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PREFACE

This thesis on Aamerican perceptions of the German Social Democratic Party
(SPD) is about the guality of American foreign policy performance following
the end of the Second World War. American attitudes and policies vis-a-vis
the SPD and its political outlook were interesting to examine,' because they
revealed surprising insights about 2american oificials and their ability to
analyze German politics accurately. Trying to grasp the complex nature and
the subtle details of the SPD's political program, 2merican officials were
faced with a unique challenge. Admittedly, the party's eclectic blending of
anti~communism, socialism, fervent nationalism and spirited defense of German
unity and independence, its inspired advocacy of democratic values in the
midst of its own rigidly authoritarian party structure initially baffled many
American newcomers to the German scene. Yet it has become clear that despite
some initial wmistakes early in 1945 and the shortcomings that have continued
to taint the occupation of Germany, most American officials came to understand
even the subtlties of German realities. At the very least, American officials

learned to adapt their policies to incorporate the SPD's powerful role as a
major political force in Germany.

Any effort to shed light upon any aspect of German-American relations in the
postwar era, needless to say, could not have been completed without the help
of many others. A few should be singled out. The time some of my colleagues
spent reading successive drafts was greatly appreciated. I also wish to thank
Professor Brian Villa at the University of Ottawa -Hiétory Department.

-~
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INTRODUCTION

In Germany, amongst the most difficult challenges 2merican occupation
officials faced in 1945 was defining their policles toward the soclalist
reform program of Kurt Schumacher, leader of the postwar Social Democratic
Party (SPD), as well as the challenges implicit in his spirited advocacy of a
new German nationalism so quickly after the war.* Our undérstanding of this
question has been greatly influenced by the work of Lewis J. Edinger,
Schumac:her s principal biographer in the Engli sh language. One of his basic
" assertions is that a growing ' polarization developed between Schumacher and
American policy makers, leading the former to contemplate the necessity of
frustrating "Schumacher's drive for power if United States interests were to

' be protected."z |

Edingexr's assessment does not account for the subtleties of American policy
toward the SPD as it evolved between 1945 and early 194S. In the early .
occupation period from 1945 to early 1947, American policy makers found it
useful to cooperate with the SPD. In fact, they realized that a policy of
neutralizing the SPD after 1845 would have been counterproduct:.ve. They
- initiated a policy of carefully assisting the SPD's struggle against the
 German Communist Party and subsequently the Soviet-backed Socialist Unity
Party (SED). Admittedly, between 1947 and early 1949, Awerican relations with
the SPD -began to cool noticéably. Strong differences between the SPD and the
American government about a future West German government are largely to blame
for this deterioration. It is evident that after 1947 the American government
was becoming 1ncreasing1y. éhtagonistic toward the notion of a Social
Democratic government. But even during this period, the Bmerican government
continued to appreciate the useful role the SPD had prew.ously played. The
SPD, after all, vas not only solldly ant:.—commum'-t but also by far the most

=, Lew:.s J. Edinger, - i
Stanford, Ca.: ess, : P
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popular of German left-wing parties. Where possible, cooperation, not
confrontation, with as powerful a political force as the SPD thus remained the
preferred policy of the American govermnment in Germany.

Speculations nevertheless persist that during this period 1947 to 184S,
American actions against the SPD were decisive in preventing the party from
forming the first government of the West German state. It could be argued,
' however, that in 1949, with or without American Iinterference, the SPD's
| prospects for winning in the federal elections were slim. For this reason,
American interference was not required. The SPD's largely working class
constituency vas not strong enouch carry it into office. Between 1945 and
1948, early election results in the Western zones of occupation foreshadowed

the inability of the SPD in 1945 to garner the majority needed to form the
first West German government. '

The American government's overall ambivalence toward the SPD can be understood

if it is viewed as having been governed by American perceptions of their

country's national interests. Growing East-West tensions throughout the

postwar era-‘obliged american policy wmakers not infrequently to arrive at
decisions consistent with American strategy; decisions, however, which at the

- same time were bittgrly resented by most Germans. For what was in Amer ican

self-interest was not necessarily in the interests of Germans themselves.
Most conspicucusly, the division of Germany vas a decision Germans have found

difficult to accept until the present day. But after 1945, deprived of its

own sources of power, Germany was in no position to challenge the occupying

forces. German historian Hans-Peter Schwarz concurs:

Despite all the good mtent:.ons of American foreign policy makers not to ;

violate the self-esteem and independence of the community of states on
the continent [Eurcpe], they were. nonetheless, aware o their newl
acquired role as Western ope's p:ec‘lommant wer. AaAnd they did no

hesitate to make use of this fullness of stre
This tragedy had its roots in the new position as ‘a world power the United
States acquired as a result of the Second World Wax. By 1945, the fate of the
United States, vhose citizens had often in the past clung stubbornly to
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illusory notions of isolationism, had become irxeversibly linked to events
performed in the game of internmational politics. american statesmen were
profoundly convinced at the end of the Second World War that it was their duty
to c:teate a new world order that could provide for the nation's security.
Former Secretary cf State, Dean Acheson later defined that imperative as
requiring the maintenance of: _

as spacious an environment as possible in vhich free states might exist
and gi!ourish. Its method was common action with like-minded states to
secure and enrich the environment and to protect one anothex fxrom
predators through mutual aid and joint effort.<
By the end of our period in 1950, Lt. General Lucius D. Clay, former American
Military Governor in Germany, could describe American goals with somewhat
greater precision.

The American peog%e have a huge stake in peace. Twice within the
cen £ _WE NAVE

iven of our lives and our resources to prevent the
domination of Europe by force. We recognize that a threat to freedom
anywhere is a threat to our own freedom.  We remain determined that free

ople shall not be enslaved by alien dictatorship. To this end, in

ime of peace we _are gk:li\zring substantially of our own resources at real
sacrifice to rebuild a opé in which the economitc and, we hope, the
political: co-ogratlon of the independent and peace-loving countries
will socn make the threat of aggression remote.® ‘
But while American officials could agree on the larger objectives of American
foreign policy, on lesser 1issues such as German political parties, and more
_ specifically the SPD, differences persisted. The result of differing
perceptions was inconsistency in dealing with t._he SPD. Whereas State
Department officials thought they had little to fear from the SPD and thus
entertained fewer reservations about dealing directly with SPD functionaries,
Clay's military government avoided contact with functionaries from .all German

political parties where possible.

Between 1945 and 1948, the relationship between the American occupation forces
and the German political parties unfolded in xoﬁghly three stages to be
discussed in Chapters 2, 3 and 4 respectively. During the Eirst stage from
the earliest days of the occupation .in BApril, 1945 to the first German
municipal elections in the postwar era held in spring, 1946, American
officials sought to reestablish order. At first, all political 'actiirity, for -

Tps. Dean Acheson, Present at the Creation, New York: Norton & Co, 1966, p-
o ixs" Lucius D. 'Clay, Pecision in Germany, Melbo‘urne:. ‘W. Heinemann, 1950,
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fear of unrest, was prohibited. As unrest failed to materialize, Amerlcan

officials gradually eased restrictions on political activity until parties
were formally invited to organize themselves in late summer 1945. The second
stage from 1946 to 1947 saw an escalation of the great powers' contest for
political influence in Germany. Here American officials intended to use the.
moderately left-wing SPD as a counterweight to the radical Soviet-backed
German Communist Party and the Socialist Unity Party founded in early 1946.
puring the f£inal stage from Spring 1947 to the final debates for the creation
of a West German state in early 1949, American perceptions of the SPD began to
change toward a more negative outlock. The beginning of this period in 1947
wvas marked by U.S.-Soviet iﬁability to resolve thelr differences over Germany
thus greatly diminishing hopes for a future. united Germany. In 1545, the
creation of a West and East German state put to rest whatever hopes for unity
had persisted until then. It was also in this period, with the Communist
Party decisively defeated in successive elections since 1945 and the Soclalist
United Party (SED) restricted to the Soviet Occupation zone, that the SPD
found its appeal to American German policy planners greatly diminished. With
the Communists out of the way in what was likely to become the future West
German state,' the left-leaning SPD was itself regarded with greater susplcion
by American pollcy planners. ‘

In the end, 2merican policy towards the SPf), however subtle and varied, was
not supportive. To Washihgton, Konrad Adenauer's rapidly emerging pro—Western‘
stance seemed prefexable to Kurt Schumacher and his overtures in public, a%
least, to German independence and socialism. Initially, the party wvas useful
ih the post-1945 denazification and democratizatioh process by supplying
personnel with a ‘clean, anti-fascist record, and later in the defense against
communism in the Western occupied zones. - Here the democratic, reformist
" nature of the SPD's agenda was evzdently welcome. But the alliance between j
party and occupation remained an uneasy one. The following stfudy will
demonstrate why American off:.crals preferred to see the first West German
government not represented by the volatile 1eadersh1p of the Social Democrat'
" ‘Kurt Schumacher, even as these officials frequently discovered compelling
‘xeasons for utilizing the SPD S many qualities. '
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The importance of this question to Germans is great. For the belief has grown
into a widely held dogma that the American govermment tried to inhibit the
political resurgence of the SPD. what 1little evidence there exists to
substantiate these charges later gave rise to speculations that the 2merican
government shared some responsibility- for the string of Social Democratic
election defeats throughout the 1950s and early 1960s. It could be argued
more persuasively however that these failures were primarily the result of the
party's inabiiity throughout to extend its appeal beyond the working classes
and their sympathizers. It was not until the SPD's Godesberg Program of 1959
introduced draStic changes, removing many of the party's most basic socialist
tenets from its agenda, that the party was able to broaden its appeal among
German voters. The party's woes in the 1945 to 1949 were as much due to
internal problems as to American interference. Ewven in 1949, the party was
still far removed from becoming the people's party (Volkspartei) Kurt
Schumacher had thought it could be. :



CH. I U,S, DECISION MAKERS

The Alljes were not, as Robert E. Sherwood argﬁed, ¥...111 prepared for the
cataclvsm of sudden total victory."> The United States government, at least,
had begun preparing for the occupation of Germany ever since the Awmerican
nation had entered the war in late 1941. President Franklin D. Roosevelt's
much cited comment that he disliked "making detailed plans for a country which
we do not yet occupy" may accurately illustrate his personal views, but falls
to adegquately reflect the attitude of many U.S. bureaucrats.® Secxetary of
State Cordell Hull spent hurdreds of hours not only with his own staff but
also the War Department planning Germany's future. Historian Harold Zink
agreed that "the unique feature of the occupation of Germany lay not 1in its

casualness, but in the elaborate preliminary preparations and efforts to
plan_":

The United States in 1945 was not engaging for the first time in the military
occupation of foreign territories. = As early as 1846, the Awmerican army had
occupied parts of Mexico. Further expenences, albeit at home, followed after
the American Civil War in 1865. The Spanish-Amerigan war led American troops
to Cuba and the Philippines.  Finally, there was a brief stint in the
" Rhineland in 1918. But Hajo Holborn is correct when he states that "all these
. earlier experiences of the U S. Army were dwarfed by the gigantic and g
‘enormously complex tasks posed by World War II".*

2, Robert E. Sherwood Wummm New
York: Harper & Brothers, 1950, p : T

=  For full gquote see:. Cordell Hull, ; i

New York: The Macmillan_ _Company P- oose s

,re: ce to spell out specific policy goals was’ more likely desi ed to
%Eeserve vital Allied unity during e war. Nothing wvas more 11 to
eaten unity than attempts to impos durin war-t me .

§°5 1icy
Historian Hans Peter schwaxz has somewhat ppropriately ter:red oosevelt's
~ attitude America's *policy of postponement™

. Cordell Hul ‘ ] New York:
Hacnil an Compan + P -Haro
Enr_uanz,_].aﬂﬂ__ls_&, Princeton, .J.. D. van Nostrand COmpany,‘ . D-

, 4. Hajo Holborn BIme 3 r ‘ ey nme
. Policies™, Washlngton, D.C.: Intantry Journal Press, 1347/, p.
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Roosevelt himself set the stage when he created the Advisory Committee on
Post-War Problems only cne month after the attack on Pearl Harbor. Its
chairperson was the then Under Secretary of State Sumner Welles. Coxdell Hull
had already founded before U.S. entry into the war the Advisory Committee on
Problems of Foreign Relations. As early as January 1942 then, both committees
discussed the possibility of dividing Germany after the war. Other options
also debated included the permanent neutralization of German military and
economic prowess permanently wvhile fostering the creation of democratic
institutions.=

Anticipating future military occupations the War Department founded in 1942
the School of Military Government at the University of WVirginia in
Charlottesville. Other centers such as Fort Custer in Michigan and the Civil
Affairs Training Schools (CATS} on university campuses were created to prepare
officers for military government. on 1 March 1943, the War Department
established its most important post-war planning body, the Civil affairs
Division (cim)). CaD was the immediate response to the difficulties in civil
administration encountered during the North African campaigns. Its creation
reflected the War Department's rieed to separate military from civil affairs
planning. This new body was to act as an intermediary between military
government and civilian agencies. In time, however, CAD would emerge as the

- single most important post war policy planning body within the War
Department o '

The Treasury Department was also involved in bos't var planning for Germany. '

Headed by the crusading Henry Morgenthau, it soon lost ground however, to the

two other departments. The famous Morgenthau Plan which envisaged the

Mpastoralization" of Germany's economy made a ‘spectacular appearance at the

Second Quebec Conference of the Allied powers in September 1944. The plan

_came to naught after Secretary of War Henry L. Stimson and Secretary of State
33

e. wolf Krieger enexra [ac] Hay ungd die Ame
Deutseflapdpal i o 19485704, - RletE-Co
PP er's monograph will likely emezge as one of tﬁe mos{:_
controversial contributions on this topic in recent year5. He goes to great
length in challenqing many established ass lons on the occupation era.

The
remarkable wealth of sources ‘examined and a forcefully presented argtment wili
make his view all but impossible to ignore.)

€. Hajo Holborn, American Military Government..., pp. 7/8.
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Cordell together with British prime minister Winston Churchill made a

concerted effort to have it abandoned. Once Rocsevell understood how little
both Europe and the United sStates could afford to see Germany permanently
wveakened, he openly regretted ever having endorsed the plan.”

