54,
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completion of denazification.®% The Soviet occupation
authorities made a nominal compliénce with this directive
but slmultaneously extended the right to vote and hold of-
fice to an extensive number of ex-Nazis.?5 Following the
unsuccessful Soviet effort to force a Western withdrawal
from Berlin during 1948 and 1949, a political amnesty for
ex-Nazls was granted. This was apparently designed to cul-
tivate the support of this group for Soviet pol_icy,96 The
anti-Nazl policy which had been utlilized by the Russlans to
consolidate their control over the zone was dropped at that
time. In 1ts stead, the subservlient politicians of the East-
ern zone took up the hue and cry for German reunification.
The cognomen "Fascist" then was applied to the Western Pow-
ers and elements within Western Germany who, according to
the Soviet view, were atpempting thewpermangnt_d;visioh“of
Germany.97 As has been seen, the Western efforts ﬁo»raach
agreement with the Soviet Unlon for a unified administration
of Germany had met with fallure. Thls failure prompted the
declsion to proceed without the Soviet Union and attempt
the unification of West Germany. Subsequent efforts to
briné West Germany into the Atlantic security system have

drawn the opprobrium of the Soviet Union. It has striven to

94Clay, pp. 152-153,

95pocuments on Germany 1945-1954, pp. 234-238.

967.P. Nettl, p. 109.

971bid., pp. 108-110.



ensconce 1tself in a position as the champion of German

reunification. The actual conditions under which it would
agree to German reunificatlon have in turn been repudiated
by the Western Powers as well as by responsible potitical

leaders of Western Gefmany.
Democratization of the Politlcal Elite

The efforts undertaken by the Soviet Union to “democ-
ratize" its zone of occupation were part of the basic Soviet
plan to secure ultimate Communist control of Germany. Thus
1t was a necessary element of this plan to create a pollti-
cal atmosphere favorable to Communist assumption of
authority. The plan, as it evolved in the Soviet zone, fol-
lowed the baslc design utlilized in the Communist subjugation
of BEastern Europe. This involved the establishment_of a
bloc of "anti-Fasclst" political partlies, ostensibly free
and equal, but in actﬁality controlled by the Communist
Party in the operatlion of the "bloc". The program was be-
gun by the authorization of the establishment of political
parties prior to their sanction in the other zones of oc-
cupation.98 Qriginally, four parties were licensed 1n the
Soviet zone. These included the Communist Party (KPD), the
Social Democratic Party (SPD), the ChristianfDemOCratic

Union (CDU), and the Liberal Democratic”PQrtyl(LDP)099

983ee above, footnote no, 91,

997.P. Wettl, pp. 75-80. Nettl states that the CDU and
the LDP did not apply for permission to organize 1n the Rus-
sian zone until the fall of 1945,
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The German Communist Party ostensibly had been
extinguished by the Nazis. It therefore required substan-
tial assistance by the Soviet authorities to resuscitate the
Party and to effect its domination of the political life of
the zone. A primary function of the East German Communists
was to make Soviet pollcy palatable to the general popu-
1ace. 00 The favored position of the KPD was readily ascer-
tainable by the other parties. Followiné its amalgamation
with the Soviet zone branch of the SPD into a ?united work-
er's party", the resultant party, known as the Sociallst
Unity Party or SED, became the vanguard of Soviet policy in
the zone. Cognizance of the position of this party as the
Instrument for the expression of officlal Soviet policy_led
the other parties to temper thelr opposition in apprehension
of the possible consequences of outspoken disagreement with
Soviet policy. Another factor which abetted the German
Communists in dominating the "anti-Fascist" coalition was
that of the fundamental CQmmuﬁist—Nazimantaanismm The Com—
munists declared that since they had suffered most exten-
sively at the hands of the Nazis then they logically were
most suited to lead in the denazification process. It was
upon this baslis that Communists were placed in manyvfespon—
sible positions.lol

It would have been more simple to have installed Com=-

munists or fellow-travelers at the outset; but at that stage

1001bid., p. 74.
10l1pid., pp. 75-80.
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the Russlans' immedlate concern was id establishing an
orderly and efficlent administration in the gzone for the
facilitatlon of thelr reparations pollcy. Flagrant disre-
gard for democratic procedures would have caused concern in
the West and would have ilmmedlately ahd opénly revealed Sov-
iet objectives. Thus 1t was that the dictates of expedlency
and efficiéncy allowed for the nominai participation of all
political partles iIn the zone, with the obvious exceptlon

of the National Socialists,

Although anxlous to rejuvenate the political l1life of
thelr zone, the Russians did not allow provinclal slectlons
to be held In the five provinces of the zone untll October,
1946.102 During the intervening period, municipal, regional
aﬁd provincial governments were organized under the control
and supervision of the Soviet Military Administration (SMA).
These governments were appolnted by the occupation authorié
tles and were responsible for carrying out their direc-

103 mollowing the merger of the KPD with the SPD in

tives.,
April, 1946, it became lncreasingly evident that the multi-
party system of the zone was becoming a mere facade. The

nominal oppositlon parties were subjected to such a degfee

of discrimination and official pressure that the more con-

sclentious leaders were forced to retire, leaving those who

1021p14., p. 90.

10%1b1a., p. 61.
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were willing to follow subservliently the Communist lead in
the political life of the zone, 104

In July, 1945, the Russians lald the foundation for a
central government for their zone in the establishment of
Central German Administrations. Originally, twelve Central
Administrations were established, with two additions made
at a later date., Thelr functlons were to co-ordinate the
work of the provinces. Thelr major scope lay in the econom-
le field. 1In this field, Central Administrations were
established for Industry (categorized into basic, heavy and
light industries), Fuel and Power, Trade and Supply, Agri-
culture and Forestry, Transport, Flnance, Statlstlics, ILabor
and Soclal Affairs, and Posts and Telegraphs. In the non-
economic field, Central Administrations were established
for Education, Justice, Health, and Refugees (slnce refugees
were a good source for labor, this Administration soon be-
came an appendage of the Administration for Labor and Social
Affairs). These German Administrations were on a central
level, and Initially issued directives only under the author-
1ty of the central SMA. The provincial authorities
originally were permitted to function at their discretion in
areas which had not been pre-empted by the Central Adminis-
trations. The Russian penchant for centralized planning,
direction and control, however, permitted the exercise of

this discretionary authority for only a short period. The

1O4Documents on Germany 1945-1954, pp. 121-125; J.P.
Nettl, pp. 99-105.
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provincial authoritles then served merely to fulfill central
directives. Each Central Administration had a president,
one or more vice-presidents, and was divided into depart-
ments. Départments had theilr counterparfs on the provincial
ministerial level and these were directly responsible for
executing the central dirsctives.

Originally, appointments were made on the basis of ef-
ficilency and capability; however, Communists were usually
placed 1in control of internal adminlstration. After the
formation of the SED, the Central Administrations came en-
tirely under Communist control.

In the economic field, the major task of the Central
Administrations was to put the industry and commerce of the
zone on a profitable basis; l1.e., to satisfy the avidity of
the Soviet reparations demands. Another major ob jective of
the Central Administrations was to facilitate the sociali-
zation of the zone. In the non-economic flelds, the
Administrations alded the Russians 1n the denazification of
the judiclal, educational, and medical fields and in thelr
reorientation upon a Compunist basis.

In 1947, two addlitional Central Administrations were
added, OQOne was the Administration for Internal Affairs,
which established the "People's Police" of the zone, and
which was under the control of the Russian secret police.
The other addition was the Commission for Sequestration and
Requisitioning, which had as 1ts function the co-ordination

and control of the work of the local Sequestration
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Commissions. 1Its establishment indicated the acceleration
of the policy for the nationalizatlon of industry.

As the Central Adminlstrations gradually consolidated
their powers XEE‘E'ZEE the provincial governments, opposi-
tion arose from these elements which was not to the
policies pursued, but to the increase of central control.

To settle the controversies, an Economic Commission was es-
tablished which was superior to both the Central Adminls-
trations and to the provincial governments. The Central
Administrations then became departments of thé HEconomic
Commisslon, The Economic Commission itself consisted of a
plenum, a Secretarlat, seventeen general departments, and a
sub-commlssion for the Safety of the National Property,

The SED was in effectlve control of the Economic Com-
mission. The degree of centrallzation ﬁnd the authoritative
character of the Commission was demonstrated by the.trénsfer
of two-thirds of the capacity of natlonallzed 1lndustry to
the control of the Commisslion, one-third remaining under
the provinclal governments,

The Economic Commission was readily transformed into
the Government of the German Democratic Republlic in October,
1949, following the establishment of the West German Feder-
al Republic. The Russlans hoped to convey the impression
that thelr actlion in establishling thls goverament was simply
thelir final alternative in view of the Western determination
to proceed with the establishment of a German government for

the Western zones. However, the lengthy process involved
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in the organization of a government entirely subservient to\\
the Soviet Union, 1n addition to the sovietization of the \

Y
\
Russian zone, indicated that the decision to guarantee the }/

inclusion of East Germany within the Soviet orblt had been;/
made conslderably in advance of the Western actlon. /
The departments of the Economic Commission became min-
istries of the new Government of the German Dembcratic
Republic. The "People's Council", which had been convened

to protest the "divislon" of Germany by the Western Powers,

became the lower chamber of the legislature (Volkskammer).