The two 2merican government agencies most associated with postwar policy
planning and occupation of post-war Germany were the Departwents of War and
State. Upon Germany's surrender on 7 May 1945, the War Department became the
administrator of the Bmerican occupied zone, whereas the State Department vas
to engage in long term planning for a future Germany.® But the lines of
jJurisdiction were never clearly drawn. Notions whereby the War Department
merely executed the State Department's decisions did not match reality. Both
departments, in fact, vied to dominate American policy making fox Germany
during and after the war. In an effort to end the struggle for influence, the
State and War Departments eventually opted for the‘ time proven method of a
joint committee. The State, War, and Navy Coordinating Committee (SWNCC)
worked to put the £finishing touches on a postwar policy directive for Germany.
The final product was the much maligned Joint Chief of Staff directive JCS
1067, first implemented in May 1945.* In its revised form it remained the

policy quideline for American occupation forces until 1947 when JCS 1779
officially replaced it.='-°_

Founded in December 1944, SWNCC officially came about because the Joint Chlefs
of staff would not allow civilian agencies such as the State Department to sit
on their own military committees. The underlying motives behind the War -

ul Y. Hammond, "Directives for the Occupation of Germany: The

Pa
Washington Controvers ', {n Harold Stein WW
Birmingham, Ai iversity o a ess,
r P- : '

®_ . A worried Roosevelt had alzeady insisted late 1942 on maintaining
such a division. Stimson and Hull, in turh, _gave their assurances that this
division would be adhered to. See: Paul Y. Hammond, "Directives for the
Occupatlon of Germany: The Washington cOnt:oversy s P 3%0.

=, ent chapters will gg.ve a mo:e detailed discussion of JCS 1067
and other offgu ial documents. 7 and others set the tone for future

American standards vis-a-vis German politzcal activity.

(Ac:cordz.ng to Zink, several coordimating c ees oing Chief of

Staff's policy makig OMGUS, in turn, wvas bound to follow JCS policy’
decisions.) ‘ . o
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Department opposition was not organizational and procedural but a fundamental
difference of view about respective roles in the formulation and execution of
policy.** The War Department was intent on establishing their own
administrative prerogatives for the future control of Ge.tn_:any.l'-’

But soon it became evident that the War Departwent could not administrate
without invariably determining policy as well.** At first, the State
Department could not send policy instructions on German domestic atfairs
directly to OMGUS. Instead, it first had to deliver them to the War
Department headquarters in Washington. only if the Ilatter approved the
content, would the State Department instructions be forwarded via the War
Department to OMGUS.** The State Department had to learn to cooperate with
the War Department before it could effectively influence policy for Germany.™®
If policy differences between the two departments persisted, iIrequently they
were fuelled by differences over their respective departmental prerogatives.

Because, of persistiné inter-departmental differences, individual U.S.
government official were afforded the opportunity to play a more decisive role
In shaping policy both dur.i.ng Roosevelt's and ‘I'ruman s administrations. The
numerous officials huddling around Roosevelt, wvying for influence, are
noteworthy. Henry Morgenthau whose Treasury Department was not even
officially involved in foreign policy making, for a few months threatened to
steer the course of the United States' German policy. Harry Hopkins, whom
3 Roosevelt had appointed as his special assistant during World War 1T ;, remained
until his death one of the most powerful political fiqures in the United

1. Paul Y. Hammond, "Directives for the Occupatlion of Germany. The
Washington Controversy", in Harold Stein, AmgIAQé__QL_lLJiL;EEEDLJEEH&LJZEL_

pp. 331-332. ‘ =

32, paul Y. Hanmond, "Directives for the Occupation...”, p. 347.
*3, Paul ¥ Hannnond "Directives for the _Occupation of Germanzl: The

Washington Controvers m Harold Stein, (ed.} %ﬁ can Civil-Mi 13@;¥
K iSe ] Birmin 'Al : University o

Dorte Winkler, "Die Amerikanische Soziallslerungs 1itik in
Deutschland 1945-1948" 1n Heinrich August Winkler (e%o Lt %Qliﬂisaz
] _ , 3 : ingen,

s 1 Y. Hammond, = "Directives for the 0ccupation...," written in
1963, still provides the bast account describing the war time process between
Stat e and War Department by which they eventually learned to work together.
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States government. Although he represented neither a constituency or any

government agency, he exerted astonishing influence on the White House
decision making process.**®

Under Rooseveli's successor, Truman, one of the most important members of the
inner circle of possible advisers on German questlons was Secretary of State
James F. Brynes (1945-1947) Cther important £igures Truman consulted on
foreign affairs were the Ambassador to the Soviet Union, Joseph E. Davies, and
Secretary of the Treasury, Fred M. Vinson. But the one man Truman trusted
more than anyone else was General George C. Marshall. ‘He acted as Truman's
Chief of Staff of the Army, Secretary of State from 1947 to 1949, and,
finally, Secretary of Defense. Marshall's Undexr Secretary of State Robert
Lovett was also a central figure in Truman innercircle. Truman and these two

men supposedly so trusted each other that agreements and decislions only rarely
needed to be recorded in writing.*”

Lt. General Lucius D. Clay administered the Amerlcan Zone £irst as Deputy
. Military Go-vernor and then as Governor between 1945 and 1949.%® But German
historian Wolfgang Krieger has recently questioned Lt.General Lucius D. Clay's
contribution to American policy mékin‘g in - Germany. Krieger J:ejeci:s
descriptions of Clay as "proconsul" or eveh one of the “foimding fathg.'ré" of
the German Fedexal Repubiic,l’ Clay's failure to shape American policy became
apparent in 1948 when both the State and War Department agreed to allow the

e, See Robert E. Sherwood, &%ﬂd{rﬂgm?iﬂ ls:p. 1-13.
Sherwood explains why Hopkins was such an impor gure in e Roosevelt

administration.

17, See: Herbert Feis, R
19451950, pp. 16-21. See also: W , ,
dle ¢ che - ’ L.R. Germany:
Klett-Cottia, , P- 19, _ (But Krieger also warns about the dangers of
attributing too much decision making power to any one individual)

o *®_  Clay ran the administration of the American zone even as Deputir
Military Governor. Supreme Commander General Dwight D, -Eisenhower
Milita Governor . General _Joseph_  T. . McNarney "had little time for
administrative gggstlons. The latter devoted most of his time overseeing the
withdrawal of rican troogs. Both were also involved In the planning of an
effective security system. In other words, military considerations dominated
their minds, Jleaving Claysvsg rule Germany. See e.g: Harold Zink,
States In Germany..., pp- . - : :

~ 3®,_ yolfgang Krieger, - exal Tucius D, Clay und die Amerikanische -
‘ g;;;;;h;angm;iggk 12&5-5,242, p. 20. : ‘

4
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French to integrate the Saar economy into their own and to draw more coal from
the Ruhr area than initially envisaged. Clay was opposed to this step.
Kriec_jer suggests that Clay's role in Germany was not revoked at the time only
because nis considerable administrative skills and his ability to communicate
with the Russians made him indispensible.®® But even if the administrative
side of his military government was solidly under his control, his influence
on American policy making for Germany quickly waned. If indeed the War and
State Department frequently acted indeperdently of Clay, then his policy
statements are reduced to revealing insights into his personal frame of mind,
while supplying precious 1little evidence for Iillustrating over-all American
policy in Germany.

The question remains who dictated policy inside Germany? Circumstances

obviously played an integral part. The East-West conflict, the tremendous

costs of maintaining the occupation, the american public and the United States

Congress, and £inally growing German restiveness regarding the occupation

often determined the general directions taken.. But on particular issues such

as German political parties, for example, the Social Democratic Party (SPD),

perceptions and policies entertained by individual War (OMGUS) and State
Department officials remained crucial.

American officials from both Departments carefully observed political activity
© in Germany. Their observations produced numerous policy recommendations, the
conclusions gradually growing more sophisi:icated as the Office of the Military
Government of the United States (OMGUS) began settling in. . Assisted by the
State Department's Political adviser (Polad) Ambassador Rebert D. Murphy, -

OMGUS analysts prepared thousands of reports, ultimately revealing a precise

22 . Wolf egan Krieger + "Was General Clay a Rev:.sxon:.st" Strateqgic: Aspects
of the Unit Occupation of German :‘I, £ t
Vol.l8, No 2 Aprll 1983, ggh 173, 170. Kr:.eg is not &g one in.
ing Clay's Soviet stand ers before have wondered aloud whether”
Cla di not ultimately adhere ionger than hitherto recognized to the view
a superpower agreement = over Germany could st:.ll be tained. See: Jean

Edward "The  View £rom. USFET: -General ang Washington S
Intergretation of Soviet Intentions in Germany, 19 5—1948" in Hans A.
ed.), Lawrence,

Kansas: The ‘Regen ess o , p.



12
and thoughtful understanding of the German political arena.** One offlce

alone, the Opinion Survey Section, belonging to the Intelligence branch at

OMGUS produced 194 reports on German public opinion between 1945 and 1947,
varying from two to 71 pages in length.2= ' '

CAD directors at OMGUS' Civil Administration Division, £first 1led by Henry
Parkman, demonstrated an astonishing degree of understanding of German
politics. 2nother top OMRIS official Bdward H. Litchfield, the dynamic
director of Governmental Affalrs, and his staff followed Gexinany's parties on
their path to political maturity.

Men such as Parkman and Litchfield made concerted efforts to understand the
details of German politics. They 1learned to distinguish between the public
announcements party leaders made and their actual views of American occupation

policies; distinctions apparently not allways appreciated at the higher
echelons of the 2merican govermment.Z2

Eminent scholars such as Carl J. Friedrich, Henry L. Bretton, James K.
Pollock, Harold 2Zink et.al. eagerly offered their services to the U.S.
occupation authorities. This experiment in soclal engineering, the creatlon
of a new state backed by the most pwerful nation on earth, presented an
irresistible temptation for these intellectuals. Friedrich considered himself
an "avowed partisan of ' progressive democracy". In 1948, Carl J. Friedrich's

2’-.' The Political Affaixs Division offlclally answered to the State

' Department. But Clay's presumably tight rein, stifled any attempts Murphy
night have made to steer an_independent course. see: Harold ~Zink, Mﬁﬁé
44-1955, p. 33. Robert D. Murphy himself argues-

elx "mutusl contidence™ and "harmonlous Ea:tnership“ helped avert the kind
of inter-departwental disputes normall to

be  expected under the
circumstances. sSee Robert . Murphy, %j_g{gggj_amgng_ﬁm Garden City
N.Y.: Doubleday and Company, 1%64, p. 291. :

22 _ - 2nna J. SMerritt and Richard L. Merritt

- = Urbana, I11.% Universicy o nolis
ess, ’ ? . ginning on December’ 1945, this section_ interviewed
1,000 persons in 80 communities during lts flrst survey. April 1947, the

le would cover roughlgedS 000 persons in 241 communities. One out side
observer regortedly descri the sampling procedure as being of "the highest -
ordex", p. 5.) - ‘ ‘
23, There exist records of conversations between OMGUS and part
leaders, including Kurt Schumacher. Generally OMGUS officlals were aware o ,
wvhat Hans-Peter "Schwarz so agtly termed " "Schumacher’s dilemma®. The SPD -
needed the Western alliance but umacher also realized that his visions of
social democracy would remain largely unfulfilled in the process.
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American Experiences in Militarv Government in World War II contained articles
scholars who at one point had been members of American military governments
either in Asia or Europe. In Friedrich's words, these scholars shared "a
general outlook which [derived] from Zmerican intervention abroad a positive
obligation to forward the forces of constitutional democracy with its social
progress and civil liberties."** whatever their shortcomings, 3Iincompetent or
ill-prepared they were not.==®

The War - and State Departments were not, however, the only American agencies
that had been prepared for Germany's collapse. The Office of Strategic
Studies (0SS), founded in sumer 1941 and later placed under the supervision
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, became an indispensible source of intelligence
before 1945. Headed by Col. William "wild Bill" Donovan and his outlandish
cast of scholars and capitalists®€, the 0SS would be the first Allied
intelligence agency to penetrate successfully behind German enemy lines. The
over two hundred 0SS agents eventually able to pierce the German heartland
during the war encouraged the growth of a German underground movement, but
also prepared extensive reports describing the German political situation.
They contained brief biographical data not only on major war criminals but
also on the German underground movement. The American Military Government
could subsequently distinguish more easily between “formexr Nazis and
politically more reliable Germans.2”  During the war the 0SS employed such
distinguished scholars as the historians William Langer, Arthur M.

24. Carl J. Friedrich, Amexican Experience
¥orld War II, New York: Rinehart & Company, 1948, p. vill.

2=, OMGUS had at one int 12,000 employees. Most of these probably
were not ideally suited for administering Germany.  _But as far as officers
assisting in policy research were concerned, the quality was frequently very
high. One unfortunate problem was that officials  were limited "to one—ﬁea:'
contracts; Clay only rarel{h was able to obtain extensions. ~(The high
turnover, ” furthermore, made this author's life miserable by making it very
dlfficul'f: to maintain a clear overview of OMGUS personnel at any given time.)

Donovan's preference for left-wing intellectuals as analysts and

>4a
capitalists as admigist:_cators at the 0Ss .15 discussed m% Ri Harris Smith,
- ‘ ica's Eg,';§§ %ﬂ&@l ntelligence Agency,
%gﬁeIey, g.: 8% ivezsa.!% o¥ é%l%om:-a ress, , D- . ‘
. : - he anety

Viking Press, 1979, D. . (The Allles expected bitter Ge

but  were overvheimed “to  find complete -apathy to be the prevalent mood in
conquered Germany. A number of 0SS reports In late 1944 describe precisely
the latter state of mind, but apparently were not— considered by the:
responsible authorities. ‘ . . :
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Schlesinger, jr. and German Philosopher Herbert Marcuse. ¥hile most

intellectuals were employed at the "Ph.D. studded™ Research amd Analysis
Branch, the administration included members of such powerful families as the
Mellons, Vanderbilts and J.P. Morgan.=*®

The 0SS continued its operation for several months following the end of the
wvar. But President Harry Truman, distrustful of secret services in general,
was eager to dispose of this peacetime "Gestapo"[sic] and on 20 Septeber 1945,
he closed the agency. Dispersed among other agencies, the State Department
took over the 0SS Research and Analysis Branch, whereas the War Departwent
incorporated the Secret Intelligence and Special Operations branches. A small
rump, the Strategic Services Unit (SSU) continued the 0SS mission to Germany
until it too was closed on 31 December 1945. In 1547, the Central
Intelligence Agency was created to replace the 0SS. '

In time, the War and State Departments adopted many informal arrangements that
allowed them to cooperate more effectively. The War Department's OMGUS wvas
led by military officials, but had a large civilian staff conslsting mostly of
the State Department and Foreign Service personnel. Some Military Government
officials were civilians employed on short-term contracts. It was often
difficult to differentiate between Robert Murphy's PolAd and the regular staff
at oMGUSs.=2® An OMGUS document may thus have reflected the views of a State
Department officxal. President Harry Truman ini.tially recognized the State
Department’'s leadmg pelicy role in the German occupation, but vas equally
quick to point out that "the State Department doesn't have a policy unless T
 support it."?° Besides the President, the War (later Defense) Department,

28 _ There ap s to be some debate as to whether the 0SS actually made

Bgncy as well. Harns Smith at least seems to think as much See- R.
"B Rcbert G. Neumann, on the other

: d:.ffer.entlx in ohtlcal Intelligence and its Relation to 15(111 y

roment™, in Carl J. Friedrich

Eove 8053t ISR ATTR THpSr L enens {0 M AN
Gvert Lo torld e 1L e 0082 tne e TN
gence ga er in an 0SS umbrella as groblematic. No onl d d 0SS
and othér mi commands fail to communica very e f t there
?’ppea.rs to have been strong differences over Eg tween 0SS
ashington headquarters and its field offlcers in Europe. These were two .
problems which supposedly became much worse after the war.} - - ' _
© ®?_ Harold Zink, mmzm:mtu p. 33.
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the National Security Council, and the CIA also contributed to an ercsion of
the State Department's monopoly on German policy making.>*

Nor was German policy making confined merely to the United States. The United
States also had to work closely together with its major 3allles. During
wartime, the Big Three, Roosewvelt, Churchill and Stalin, failed to agree on
general postwar German policy. Further down the scale, the Combined Chiefs of
Staffs (OCS), consisting of the U.S. JCS and the United Kingdom Chiefs. of
staff, were iﬁstructed to formulate Jjoint German occupation policy for
military government. The result of their efforts was CCS 551 which vas
irplemented in May 1544.  Subtitled "Combined Directive for Hiiita:cy
Goverhment in Germany Prior to Defeat or Surrender", CCS 551 was designed
mainly to assist in the execution of military operations. W®hile explicitly
discouraging political activity, its paramount politicel concern was the
mpurely negative one of destroying Nazism."2 JCS 1067 eventually superseded
CCS 551 in the U.S. occupation zone when individual zones of occupation were
formed in the wake of the BAllies’ failure to Jjointly govern a defeated
Germany. The creation of independently governed zones of occupation was not
the design of elther the War or the sState Departments. Instead, it was the
inevitable outcome of Allled disunity.