An upper house (Laenderkammer) was elected by the legisla-

tures of the flve provinces. A constltution, which had
been voted previously for all Germany by the "People's Con-
gress", gave legality to the whole system. Because it was
questionable whether the SED could secure a majority in an
electlon, the election of representatives to the prqvincial
and republican legislatures was postponed until_October{
1950.29° Elections had not been held in the Soviet zone
gince October, 1946, when relatively unobstructed electilons
had demonstrated the weakness of the SED. Simultaneous

elections in Berlin, where the Social Democrats were allowed

to compete, resulted in the routing of the SED. As a

1085, P, Nettl, pp. 114-144. The discussion of the de-
velopment of centralized authority in the Soviet zone,:
above, pp. 81-84, is taken from the author's Chapter V,
"The Development of Administration and Goverament". It
presents a comprehensive view of thls aspect of the Soviet
"democratization" of its zone as part of the overall design
to project this system to the entirety of Germany.



result, 1t became necessary for the Soviet authorltles to
apply more coercive measures to aid the SED. These moves
were masked behind the activities of the "anti-Fascist" bloc
wherein opposition to Soviet policles could mean, at the

minimum, political suicide, 106

Socialization and Pacifist Re-orlentation

of Germany

According to a Soviet propaganda publication,107 g

firm foundation for socialism" has been lald in the German
Democratic Republic "in the shape of a socialist sector in
industry and agriculture™. The article continues by stating
that all the major industrial plants are now the property

of the people, that the banks have been nationalized, and
that the mineral resources, means of transportation, and the
key positions in trade have likewise been brought into the
"socialist sector". According to this information, the
“gociglist:sectgr was-~-gccounting for eighty-six per cent
of the total industrial output---in 1954". There are agri-
cultural producer's co—operatives, agricultural sale-and-
supply co-operatives, artisan's co-operatives, and
consumer's co-operatives, The "socialist sector in agricul-
ture controls one-third of the total cultivated areal.

Heavy 1lndustry output exceeds that of industry in general,

1081pid., pp. 90-94, pp. 100-105.

107New Times (Woscow), No. 41, October 6, 1955, pp. 10~
12.
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showing a priority to major capital goods in iron, steel_and
engineering. The "agrarian reforms" instituted in September,
1945, confiscated the estates of "7,136 Junkers and land-
lords", or thirty-one per éent of the total area of the
German Democratic Republic., According to the report, this
was distributed among "559,089 peasant households".
Seventy-flve per cent of the foreign trade of the German
Democratic Republic is with Soviet-bloc countries, This Sov-
iet satelllte follows, or attempts to follow, the Soviet
line in its entirety. It has a "democratic foreign policy",
hueing to Soviet guidance in this respect: "normal rela-
tions with all the countries of the world, for a united
effort of all the forces of the German nation, and for the
unification of the country on democratic lines®. It advo-
cates all-German negotiation on reunification "and is
vigorously opposed to thé resurrectlion of German militar-
1sm", 108

The sociallzatlion of East Germany is a primary deter- 45;“
rent to the reunification of Germany. Those who have
benefitted from the sociallzatlon measures, both politically
and economlically, have the support of the Sovieﬁ Union in

demanding that as a conditlon of reunification nothing be

1081pid. The information from thls Soviet publication
in relation to the extent of soclalization in East Germany
1s assumed to be reasonably ecorrect. The extent to which
the "people'" have benefitted from such "reforms" 1s open to
question.
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allowed to jeopardize these benefits.log The adherents of
the free enterprise system, in control of West Germany and
staunchly supported by the United States and the West German
industrialists, refuse to recognize that ﬁhe soclalization

" of Bast Germany 1s an achievement of the democratic proc=-
éssnllo

Socialization began with the land reforms in Saxony, in 2«
September, 1945. This was followed by similar measures in

the other four provinces of the zone. This was perhaps the
most far-reaching of the socialization measures, since a

large group of property-owners were createdlll who depend

upon the government in power to maintain their holdings.

The fear of a change, which possibly could deprive them of
their gains, cements thelir loyalty to the regime.

Initially, expropriations of private property for the
state were directed against Nazis and Junkers. Although
continuing to use denazification as a cloak, the expropria-
tions soon becéme merely the fulfillment of the objective
of the SED'to soclalize East Germany. Fallure of the nomi-
nalwopposition parties to condone such expropriations would
have led to thelr denunciation as "fascists" or "monopoly

capitalists"oll2

109ew Times (Moscow), Wo. 46, November 10, 1955, p. 10.

110y,5. Dept. of State, Bulletin, XXXIII (1955), 819-
823, -

11lNew Times (Moscow), No. 41, October 6, 1955, p. 1l.
1125,p, Wettl, pp. 101-102.
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Expropriated industries were initially administered by
the Provincial Ministrles of Industry. As the power of the
Central Administrations grew, their functlons likewlse
changed from co-ordination to control, including planning
and supervision and the power to take remedial measures
against provinces which fell behind 1n assigned tasks. This
centralization was carried to its ultimate step in 1947 with
the formation of the Economic Commission, a central planning
and co-ordinating authorlty, which was superior to both the
Central Administrations and the provincial governments. The
announcement of a "Two Year Plan" for the zone in 1948 indi-
cated the extent to which soclalization upon the Soviet
model had progressed. The Economic Commisslon took over
two-thirds of the capacity of the natlonalized 1ndustry,
leaving one-third to the provincial governments. The zonal
industry was administered by the departments of Industry and
Fuel and Power of the Economic Commlssion. Between the end
of 1948 and the summer of 1949, two monopoly organizations
were established: the German Import-Export Corporation and
the Commerce Organlization (Handels Qrganization). This put
the fileld of commerce under central contr*ol.ll"5

When the Economic Commission was transformed into the
Government of the German Democratic Republic, the sociali-

zation measures which had been instituted by the SED with

11%1bid., pp. 125-143.
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the guldance and support of the Soviet authorities,

received a legal basis for their continuation. Sociallza-
tion has been extended Into all fields, such as industry,
commerce, agriculturs, health, medicine, welfare, education,
and labora114 Thus, what began as a punitive measure against
the adherents of Natlonal Sociallsm was expanded as a ma jor
factor in the sovietization of Hast Germany in hopeful prep-
aration for the Communist domination of both sectors of the

divided state.

1l41pig., p. 133,



CHAPTER IITI
CONSEQUENCES OF THE DIVISION OF GERMANY
RBreakdown of Great Power Concert

During the occupatlon of'Germany, the Western allies
became fully cognizant of the expansionlst designs of the
Soviet Union. This recognition eventuated in the disinte-
gration of the Great Power Concert and in the Integration
of the western portion of Germany into the Western defen-
sive system. /

Success for the objectives of the occupatlion of Ger-
many had necessitated a continuation of the wartime unity

among the Creat Powers. That this unity of purpose had

disappeared upon the defeat of Germany becameﬂincreasingly

claim for reparatlons was invqrted into a policy which_had
as its objeét the maximum exploitation of the productive
resources of its zone of occupation.lt Simultaneously, the
Soviet Union followed a course which had as 1ts objective

the sovietization of East Germany and its inclusion within

R e i RN e

lpeter Nettl, "German Reparations in the Soviet Em-
pire", Foreign Affairs, XXIX (1951), 300-308.
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the satellite orbit of Hastern Europe.,2 Thersovietizatian
of 1ts zone offered to the Soviet Unlon a base for a progpec-
tive communization of the entire German state. As an
alternative objective, 1f Soviet efforts to achleve German
unification upon its terms proved a fallure, the addition

of East Germany to the Soviet bloc would in itself afford a
beneficial stimulus to the Soviet~bloc economy. In additlon,
as long as there ls a German desire for reunification, the
Soviet domlnatlon of East Germany will continue to offer
German Communists a wedge for galning admittance into the
government of a reunified Germany.

Obstinate Sovliet application of 1ts reparations policy
to the exclusion of the overall objectives of the Allled
occupation led to the avowal by the Western Powers to pro-//f
ceed in the unification of the three Western zones.d Thé/
Soviet Uhion, in an effort to curry favor with the Gerﬁan
people, demanded the unification of Germany. It excorlated
the Western Powers for professing to desire unification
while pursuing a policy which the Soviet spokesmen des-
cribed as belng aimed toward either extreme federalization

or dismemberment.? Yet the Russians had refused to joln

2J.P. Nettl, The Eastern Zone and Soviet Policy in Ger-
many (London, 1951}, pp. 74-145.

SBeatte Ruhm von Oppen, ed., Documents on Germany Under
Ocoupation 1945-1954 (London, 1955), pp. 286-290. Herein-
after referred to as Documents on Germany 1945-1954.

4Poter Calvocoressi, Surve% of International Affairs
1047-1948 (London, 1952), p. , P. 242, Herelnafter re-
ferred to as Survey 1947-1948.




02

their zone to the American and British zones in the
American-sponsored move to eliminate zonal barriers for the
administration of Germany 1n the manner as directed by the
Potsdam Conference.

The adminlistration of Germany as four separate entities
had created a situatlon whereby the reparations of the Sov-
iet Union were subsidized, 1n effect, by the Americans and
the British. The level of industry which had been>agreed
upon for Germany provided for the retention only of the pro-
ductive capacity nedessary for the subslstence of the
population in a peacetime economy. The production which the
Soviet authorities removed or exported for reparations de-
tracted proportionately from the amount which should have
been available, according to the level of industry, for the
payment of the imports necessary for the subsistence of the
population. Therefore, if the total proceeds of the ex-
ports from the four zones were not placed in a common pool,
the level of industry plan would be placed out of balance.
Since the plan had been prepared upon the assumption that
Germany would be treated as an economlc whole, the loss of
the returns from the exports of one zone required that the
other zones increase production or else finance the neces-
sary Iimports themselves. To prevent starvation and

disease, it was Initlally necessary for the Americans and

5Lucius D. Clay, Decision in Germany (Garden City,
1950), pp. 130-131.
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the British to finance the deflcits. Due to the general
deteriorated condition of the productive facilities and to.
the reparations and dismantlement programs, 1t was Impossi-
ble to meet even the minlimum levels allowed in the level of
industry plan. Although subsldlzatlions were necessary fol-
lowing the formation of the Bizone, 1t was possible to
formulate a new level of industry for this area and to pro-

vide assistance through loans which would enable the economy
to eventually pay 1ts own Way.6

Unification of West Germany

.
The American and British zonal merger was not motivated )

by a desire to partition Germany, as was charged by the Sov-j
/
let Unlon. The merger was deslgned to effect a more }

/
efficient and economical occupation of the two zones, i.e.,/

to eliminate the necessity for the anomalous situatlion ;/

whereby the occupylng powers were meeting the expenses oﬁ

i
i

the occupation in addition to their subsidization.of the}
local economy.y7 1

There was no attempt at the outset of the merger to
establish a political administratlon for the Bizone, al-
though a Bizonal German Economic Council was éstablished.