Long-term plans Involving larger questions such as Gerxman ::ehnificatien and
GCermany's future role in the international environment required more than
State or War Department approval. The white House, U.S. Congress, former
Allies, and ultimately even German public opinion were powerful influences.

But regarding German domestic: affairs in the U.S. zone of Germany, the War and
State Department enjoyed more 1ndependence in policy making. Issues not
. posing any threat to national security were decided by OMGUS and State :
Department officials. Washington decided vhether or not to permit political
activity, but the two determined the direction this political activity vould
take. They could prohibit pol:.tical orqamzatlon, irﬁifectly endorse one
_ group, or neutralize another. ' “The, Bavarian Royalists, for e:;ample, were

22 Barry Rubin, ng% P- 253. _(The NsC des:.g;? :
bo:liﬁ mvolving all ‘relevan e only evolved mth Henry 1ss:|.nger
truly as the "éxecutive manager of foreign policy.™) ‘

3%. Paul Y. Hammond, "Directives for the Occupation... » P. 329.
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dissolved, while the SPD in Berlin was supported to stem the SED offensive to

become the only viable left wing alternative in Germany. In 1945, during a
now famous incident, a lesser BEmerican military official in Bavaria was able

to replace acting Minister President Fritz Schaeffer with the Social Democrat
wilhelm Hoegner.??

It is therefore appropriate to limit examination of American perceptions of
the German Social Democratic Party, In general, to those views expressed in
the War and State Department. Even if they did not always have the last word
on policy; they were the major government representatives inside Germany and
were guaranteed a virtual monopoly on observing and dJescribing the German
domestic scene. They analyzed the SPD; their representatives in Washington |
decided whether the picture _painted fit the over-all scheme of American
foreign policy. As will be seen, differences between American officlals on
individual issues such as soclalization and what to make of the SPD's
relationship with the British Labour government persisted. But once in place,
over—-all U.S. policy on the SPD did not walver.

. 33 _ Fritz Schaeffer was investigated as part of the denazlification
procedures. Hoegner's anti-Nazl credentials were indisputable. The problem
‘was that the SPD” had never had a . stronghold in the generally conservative
Bavaria. Nor was Hoegner very popular both with the wider population or even
inside his own party. Neither consideration could prevent this /official from
taking such a decision.’ AP '
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CH. II

on 7 My, 1945, Germany officially surrendered. But Kurt Schumachex's home
Hannover had been cccupied by American forces as early as April. 2although
gravely ill as a result of eleven years spent in Nazi concentration camps and
in defiance of the surrounding turmoil, Schumacher proceeded to reestablish .
contact with the remnants of the once formidable German Social Democratic
party. On 19 April 1945, he cpened the "Buro Dr. Schumacher®™ from which he
would run the party's affairs until nationally organized political parties
wvere authorized in 1947. In summer 1945, he gave a speech outlining the -
nature of the role he intended his party to play in the future. The strength
of his language so early after the war, had to surprise anyone unfamiliar with
the historical context under vhich social democratic:leaders functioned in the
immediate postwar era.

The Social Democratic cannot and will not maintain, that her fight
for the formation of imar Republic in_those years {918 to 1933 was
without flaws. But this no on this planet can say about itse

In Germany, the mistakes of all other parties weighed more heavily and
decisively. as

...The Social Demcratic party was the only party in Germany

abandoned 1ts poli democracy and peace That_is P\:aon].y thi.s
ggtges claim for te.elf £ the promises of its policies ve passed

t before the trlbunal of history...

...The inherent necessity ve.r¥ imble German policy forces
social democracy and its 1eadersh to place itself at very
fo:l:egont, assuming the righ e a predominant role in German
po S ‘

...The Social Democratic party is guided by the - polltical and. social
needs of the German workers. and w111 not be '
autocratically ruled instrument of some victoriom She is not
Russian and not British, not French arﬂ not AMERI [my emphasisl, but
the representative of thé new Germany.>

Schumacher's speech revealed his penchant for audacity and displayed elements
of a fiexy temperament. Those unaware of the metlculousness with which

" Schumacher prepared his public appearances, frequently thought him impulsive”

and dangermn.
.Floriment ‘Bontre from the Fremnch journal L_Hsmni‘l_;g called him "a Nazi "
denagoque and nationalist who hates the French and refmes to aclmowledge

3. Kurt Schumacher, "Konsequenzen deutscher Politik — Auﬁ:uf Sonmer
19457, in Arno Scholz and walther G, Oschilewski, (eds.), J ‘_-

[ ] TNl
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German wvar guilt; a cynical man.™= American Secretary of State Dean Acheson's

appraisal of Schumacher vas equally hostile.
..., Xurt Schumacher,..., combined a harsh and violent nature with

nationalistic and aggressive ideas... ... His ideas of sound for

11
Germany was neutrality between East and West and evacuatio °¥ all
foreign troops from German soil, thus winning Soviet a eement to the
unification of Germany.... 1 "told by the Social
Democ:rac:partyt o curxy favour with the - voters Russians by
baiting_the occupation would be given short thrift[sic]... If he
lieved that the occupation would <folerate an attempt play

to the
Allles Russians off against one another, he would £ind
mistaken....’ -

But attacks by American officlals were the exception rather than the rule.

The initial American refusal to permit political activity was not motivated by
opposition in principle to political party development. But in early 1545,

American forces had expected a large scale German resistance movement to
materialize. To.establish control within their zone was thus a more pressing
demand. No unrest occurred, however. Numerous reports sent to Washington,
instead, expressed grave concern about the prevailing state of apathy amongst
the German population. - German political apathy continued to bewilder American
officials. Even after a certain measure of economic and political stability
had been restored, the American authoritles still appeared at odds to explain
vhy Germans were loath to becoming. too actively involved in politics.‘

The first wmonths of the occupation confronted Americ:an officials with a task
more important even than the political reorganization of Germany. That task
was to set up a vorkable Military Government. Even the controversial article ..
9 of JCS 1067 delimiting political activity vas paxt of the priority American
- military planners gave to the rwolution of military and supply problems.

These planners first wished to see the organizational structures and personnel
of the military government firmly in place. It vas only after OMGUS had begun o
functioning more: smoothly that American planners were prepared to divert more

’_- Cited in Lewis J. Bdinger, Kn:i_s;tma:bﬁr...w Appendix B, p. 32s. .

Acheson, Mﬁi&% . 340-341. (m:lmon
continued to eag ocial Democrats of

Schumacher i the pa.rty al idl resumed a constructive role in
. German political life." ? p Y

American government documents initially conve a_sense of
bewilderment untll they fully understood that Germans, ill-ted and var. weary,
simply no longer had the will to resist. , |
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time and energy to the demccratization of Germany.® JCS 1067 stipulated in
April 1945 that no "political activities of any kind shall be countenanced
unless authorized by you [the military governor]."€ Its wording can be
attributed to the "somewhat suspicious attitude of the American military
‘toward political parties in postwar Germany."”  Although top level military
officials mzy have lacked proper political insight, 0SS officials and most
State Departwent veterans had a solid understanding of the German political
situation as far back as the Weimar republic.® But if military officials wexe
not as well-informed at first, they too learned in time to appreciate of
 German political behavio:. -

Although misgivings about early political activity persisted in the early
months, two reasons compelled the American military government to review its
existing policies.® A few Germans had begun organizing politically in
defiance of military govermment orders.>°® Political party activity was thus
already a reality well before American officials legalized political parties.
Secondly, the Soviets in their zone had begun encouraging greater German
political activity. When on June 10, 1945 anti-fascist parties were allowed
in the Soviet zone, American officials found it necessary to réspond in kind.

Hans-Jurgen Grabbei

€. "Directive of the United Statas Joint Chiefs of Staff to_the
er-in-Chief of the United sStates Forces of Occupation regarding -

Comand
Military Government (JCS 1067)", in Beate Ruhm von (ed.) Mﬁggs_gn
- London: Oxford i.ve:sity ﬁress, s D-

7. See: Harold Zink
- 335/6. -  Also: . 1)  Conr onr

- — Die "ath:keii

hla 944— )

era Frs
Develognents“ in Gabriel A.- A{morﬂ, (ed.), Sk ! 03
New York: Russell & Russell, 1565, p. 226. asbe g azgues

. as they were, the licies of the four Qccup powers had one result in

comon-—they all ndered the taneous evelopnent of political

izations.™ I would argue in contrast, that spontaneous organl:ztlon vas

te common. More obvious \'4 {imited was formal political organization. On

229/30, Ellasberg describes the political activitgangtuallx occurring.
haps, the differencé is one of defining the term spon ous'

®. Wolfgang Krieger, &nwn_&lamu p. 86.

Democratization vas part and cel of American planning. The
question of timlng was, however, subject to considerable debate._ .

gtbxiet toleration was naturally restricted to those c:onsidered .
politically reli L This inc:luded the occasional social democratic stirrings
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The stage was thus set for a popularity contest with the two superpowers vying

to sway German public opinion‘ and its political leadership. The race for
"Germany's love" had bequm.**

The first impression American officials had obtained of German Social
Democrats came with the wave of emigres arriving in the United States shortly
after Adolf Hitler's takeover. The principal goal pursued by these and other
members of the German left was to organize a popular front against national
socialism. The socialist emigres' assumption wvas that fallure to reconcile
particularly the differences between communists and Social Democrats would
make it impossible for Germany's left . ever to become a credible opposition.
They aimed, therefore, to unite and thus to strengthen the German left. Only
then, these emigres concluded, could the wvarious host countrles, especially‘
the United States and Great Britain, be persuaded to recognize the left as
genuine representatives of a future Germany. But when even German socialists
failed to agree amongst themselves, an alliance between soclalists and
communists became simply unlikely. These "divisive politics™ ultimately cost

the German left in the United States the rnspect and support of american labor
and govermnent =

One early 1943 0SS report on German political emigration found the socialist
movement divided on many important Issues. On the one hand, the report
acknovledged the "bitter strife between the German labor Delegat:ion, an
organization of prominent former Social Democratic officeholders, and the Neu
Beginnen group...." But the report also ‘expressed the belief that "there
exists today a substantial unity among the German soclaiist groups in Sweden,
Great Britain, and the United States on many of the major problems of postwar
Germany." All agreed on the  need for social revolntion.' The breakdown of
Germany‘s heavy industry, the banking system and the break up of iarge estates
were policies favoured by all German socialist movements in exile.* Butlthe

g Wolfgang Krieger, General Lucius D. Clav..., PP 86-90-

echt gg), "The German Soclalist Emigration in the United States
: 1.333 to 11945",. (Diss Loyola University of Cnicago, January, 1977, pp. 477,

12

13_ (0SS Research and Analysis Branc:h, R&A No. 1568, M:mn_?_qlitical
3 December 1943, pp. iii-iv. . - :
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report stressed most emphatically the continued refusal by most socialist
groups to cooperate with the German communists.2<

These various socialist groups £ailed to attract significant support in
American and British govermment circles. Emigre socialist groups lacked both
funding and an adequate organlzational structure. No one umbrella
organization encompassing all socialists ever materialized; a problem which
was clearly exacerbated by the socialists' enemy alien status and geographical
dispersement all over the world.>®

Individual emigres may have had some. influence on opinions in the United
States and elsevhere. Scholars such as Richard Lowenthal and Gustav Stolper
‘published detailed plans for postwar Germany. The latter participated in the
1945 Hoover-Mission to study the Gexrmsn standard of living. Intellectuals such
as the Austrian Saul K. Padover and Carl J. Friedrich contributed their
insights. Padover held extensive interviews at the end of the wvar vith
surviving local German officials as well as former members of the Gexrman
' urﬂérgxound movement in occupied Gexmany before surrender. Partly because of
" his reports, it became easier after Germany's surrender to select reliable
Germans to assist in the zonal adminstration. Friedrich acted as an adviser
to American officials during the 1948 constitutional debates.® =

It is difficult | to Jjudge the contribution of Gexman socialist scholars in
exile. It would appear that their influence on postwar plannlng'remained
marginal at best. This role, admittedly, changed considerably vhen emigres
returned to Germany to assume leading pomtions in the various Cerman
provisional governments. Social Democrats such as Erich Cllenhaver, the
wartime leader of the Social Democratic London group and later a member of
Kurt Schumacher's innermost circle of advisers is one good example. Others

1.‘.. 0SS, RsA No. 1568, p. 57.
R&A No. - 1568 p. 1. " (This re rt's states "after nearly four

of varfaze tterns of organiza ion, thought, and activity amo
: gman emigres” have sufﬁci.ently c:rysta 1lized to pe% ! SOME [my mtglﬁsig?
kind of analysis. German socialist emigres were -such a heterogeneous and -

divided ?zoup that studying, not to speak of uniti.ing them, appeared nearly -
1mpossi ‘ . : Co

¢, see: Hans-Peter Schvarz, Mm_m% P 29.



22
included such 2American favorites as future Lord Mayor of West Bexrlin, Ernst

Reuter, and Hamburg's future first mayor, Max Braver. Social Democrats such
as these made invaluable contribution to the creation of a new Germany. But

their impact during the war on postwar planning was, in the final analysis,
difficuit to measure accurately.

In their wvartime efforts to encourage subsvexsive‘ activity inside Germany, 0SS
officials pursued a twofold policy. First, the qgoal was to generate an
effective opposition to the Razi regime. A strong German underground movement
could weaken the regime from within. Secondly, anticipating the
disintegration of the Nazi state, American officials alsoe worried that
specially trained Mazi wunderground forces might emerge to disrupt Allied
attempts to establish law and oxder. One way to counter this threat, American
planners thought, was to carefully nurture an effective German opposition
which could tzke over Iimmediately after the war. If found acceptable by the
German population, they could neutralize potential Nazl resistance. ‘One 0SS
report noted: '

The stren and vitality of the anti-Nazi underground are factors of

the utmost importance in estimating, not only probabilities of
German colla but the direction of the postwar reconstruction of the
German politgcai system.*?

In both instances social democrats and the trade union movement were singled
out as the most viable means for destabilizing and replacing the Nazi regime.
Allen Dulles, who worked from 0SS' Bern office, later wrote that

vhen I was in Switzerland,..., I relied heavily on members of the German
Social Democratic ard on other Socialists and trade unionists... I
fourd in these groups devoted men and women willing to risk thelr lives
for the restoration of 11ber§|y in_ Europe. No class worked more
vigorously than they to protect the individual against the Nazis, and to

try to atone for ineffective and political ‘mistakes of the ieft in
pre-Hitler days.">% o

An 0SS report in December, 1943 observed that some disgruntled = workers were

organizing "slow-downs, disturbanca,' strikes, sabotage, and even escapes from
factories." ‘

. *7_ 0SS, R&A No. ?, "The German Underground" gr i. (The article
- suppesedly was gublished' in a journal(?) "The PW Week on Dec. 31, 1943.
why it was therefore classified as 'secret’, Is a mystery to this author.)

e allen W. Dullles, Germany's Underaround, New York: MacMillan Co.,
1947, p. 97. o E . o
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While acknowledging that the communists were the best organized, the report
also registered the revival of Social Democratic youth groups.*® It observed
that the German underground could hardly be described as a revolutionary force
despite wide spread activity. Since the underground lacked a "comprehensive
national organization", it was also not in the position to make forceful
patriotic appeals against Hitler, because of the pervasive fear that the
overthrow of the regime might imply national annihilation.®® The concept of
national liberation so effectively applied to stir uvp resistance in German
occupied territories could not work in a nation such as Germany where its
enemies had already decided on unconditional surrender. Many Germans, even if
opposed to the regime, would actively resist because the alternatives under
Allied occupation appeared worse. The National Socialist propaganda machinery
found in 'unconditional surrender' an easy target for portraying the allies as
conguexors and not as the liberators, Allied propaganda wanted to project.

A civil affairs quide published by the War Departwent in July 1944 reiterated
the notion that )
...the establishment of law and order 1is conditioned upon the
elimination of 'MNazism, which can be accomplished only through the
indii;ggnous gohti_cal opposition in Germany itself, The opposition will
be ?rea est potential instrument for the destruction of German
aggression.** : .
The guide also very accurately predicted an initial lack of "well-trained and
discipiined organiéations" to assist in postwar recomstruction. Political
life would revive gradually, first on a local level but would eventually take
shape in the form of national parties. Regardless of politi‘call‘ differences,
the major goal of most German politicians, whether conservative or socialist, -
would be to recover as soon as possible Germany's independence ard to resist

the dismemberment of the Reich.22

23, 0SS, REA No. 2, "The German Underground”, pp. ii-iii.

20, 0SS, R&A, No. ?, "The German Underground", p. v.

23 0SS, R&A No. 1655.1, Givil Affajrs Guid
9i9-Raxsles aid pstaplishient of New Paitlcs in Cortaly, | 22 oYy roasarhd by
the 0SsS"Research and Analysis branch.) ‘ ' .

*2_ 0SS, R&A No. 1655.1, Clvil Affairs Guide..., P 5.
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The old Social Democratic Party and the Communists were cited as the two left
wing parties most likely once again to dominate the German labor movement. 1In
the postwar era the former was expected to return to 1ts pre-1933 reformist
roots rather than to the revolutionary policies the Communists were generally
identified with. Socialization of heavy industry and the banking system were
recognized as traditional goals of Social Democratic policy. It was observed
that the SPD, unlike the Communists, insisted, however, that these goals had
to be achieved peacefully through the state and not by working against 1t.
Finally, the SPD was also expected not to unite with the Communists and to
maintain its "longstanding hostility against the Russian system and the
Russian policy." These predictions would prove to be on target. As became
clear after 1945, the SPD fought for German so{rere_ignty and social democratic
reform. Particularly crucial in the postwar era was this element of reform.
The SPD realized the dire need for viable alternmatives to counter the
Communist drive to take control of the German labox movement. But in 1944,
even the 0SS found it difﬁcult to predict whether the SPD would eventually
win this popularity contest.=?

The possibility of a violent struggle between Conmunist and Social Democrats
could not be discounted. If bloodshed and internal disorder occurred over
their differences, political activity by political parties was to be
prohibited. - If they behaved peacefully, however, both parties should be
tolerated and their cociperation sought. The policy vas, in othex words, to
prevent "“activities that incite acts of violence against the occupying forces
and against the democratic forces in Germany. nza -

‘A subsequent 1944 0SS report went a step further. It recommended the
"ruthiess exteminat:ioﬁ“ of Germany as an aggressive power and vigorous
denazification. It was hoped "to remove the greatest obstag:lé to the release
of the democratic forces through which alone a noh-'-aggressive Germany can be
bl:'lilt.'."‘”" But unlike previous reports, this one tried to go beydrﬂ the

23 0SS, RsA No. 1655.1, Civil Affairs Guide..., p- 8.

. 0SS, RsA No. 1555 L QMLMEMPP-B 13
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essentially negative policy of merely destroying the national socialist
machinery. It offered a more substantial plan for cultivating political
alternatives in Germany. Particularly interesting were warnings of the
dangers inherent in favoring any one political organization. It advised that
if cooperation with traditional ruling elites were attempted or simply the
maintenance of Germany‘é. social structures was pursued as policy, "democratic
forces [werel likely to look to the USSR, even if the USSR [hadl a policy not
very different from that of the Western Powers." But similarly, the USSR
might lose ground if she proceeded too ruthlessly in establishing the German
Communist Party, while terrorizing Social Democrats. To avert such problems,
0SS analysts advocated alternatively a tripartite agreement on Germany's
political future.=*

Such a socliety must of necessity embrace elements from both An lo-
American and Soviet social structure and practice. is
conception would be a democracy with comgetln polltz.-l tggrtles, cnn.l
liberties and protection £or small property holders. same tipe,
it would have such socialistic features "as the natlonahzatlon of key
industries, banks and insu.rance institutions and the break up of large
estates.
Glven Soviet military preponderance combined with the a5513tance of thousands
- of fanatical communists eager to increase Soviet influence 1n BEurcpe, the
United States would find it difficult to compete vithin Germany for support.

Interallied cooperation was therefore preferable to conflict.z"

The oss pred:.cted that among these ‘German polltlcal parties, the left would
reorganize more quic:kly than bourgeols elements. Its postwar strength also
would be greater than during the Weimar republic. It was estimated . that the
German society by 1945 would consist of 60 percent workers, salaried
| employees, and peasants but only about 6 percent owners and managers. Given

these changes, the traditional German economical and political leadership -
after denazification would initially find 1tse1f on the defenswe. ‘Large
political activity, however, was deemed an unli.kely occurrence. It was more
probable that "political apathy combined with intense preoccupatlon with daily -

€. 0SS, RsA No. 2076, The Revival of Germsn Political..., p. 7.

27, 0SS5, R&A No. 2076, W, pp- 8/9. ('I'he Research and
Analysis Branch was Tumor ve n left Jleaning -
i.nte lectuals. it is reasonable to assume tha their ideas--how ever

lar to social democ:ratic programs——were at least registered the
militgg The 0SS, if remember, was first under the supervision of the

er July, 1945 OSS mission to Germny, although somewhat in limbo,.
continued to serve OH&IS with intelligence } ,
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domestic problems" would prevail. Unfortunately, the 0SS report concluded,

the result will be that political parties will be run by minorities "which may
or may not reflect the unconscious demands of the massés." But it was also
predicted that once the immediate problems of simple survival had been solved,
the majority of the population would again turn their attention to political

affairs and that the SPD would play a major positive role in this
development.=® -

By early 1945, U.S. troops began to enter defeated Germany. A situation
report on the city of Kassel occupied in early April, 1945 described the
citizens' preoccupation with immediate problems of simple survival. It found
that most citizens showed little or no interest in those long-term political
issues touching upon Germany's future. The principal concern was to restore
vater and electricity services in the virtually destroyed city. Food and fuel
supplies were viewed as adequate. Another major concern, Germans noted, was
the looting and other acts of violence committed by the thousands of displaced
persons roaming Germany. Most Germans interviewed, listed food, shelter,
transport and de-nazification together with political re-education as major
goals. Even among the Social Democrats, who appeared to dominate the city's
political life since the American arrival, "questions of socialism" had been
relegated to the future.=* " At the same time, these field reporters did not
fail to note the speed with  which this local chapter of the‘ SPD began to
regroup. | | ' : '

| While it 1s perhaps evaggerating to spesk of a Social Democratic Party

be??ln zg‘r:égg zég igxﬂ?evetmt 11ts 1e§derst pg;‘genisng u}l?teénfrgﬁt on all
questions, dealing with the US authorities...

The SPD was viewed as unique among political groups. Other political groups
consisted not only of a mere handful of men, but also lacked the necessary

_ - 0SS, R&A No. 2076, W&lﬁa&fﬂ fp. 25/6. (1. It is
- dlfﬂcult to’ tell whether the S CS pe rect the thesis that
_.the left would organize faster than others. The poll ical forecast was,

however, at rate ggrven enti.rely correct. 2. .. 'This __arqument of the

1itical m:mon y used b{ ican officials to refuse
ealing direuggly with political parti . But it is difficult to see _how else

. parties have emerged except through the initiative of dedicated
J.ndividuals ) )

z9 OSS Fleld Report "mmo:éndum from E.M. Hoover and R.G. Neumann 'to
Harold Deutsch, Chief ", 24 April 1945, pp. 1, 5-7.
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expertise to organize themselves into political parties.2© Until this
condition changed, the SPD was likely to remain the most important political
force 1n Kassel. It was, therefore, recommended that the military government
work closely with the party.

At the same time, it was noted with some disapproval that the local Social
Democratic leader Herr Nietzsche was trying to organize a trade union
movement.?2 It was predicted that soon it would be impossible to separate the
unions from the political parties. Such an alliance was, in these field
reporters' minds, not desired by the B2American govermment. JCS 1067 allowed
the "self-organization of employees along democratic lines, subject to such
safequards as may be necessary to prevent the perpetuation of Naz:. or
militarist influence under any gui.Se or the continuation of any group hostile
to the objectives and operations of the occupying forces."®2  But alliances
between trade unions and parties were not included. In part, this stemmed
from a general American distrust of political parties, but particularly of the
Communist Party. It has been argued that top U.S. officials were "determined
to inhibit indigenous social xradicalism and to contain Soviet power in

German." To achieve this, the conversion of German labor into an American

ally vas essential. Members of more conservati\ie, U.S. trade unions such as -
the American Federation of Labor (AFL) were enlisted to 'dési.gn' a reliable

German labor movement Many of these reportedly worked at the Labor Relations

Branch of OMGUS.®®  Soclalist. and Social Democratic emigres were also
recrulted to act as "bulvark agamst German Communist party (KPD)

inflvence "4 State Department policy makers may have been overly
confrontational towvard the German labor movement by conspn:mg to ellmnate

communlst influence in German labor. But whether American policy was single- '

2e, 088, Field Report "Memoxandum to Harold Deutséh...", p- 7, 8.
3%, First name is not given.

32 mpirective of the United States Joint Chiefs of Staff..." (JCS 1067)
in Ruhm von Oppen, (ed.} Documents on Germany undex Occupation, p. 23.

aa Carol Elsenberg, "Working-Class Politics and the Cold War: . :
American Interven ion in the " German Labor Movement, 1945—49“ “in mnlmtis;
Vol. 7, No. 4, Fall, 1983, pp. 283/4.
Zi%kh inted to resence ozfuman Staﬁ Departmentl: officials wittfxin
mﬂls- wi gartz.c as we e maki ines drawn so far
are: ‘further obscure <) pa 3 . ’ potley g

=% 34, Carolyn Eisenberg, mng—.mm_mnm,.u p. 286. |
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mindedly confrontational toward Germany's left and the labor movement is at
least debatable.

instead there 1is evidence to suggest that Zmerican officials were often able
to recognize arxl adjust their policies to political currents In Germany
without provoking needless conflict. Louis A. Wiesner, the State Department's
expert on labor, as early as 12 May 1545 discovered signs of widespread,
albeit localized, 1labor activity. "anti~-fascist committees" dominated by
Social Democrats, Communists, and ‘'leftist centrists' were observed to have
organized in various cities across Germany. One such committee in
Ludwigshafen, it was discovered, had posted 1leaflets "demanding the 40 houxr
week [and]l the nationalization of industry...™. Wiesner concluded that since
the Military Government seemed unable to prevent this combination of political
party and labor activity, it wvould be advisable to revise those policies
prohibiting it. Failure to act, he warned, "will bottle up energy which could
aid us, drive many of the groups underground, and benefit only those who are
‘most w_ill‘mg to work illegslly, namely the Communists."22

Secretary of War Henry L. Stimson expressed even greater alarm about recent

level of communist activity in Burope. On 16 May Ti1945, he wrote to President

‘It is universally exg ed that neﬁt wvinter there will be e idemics and
starvation in Central Eurocpe. Thereupon may follow polltical revolution
and communist infiltration.... It is_essential @to

Br.otect these
countries [in Central Europe] against falling victim to Revolution and .
communism as a result of starvation.>€- i ‘

Several officials alsc believed that the Soviet Union vas responsible for the -
increasingly radical  tone of communist parties in Europe. State Department
Spet_:ial Assistant to the Director on European Affairs, Raymond E. Muxphy,
issued the following warning: ' o _ -
_ ¥While the Communist International theo:eticai%}\{evas dissolved in June,
1943, the constituent sections have worked together as a team since then
and have never wavered in their absolute support of Moscow's poiicles.