Its authorlty lay exclusively in economic and fiscal af-

fairs and 1t was responsible to Military Government. Under

61bid., pp. 156-157.
7Ibid., p. 164,
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this Council were German administrative agencles for
Economics, Food and Agriculture, Transport, Communications,
Civil Service, and Finance. Each agency was headed by an
executive committee.®

Two meetings of the Councll of Forelign Minlsters of the
Four Powers during 1947 failed to produce a resolution of
the German problem. Therefore, 1t was decided_by the Bizdn-
al military authorities tb reorganize the German adminis=-
tration and to give 1t more of a governmental character.
Simultaneously, plans were formulated for the merger of the
three Western zones and the establishment of a responsible
German government for this area. The resulting structure
of the Bizonal reorganization was of the federal type, al-
though it lacked soverelgn powers and its authority remained
exclusively in economic and flscal matters. Although the
Russlans had given no indication to warrant such a bellief,
the Western Powers continued to hope for a resolution of
Bast-West differences and a solution of the German problem;
In addition to the Economic Council, the members of which
were elected by the Land (state) parliaments, there was es-
tablished a ILanderrat to protect state interests. Its
members were designated by state governments. It could ini-
tlate legislation in all of the flelds in which the Councll
could leglslate except for rsvenue and appropriations bills.

An Executive Committee, composed of a chairman and the heads

81via., pp. 168-166.
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of the adminlstrative agencies, carried out the decisions
of the legislature. A High Court and a central bank also
were established.®

The declsion to procesed with the establishment of a
gevernment for the three Western zones was made followling
the London meeting of the Councill of Foreign Ministers dur-
ing November and December, 1947. At thils me@ting; the
Russians continued to defend their intransigent reparations
policy. They refused to consider unification until their
reparatlions demands were met by the West. This refusal con-
vinced the three Western Powers that the oniy way to
eventual reunificétion lay in the merger of the Western
zones. 10

Representatives of the three Western Powers and the
Benelux states met 1In London during February and March,
1948; and agalin dﬁring April, where agreement was reached
upon the establlishment of a German government for the tri-

zonal area. The French conceded the merger of their zone _\

after provislons had been made for international control of/
) J
the Ruhr and security agalnst Germany.ll The'conferenge

agreed 1ln principle that a federal type of government would

be best adapted for West Germany. It was agreed that the

9Ibid., pp. 174-175.

1O0Raymond Dennett and Robert K. Turner, ed., Documents
on American Foreign Relations, Jan. 1l-Dec. 31, 1948 (Prince-
Ton, 1950), X, pp. L14-1I5. Herelinafter referred to as
Documents on American Foreign Relations X.

1lfbid., pp. 111-127.
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French gone would not be economically merged with the Bizone
until political fusion was achievédo However, during the
interim the'Fr@nch were increasingly co-operative in co-
ordinating economic matters and in attendlng regular
conferences of the military governors.l2 A Parliamentary
Council, composed of delegates elected by the Laender (state)
parliaments, drafted the Baslc Law for the West German Fed-
eral Republiool5 It convened on September 1, 1948 and the
Basic Law was approved by the Military Governors on May 12,
1949. Simultaneously, an Occupation Statute was promulgated
which gave full legislative, executlve, and judiclal powers
to the Federal Republlc except iIn certaln reserved fields,
including disarmament and demilitarization, the Ruhr Authori-
ty, and foreign affalrs. Furthermore, it provided for the
transferrence of the powers of the military governments to

a three-man civilian High Commlssion. The Qccupation Stat-
ute was to be reviewed within eighteen months with a view
toward further increasing the powers of the Federal Repub-
lio.?4 The foreign ministers of the three Western Powers
had previously announced their objective to integrate West

Germany into a "European association?, o Also, West CGermany

121pid., p. 110.
131bid.

14Raymond Dennett and Robert K. Turner, ed., Documents
on American Foreign Relations, Jan. 1-Dec. 31, 1949 (Prince-
ton, 1950), XI, pp. 109-11ll. Herelnafter referred to as
Documents on American Forelgn Relations XI.

151pid., p. 148.
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would be permitted to negotiate for ald from the Economic
Co-operation Administration (ECA) and it would be_supported
for membership in the Orggnization for European Economic Co-
operation (OEEC).16

Elections for parliament were conducted during the sum-
mer of 1949 and the first CGovernment of the German Federal
Republic assumed office in September, 1949.17 |

Soviet opposition to the plans to establish a West Ger--
man Goverament was expressed In 1ts Imposition 1n June, 1948 é
of the Berlin blockade which was designed to drive the West-
ern Powers from Berlin and to deter the plans for the //
establishment of a government for the three Western zones.
The only accomplishment of the blockade, which was lifted
in May, 1949, was of negative value to the Soviet Union.
The Soviet resort to openly coerclve measures had bolstered
the Western determination to consolidate its strength
against the further extenslon of Soviet rule in Europe. 1In
a further attempt to deter the_establishment_of a West Ger-
man government, the Russians proposed, at the May, 1949
meeting of the Council of Foreign Ministers in Paris, with-
drawal of all occupation forces to the periphery of
Germany, leaving the Germans to form a government for them-
selves. In the opinion of the Western Powers, this proposal

portended a situation whereby Germany would be left exposed

161pid., p. 101.

171pid., p. 118.
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to complete Communist domination. It was now thelr belief
that Soviet policy had as 1ts major aim the subjugation of
Germany to Communist rule. Thefefore, Western pollcy-
makers felt that thelr aims to democratize and reunify
Germany could best be achieved through proceeding with the

plans for a West German government.l8

Integration and Rearmament of'West'Germany

within NATQ and WEU

Another consequence of the division of Germany has
been, at the firm insistence of the United States, the at-

_tempted integration of West Germany into the North Atlantic

economic, political, and defensive alignment., Economic and

political integration have had more success than has had

rearmament.lg Rearmament has received its most extensive

181bid., p. 101.

19Peter Calvocoressi, Survey of International Affairs
1949-1950 (London, 1953), pp. 159-160., Hereinafter referred
to as Survey 1949-1950. West Germany was admitted, in Aug-
ust, 1950, to the Councill of Kurope, an organization
established to study and co-ordinate Europe's economic,
soclal, cultural, and judicial problems. At this ftime, de-
mands were Increasing for a Buropean Army which would
include a German contingent; Peter Calvocoressi, Survey of
International Affairs 1951 (Loadon, 1954), p. 99. Herein-
after referred to as Survey 1951. West Germany, with
France, Belgium, Holland, Luxembourg and Italy, signed the
Treaty for the Buropean Coal and Steel Community on April
18, 1951, Ratifications of the Treaty by the signatory
states were completed in 1952, Designed to prevent the
possibility of recurrent war between France and Germany, it
placed under a common authority the coal and steel indus-
tries of the participating nations.
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. support fro@ the United States,20 MaJOP oppgg}tion has
come from France, which is fearful of the renascence of a
national German army. Althdugh the solution arrived at for
‘West Germany's rearmament has provided safeguards against
the revival of German mllitary aggression21 and has put the
industrial wealth of the Ruhr under international control
and supervision, rearmament has not progressed apace.

In the efforts to prevent German rearmgmgnt; Soviet
propagandistic attacks have been aimed at perpetuating the
Franco- Germaq anlmosity and at antagonizing the fears of
other of Germany's neighbors.22 Another target for the
Sovliet attacks has been the German people. The Russians hold

that the inclusion of West Germany within the Western Euro-

pean Union (WEU) and the North Atlantic Treaty Qrganizatilon

2O0pgter V. Curl, ed., Documents on American Foreign Re-
lations 1954 (New York, 1955}, pp. 104-106, Hereinafter
referred to as Documents on American Forelgn Relations l9540

lebido, pp. 115-117, 1In adhering to the London and
Paris Agreements, which established WEU and granted sover-
elgnty and membership within NATO to the German Federal
Republic, the Federal Republlic voluntarily relinguished the
right to manufacture atomic, blological, chemical and cer-
tain other types of weapons. It also pledged that it would
not resort to force to achieve reunification or the modifi-
cation of its boundaries. Under WEU, the size of the ~
internal defense force of West Germany and its contribution
to NATO are limlited. An Agency was established to enforce
the limitations put upon armaments. The U.S., Great Brit-
ain, and France have declared that any goverament which
resorts to aggressive action shall be denied its rights
under NATO.