This is a force to be_ reckoned with in  the application of this
j.government_'s policy abroad for the reconstituted Communist International

. +353_ Louls A. Wiesner to 2aAmb. Robert hy, 12 May 1945, W
Sy fite et Catrad iR SR SIERY (eiiirtn, Contas

olitica onal Defense Affairs. (Henceforth, Central
Flles, I.F. Part I) ‘ - . .

26, quoted in: Wolfgang Krieger, General Lucius D, Clav..., p. 90. (my
retranslation into Englishl o o o A P hd
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be expected to undermine and dlscredit our licies if they do not
ggl{ncide with those of the Soviet Union.” Bo Y

Murphy warned that Communist agitators in FEurope were busy praising the Red
Army as liberators. Since most Europeans were accustomped to life under
totalitarian regimes, they could be expected to make an easy transition to a
new one.?® These communist agitators were portrayed as presenting the Soviet
Union as the "logical guarantor™ against another menace comparable to Hitler.
He recommended that tough measures be introduced particularly against American
communists as "a convincing demonstration to Stalin of the inherent strength
of this country [United States]." Such a stance, it was concluded, could only
aid in strengthening relations between the United States and the Soviet
Union.=**®

But strongly worded attacks aimed against communist activity tended to be the
exception. Generally, officials were more moderate in tone. On 12 June 1945
Ambassador Robert Murphy noted the propaganda advantage the Soviet government
enjoyed by portraying the Red Army as liberators from fascism. But he had
also heard that the Soviets even within their own zone were not very popular.
Murphy did not believe Soviet propaganda posed a ‘threat in Allied zones, but
promised, nonetheless, "to keep a close watch on polltical t:ends in this
direction."+° '

Americans still had reasons to remain concerned. The speed with vhich the
Soviet occupied zone succeeded at re—establishing a semblance of normalcy
demanded attention. Only slightly more than a month after surrender, _-Pléishall

27, 1945, Vol. I, Potsdam, The ial Assistant to the Dlzector
of Af irs Hurphy to the Special Assistant to the Secre
State éP il i ) and the Cirector of European Affairs (Matthews), 2 June
g ing Secretary of State Joseph C. Grew sent 's re] rt
ogether wlth a _memorandum to Pres. Truman. But according to the S editors
there is no evidence that Truman. actually received the report.)

38 ‘FRUS, 1945, vVol. Potsdam, "possible Resurrection of Communist
International, siesumption of r-Sxtzeme Leftist Activitles, Possible Effect on
United States ' June . 1945 o I 278/9. (R.E. Murphy in the preceding

' ’ Earaqraph mentxons one Dean nge erhaps, he is merely summarizing the

tter's vi evs. If Murphy tried to t‘ms, he certainly Tock great care to

.c:onceal Inge s contribuatien.

i ERUS 1945, Vol. I, Potsdam, "Possible 'Resizrrection of Communist
International,... s Pp. 278—80.

40 FRUS 1945, Vol. I1I, Euro adviso Commission Austria and

Germany, No. 474, Hurphy to Secretary of State, 12 Jurryae 1945, p. 9a4..
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G.K. Zhukov, the supreme commander of the Soviet Military Governmment, issued

Order No. 2 permitting the formation and activity of anti-fascist political
parties. Trade union activity'was also legalized.** The American government,
on the other hand, wvaited another two months before officially removing the
ban on localized pdlitical activity in its zone. Natlonal party organization
wvas not authorized until November, 1945. On the surface, it appeared thus as

if the American government might be losing the £irst round of the propaganda
battle for Germany.

The Soviet govermment, however, confronted a problem vwhich it found difficult
to resolve. On the one hard, it wished to make Germany its ally. ©Cn the
other hand, the Soviet nation desperately needed reparations from Germany to
restore its own shattered economy. One of its first steps was, as far as
possible, to dismantle Germany's industry. Barbara Ann Chotiner and John W.
Atwell placed the prewar value of plants dismantled at 1.6 billion dollars.
Over 6,000 kilometers of tzacks and 1,200 locomotives were taken out of the

Soviet =zone. The Soviet occupation forces, furthermore, were entirely -
supplied with German: produce.*2 '

On June 29, 1945 Lucius D. Clay warned that Soviet dismantling, if continued,
could have disastrous effects.. Although favouring punishment of Germans, he
felt that it should not lead to "mass starvation and sickness." He observed -
that if Germany's economy continued .. to be eroded at that level, the
- consequences could be very severe.+? Ih the final analysis, such actions, no
matter how 1mportant to a battered Soviet economy, were bound to harm the
Soviet govermment's efforts at normahzing relations.with a future Germany.

42 Ko. 18, "Befehl Nr. 2 des Obérsten Chefs dex Sditjetlscheﬁ
‘ Militaradministrat:.on in Deutschland ubez: die .Zulassung anti- faschlstische :
Parteien und isati in 1me -

Demokratischen Republik, 1568, pp. 54/5.‘

’ en (hencefozth noted as?.- 3
Dok (GDR)) R TR

| 4=, Barbara Ann Chotiner and John W. Atwell, "Soviet Occupation Pollicy
toward German 6y'gzi.n Hans A. Schmitt, U.S., Occupation in Europe afg:: World ¥War

-+ Il:-., PP- 4

- . 3. "From Clay to [John J.] Hcclo 29 June 1945, No. 17
Bgcig D. g Yol. I, Jean E. Smith, (ed.), B oommgton, - .

ana
versity Press, , Pp. 41/2.
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Fears of alienating the German population were similarly on the minds of
American government officials. In late June, 1945, Robert Murphy referred to
the danger of restoring political order without concomitant econcmic
improvements in Germany.

S2,57 SECIR govke e T o orgonize, n ne fobure seers

sprseis proebls e, oo seonle, VIL SR ot shes nnic

political activity, it would be extremely difficumlt to reintroduce it.+*<
A year and a half later winter, 1946, when there was again some talk of
lowering the daily calorie rations in the American =zone, Lucius D. Clay vexy
shrewdly cautioned,

We have insisted on democratic processes in the U.S. zone and have

maintained a strict neutrality between political parties.  As a result

s, Lo arty Bae mie LTI ipried, fom ST LRSI

democracy on 1000 calories., |
He concluded, convinced that reducing the daily allowance weuld pave the road
to a Communist Germany.*® Clay chose in 1946 to inflate the potential for
political unreét in Germany. Early 1946 election victories for moderate
political forces should have left him with few doubts about how unpopular
radical parties were in Germany. Germans had sent a clear message, rejecting
the forces of violent change as viable alternatives. In 'smner 1945, on the
other hand, BAmerican officials were not able to anticipate that the demise of
German radicalism would come about so quickly and with such E£inality. But
Ameri.can officials xealized already that contmumg an "essentlally negatlve
and suppressive" policy of disallowing political act1v1ty could not possibly
further their cause aqainst political radicalism. Robert Murphy thought that
continuing a ban on political activity would discourage democratic parties
from expressing themselves.. Ebctremlsts on the right: and left on the other
hand being more .adept and disciplined could be more effective in the
underground The solution, he thought was to support Soc1a1 Democrats and
Centrists since "they might be mclmed to obey our orders while Communists

and Nazis advance their own orgammtlons nae

e 1945, Vol. I ' Murph to the Director of European
Affairs (Hatthews)" 28 June 1§45 Mo 33‘9 7t 28 .

%%5? of Lucjus D %5%’:‘. Vﬁ} 1, "m:om Clay to [Maj. Gen. Oliver'
P.} Echols etersen”, : 0. .103, op- 1 /4., I

4€_ . FRUS, 1945, Vol. I, Potsdam .3 hy t I'Btth
1945, p. 472. a ;7 FO , No. 333, Murphy to evs, 28 June
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At the same time, Murphy appears to have entertained strong doubts about
Germany's ability to reorganize politically in 1945 because of the political
and economical chaos In his memoirs he wrote that "two months after their
surrender, Berliners still were moving about in a dazed condition... In
addition to three million Gemans in Berlin, thousands of displaced persons
were roaming around the shattered city. None of us could be sure how these
people might behave, whether their experiences had made them apathetic,
revengeful, or crazy."” In July, 1945, Clay told future Assistant Secretary
of state John H. Hilldring that no #1sib1e pattern of political activity had
yet emerged. He attributed this 1like most other observers to the German
pecple's concern primarily with "everyday problems of £food, clothing and
shelter". He was also not éreatly unsettled by the communist underground
movenment. Alth_odéh aware that the Communists were the wmost widely organized,
he did not consider them a mass movement at the time.*® Cne of the most
outspoken recent critic of the American occupation Edward N. Petersen arques
that Germans were guite capable o£ organizing politically. American help was
not actually required. At least two OMGUS officers Chaxles W. Thayer and .‘
George Schuster concur that it was absurd to assume that Germans vere
1nherent1y anti-democratic or unable to reform. The only time Americans found
their reform efforts hampered Schustex suggested was when Germans felt that
attempts were being made to “resnape the supposed German character" v

Hurphy and Clay were perhaps shrewd enough to recognize the potential use of
reformist socialists such as the SPD against Communist - activity. But they
‘ clearl_y underestinated the strength of the Social Democratic Party to Tegroup.
so quickly aftez the wvar. Kurt Schumacher certainly did not have to be taught
the basics of aemocratlc behavior. " "Married to politics" since the early days
g of the Weimar Republic, it vas only natural for him to seek as quickly as

-

.7, ~ Robert Murphy, mnlgma:_am_qng_ﬂa;rm p. 264.

' W No. 19 Conditions  in Germany, From Clay
‘to Hllldring, Y. s D. . _ o
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possible his old party's revival.®® vwhat made Schumacher difficult to endure
not only for Americans was the single-mindedness with which asserted his
party's sole legitimate claim to rule a future Germany. It supposedly so
dominated Schumacher’s thinking that, according to another Social Democrat,
Theo Pirker, he failed to give the labour movement the new sense of direction
and purpose it desperately needed. This, Pirker feels, should have been the
real goal of the party. Instead, Schumacher - perpetrated the "myth" that his
party should determine all large national questions from German unity, to
reconstruction and democratization.®* Yet' in the end, Pirker continuves, the
party achieved 1little of Schumacher's program. Its only choice was, in the
end, to cooperate in the creation of a Western Germany that contained few
elements of Schumacher's socialist dream. How complete the defeat of
socialism was became clear in 1959 when the SPD's Godesberg program eliminated
crucial socialist elements from the party's platform. The SPD by then had
come to realize that such sacrifice was the only route to winning elections.

'~ The root of this disaster, Pirker thinks, lies in Schumacher's failure after
1945 to provide a credible and viable socialist program, thus pavmg the road
to *authoritarian democracy".®=

Pirker's sweeping analysis contains considerable merit. But Pirker denies or
'is unwilling to concede that Schumacher had 1little " choice. . Even if the
consensus ambng historians is that Schumacher was able to rule his party with
an iron fist it: is equally true that many final decisions' for Germany,
including those concez:nmg his own party s future, were not his to make. -
Schumacher admittedly remarked as early as 6 May 1945 that "We [the SPD]
cannot be ard do not want to be the autoc:atically ruled instrument of some

ea.rly resumpt:mn of pol:.t:.cal activity after the war.

ichs . en& oening

‘ 22_ Theo Pirker D. 11-13. (Plrker describes
: himself as a "eftist"’ (den Inken® im weitesten Sinnel. .He evi entég
eplores . the striking discrepancy between socialist vision as formulated:
': ore 1945 and reality which gradual y decimated these dreams. in favor of
. traditional capitalism.) , o Cae D

1

so ee page_ 1 of th:.s C‘.‘naptez for a few ewamples of Schumacher's very" ‘
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alien imperial interests."®? But he alsc accepted that "in Germany Democracy
would be socialist or not at all", either. way only if the occupying powexs
would allow it to happen.®+*

Schumacher clearly £cught an uphill battle. He had to uvnite opposing groups
of social democrats and neutralize the influence of the Socialist Unity Party
{SED) . He had not only to establish the SPD as the only viable workers'
party but simultaneously to transform it into a "Volkspartei”, in other words,
a party with broad mass appeal; something, 'given its predominantly working
class constituency, it had never been in the past.®® ' Finally, he needed the
support of the Western Allies. Schumacher knew that his threats of leading
his Germany to neutrality were empty rhetoric. Under the Soviet system with
the Commmnists in . power, there would be noc ~room for other left-;wing
alternatives. German unity, he realized, depended " not on his party's
initiative, but on the ability of the Allied powers to reach agreement;‘ on the
shape of the postwar world. The more improbable such — "‘ah a rabgement ‘becamne,

the more he reluctantly became willing to accept the "Weststaat" within the{_
Western alliance.®< : | '

' But Schumacher hwita*'ed to admit this publz.cly. Memories of - Weimar and his
party's assoc:.ation with - the 1915 “Versaillesdiktat" demanded that the SPD

aftez: 1945 under no circumstances be assoc1ated with:any ‘uture peace imposed o

by the v:.ctors. Much of his early rhetoric thus assumed a harsh tone toward b
the alljes. But to leading party functionaxies he conceded that "we cannot...
' choose our own -plan for_ a united Burope. We ,cannot expect at all fron life to

23 Erich Ollenhaver, Kurt Schumacher, Willxl Brandt W
Soziali nn—Bad Godesberg: erlag ‘Neue 5 ’
s P+ N )

49;‘. Quote taken from- Hans-Peter smmz,'mmmgsmmnk,' '

8, 1In 19.1.2 at the hexght of 1ts pxe—ﬂar popularity the SPD obtained 3
‘ g.\lar ‘of only 34. f:} percent. ‘ cape from the working
classes. To be a true "Volkspar *tei“ tgang nas to be able.to ap geal to largé .
: and varied segments of soc:.ety This D simply never did before 1959.

; s Chap*'er .52 Schumacher expiained his vievs privatel to sevezali-
American officials from 1946 onward.  Althowgh I must acmit £ i am not

ert_nt;i.ri cert:a..n about the true motives behind -his confessions -to these
officia , , . -
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let itself be quided by abstract notions."®7 In concrete terms this implied
that the party would have to work with the Western allies. German
independence and unity were sincere goals. But Schumacher also had to make
certain that the SPD was associated with these demands, even as he realized
that they were likely to remain elusive. In the initial postwar years, he
remained convinced that his party needed to distance itself from 2llied

policy.

Schumacher had to juggle numerous variables to keep his party afloat. But,

ultimately, he could not but fail to resoive what is commonly referred to as
*schumacher's dilemma". His party's survival depended on the Western

alliance, vhile the latter, in turn, threatened to retard, or at least

sigrificantly modify where possible, the realization of the German Social

Democracic dream. His final success was, nevertheless, impressive. Under

Schumacher's leadership, the SPD came to be gradually acknowledged as the only
legitimate left-wing alternative to conservatism by the wvast majority of

Germans. Even if power remained elusive, the SPD emerged united, possessing a
"greater share of the popular vote than it ever had before in its 16ncxi history.