220urrent Digest of the Soviet Press, V, No. 43, Decem-
ber 9, 1953, pp. 17-18; Current Digest oF the Soviet Press
v, No. 49, January 20, 1954, p. 41; New Times (Moscow), No.
44, October 30, 1954, PD." 12 7 New Times (Moscow), No, 46,
November 13, 1954, pp. 5-6.
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(NATQ) has seriously jeopardizedvthe chances for German
I{eunificationf,23 Aside from the implications that rearma-
ment could lead to permanent division, the Russians have
resorted to a display of the so-called coheslveness of the
“sodialist camp" and to thinly-disgulsed threats. Prior to
the final ratification of the Paris Agreements, the Russians
declared that should the Agreements come into effect it
would be necessary for the countries of "peace and democ-
racy" to prepare defensive measures against this "aggressive"
grouping. When the Agreements came into force in May, 1953,
the Soviet Union hastily convened a conference of its satel-
lite bloc and put into effect the pre-donceived Wa;sgw<?§gy:
This provided for the establishment, in Soviet terminology,
of a counterpoise to the "aggressive Western grouping®. In
effect, it added nothing to the extensive integrationfandﬂ
control already effective in the Soviet-satellite relation-
ship.24 |

Because of the coﬁtinued delay in West German rearma-
ment, Soviet policy unrelentlessly strives for its
prevention through dublous proposals for reunification and
through the maximum utilization of the "peaceful co-

existence" campaigh. The reunification proposals aim at

23New Times (Moscow), No. 48, November 27, 1954, pp.
2-3 (Supplement). "Pravda" interview of former Soviet For-
elgn Minister Molotov,

24y.s., Dept. of State, Bulletin, XXXI (1954), 905-907;
New Times (Moscow), No. 21, Way 21, 1955, pp. 68-70,
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the neutralization and complete control of Germany.25 The
"peaceful co-existence" campalgn has as 1ts objectlve the
neutralization of as large an area as possible through the
propagation of a doctrine which alludes to the peaceful in-
tentions of the Soviet Union While_openlyrdeclaring the

Minevitable" victory of the "socialist camp".Z2®

Weakening of the Balance of Power

and Increased Tension

The division of Germany and the rearmament of West Ger-
many within the Western bloc serlously weakened‘t@gﬂppgggmf
inant power position of the Soviet Union in Europe. The
zealousness with which it attempted to defeat West German
rearmament demonstrated the concern with which the Soviet
Union viewed the contribution which West Germany 1s capable
of making to the Western defense effort. There are several
factors which, when withdrawn from the reach of Soviet ex-
pansionist designs, seriously prejudice theAEuropeﬁp
balance in favor of the West. These factors include: (1)
the natural resources of Germany:; (2) i1ts position as hub
of Burope's transport system; (3) the naturally aggressive
bent of the German people; (4) the proportion of populatién

in West as to East Germany; (5) the business and financial

25New Times (Moscow), No. 48, November 27, 1954, pp. 2-
3 (Supplement).

26New Times (Moscow), No. 8, February 16, 1956, p. 8.
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acumen, responsible in part for the rapid West German
economlic recovery; and (6) the great Ruhr industrial com=
plex, viewed covetously by the Russians from the beginning
of the occupationozv However, until such time as West Ger-
man factories are producing armaments on a large scale and

until West Germans have resolved their Inner contradictions

in relation to rearmament, the most positive benefit from \\

the present alignment, in the Western view, 1s simply thét
the productive resources of West Germany have not fallen tgj
the Soviet Union. |
- From the Inception of the Berlin blockade to the period
subsequent to Stalin's death, which marked the initiatlion of
the policy of "peageful co-exlistence", the Soviet poliey
toward the West was one of Yggg@gygmggff}lggz,BB Under this
Incessant Communist vituperation, the Western nations were
under compulsion to rearm as expeditiously as possible,z9
The necesslty to divide resources between economic recovery
and military preparation was a factor 1in the consideration

upon securing a West German contributlion to Western European

2Ty, Hardy McNelll, Survey of International Affalrs
1939-1946: MAmerica, Britaln and Russla, Thelr Co-operation
and conflict, 1941-1946" (London, 1953), p. 625, p. 727. At
Potsdam, in 1945, and at the Paris meetling of the Council of
Forelgn Ministers in July, 1946, the Russlans sought Big
Four control of the Ruhr, But bacause of their obstinate
stand on reparations, the chance for a voice in the control
of the Ruhr slipped from their grasp.

28R.C. Tucker, "Stalinism and the World Conflict",
Journal of International Affairs, VIII (1954), pp. 7-21.

29gurvey 1949-1950, pp. 158-160.
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defense, Furthermore, some felt that the resurgent West N\

e

German economy should be included in the defense prepara- \

tions lest those states engaged in the diversion of a large
portion of their resources to this effort would be economi- ﬂ
cally displaCed.5O Under the sometimes impatient insistencé/
of the United States and with the asslstance by it of exten-
sive outlays of financlal and material aid; the North

Atlantic Treaty Organization has been developed into a capa-

ble

, although comparatively small, defensive force. The

climax of over four years' effort was reached in May, 1955
with the formation of the Western European Union (WEU),va
continental defensive grouping of natlons, which will func-
tion through the North Atlantic Treaty Organization ahd
within which West Germany 1s allowed to rearm.Sl

The defensive measures taken by the Wegt were denounced
by the Soviet Unlon as aggressive acts designed solely
agalnst Soviet Russia and the countries of the "peace camp',
These defensive measures, furthermore, were colncidental
with the anti-Western campaign adopted in the Soviet Union‘
at the end of World War II. By reviving the doctrinaire

concept which envisaged the "sociallst state® surrounded by

"hostile, imperialistic capitalist" states, some reason

301bid., p. 152; Michael T. Florinsky, "United States-
Soviet Relatlons: 1954", Current History, XXIX (1955)
16-17. ‘

L

Slpocuments on American Foreign Relations 1954, p. 137,
p. 146, . 151, pp. 169-174.
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could be given to the Soviet population for the prolongation
of pre-war and wartime deprivations. These deprivations
were, in actuality, engendered primarily by the intenée de-
sire of the Soviet leadership to attain maximum industriali-
zation and to surpass the Unlted States, which reprgsepts
the ma jor deterrent to the Soviet plan for world domina-

tion.%%
BEncouragement of German Nationalism and Revanchism

The division of Gefmany has resulted In the creation of
an intense, yet controlled, CGerman desire to achieve ulti-

mate reunification,®®

Furthefmore, the condltions under
which the lands beyond the Oder-Nelsse weré transferred to
Polish control have been declared unacceptable to the Wesﬁ-
ern Powers. MNelther they nor the West German_Govarnment
accept the transfer of this territory to Poland as a perma-
nent settlement. This results, in effect, in the creation
of a German "Irredenta" which thereby creates an unstabls
condition, especially for Poland. However, the West German
Government has pledged that no forceful measures will be

utilized in attempting an adjustment of the eastern German

frontier with ‘Poland.34

S2Tucker, p. 9, pp. 15-17.

3%Konrad Adenauer, "Germany, The New Partner", Foreign
Affairs, XXXIII (1955), 182. S —

S4Documents on American Foreign Relations 1954, p. 115,
p. 117,
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In protesting the establishment of the West German
Government and 1ts rearmament, the Russlans have charged the
Western Powers with abetting the rebiffh of fasecism and re-
vanchism., It 1s true that there have been attempts within:
West Germany to form extreme nationallst and openly neo-
Fascist groups.55 However, the Basic Law of the German
Federal Republic forbids the establish@ent of any assocla-
tions “diredted against the constitutional order"o® and the
Constituﬁional Court 1is empoweredhto dissolve any partieé
which "jeopardize the existence of the Federal Republic?.??
This provision 1s directed against extremlist groups of both
the Left and Right. Furthermore; the Eleétoral Law of 1953
effectively abets this provision by making 1t extremely

difficult for splinter parties to gain representation in the

Bundestag (lower house) . °8 Naturally, such laws rely'upoﬁ

58Taylor Cole, "Neo-Fascism in Western Germany and
Italy", The American Political Science Review, XLIX (1955),
139, The Socialist Reich Party existed from 1948 until
1952 when 1t was disbanded whille the Constitutional Court
debated its legality.

%6pocumsnts on American Foreign Relations XI, p. 123.
Basic Law, Sec. I, Art. 9, par. 5.

371bid., p. 125. Basic Law, Sec. II, Art. 21, par. 2.

38James K. Pollock, "The West Germen Electoral Law of
1953", The American Political Sclence Review, XLIX (1955),
109-110. One-half of the 484 Bundestag seats are elected’
from the 242 single-member constituencles in West Germany;
half are divided proportionately among the parties in each
Land according to the votes recelved by each party. A party
does not receive any seats under proportional representation
(PR) unless it has received five per cent of the valid votes
cast for candidates on the Land PR llsts. However, 1f a
party wins a seat in a single-member district, it will be
considered in the distribution of seats under PR.
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the continuance of the democratic order for their proper
enforcement. Although the democratic type of government was
imposed upon West Cermany, the system has functioned rela-
tively well, considering the adolescence of democratic
institutions 1in Germany.

As long as the present prosperity is maintained, ex-
treme nationalism and a return of'fascism seem-to present
no major problems,59 Revanchlism, or the desire to reacquire
the lands beyond the Oder-Neisse, 1s concentrated largely
in the expellee groups, who have formed a politlcal party»
which 1s represented in the Bundestag. 1Its platform is
centered upon the demand for the abrogatlon of the Yalta

and Potsdam Agreements.4o

Growth of Unrest 1in East Germany

The extent of the popular support of the Soviet-
inspired and perpetunated East German regime was effectively
displayed in the uprisings in the German Democratic Repub-
lic on June 17,}1953. The intensity of the revolt was
demonstrated by the necessity for the utllization of Soviet
troops for its suppression.41

In East Germany, as 1n the Soviet Union, the oppressive

demands for higher productivity, yet with continued

%9cole, pp. 135-139.

400ffice of the U.S. High Commissioner For Germany,
Electlons and Political Parties in CGermany 1945-1952 (Bad
Codesberg/Mehlem, Germany, 1952), pp. 6-9.