‘Finally, no one vas ever able to say that the SPD was responsible for another

stab in the back. On the contrary, so vocal was - Schumacher 5. natzonalrstlc
zeal in public that he more than any other German statesman was identified
with the revival of German nationalism. It . is not clear whether Amencan_
offlc:lalq during .the early months of the occupatlon were aware of the
intricacies of the Social Democratlc dilemma.  Theo Pixker arques that in 1945
the Western forces never even understood the s:.gm.f:.canc:e of the “inner-
_ part,y" struggle between socialism and communism.2®. Thrs statement is
dispﬁtable. The first agency to have commented on this: confllct as early as
1944 was. the 0SS. As already mentloned, both Hurphy and Clay had taken notlce
of internal dlfferences.s’

. Hans-Peter Schbarz, _Quemmgniemblr_ pp- 518, 545-
_“- ‘I'heo Pirker, Die-SPD nach Hitler..., pp. 4/2. s

- g would usuall 51 his name on letters to the sec:retary of
state. But thephs}g called "Mu.. gn rts" were the outcome of research

analysls conducted by his sta olad. Clay; when conmentmg litical

actnnty, weald s:.mlarly refer to mtelllgen:e gathered by his 1e1d reporters.
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The f£irst opportunity American officials had to revise their original policy

of prohibiting political activity was offered at the Allied Conference at -
Berlin, Potsdam, staged during the latter half of July, 1945. Other issues
were clearly ﬁstly more important such as reparations or Germany's unity as a
nation. According to Herbert Feis, Potsdam "turned into a court of claims".
It brought to the forefront the many conflicting interests which had ali-rays
persisted but had been relegated intc the background while Gérmany's defeat

- was still the paramount concern. But rather than solving differences,
Potsdam exposed the powers' failure to rule the postwar world as one.

The .Allied Cebate over German political activity certainly underscored this
failure. Feis claims that Secretary of State James F. Byrnes and British
Minister for Foreign Affairs Anthony Eden sought Soviet commitmert to permit
free elections, open to 2ll parties and their candidates whose democratic and -
anti-Nazi record had been sufficiently demonstrated.®® Charles E. Bohlen, who
acted as Truman's interpreter at Potsdam; shares in the uncertainty as to
vhether Potsdam sealed the fate of Cermany as a divided nation. But he
~concedes that even the Western powers were frequently intransigent i.rherg ‘
outside interference in their individual occupation zones vas proposed. - When
* the Soviet ;;overnment proposed the internaticnalization of the Ruhr
_ industries, the British, who controlled that a::ea, refused to comply. Bohlen
defends Britlsh refusal, stating that "Moscow would undoubtedly have used the l
" privilege to par_alyze the German economy and to push West Germany toward
Communism."€* In réspe*:se, the American government.'s resolve grew to seek the
remtegratlon of Germany into an American-led world, a policy that Washington
had been contempla ting at least since the fall of 1944.%% After Potsdam thus
the division of Germany began to look much like a fore«jone conclusion.

The Potsdam communiq:é released 2 August 1945 :écknowledggd the aAllies' failure
to agree on a "future'\Gezmany. Article 9 (iv) implied as much by stating that

e Herbert Feis,
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"for the time being no central government shall be established." But, on the
other hard, "all democratic parties with rights of assembly and of public
discussion shall be allowed and encouraged throughout Germany."€> The Potsdam
agreement supplemented JCS 1067, the official policy quiding the actions of
the American occupation forces. JCS 1067 remained in effect until 1547 when
it was replaced by JCS 1779. The Potsdam agreements superseded provisions in

~JCS 1067 if they appeared to contradict those arrived at during the

Conference. This included among others the authorization henceforth of
democratic political activity in Germany.

Another conseguence of the Conference appeared to be that the United States
government ha¢ emerged determined to proceed more rapidly with the restoration
of Germany. Truman himself took the initiative in a report to the nation on 9
August 1945. He spoke of the ruins in Berlin, other devastated cities and
"German women and children and old men...wandering over the highways,
returning to bombed-out homes or leaving bombed-out cities, searching for food
and shelter.." Germans, he thought, had been sufficiently punished for thel_
crimes. The tas&s of the newly founded Council of Foreign Ministers was to
eliminate all ::elmants of national socialism and German militarism. It would,

furthermore,- 'éeek "to rebuild democracy by -control of German education, by
reorganizmg local government and the Jmi:.c:.arv, by encouraging free speech,
free press, freedom, and the right. of labor to organize. "¢ As Theodor
Eschenburg commented, the -Council was created to deal vith problens not solved
at the conference.€®

Sanctioned by the American government, political activity was to be revived.

American officials certainly began to scrutinize more carefully the various -

forms of pollt:.cal party activity occurrmg ‘in their zome. . Higher level

' américan officials as well began to examine in greater detail the pol:.t:.cal

ci
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content of German parties. Future elections, too, were incluvded as official

policy. In a memorandum dated 4 August 1945 the Civil Administration Division
of the U.S. Group Control Council wrote that "representative and elective
principles shall be introduced into regional, provincial, and state (Land)
administration as rapidly as may be Jjustifiable by the successful application
of these principles in local self-government.m<€

Accordingly, on 27 August 1945, the wmilitary government initiated the first
steps within the American 2zone to authorize political party activity. Such .
activity was, however, at £first limited to the 'Kreis' or county level.
Organization meetings were held immediately and appeared to be well attended.
Since these meetings were also conducted in an orderly fashion, political
parties were authorized to organize state wide in November 1945.€7 Earlier on
19 September 1945, proclamation No. 2 issued by General Elsenhower had divided
the American zone into three Lander. On 17 October, the recently appointed
minister presidents were summoned to a meeting, where the creatio:;-nf a
'Landerrat' or council of states vas announced. Its function was to harﬂle .
inter-Land activities that no Land ‘could handle individually. Although
possessing neither legislative, judicial nor police powers, itstooberatioh on
issues such as population transfers £rom Eastern Europe . and the_sp.ﬁderi
demobilization of millions of German soldiers was crucial. American officlals
argued that eventually this body would aid in the transition of power back
into German hahds.“ | ' |

The political environﬁent, although now visibly improving,.still suffered from
one major drawback. The wider German public was reluctant to become involved.
American officials concerned about such lack of enthusiasm  could offer few
sugg&stions.'for correcting the problem. Officials, including Clay, had spoken

‘ ee, James Pollock, et al., (ed.}, p.
113, (U.s. E was the official title of the occupation

administration until officially changed to OMGUS " In 0ctober, 1945. In april
OMGUS assumed full military government responsibility) :

‘ &= Lucius D. Cla mmign_in___t‘gmnz, Westport Oonn. .Greenwood
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much of ‘'grass roots' or ‘'bottom up' approaches on political activity.
Indigenous political party development with minimum outside intexference was
openly favored. But how it was to be accomplished? Even in mid-October 1945,
Clay still observed that “"complete political apathy" prevailed. Particularly
smaller and rural districts were noted as "not producing any political
activity." The unanimous conclusion of military government zreports, he
claims, was that, except for dedicated minorities, the "German masses are
entirely unready for self-government and ignorant of democratic processes and
responsibilities."s?

Both Robert Murphy and Clay were still deploring in the fall of 1945 vwhat they
thought was political apathy. But it can be argued that political apathy had
become somewhat of a misnomer. Masses rarely organize spontaneously, ieaving
most work te more qualified or dedicated men and women. In 1945 and for some
time thereafter, most Germans were struggling to survive and had little time
- to become actively involved in politics. But despite this preoccupation_with
economic survival, Germans still found time to vote. The municipal'election
turnout in January, 1946 was 86 percent. Clay conceded that this "vas twice
what we could expect at home" during local elections in the United States.7°

Most pollitical party activity ‘tréditionally centered around the 1arget urban
‘communities. It vas here, as in the past,'that‘ the two 1'eftist_parties', the
SPD and Communists, were most active and best organized. In early October,
following -Allied authorization, Kurt Schumacher organized the f£first party
conference on .3erman soil since the war had ended. The meeting held at -
 Wennigsen near Hannover was of historic importance. It was here thet the
party made fundamental pollcy decisions about its future path. . -

‘Theodor Eschenburg distinguishes two results that more than any others
characterized the meeting.. One was that Schl.nnacher emerged as the party's
~ undisputed 1leader and central fiqure . and would lxkely_ continue in th1§.

s, F.R.U.S, 1945, Vol. III, Council of Foreiqn Ministers, Germany and 5
Austria, "Clay to ‘the War Department" 13 October 1945, p. 981. :

7. . Lucius D. Cla jon in .. 88. ( 195 c1a
perception on. political act%zty%%ed subs By Y. %le

. how remembered "the healthy growth of polltlcal parties” 1n the Amencan
British zones. p. 91)
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position for the foreseeable future. Secordly, was the formal recognition of

two SPD factions, one in the East, the other in the West. In July, 1945, the
SPD of the Soviet zone together with all other parties had consigned
themselves to unification with the Communists in a "firm front of anti-fascist
and democratic organizations." . Schumacher's hatred of communism had persisted
even through all his years at Dachau. He did not associate with them in the
concentration camp nor would he ever permit any association with communists
after the war. Too deeply were memories of 1932 engraved in his n;.’m .7% The
Communist party, he charged, was too "indivisibly 1linked to one of the
superpowers, namely to Russia as national and imperialist state and its
foreign political goals."”* |

One 0SS official had noted in Octobexr, 1945 that Schumacher opposed
-unification with Communists. He also mentioned briefly Schumacher's.
displeasure over attempts by the Social Democratic Central Committee in Berlin
to assume control of the wvhole party.?® ZLucius D. Clay recognized at least
that although there was a "tendency for left parties to cooperate closely",
they had so far failed to merge.”*  Although Clay's belief that Schumacher
discouraged an open break between the left parties . at the time is correct,
0SS reports, with a E:mer eye for detail, had predicted in September 1945 that
the Soc1a1 Democratic Party in the Western zZones shared Allied policy opposmg :
both a umted democratlc front and the establlshment of & united labor party.'
The reports hinted at the presence of mternal party divisions whereby the
traditionally anti-communist "old men" were opposed by the more radical rank
"and file. The -latter  appeared more readily inclined to merge \ut_h the
Communists. Should they be able to wrest party control from the remnants of

73 Theodor Eschenburq, Jahre der Besatzund..., p. 174, 173. (The
compunists then in's orders a inst ‘the reformist
Social Democrats thus :Eacilgtating Hitler s 'rise to pover. :

72 wYYX. Kurl Schumacher: Politische Ri.chtlinien fur die SPD in ihrem L
Verhaltnis zu den anderen pelitischen Faktoren, 1945", m Kurt Klotzbach

Berlin: Verlag J.H.W Dietz Nachf., 1. p.

73, Strateglc Services Unit, War Department, Field Report(’), "Social
e Democratic Conference in Hanover", 4 october 1945. ,

o 74, WW No. 51, "'Conditions in Germany",
-October 19 lay to Secretary of War (Patterson), p- 102
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the old quard, the united front could well materialize in the Western zones,
as well.”>

Even though top officials such as Robert Murphy and Clay still appeared in
late 1945 to have little faith in German political maturity, they clung to the
election date set for January, 1946. Murphy expressed some reservacions as
late as mid-December, 1945. He found particularly interesting that the three
minister-presidents had petitioned Clay to postpone elections at least until 1
April 1946. Bavaria's Social Democratic minister president Wilhelm Hoei;ner
still argued in his memoirs that the elections were staged prematurely. He
thought that the German people were still politically "comatose" at that
stage. He also argued that election results at the time would not have been
truly representatlve of the population since many former national socialists
were prohibited from votmg together with Iefugees, who had not yet fulfilled
the one year residency requirements necessary to particpate in the
elections.” ¢

Heoegner's major reservation stemmed largely, as ‘hcf_admi'ts, from his party's
unpopularity in the predominantly catholic Bivaria. As anticipated, in none of
the local elections held between January and May 1946 did the Bavarian 5PD
succeed in obtaining wmore than - forty percent of the popular vote. But
Hoegner, ignoring calls for his resignation, continued in office, confz.dent
that the Military government supported him.7” '

1f, as it turned out, German leaders themselves entertained reservations about
early elections, why, gwen the presumed political apathy, were electiohs‘
held? For one, there was the Soviet challenge which demanded a response.. The
more evident it became that unification would remam elus.we, the less
inclined the 2American government was to delay the c.teat:.on of a West Ge:man

- 78 0SS, R&A, No. 1549, “The SOCial‘ Democratic Party of. Germany“,; 1
: September 1945, Pp- 36 8.

7e. 11he1m Hoegner, mr_ach_mﬂgs_amnsm_e: Munich: Isar Verlag,
1959, pp. 241-243. , I

77 . Wilhelm H EL@W . 243. (docmtients
in F.R.U.S reveal that sSupport exis 's espousal of
federalism and decentrahza ’on. But he also realized how

was amnong German peolitical leaders. see: No. 1577, Hur g Secretary of
State, 2 ﬁ Decemberpg945, Pe 1023.] o ] phy
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govermment. Municipal elections held in the first half of 1946 were anyhow
little more than public opinicn polls, revealing impertant insights about the
direction German politics were likely to take. Decision making power for the
American zone was to remain in the hands of American govermment agencies,
whether it be OMGUS, the State Department, the Whiter House or ewven Congress.

Another factor accelerating the return to political normalcy, according to
John H. Backer, was the U.S. Congress. Clay was aware that Congress could at
any pomt seek an end to the American occupation of Germany. Congress had
always been critical of the immense cost of mamtainmg American forces there.
As it turned out, the OMGUS staff of around 13,000 wvas tc be reduced to 5,000
in late Spring, 1946. In 1971, Clay defended his decision:

We——at least I--didn't know how long the United States was gomg to be
villing to support an occupation, and therefore if I oing to
establish law and order I felt that the best way to- do it was by
utllizing Gaermans. Secondi felt that the more we could reduce

American sonnel and mil Jfar government, the more apt we were to be
able to o tam the proper sup rt at home’ by doi the job. And
thirdly, I thought thay could do it better than we could.”

It is hard not to agree with Clay's assessment. By introducing democracy at a
pbint where Germany's mo*ale appeared low, the American military government's
decision o hold electicns allowed whatever remnants of apathy and lethargy_.‘
incurred by defeat, to be replaced by a new sense of pohtlcal 'mportance.

The Euture no longer appeared as uncertain as before."