4ly.5. Dept. of State, Bulletin, XXIX (1953), 8-9.
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deprivations for the workers, had reached its préct;cal
limitations. In July, 1952, the decislon of the Soclalist
Unlty Party (SED) to "bulld the foundation of Socialism",
called for the collectivization of agriculture and ingréaged:;
productivity through higher work norms. Qpposition to theseg
measures was demonstrated in the mass defecﬁiohs»to West j
Germany., In an attempt to ameliorate the workers, aé well g

as the middle class, economic, political, and cultural con-%
' o |

cessions were made in June, 1953, -Their objective was to /
\
increase the production of consumer goods at the expense |
of heavy industry.42 Notwithstanding these concessions by /

the SED and the Government, the uprisings materialized on )

June 17. -
In August, 1953, the Soviet Union, in recognition of
the insecurlty of the regime in East Germany, provided fur-
ther concesslons which had as their objective the reduction
of the East German financial obligations to the Soviet
Unilon, %3 Also, by previously proposing to the three Western
Powers that these concessions be grahted.to,all of Ger-
many,44 the Russians had hoped to place a further obstaclg
in the path of the European Defense Community Treaty? which

was then goling through the process of ratification in the.

signatory states. The concessions, which became effective

42Documents on Germany 1945-1954, pp. 585-588.

431bid.,.pp. 592-596,

44poter V. Curl, ed., Documents on American Foreign
Relations 1953 (New York, 1954), p. 225.
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on January 1, 1954, provided for the termination of
reparations; the return of Soviet énterprises in»thé German
Democratic Republic to the East,German regime, a reduction
in the payménts of the German'Democratic'Republic for therii
support of Soviet occupation forces,_therrelease ﬁr0m>debts:
connected with the occupation; deliverieé_of raw materials
and food products, and credits to the value of 485,000,000
rubles, 4° |

The concessions granted in June, 1953 were continuedlf
until March, 1955, when it was decided that heavy industry
had suffered too drastiecally under_the poliey of relaxafigq,
especiélly'in the socialized sectors of the economy} There
had been no striking improvement in the standard of li%ing,
nor had rationing and egorbitant prices been remqved in

state-operated stores. 46

45pocuments on Germany 1945-1954, pp. 592-596.

46Carl G. Anthon, "East Germany", Current History, XXX
(1956), 233. , - T



CHAPTER IV

SOVIET PROPOSALS FOR THE REUNIFICATION
OF GERMANY

During the interim between the 1940 meeting of the
Council of Foreign Ministers in Paris and the Berlin Con-
ference of the Foreign Ministers of the United States,

Great Britain, FPrance, and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republies, during January and February, 1954, Rast-West
relations had deteriorated to the point of open conflict

in the so-called isolated campalgns in Korea’ahd_Indo—
China. 1In Europe, the primary concern of the Wesﬁern_:V7
nations was to strengthen European defenses by the inclasion
of West German forces against‘a possible onslaught by them.
Soviet forces. Conversely, the policy of the Soviet Uaion
was dedicated toward preventing the realization ofrthese
plans. The Western Powers had relegated the subject;of
German reunification to a future period when a strengthaned
West could better deal with the "realistie" Rusaian§; whoh”
gseemed to respect only material force supefior/tgvthairwawno
The Russlans, however, as an element of thelr Qampaign;tow_\
defeat West German rearmament, capitalized upon phewwe§ﬁernv\\
reluctance to jeopardize the progress made towa?d thé inf_;_/
clusion of West Germahy ih Western European defense. ASoviet/

proposals for renewing Four Power negotiations on German

109
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reunification;veven thdugh not acceptable to the Western
Powers, created opposition within West Germany to ratifica-
tion of the European Defense Community (EDC) Treaty.
Acceptance of this Treaty by the West German parliament in
May, 1953, however, opened the way, in the view of the West-
ern Powers, to ratification by all the signatory states.

As a result, in the estimation of the Western Powers, the
climate for Four Power discussions upon German reunifiqa-
tion was considerably improvedol The exchange of notes,
leading to the agreement tb call a meeting of;the Forelgn
Ministers of the Four Powers, displayed such a divérgehcem
of methods by which German reunification would be effegtedr
that few positive achlevements toWard reunification could be

expected of therconferenceu

N
L

Soviet support for the conference vacillated, hqwgver;\
as its interpretations of the progress of EDC fluctuated,
If the progress on ratification of EDC appeéred_fgvo;abié
for i1ts approval, Soviet obstructionisﬁ and prppaggndg_in-
creased; 1f the Treaty seemed to be meeting wiph ill-favor,.
the Russians seemed in no rush to call a conference., This
changeableness of the Russians effectiveiy displayed tﬁéir
fear of West German rearmament, and the false nature of

their reunification proposalso2

lpeter v. Curl, ed., Documents on American Foreign
Relations 1953 (New York, 1954), pp. 218-220.

2Ipbid., pp. 220-222, pp. 225-227, p. 229; U. S.
Dept. of State, Bulletin, XXIX (1953), 745-74%. |
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The Berlin Conference

The Berlin Conference, Which was In session from January
' 25 until February 18, 1954, resulted in no progress on the.
question of reunification. It serﬁed in demonstrating the
requirements of Soviet_security and the fundamental differ-
ences in objectives betweén the Soviet_Union and the Westérn
Powers. Objéctively; each side in thisvcontroversy has
1egitima£e concerns for its sécufity; _The West believes
that the possibility of récurren# German aggreééion is ade-.
quately curbed in the pfoviéibﬁs”madevfor‘the reérmamehtfdf:j
West Germany within EDC (and latef, the Western European 7
Union)c5 The Soviet Union is firmlyvconvinced that the re=-.
armament of West Germany, under any conditions, is a pefmanentb
threat to 1ts security and to that of the satellite.regimeé
in Eastern EurOpeo4 | |

A fundamental difference in approach tb the SOIution of -
the basic security requiremenfs of Soviet Rﬁssig_and the
'Westefn Powers was made évident'by the two p}ans for Germgnf
reunification put forward at the Gdnference;;ioe.,>the-Edéﬁ- 
and the Molotov Plans. The approach as exemplified in_the -
Eden Plan demonstrated a'belief ih the prineiplés of demoéff

racy, as concelved in the Unlted States, Great Britaln, -and

5U.8. Dept. of State, Bulletin, XXX (1954), 179-182.

%United States Department of State, Foreign Ministers
Meeting, Berlin Discussions, Jan. 25-Feb. 18, 1954, Dept. of’
State Pub, No. 5599 (Washington, 1954), pp. 13-18. Hereinafter
referred to as Forelgn Ministers lMeeting, Berlin Discussions,
1954, R ' 3 o ’
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France. In the outline of the Eden Plan, the Western Powers .
demonstrated their willingness to jeopardize thelr lengthy
efforts to integrate West Germany into the Western defense
system through their offer to allow a united Germany - re- /
united by free elections - its complete freedom of choice inj
1ts international relétionso5 Because of the anti-Communiét
blas of the dominant political forces in West Germany, 1n
addition to the preponderance of population in West as pom“ 
Bast Germany, the outlook for a Communist victory in a free
election in Germany i%,@Qtwf§ZQE§P}§ from thé Communist view-
point. But the dominant Communist positions within the
Soviet Union itself and in the satellite stateé of E?gteyq -

Europe were not founded upon free elections. With fhe recog-
nition of this fact, the Soviet approach to the solution of
1ts security requirements;'in relation to the problem of
German reunification, could point in no other direction but
that which would guarantee the predominance of Soviet inter-
The Eden Plan, formulated by the present British Prime
Minister, then Foreign Secretary Anthony Eden,ienvisggéd the
establishment of a German governmént, With participation by
the occupying Powers restricted to the minimum necessary to
guarantee the unfettered German formulation of its own In-
stitutions. The first step, In the Eden proposal, calls for

the holding of free elections throughout Germany. These

elections would be conducted under an electoral law‘prepared

5Ibid., p. 225,
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'and promulgated by the four occupying Powers. It would
guarantee free electlons and the elements necessary in thelr
conduct, The elections would be supg§Y£§gngXwgmgg@@@;q}g@,
representing the Four PoWers, and might alsolinclude repre-
sentétion by neutral observers. Its decislons would be by
majorify voteo6
The sec9ndwEEgp of the Eden proposal would be the con-
vocation of a constituent assembly resulting from these
elections. While this agsembly proceeded in the prepara-
tion of a constitution, part of the supervisory machipéfy

Would remain in effect°7

Step three, the actual drafting of
the constitution, would also include prellminary negotia-
tions concerning the peace treaty. The constituent assembly
would be authorized toICPeate a provisional all-German
Authority empéwered to enter discussions_with the Qccﬁpying
Powers on the preliminary stages of a peace treaty. ‘Thig
Authority would assist the assembly in the preparatiqﬁ_of
the constitution and would prepare the nucleus for future
all-German ministries;8 ~

Step four of the Eden Plan would be the a@ggﬁigp of
the Constitution and the formation of a German Government
possessed with fg}}fpowers and responsibility for the

negotlation of a peace treaty. This Government would de-

cide, at its own discretion,,whiéh, if any, of the existing

®Ivid., pp. 225-224.
7Ibid., p. 224.
81vid.



international obligations binding upon the West and East

German Governments, would become obligations of the united

Germany. Prior to the conclusion of the peace treaty, the
occupying Powers would continue to exercise certain rights
relative to their forces in Germany and to their security,
to Berlin, to reunification, and to the peace treaty. The
peace treaty would become effective when ratified by the

9

Four Powers and Germany.

The Soviet refusal to permlit reunification on other_
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than their own terms was evidenced in the qggglgggmg of the

Eden Plan as raised by Soviet Foreign Minister Molotov. A
ma jor point of the Soviet opposition lay in the provision

whereby decisions of the supervisory commission would be

mede by a majority vote of its members. That this would be

inimical to any influence by the Russians.upon the elector-

al machinery was almost a certainty. At least, the abllity

to make decisions by majority would allow progress to be
made. Because of a lack of legitimate objections to the
Eden proposal, Molotov obstinately insisted that the
obligatiohs of the West Gefman Govefnment would become ob-

ligatory upon the government of the united Germany. In an

attempt to curry German support, he declared that the plan

did not give the German people actual freedom in preparing

and holding the elections. Molotov came to the crux of the

Soviet opposition to the Eden FPlan when he declared that a

‘9Tbid., p. 225.
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~

reunited Germany must not be bound by obligations to any 3
j.-’

group of powersolo ﬁ/

With the introduction of the Molotov Plan for German
reunification and the proposal for a "General European
Treaty on Collective Security in Europe“, further illustra-
tion was not required in order to present Soviet objectives
in Germany and Europe. The essence of the proposals lay
in the aim,ﬁgﬁnﬁutraliaelthe,united.Germany by virtue of
guaranteed Communist participation in. the establishment of
133<g9vgrnmentalwinst;tupignﬁg Also, the proposals had as
their objective the dissolution of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization through the establishment of a general European
collective gecurlty system which was designed to ﬁprevent the
establishment of groups of European states directéd agalinst
other &uropean states---",21 Reunification of Germany under
the Soviet plan would inéure German pacification in the East-
West struggle as long as Communists were in the government
of a reunited Germany even though the government were not N
Communist-controlled. With soverelgnty fully restored and \\
Weatern forcesvwithdrawn, the path would be cleared for |
Communist machinations, such as transpired in Eastern Europe,
which would place the Communists in full control of the
government, »

The Russians have deviated but little in their proposals

for German reunification since the espousal of the lolotov

101p1d., pp. 61-65,

1ly,s. Dept. of State, Bulletin, XXX (1954), 270.
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Plan at Berlin. As later developed, this plan would operate
in conjunction with the plan for a European collective
security pact. An integral component of these proposals is
the 3oviet insistence that East Germany, because of 1ts

different political, economic, and social structures, must

be allowed an equal vpiceV;n'thergstgp};ghment_gﬁ»phgwggvepp;

demand is made, notwithstanding the lack of a popular base
for the Soviet-sponsored East German regime and the fact
that the population of West Germany more than doubles that
of East CGermany.

Specifically, the Molotov Plan envisages the formation

of a provisional all-German government by the parliaments of
East and West Germany. The existing governments would be
temporarily retained, should their replacement "prove”diffi—
cult".1® As its primary task, the provisional Government
would prepare an electoral law and conduct all-German
elections. This electoral law would insure thaf the elec-
tions were "democratic in nature" and guarantee the partic-
ipation of "democratic organizations"al4 Under the Molotov
proposal, tﬁe_occupying Powers would withdraw all forces

from Germany prior to the elections,15 leaving the provisional

12Foreign Ministers Meeting, Berlin Discussions, 1954,
D. 228.

131p14.
l41ypi4,

151pida., p. 229.
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Government in almost completg cqntrolo Another task of the-
provisional Gové?nment would include the representation of
Germany "in the prepartation of the peace treaty" and in
international organizations. It would also have as one of
its duties the prevention of Gérmany's adherence to "coali-
tions or military alliances directed against any power whose
armed forces participated in the war against Hitler's Germany".
Tt would guarantee the free activities of "democratic parties
and organizations" and ban all "Fascist, militarist, or other
organizations hostile to democracy and to---peace", It would
have authority over questions of transport, postal and tele-
graph services, free movement of people and goods throughout
Germany and "other questions concerning---the German people
as a whole"o16

In summaryg this plan ingenuously proposes that the
Western Powers agree to a repetition of the Communist as-
sumption of power in Eastern Europe. Although the provi-
sional Government would be empowered to negotlate with the
Four Powers relative to the peace treaty, there would no
doubt be delays, and the negotiations would not necessarily
result in the formulation of a treaty. In the interim, fhe
Communist position could easily bewconsoiidatedo Most ob-
jectionable of all is the Soviet assumptlon that the puppet
Government of the German Democratic Republic should pgrtigégate
equally with the Government of the Federal Republic ofﬂGerﬁany

in the establishment of a constitution and government for a

61p1d., p. 228,
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united Germanjo The lack of a representative character of
thevGovernment and legislative organs of the German Democratic
Republic is exceeded in its obviousness only by the guantita-
tively larger respectlive bodies of the Soviet Union. Even
though the Soviet proposal is replete with references to the
necessity to banish all "non-democratic" and "Fascist" organ-
izationsgl7 there is a wide gulf separating the Soviet and
Western connotations of such ostensibly simple words and
phrases, the application of which gives witness to even more
appalling divergences 1in beliefs,

The general consensus of the Western negotlators at the
Conference was that the Sovlet Unlon, cognizant of the unfavor-
abllity of 1ts proposals, did not truthfully desire reunifi-
cation, Their doubts, if any, were removed 1in the presenta-
tion of the Soviet proposal for a "General European Treaty
on Collective Security in Europe". 1In the interpretation of
the Western Powers, this plan was designed to destroy the
North Atlantlic Treaty Organization (NATO), to remove the
United States from participation in European affairs, and had
as its basis the continued division of Germanyol8

As stated in the Soviet proposal, the Treaty would
provide for a system composed of European states, "ir‘xje-=
spective of their social systems", and its purpose would be
toc eliminate the "formation of gfoups of Buropean states

directed against other European states---", The Treaty

Y71p14,

181y,14,, pp.267-269; U.S. Dept. of State, Bulletin, XXX
(1954) ,570. —
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would be open to a "united, pacific, democratic German state",
and pending unification, to both East and West Germany. In
fact, in the Soviet view, the reunification of Germany would
be greatly facilitated by the entry of the two German states
into this collective security system, The removal of antag-
onistic Buropean power groups would create condltions which
would enable the two Gerwan states to establlish a basis for
the settlement of thelr problems and upon which a merger
could be evolvedo19
By making the eventuallty of German reunification con-
ditional upon the dlssolution of NATO and EDC, the Russlans
hoped to place the burden for contiﬁued worid tensions and
the division of Germany upon the Western FPowers. It also
hoped to weaken the desirability of rearmament in West Ger-
many in view of the German fear of permanent division and
apprehenslion that rearmament_would perpetuate thismdivisiona
In March, 1954, following the Berlin Conference! the
Soviet Unlon proposed, in a note to the United States Gov-
ernment, that the United States join in the Soviet-proposed
European collectlive securlity system. As an élternativeﬂto
this proposal, should 1t not be acceptable to the United
States, the Russians suggested that NATO be enlarged to in-
clude the Soviet Union.2% To both suggestions,_the United

States replied negatively, ésserting that the Russian pro-

posals were based on a continuation of the division of

19,s. Dept. of State, Bulletin, XXX (1954), 270.
20
Tbid., 758-759.
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Germany and that Soviet entry into NATO would be "contrary to
the---principles on which the defense system and the security
of the Western nations depend"agl The Russians retaliated
Witﬂ charges that the refusal by the United States served to
substantiate the "aggressive® character of NATO.<?

Soviet hopes for defeat of West German rearmament lifted
when the French National Assembly voted, on August 30, 1954,
against the EDC Treatyo25 However, under strong pressure bj
the United States and Great Britain,24 a substitute for EDC
was arrived at in conferences held in London and Paris during
September and October; 1954. The new brganigation, the Western
European Union (WEU), although not of the supranational char-
acter of EDC, provided for contributions from the armed forces
of the signatories to the NATO command in Europe. Through
this organization, which was designed as a regional'grouping
of continental nations functioning within NATO, West Germany

would be permitted to form a national army and would regailn

5
full sovereignty°2 West German sovereignty was restored on

2l1y14,, p. 757.
225,58, Dept. of State, Bulletin, XXXI (1954), 399,

25 Julius W. Pratt, A History of United States Forelgn
Policy (New York, 1955), P. 726,

245,58, Dept. of State, Bulletin, XXXI (1954), 363-364,
515-522. ‘ |

25
Ibid., pp. 515-522; United States Department of State,
London and Paris Ag reements, Dept. of 8State Pub. No. 5659
{Washington, 1904), PP. 5-6,
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May 5, 1955, and it deposited its instrument of accession to
the North Atlantic Treaty on May 6, 1955.<%

In accordance with the campaign of "peaceful co-
existence", which was being waged with intensity following
its initiation in 1953 after the death of Stalin, the Soviet
Union attacked WEU in the same manner as i1t had dencunced
EDC.27 The new organization was branded as "aggressive" in
character and the product of United States "imperialists'".Z28
The Russians reverted to previous tactics by attempting to
destroy French support for WEU through their assertions
that United States and British guarantees of French security
were illusionary in view of previous performance. The Russians
bluntly warned that rearmament of West Germany within NATO
and WEU would insure the permanent division of Germany.29
Notes were addressed to the three Western Powers in an
attempt to reopen negotiations upon German reunification.%©
The Western Powers considered these Soviet proposals simply
as delaying tactics, since the Paris Agreements (establishing
WEU) were being pushed for ratification in the parliaments
of the signatory states.®l At a conference in KMoscow, from

November 29 until December 2, 1954, Russia and its European

26U,s, Dept. of State, Bulletin, XXXIT (1955), 791.
27New Times (Moscow), No. 45, November 6, 1954, p. 6.
28New Times (Moscow), No. 41, October 9, 1954, pp. 9-15.
29Tbid.