Overall, the spring 1946 mun1c1pa1 elections held in the American occupation
zone proved genex:ally reo.ssuring. Although &as Harold Zink has . observgd
part;cz.pat:.on declined between the January, 1946 municipal elections for

communities not exceeding' 20,000 and those for larger counties on 28 April
. 1946. The voter turn out wvas 86 and 70 percent respectively.®® The Coalition
. of Christian Democrats (CDU) and Christian Socialists {Csu} -won majorities in
. Bavaria and Wurttemberg--Baden. In Bavaria, the majority was absolute. The
" elections in Wurttemberg-Baden proved indecisive. The Social Democrats won in -

' :Hesse,"but without passini;:- the fifty percent hurdle. But most importantly,

7a, quote £r0m 1971 interview conducted bj Jean D Smith. Cited In: John

7®. John H. Backer, Emmﬂm.qmuu p. 79-
so_ marold Zink, Mz_ﬂ_&aw p. 180. ) T
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nowhere did the Communist party gain wore than f£ifteen percent of the popular
vote.®*> Nor were there any signs ¢f a right wing revival. The threat of
anti-American resistance had evidently not only £failed to materialize, but
political parties friendly, or at least not opehly hostile to the American
occupation, were also clearly enjoying massive popular support. Thus
encouraged, 2american officials were persuaded to grant greater leeway to
pelitical parties.

The elections meant that the Awerican government had successfully passed the
first hurdle in the democratization of Germany. The election turn-out and the
overwhelmmg victory pro-Western parties had scored gave American officials
reassurance that liberal democracy could work. Prospects that Western Germany
would one day be a reliable ally of the United States were increasing.

The months between surrender and rthe first municipal elections held at varying
dates between January and May 1946, as far as political activity vas
concerned, were dominated by worries about radical left- and right-wing
insurgences. In the next instan'ce, as it became more and more apparent that
German sovereignty would be restored, the more concerned the Aamerican

' government became with the structure of Germany's future political system'."zi

Accordingly, more precise and extensive analyses of the -SPD could henceforth
be found at most levels of the American government. The guestion now became

‘what role the SPD would eventually  play in any German government. 2american -

officials began to queStion vhether a Social Democratic government could be

, relied upon as an ally. &n answer to this guestion was all the more urgéntly N
" needed as the Soviet Union stepped up its efforts to strengthen its foothold

across Germany with the help of the Communist controlled SED. But Awericans
need: not have worried. For throughout most of 1946 the SPD proved a
formidable means for neutralizing the more radical Communists. But this was

to change once Amencan officials had concluded that the threat of communist

infiltration had been succ:essfully contained at least in Germany.

., ectlon results are covered in James K. Pollock, M ‘
ng.am.ign, pp. 124-126..

o= Chapter 4 and espec:..al er 5 discuss in qreater detail the
s role in a future German government.
- % £
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Until 1946, the SPD and American officials had therefore found few major

issues to quarrel about. BAside from sharing a strong anti-communism with the
SPD, American officials would often find thereafter that the party's stubborn
defense of the Social Democratic vision f£or a new Germany was a hindrance to
the realization of their own plans for Germany. In 1946, with the successful
neutralization on West German soil of their common enemy, the Soviet Union and

the German communists, antagonisms between the United States government and
the SPD scon began to suxface. '
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CH. III ican Go nt and SPD P cts 1546-1947

Throughout 1946, the American Military Government repeatedly demonsf:rated its

willingness to let Germans, if not govern, then at least administer their own

affairs. The relative political calm which had pexrsisted since the beginning

of the occupation clearly encouraged American officials to proceed further.

The spring elections had tested German resolve to behave democratically. High

voter participation and relatively easy victories for reformist parties such

- as the SPD and the CDU were proﬁnising signs. State elections held on 30 June

1946 confirmed earlier municipal election results. The CDU emerged as the

single-largest party winning nearly fifty percent of all seats in the various

state 1egi$latures. The combined number of seats the CDU, SPD and a few minor

. parties such as the Liberals (FDP) obtained‘ was 237 of 370 seats. The

 Communists (KPD) muStered‘a mere twenty-five seats. Liberal democracy, it

seened, was workable even in Germany. )

The first_ months 1946 gave no indication that the domestic political calm that

had prevailed throughout 1345 would not continue in the same manner.. American
-officials thus decided that stability could likély be maintained without much

interference on {:heir part‘; Ame_tiam policy on political activity that year

therefore encouraged where feasible more German self-government; The American

Military GoVermnent, however, reserved £inal judgement on all = German policy
designs or proposals.* Germans were asked to assume administrative tasks as
well as to engage in policy planning. But:h' final 'approval for any policy
propesals ‘wodld remain, as. a rule, the unassailable prerogative of the.
occupation forces. ) ' '

. Govermaente Dol ETae DIt Toe RS Tat tons Babiean MilTtary and: Civil
U.S. Government Printing Office ; 'Relatlons en Military sCivil
Government (U.S. Zone}- Subsequen£ to Adoption of Land Constitutions: Milj.ta..éy ,
Government Directive”, 30 September 1946, p. 155-157. Also: Apeemilx Y,
"Democratization of Germany, A Statement by eral Joseph McNarn g July
1946, in Carl.J. Friedrich, { AmeY ence =

ip World War II, New York: Rinehart &
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a2mong the wvarious transfers of power denazification was the most

controversial. The "Law for the Liberation f£from National Socialism and
Militarism", officially implemented on 1 June 1946, shifted responsibillty for
denazification to German administrators. Introduced with the approval of the
American military governmment as early as 5 March 1946 by the minister
piesidents of the three Lander inside the American zone, the law expressed the
intent to liberate Germany from ™"...National Socialism and Militarism...." To
achieve this goal, "all those who have actively supported the National
Socialist tyramny, or are quilty of having selfishly exploited the conditions
thus created, shall be excluded from influence in public, economic and
cultural life and shall be bound to make reparations."?

Another contentious issue in Germany after 1345 were the constitutions for the
Lander of the American 2zone. Early in February, 1946, the three minister
presidents of the American zone (Hesse, Bavaria and Wu:ttembefg—Baden)fwere

ordered to establish individual constitutional commissions. Their task was to
draft constitutions for their cespective Lander. These drafts were to be

completed no later than 15 September 1946, 'and once granted Military.

_ Government approval, a referendum on these new constitutions vas to be heid 3

November 1946

The delegation of policy planning authority to Germans had the obvioes

advantage of reducing personnel requirements at OMGUS. Other economic’

concerns also had a 31gn1f1cant role to play. Relying heavily on 1mports from
other zbnes; the American zone itself had become a great‘ financial burden.

The goal, therefore, was to bring about as quickly as poSsible the economic

unification of Germany. Clay's VlSlon was to create a politically federal
Germany, united by strong economlc ties. Lander constitutions, as part of the

- American democratxzation program were moves in that direction.”

-~
-

ng D 46, Washington:
, (Dept. o ication No. 2783.),

U.S. Goverﬁme . Printin 1
Appendix D, "Denazifica 1on", p. 119.

#,. Barbara Fait, "In einer Atmesphare von Frelheit" —— die Rolle der

Amerlkaner beJ.t der Verfassunggebung 1n .den Landern der US-Zone 1946", in
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Growing international tensions thus supposedly had 1little influence on the
American goveznment's decision to begin reconstruction within their own zone.
International factors therefore played strictly a secondary role to financial
and economic ones in the 2American decision making process for Germany.
American officials relegated to the hackground such issues as the escaiating
East-West conflict and French obtrusive intransigence when it came to settling
the future of a central German govermment. But it could be argued, to the
contrary, that American preparedness to exclude, if necessary, the French and
Sbviet governments signalled a new trend in U.S. foreign policy. By imposing
a new govermment structure within their own zone, American officials indicated
that they considered a united Allied policy for Gernany in the short term
improbable.

The‘ French government presented an obvious ‘obstacle to the smooth

implementation of American policies. Yet in 1946, American officials rarely
pressured the French government to adopt American policy. Wolfgang Krieger
attributes this patience vis-a-vis the French government partly to the

~latter's instability. The French bourgeois forces discredited since its
- compromise with the German occupation found the Soviet backed communists a

' serio;_is‘ challenge; " If the French government appeared 'intrensigent‘on a fusion .

i

. favoured a German solution, whiie the
- most . attention. The former v1ew was_su pos ly represented

of 'the three Western occupation' zones, ‘moderate forces in the . French
government such as Leon Blum and Georges Bidault assured American officials.
that this stance was designed prim.ar:.ly to satisfy a hostile domestic
oppositlon. Krleger asserts that the American goverment keeping its designs
for Western Burope in mind, considere_d French political and ecoriomic revival

'more"‘important _even than Germany's.* American officials, therefore, thought

Wolfgang Krieger, General c' - ssey DP. 144, (Both the
Sow.et ‘and American . -governmern inFluence the French election of 2 -
June 1946. Althmigh suffering terribly from a lack of food, the Soviet Union
donated wheat to .t ench.” The ted States government 45 days before
election day extended a blllmn dollar credit to” the  French goverrnment.)

Hans-Peter  Schwarz argues similarly but thinks there also existed divisions

within the American government and amon 191Lanka1ységs agg%elg 1 one %1:23
- France, , mer

Forrestal and@ Herbert Hoover. The latter was endorsed by ohn F. ﬁulles, '

" Sumnexr Welles, and Walter Lip et al. But both sides agreed that onl

Western.European alliance could solve the remaining problems see:. Hans-—Pe er
Schwarz, Vom Relch.zar Pundesrepublik, pp- 86/7. 4 :
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it was advisable to avoid anything that could have weakened forces inside
France friendly to the United States.®

The French government's obstructive influence on. German peolitical party
systemss was alsc never nearly as threatening to American designs as it
appeared on the surface. The French government was skeptical of all political.
parties, becauss they represented a centralizing force. A strong central
German government was understandably opposed by French statesmen. In general,
however, the French gover.nment did nct interfere outright in party
development even though Kurt Schumacher's natlonallstlc rhetoric clearly
incurred its wrath. The French government found the Christian Democratic
Union "more . trustworthy and deserving of support than its major riwval, the
S.B.D.." .Frenc}i leaders presumably saw Kurt Schumacher as the "traditional
arrogant Prussian nationalist, consvmed by hatred and contempt £for the
hereditary foe (Exrbfeind)." This view, with some modifications, was.shared by .
most French -lesders, -including .French Socialisté. Schumacher was never
zecognizeo by""zench authorit:ies as the' SPD's official leader. Barred from
pol:.tlcal actw:.ty mSJ.de the French zone until 1947, Schusacher had to .

conduct most busmess in that zone through othex party members such as carlo
Schmid and Erwm Schoett;"e. ;

Thé true threat to American interests as far “as political parties vere
concerned emanated from the Soviet govermment. In: the' first half of 194€, it
had become appazent that the Soxuet “government was determmed to make the SED-
sole ::epresentatlve_ of Germany's left. Nowhere was this aim more glaringly
obvioﬁs:than‘ in )éétlin, the only place in Germany where a real semblance of
Allied Joint occupation was waintained. Berlin _soon became the SPD's ground
for testlng its resolve to resist further Soviet encroachment. To be
‘ sqgcé?»sgul, Amerlcan support was required. Amencan officials.. on the other-

. Wolfgang Krieger, &nml_bucms_n..ﬂax._..u PP- 143-145-

‘. Lewis J.' Edinger, % p&; 173-176. (According to
Edinger, Schumacher may have etl ch. antagonism. Thelr
.resentment made him apgear even more so as the "principal defender" of German
Jinterests. see: p. 1
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hand, watched with bated breath as Communists and Social Democrats engiged one
another in a struggle for political survival.”

Mrerican officials had not given up fears that communism could eventually
become a major political force  throughout -Germany.® Under these
circumstances, a merger in Berlin between SPD and Communists wvas clearly not
the favoured choice. But American officials rarelv intervened in the process
whereby the SPD succeeded in resourdingly defeatirg the most dramatic of
Communist takeover bids attempted in post-war Germany. If American officials
learned from this experience, it was to apprecizte more fully the rift between
German Social Democrats and Communists that had existed since 1932. 2merican
perceptions of the SPD were still 1largely determined by the Ilatter's
usefulness in the American effcrts to contain  the spread of Soviet-backed
communism into the Western zones of occupation. Besides a keen int_:gggst'-f:or
the SPD's anti-communism, in 1946, BAmerican policy planners. ,showcf;&:iittle
concern over SPD's political agenda for a new Germany. Axne;:'ican officials
admittedly began to examine some of the finer details of thf;f'-/‘SPD‘s politiecal
program tiiroughout most of 1946. But with the shape and nature of a future
Geimany largely undecided, theré was no need for Améxican officials to pay
much attention to these £iner details. It was therefore not until 1947 when
the discussions or the creation of a West German central govérnment began in

earnest that Amzic&n officials took more seriously. the possible implications

of the Social Democratic model for Germany.

In 1946, the contest between Communists and Social Demdcrats wvas of greater
interest to American ocbservers than any other aspect of Social Democratic

. 7. One OMGUS report, prepared in May 1946 relates a event during vhich
Soviet Marshall  Zhukow, in conversation with a SPD party leader, expressed the
"wish" for a-KPD/SPD merger. The report does not confirm the meeting, but
notes that the SPD's' central committee began_changing its stance in favour of
a merging shortly thereafter. See: Confidential U.S. State Deps ent Centyxail
e v 1645-1949, Inte Files, Part 1, Political overnmental ard

g J Soviet .
vernor, US Zone) 15 #ay 1946, p.5.

. See: “FRUS, 1947, Vol. II, Council of Foreign Ministers, Feb;zi'aryﬁ-

. . 2
Decen 1947, pp._848-§03. ~ (On these pages involving joint occupzation of
- Berlin, Murphy writing to :the Secreta.r{héof State répeatedly returns to

problems related to_ combined.-erforts by Soviet govermment and the SED to
control the political process in the city to the detriment of the democratic
porties. Particularly affected was the 3PD.) : -
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activity. If there had been any lingering doubts among American officials
about the SPD's credibility, the unequivocally anti-communist speech Kurt
Schumacher gave at.a party conference on 4 Januar\y 1946 in the Btitish_zone
dispelled them altogether. 1In the context of denouncing Soviet attempts in
their zone of occupation to unite all pari:ies, Schumscher declared:

Amongst the Social Democratic memberxship [in the Soviet zcnel the firm

conviction sists that the Communist party is superfluous.. Together
g;th the i Dictatorship the ideas " and reality of any dictatorship

ve been oblitcrated. The Communist Ggi\rty theretore no .Longer ‘has a
social and political basis within the party system.