30y,s. Dept. of State, Bulletin, XXXI (1954), 902-907.
Slibid., pp. 901-902.
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satellites declared that should the Paris Agreements be
implemented, these countries of the "peace camp" would adopt
"joint measures in the organization and command of their
armed forces".32 In December, the Soviet Government addressed
joint notes to Great Britaln and France, warning that shqﬁld
the Paris Agreements be. implemented, the Soviet Union would
consider the mutual aid pacts existing between each of these
countries and the Soviet Union‘as belng null and yoido35 On
May 5, 1955, the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the
U,8.,8.,R., formally abrogated these pacts which had originally
been directed toward the containment of Germany.34 Also 1in
May, representatives of the Soviet Union and its satellites
met at Warsaw, Poland, where a Mutual Assistance Treaty was
concluded and a decision was reached to establish a Joint
Command of the armed forcesvof the Treaty states, %9

Since the implementation of the Agreements providing
for the restoration of West German sovereignty and its re-
armament, the Soviet Union has retreated from 1ts blunt
assertion that this action would mean permanent_diviSiont56
However, 1t has regressed only to the extent necessary to

cause the hope of reunification to continue to be a

52New Times (Moscow), No. 49, December 4, 1954, p. 8,
p. 72 (Supplement).

S3New Times (Moscow), No. 51, December 18, 1954, p} 2
(Supplement). _

S4New Times (Moscow), No. 16, May 14, 1955, p. 31,
55New Times (Moscow), No. 21, May 21, 1955, pp. 68-70.
%61bid., p. 13,
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disconcerting element in West German political affairs. If
the division is allowed to exist long enough, there is the
possibility that West Germany will negotiate directly with
the Soviet Union or with the East German regime. In this
manner, the Russians could hope to achieve concessions
which would either neutralize Germany, or place Communists

in strategic governmental positions.
The Summit Conference

In 1955 there was a marked alleviation of the bitter
Soviet diatribes against the capitalist nations of the
West, In the atmosphere created by the new Soviet policy
of "peaceful co-existence", the prospects for German reuni-
fication appeared more fa&orable than in several years.

The Soviet initiative in the restoration of Austrian sover-
eignty in May augured well for the resumption of negoéiéfions
upon the subject of German reunification.®? The Soviet
consent to a meeting of the heads Qf Government of the Four
Powers, to be held in Geneva during July, 1955, was inter-
preted in the West as a reaction to the unity and strength
displayed in the implementation of the Paris Agreements.
United States Secretary of State Dulles attributed the

shift in Soviet policy to "Western determination and uni-

ty".%8 Others interpreted the Soviet shift in policy as

5TNew Times (Moscow), No. 17, April 23, 1955, pp. 2-3
(Supplement) .

38y,8, Dept. of State, Bulletin, XXXII (1955), 871-877.
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being merely a tactical maneuver, necessitated by internal
requirements to strengthen the regime following the demise
of Stalin, These requlrements had developed from the in-
tensive policy of industrialization which had been pursued
from the earliest days of the regime. The intensification
of this harsh policy, following World War II, had resulted
in increased burdens upon the working class and a further
decrease in the production of consumer goods. A generally
unsuccessful agricultural policy added to the poor internal
economic situation. In order for the regime to stabilize
1ts control of the internal situation, a lessening of the
tensions in the international situation was necessary so
that some of the emphasis could be shifted from heavy in-
dustry to the consumer economy. As a result, the Russians
had embarked upon the policy of "peaceful co-existence",5?
Thus 1t was in an atmosphere of general concillation
that the heads of Government of the United States, the
United Kingdom, France, and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics met at Geneva (July 18-23, 1955) to consider the
ma jor problems facing the world, among which was the Ger-
man problem, The heads of Government did not attempt to
arrive at the solutions to these problems, but rather to
prepare the groundwork for a later meeting of the Foreign

Ministers of these respective states.

S9Frederick Schuman, "The Dialectic of Co-existence®,
Current History, ¥XX (1956), 33-38; R.C. Tucker, "Stalinism
and the World Conflict", Journal of International ‘Affairs,
VIII (1954), pp. 7-21.. ‘
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Because the Soviet Union had linked the problems of
German reunification and European securlty and had declared
them inseparable,4o Premier Edgar Faup@woﬁwﬁqagcg presented
a plan for German reuniflcatlion which had as its basls the
Eden Plan, augmented by guarantees to the Soviet Union
against future German aggression. Faure suggested that 1f
Germany, reunited under the Eden Plan, chose to enter WEU,
i1t would be limited to the armaments allowed West Germany
within WEU. The Western Powers would guarantee to the Sov-
iet Union that 1f Germany engaged in aggressive acts, it
would be deprlved of its rights under NATO. The French
Premier further proposed inclusion of Germany in a general
security organization, composed of all European states.,
Exlsting allignments would be left intact, with a view to-
ward eventual coalition into one system. Should Germany
choose to enter the Western security system, assurances
would be extended to the Eastern bloc, Should Germany
choose to enter the FEastern bloc, guarantees against Ger-
man aggresslon would be extended to the West, 1

British Prime Minister Anthony Eden indicated British
willingness to enter Into a security pact composed of the
Four Powers and Germany which, according to its terms,

would bind each slignatory to render assistance to the victim

40y,s. Dept. of State, Bulletin, XXXI (1954), 902-907.

*lonitea states Department of State, The Geneva Conference
of Heads of Government, July 18-23, 1955, Dept. of State Pub.
No. 6046 (Washington, 1955), pp. £5-27. Hereinafter referred
to as Geneva Conference of Heads of Government, 1955,
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of aggression., Furthermore, any state which violated the
peace would be denied any asslistance enjoyed under existing
agreement5042
German reunification, as proposed by Premier Egggggigw
of the Soviet Unlon, would be made dependent upon the es-
tablishment of an all-Buropean collectlive security system,
German reunification would be postponed for an indefinite
period while the collective security system, in a two-stage
period of development, came into being. During the first
stage, the members of the all-European collectlve securlty
system would continue to adhere to existing agreements,
but would pledge themselves to settle all disputes by ami-
cable methods. At the second stage, the existing reglional
European security systems (NATO and WEU and the Warsaw Pact
bloc) would be dissolved and the all-European system would
emerge, Premier Bulganin placed emphasis upon the existence
of two German states having different political, economic,
and soclal systems., He declared that they could not be
"mechanically mefged" without committing injustices to both
states. According to his plan, the two states would become
members of the all-European collective security system,
thereby nullifying the possibility of the rebirth of German
militarism and rendering possible gradual rapproachment

between the two stateso45

42Tbid., pp. 33-34,

43Ib1d., pp. 39-41,
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Two events followed the Summit Conference which were
motivated in the hope of giving further substance to the
Rugsian argument of the exlstence of two separate German
states having entirely different political, economic, and
social systems. On September 13, 1955, agreement was
reached between the Soviet Union and the German Federal
Republic upon the establishment of diplomatic relations
between the two countries.%% The move received the approval
of the United States, which viewed it as a "victory" for
Western policy and an 1ndication of a reversal in the 8oviet
"pankrupt CGerman policy"o45 However, on September 20, the
Soviet Union concluded é treaty with the German Democratic
Republic, by which nominal sovereignty was gained by the
Soviet satellite.?® Rather than an indicatlon of a reversal
of a "bankrupt German policy", these moves indicated the
determination of the Soviet Union in its inslistence that
settlement of the German problem was now primarily a concern
of the two German states.4? This would mean that there was
no basic change in the Soviet demand and regquirement for a
pacifist Germany. If Germany could not be controlled, it

would remain divided,

44New Times (Moscow), No. 38, September 15, 1955, p. l.

“%y.S. Dept. of State, Bulletin, XXXIIT (1955), 494-495.

“ONew Times (Moscow), No. 39, September 22, 1955, pp. 7-11
(Supplement) .

“TGeneva GConference of Heads of Government, 1985, pp. 77-
80; U.S. Dept. of State, Bulletin, XXXIIT (1955}, 550,
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Conference of Foreign Ministers, Geneva, 1955

The Foreign Ministers of the Four Powers met at Geneva,
Switzerland, from October 27 through November 16, 1955, to
attempt a settlement of the broad issues discussed by the
heads of Government at the Summit Conference. The spirit
of co-operation had declined iq‘view of contlnued Soviet
attacks upon WEU and NATO. A rgaffirmation of the Soviet
determination not to permit the entry of a reunified Ger-
many into these organizations considerably dampened the
prospects for conclusive settlements by the Conferenceo%8/

The Foreign Ministers of the Western Powers agaln pro-
posed German reunification on the basls of the Eden J?lan»u
To assuage Soviet apprehensions on the possibility of the
entry of a reunified Germany into NATQO and WEU, a Treaty
of Assurance was affixed to the Eden Plan. The Treaty
would be signed simultaneously with the agreement to re-
unify Germany under the Eden Plan. Its provisions for
mutual assurance would come into effect if the reunited
Germany entered NATO and WEU. A zone would be established
on the east and west sides of the eastern frontler of the re-
united Germany. In this gzone, armaments and forces would
be limited and controlled through effective supervision.
Members of the Warsaw bloc would be entitled to establish
and maintain a radar warning system in the western portion

of this zone, while the NATO bloc would receive reciprocal

. 4Byew Times (Moscow), No. 44, October 27, 1955, pp. 4=5.
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privileges in the eastern portion of the zone. Members of
both security blocs would be obligated to take actlon
against an aggressor of elther groupa49 In the presentation
of this plan for German reunification, the Western Powers
clearly displayed their determination not to dissolve NATO
or WEU, although in accordance with the Eden Plan, Germany
could join any bloc which it preferred to enter,

As at the Berlin Conference, the Kusslians charged that
the Western plan was designed to coerce Germany into join-
ing the Western bloc., Soviet Foreign Minister Molotov
again emphasized the Incompatibllity of German rearmament
with general European securityo5o

In rejoinder to the Western proposal, the Russians_in~
troduced a revised version of the general European Collective
Security Treaty, which followéd the proposals of Premler
Bulganin at the Summlt Conference, The Soviet formula
continued to be based upon the Russién desire for the dis-
solution of NATO and WEU and the neutralization or control
of a reunified Germany. According to the Soviet plan, an
overall European collective security system would be estab-
lished which would include the existing opposed systems.

The signatories would undertake to‘settle all disputes

peaceably, although the rights of individual and collective

4gUnited States Department of State, The CGeneva lNeeting
of Foreign Ministers, .Oct. 27-Nov. 16, 1955, Dept. of State
Pub, No. 6156 (Washington, 1955), pp. 29-30. .Heréinafter
referred to as CGeneva lMeeting of Foreign Ministers, 1955,

501p14,, pp. 40-41, p. 43.
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self-defense would not be infringed upon. There would be,
as in the Western plan, a special zone for the limitation
and control of armaments and forceso51 The portion of the
plan which was unacceptable to the West was the stipulation
which called for the eventual dissolution of the present
securlty systems and their merger into one European system.
Furthermore, the plan was based upon a continuation of the
division of Germany which, in the view of the Western Pow-
ers, would not serve to lessen tenslions between the two
opposing b1005052
Coupled with this proposal was the Soviet plan for the
formation of an all-German Council, composed of representatives
from the parliaments of the two German states, This Council
would act as a consultative body and work toward the
achievement of co-ordination in the political, economic, and
cultural life of the two statesaS5 This Soviet proposal
envisaged the establishment, in addition to the all-German
Council, of committees which would co-ordinate matters re-
lating to economic and cultural ties between the two states,
currency and financial transactions, post and telegraphg
and communications. The strength, armaments, and disposi-
tion of security and border police would be regulated by

the all-German Council, It would be empowered to act in

511p1d., pp. 77-81.

527,58, Dept. of State, Bulletin, XXXITI (1955), 819-823.
53 '

Geneva Meeting of Forelgn Ministers, 1955, p. 98,
’ o
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matters relating to European security and the"unification

of Germany as a peaceful and democratic state".%% 1In a final
repudiation of the Edén Plan and the Western formula for re-
unification by free, properly supervised elections, Molptov
bluntly asserted that the social and economic reforms secured
during the development of the German Democratic Republic could
not be sacrificed in a purely "mechanical merger. Therefore,
Molotov declared, elections were ihcongruéus until such

55

time as a co-ordlnation of the two systems was effected,
With this firm statement éf the Soviet positlion, the
prospects for German reunification were relegated to the
unfavorable status existing prior to the Summit Conference,
As had the Berlin Conference, the Geneva meeting of the
Foreign Ministers proved fruitless in relation to the Ger-
man problem. The Soviet position had changed relatively
little during the interim following the Berlin Conference.
The Soviet desire for insurance against possible German
aggression in the future was recognized as a legitimate
objective. The uncompromlsing demands that NATO be dls-
solved and that German Communists be guaranteed a decisive
role in the establishment of the institutions of government
of a united Germany, however, were viewed as extending be-_
yond the aims of legitimate security requirements, becoming

Instead poorly disguised attempts at aggrandizement.

°4Ibid., pp. 98-99.

%51p1d,, p. 95.



CHAPTER V
CONCLUSION

An exaﬁination of the proposals put forward by the
Soviet Union for the reunification of Germany leads to the
conclusion that reunification is not and has not been de-
sired by the Soviet Union except under Soviet terms,
Although Soviet propagandists have striven to create the
impression that the Soviet Union is the foremost partisan of
reunification, the proposals put forward by the Soviet
authorities reveal an altogether different objective., This
objective is the security of the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics, its ruling Communist elite, and the bulwark of
satellites which serve as buffers against possible attack
upon the western Soviet frontlers.

The security of the Soviet Union requires that Germany
be reunified upon Soviet terms or not at all., Otherwise,
the European balance of power would be placed in a state of
flux which would endanger the security interests of the Sov-
iet Union. The valuable Soviet foothold and vantage point
in East Germany will not be sacrificed in a reunified Ger-
many left to 1ts cholice of allies. A fully rearmed and
united Germany could once agailn become a dominant European
power and as such, hold the European balance. A restored

Germany would endanger the Soviet grip upon.the subservient

132
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states of Eastern Europe, as well as the grip of the puppet
regimes of these states upon their subjects,

As long as there continues to be a reluctance by West
Germans to rearm, as a conseguence of the fear of permanent
dlvision, Soviet Interests are served beneficially. This
is a major aim of Soviet policy in relation to Germany,
i.e., to keep‘Germany weak and to prevent its reaching the
stage of development where Soviet interests in Eastern Eur-
ope will be threatened by a revanchist Germany posessed
with the power sufficlent to reacquire the lost German
provinces.

In the pursult of its basic securlty requirements, the_
Soviet Union has spread its rule, through the media of circum-
stance, the Soviet Army, and international Communism, over the
gstates of Eastefn Europe from the Baltic to the Adriatico
That it would allow this security to be jeopardized by a
resurgent Germany is not foreseeable,

The Soviet Union has attempted to stabilige thls péwer
situation primarily through four methods, Therfirst,_the
Concert of the Great Powers, was short-lived and collapsed
when the Western components of this Concert realized the €X =
pansionist aims of the Soviet Union and world Communism,

The second method has been through the division of
Germany. The policy of division in itself has been bene-=
ficial to the Soviet Union through its exaeting exploitation
of the productive capacities of East Germany. Should |

reunification be permitted according to the Western
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proposals, this valuable asset Qbﬂld be lost to the Soviet:
economy. While Germany remains diVided, the forward poeielk_
tion of the Soviet Union in East Germany serves as an ad-
vantageous base for the sorietization of all Germany.
Continued division will tend“to make West Germany a weak
ally of the West; it will'essure the Soviet Union,conrrelbof
the East Germen sﬁate; end it will eontiﬁﬁe to foer:thee'
proepect of eventual Communist cohérel offall Germany,#hrepgh.
direct negotiations between Eest and West Germany or béi&eeﬁ
the Soviet Union and Weet Germanyo ' .
As another method to stabilize the European power e;té
uation, the Soviet Union has strivehlfor'German reunificef:
tion upon a basls of neutralizationband disarmament. Iﬁs
plans for reunification are qualified.pereistently by the:
requirement that the puppet Gorernmenfief East Germanyrber
given an equal volce in the estabiiehment of the government
for a united Germany. That the Weetern Powers will be'dupedfe
into a scheme similar to that employed'in'the Gommunist‘.
domination of Eastern Europe does net appear probableo  The
nations of the West appear fully'cognizant of the inherent
dangers of the Commﬁnist menace,'nefwithstending the etf,
tempts through the "peaceful co-existeﬁce" stretagem to
weaken the resistance of these nations to’Communist beguile-ﬂ
ment. The loss of the hlghly 1ndustr1a11zed West Germany |
to the Sov1et Union would seriously alter the European' |
ibalance of power and subject the remaining free states of

Europe to Communist aggrandizement, either’economiealiy or
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militarily, or through the omnipresent danger of Communist
Iinfiltration and subversion.

It would require sizeable forces to permsnently insure
German neutralizatlon, even 1f Germany were reunlted accord-
ing to the Eden Plan. Even though the memory of German
militarism and National Soclallsm remains embedded in the
minds of the Western European neighbors of the Germans, the
fear of the encroachment of the Soviet Union and world Com=-
munism has served to cause these states to strive for the
integration of West Germany, under controls, into the North
Atlantic and Western European défense systems. The concept
of a neutralized Germany i1s one held largely by those who
believe that Germany herself is the primary problem rather
than a fundamental antagonism between Western democracy and
the totalitarian Communism of the Soviet Union. However,
the forced neutralization of Germany would not soive the
conflict between democracy and Soviet Communism.

A neutral Germany, unless effectively controlled and
supervised, would be unsatisfactory to the security re-
quirements of both East and West. Nelther East nor Westr
wishes to see Germany once again hold the European balance
of power as it did prior to World War II. At that time
Germany possessed the capabilities, economic and military,
to play one side against the other,

Germany's geographic location and her economic and
natural resources make 1t Impossible for her to remain
neutral in the Rast-West struggle. Thls may be ascertalined

from the obstinance with which each contender in the East-
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West controversy has retained its vantage points in the
presently divided CGermany. That this conflict for German
loyalty would cease upon German neutralization is not prob-
able., Conversely, neutralization would create a power
vacuum which would serve only to intensify the efforts of
both sides to gain control. Given sufficlient time to
regain its full potential, it is possible that Germany
would emerge strengthened as a result of these efforts.

The latest, and current, proposal by the Russians as
a method by which a stable European equilibrium would be
created and maintained, and through which Germany would be
effectively neutralized, is the plan for an all-European
collective security system. In addition to German neutraliw
zation, this plan has as 1ts object the dissolution of the
Western system of defense which is the product of many
years of arduous labor and a consequence of the apprehen-
sions created by Soviet intransigence in FEurope,

This latest Bovliet proposal, which envisages thé con-
tinued division of Germany until such time as the basic
differences between the two German states may be reconclled
and a merger effected, epltomizes the dilemma facing the
world. MNotwithstanding the efforts by the Communists to
create a lethargic opposition through recent gestures of
cénciliation, there can be no reconciliation between the
aggrandizing ideology of world Communism and the principles
of democracy as held by the free nations of the West. The

two systems may "“co-exist", but it will not be a "peaceful
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co-existence™, At present, reconciliation with the Commun- )
ists may be achleved only when such reconciliation 1s of

ma jor benefit to the Communists., Reconcilliation between

the two German states, to serve the interests of the Boviet
Union, will be a lengthy process. By the continued Soviet
espousal of uncompromising p;oposals for reunification, the
problem of reunificatioh of éermany is a replica of the
greater problems of the ideological conflict which divides
the world, Only when this basic conflict is settled will

a satisfactory reconciliation be achieved in Germany.
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