In Berlin, the only step, Schumacher declared, was to resist Soviet pressures
to amalgamate all parties.® '

1946 Berlin represented a kind of microcosm of East-West tensions, a testing
ground whereby both sides engaged one another in challenges designed to
measure the other's resolve. Luc:.us D.:Clay states that:

The wide divergence between Western aemocracy and its emphasis on_the
rights of the 1nd1v1dual and: on_human freedoms, and Soviet collectivism
which suborns the freedom and rights of the individual to the needs eads of

the scates was becoming more evident with each meeting. [of the Control
Councill*

Clay recalls many incidents in eaﬁ:ly“1946 which revealed the "hidden .tensioﬁs"
- that existed between Soviet and American . forces in Berlin. Amoné the first

‘such incidents was the disappearance ef three municiﬁal _:iudges behind the Iron .

Curtain. Soviet officials later defended the abduction upen the grounds that
the judges' had failed to render decisions "in accord with the expressed views
of the German Communist leaders." The affair's most exasperating feature was

that two of the judges had been arrested in their homes in the Western sector. |

Accordmg to Clay, this was only the beginning of many such Soviet attempts to
intimidate Germans opposed to Communism. iz =

.Kurt Schumacher s “Demokratie und Sozialismus zwischen Osten und
Westgn" 4 January 1946, (~mamd
chr i

alter G. 1
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Few other efforts were as dramatic or significant as Soviet attempts to
destroy through amalgamatiorn of &11 parties in the Soviet 2zrme the
independence of the SPR. Procedures for such amalgamation officially began on
10 January 1946 when the central committee of the block of "anti-fascist-
democratic forces" announced that: '

Unity and ccoperation are the most powerful motor for the reconstruction

of our economy and the development of democracy. They will also be the

strongest ?Jaxantge for the "cleansing of factories and administratiors

against all reactionary and fascist elements. They wiil be the best

s&fequard against the recurrence of imperialist elements.*=
This call for unity of all German political parties under the quise of anti-
fascism was really the beginning of the move to eliminate opposition in the
Soviet zone. Fascism was so broadly'defined here that it could Le applied to
encompass anyone resisting Soviet efforts including the Berlin SPD who
successfully defended its political independence against considerable external

pressures.

ng_ SPD leadership in the Soviet 2one had officially endorsed this
declaration. But Ambassador Robert Murphy expressed some doubts as early as 9
January 1946 that SPD leaders in the Soviet zore had agreed to this and to a
similar jdint “declaration in late Deceiiber 1945 for any 6ther reason than to
gain time. Murphy élso knew that Western SFD 1eadérs such as Kurt Schumacher

had already condemned all .'prqpose:d mergers. He concluded, suggesting that
nthe battle for mergex h;;ls oniy just bequn" and that the Sovief ,government.

= . would increase pressuxe to bring about completé unity of all parties.:?

Murphy's :inan :‘u{\Munich, Parker W. Buhrman, described similar attempts in that
| citfy by local Communi’st‘ leader Bruno Goldhammer to unite both parties.
~ - Assisted by the SPD secretary, Goldhammer sent a statement to the Bavarian

‘Military Govenment"expiessing both parties' intent to form a "bloc for common

éction". But as Buhrman noted, the leader of the Bavarian‘ SPD'Wj.ll'__lelm Hoegner

; _ (Da , _ TAppe des Hauptausschusses des
Blocks. der anci-rascaistisch-demokratischen Parteien = zum festen -
Zusammenschluss aller antifaschistischen Krafte gegen reaktionare und-
separatistische Umtriebe", 10 January 1946, p. 223.) b ‘

*3 . FRUS, 1946, Vol. V, Council of Forei Ministers. (?) , Murphy to
. Secretary of State [James F. Byrnes], 9 January 1946, pp.:701/2.
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moved quickly to disassociate himself and other leaders from this statement.>
Merger activities such as these began elsewhere in the Western zones. But
Western military governments stopped such activity in their own zones.
American officials, for example, countered by not granting a party 1license to
the Socialist Unity Party (SED). This refusal clearly hampered the latter's
ability to organize effectively in the Western zones. On its own, the legal

Communist party was too weak to become the genuine nationzl voice of Germany's
left. '

In late February ard early March 1946, tensions began to escalate as the
Berlin SPD'A prepared for the 31 March referendum, intended to give every party
member a vote for or against merger with the Comrunist party. A weekly
intelligence summary issued by OMGUS on 2 March 1546 reveals that American
militarf cfficials believed that many SPD rank and file members were more
"pro-unity™: than their Western leaders such as Xurt Schumacher and Erich
(_)_llehhauei .. The report suggested that the Berlin SPD tended to be more left-
wing and more outspokenly Marxist than its Western counterparts in the British
and American zones.*®  Winston Churchill's speech in Fulton, Missouri on 5
March 1946 demonstrated how seriously Western Allies took the ongoing struggle
in Berlin. Increasi?ngly anxious about Soviet éhcroac}unents in Europe,
Churchill warned among other things that "an aEtempt is being made by the
Russians m Berlin to build uwp a quasi-Conﬁnunist party in their zone of
occupied Germany by showimj ‘special favours to groups of Left-wing German
leaders.":s ' | ‘ i '

Kurt Schumacher himself knew that the anti-merger forces inside the SPD vere

in a precarious position. Victory was not a certalnty. With American

14 cF, Int.Fil, Part I, Parker W. Buhrman, Office of Political Adviser,
Munich to Robert D. Murphy, d January 1946. (Hoegner claimed to have already

known Goldhammer during his Zurich. "days as a_ _relentless Stalinist. see:
Wilhelm Hoegner, Dex Schwierige Aussenseiter, p. 203. ' : '

Jogg 5 3 CFs Int.FiL, Part I, OMGUS Intelligence Summary, Week ending 2 March .
P -NE N N 2o

2. ngoviet Influence in Burupe:; Extract . from Speech by the Rt. Hon.
Winston Churchill - at Westminster llege, Fulton, Missouri, U.S.A., March 5,
s Srmany <nd = 1E -

ate for Foreign 1rs),

{(Presented . iament by the Secretary o
London: Her Majesty's Stationary Office, 1961, p. 64.



53
permission, he therefore flew to Berlin on 19 February 1946 to organize
resistance against the merger. Even his pelitical rivals concede that
Schumacher's ultimately successful initiative was his wvery finest hour. So
impressed were East German Communists that for eight years after the
foundation of the SED, Soviet agents would still conduct extensive searches
for so called "Schumacher agents" inside East Germany. Many SPD menbers
vanished; some cdied in Soviet prison camps. In 1947, Schumacher himself
became the first German politician barred from entering the Soviet sector. He
had quite evidently earned the respect of the Soviet government. But, in
1947, even Christian Democratic party leader Konrad Adenaver had to concede
that in preserving the SPD's independence in Berlin,.Schumacher's contribution
vas crucial. '

We must acknowledge that Dr. Schumacher and other leaders in the SPD

stood ocut in this Struggle. The uninhibited activity of the SPD in the

Soviet zone repzesents..., purely and simply, the question of-democracy

in Germany.*”
James F. Byrnes wrote to Robert Murphy, recommending that US authorities
should offer SPD members in Berlin "all feasible protection," particularly
after the 1 March 1946 meeting of the Berlin SPD where 2,000 delegates‘voted
in favour of'holdlng a party referendum.*® In Robert Murphy's judgement,‘many
SPD members were not opposed in principle to unity of the wotking class
parties.:® hespite the bittér quarrels that had occurred prior to 1933,
thirteen painful years together in the underground had helped them forget the
past. The real zxeason why the SPD majorlty opposed the Communists in 1948,
Murphy attributes to "harsh and apparently callous Russian occupatlon policies -
" during the flrst stage of the occupation." The close uooperatlon between .
Communists and Soviet authorities, he continues, did not help to convince SPD
members that the "KPD is either truly democratic or an independent German
political party."=° S '

. Quoted in: Karl-Heinz Rose, "Kurt Schumacher” 1n Weert Borner et '
al. ten—-Hermann s, Theodor H Kurt Sch Hannover ﬁ -
Germany: erlag fur Literatur- rsertgeschehen, p. 27 for §0v1et '
response see: pp. 20/1. , : o :

1s 1946 vol. Vv, Counc11 of Forelgn Mlnlsters, Byrnes to Pobert

Murphy, 13, March 1946, P- 709.

' See: Footnote No. 62 in Chapter 3 to understand the :elevance of tbe
- S0 called "Murphy Reports".

Q.. FRUS, 1846, Vol. V, Council of Forel Mlnlsters Mur h to
Sec:retarv of State, 20 ria:ch 1946, p. 710/1. an s THTRY

i



1

-Personal politik ~ der

54

Official military government policy was to remain neutral where domestic
political activity was concerned. But American officials among themsclves
made it clear that no merger would be perritted unless approved by & majority
of party members. Lucius D. Clay announced that this was "equally appllcable

within the American sector of Berlin. If supported by a majority of ballots
of members, it will be sustained."=> '

The SPD stood under another disadvantage in the administrative machinery of
Berlin. The Western powers had moved too slowly in reaction to the Soviet
government's swift assumption of control of the Berlin government apparatus.
When the Western forces arrived in summer 1945, most offices had already been
filled by Soviet protegees. Once they begun making the adjustments, American
officials appeared more concerned with finding efficient embloyees prepared to
execute any Allied order than with the creation of a healthy party system.
Social Democrats were welcome employees, but mostly because they posseswed the
unique virtue of being anti-communist and anti-Nazi. By late 1946, SPD
members controlled more than one third of high municipal offices.®** The
prevailing impression SPD members entertained prior to the escalation of
Social Democratic and Commmist tensions vas that American officials favoured
the bourgeois parties. Although treated with fairness, the SPD also realized
that the Allies were nowhere near as actively engaged on their behalf: as the

" Soviet government was for’ the Communists. The most disappointing moment
© occurred, however, over a year later when the Western Allies complied with the

Soviet wveto of Berlin's recently elected Lord Mayor ‘Social Democrat and
staunch anti-Soviet, Ernst Reuter, in October 1947. The American government's

ambivalence vis-a-vis Moscow produced indecision where the SPD was concerned.

'Offlczmally, ‘the American government, was still committed ‘' to the war-time
- alliance. At the same time, the government would not break with the Sovlet

Int.FJ.l/,Part I, Qlay made this remark at a Px:ess Conference, 23"

o ~

March 1946.

T2z Michael Faisst, et al., "Die Berliner 5021a1demokratxe und die
tzungsmachte 1945/19 6",
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Union over as small an issue as the SPD whereabouts in Berlin. In other
words, the SPD lost to the near mythical "ideclogy of Allied unity."==

In the spring of 1946, Bmerican policy on the referendum was to carefully
scrutinize voting procedures and, if conducted fairly and democzatically, to
abide by it.** The SPD referendum itself held cn 31 March 1946 was a major
victory for Schumacher's anti-merger group. Of the over 23,000 SPD members
who voted in the‘ three Western sectors, 82 pexcent voted against immediate
merger of their party with the Communiét party. But over 14,000 also
expressed the wish for ‘continued close cooperation between both parties.
While 73 percent of eligibie SPD members in the Western sector voted; the
Soviet sector Qid not wvote at all after the Soviet government had decided
almost at the last minute to forbid a referendum in its own zone.

American military government' observers concluded that despite a few
irregularities "the xreferendum vas carried out along democratic lines." They
forecast "an inde;ﬁendent- SPD to remain in existence on.the strength of The
voting."®*= Robert Murphy's own assessment was less obtimistic. He was
convinced that despite the referendum results .the question was far from
settled as the referendum itself was not- bmdmg upon the SPD central
. committee in the Soviet zone. The latter vas controlled - by pro-mergers such
as Otto Grotewohl'fand Erich Gniffke. Murphy recommended to at least-';await; thé
resdlts of the upcoming Berlin SPD }_Leadership--‘conyenﬁ_ions on 13 ard 19 April
1946.25?? James F.- Byrnés respohded reiteratiﬁg Lucius D. Clay's naxim on
pollticél parties that, although his government velcomed the convention, a

23, Hichaél EaisSt "Die Berliner Sc;zialdemokratie..'. + DPp- 344-346.

A FRUS, 1946, Voi. V, Council of Forelgn Mmlst:ers, Robert Murphy to
Secretary of State, 2§ March 1946, pR. T14/5.

=3, OMoUS, Adjutant General's Offlce,. Decuual File 1945-1948,
(henceforth. OMGUS, (AG’J) ’- “Report on SPD Merger of 31 Marc ", 31 March 13946.

26 FRUS;: 1946, Vcl Counc11 of Fore:.gn Mmz.st:ers, Murphy to Sec. of
State, 5 Apnl fB P. 715/6. (Hans-Peter Schwarz . has warned against
stereotyping men suc as Crotewohl, . but par"lcularly gro—Soviet Christian
. Democrats like Otto Nuschke and Josef f)ertmger.l Germans, the were
to_some extent enticed Dby Sov;et intimations that the:.r .country und oviet

idance might survive as’ a single nation. See: Hans-Peter Sc:hwarz, Yom
N mﬁmmm,u .pp. 24/5, 243/4.) o
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pro-merger decision would be accepted only "if demanded by party members
rather than a small group of party leaders."=7

As it turned out, the Convention decided in favour of amalgamation. The
result vas the separation of the West German from the East German 3PD. Kurt
Schumacher always knew that the reunification of Germany dJepended upon the
Soviet government's consent. But he was also not prepared to accept
reunific-ation, if the price was . the destruction of = democracy ard an

independent SPD.2®  When Soviet authorities gxantéd on 26 April 1546, the SED .

the official license to organize politically, Schumacher knew he had lost the

East. The SPD's survival would henceforth hinge more than ever upon a Western
alliance. ' :

Schumacher's preference for the ﬁest waz partly necessity. He knew that any
amalgamation with the Communists would eventually destroy the $PD. During a
speech in early April 1946, Schumacher had warned against such dangers.

The Communist Party in the Soviet Zone has become the Party of mere
beneficiaries of power politics.  They pretend to own a monopoly on an
exercise of tgower. Those Eastern Soclal Democrats who hope to £ir
solace in e surrener _imposed ugop them by thinking that tiey could
make their presence decisively felt in a new "Social Democratic Unit
Party”  misunderstand the =~ nature of a, centrally organized a
dictatorially ruled Party. The latter views power even within the Party

as the essence of politics. TFurthermore, it dzaws for its survival upon
the ruling power in its zone.=® ' - ‘

. But Schumacher's opposition to “the Communists. ard the Soviet Union invélﬁed

mozre than survival and power pelitics. There was an ideological element, as

well. Socialism and democracy vere indivisible in Schumacher's mind. Otto

Groteﬁohl and others iﬁ Eastern Germany, Schumacher thought, viewed democracy

more as 3 means ‘tow‘ard‘ achieving socialism.  If socialism was possible

- otherwise, that option should at least be explored. "To view democracy as a
means, " Schumacher proclaimed, S '

' is the most putrid s ception there is. It répresents the very greates;t

danger .to_ our coun t{. Democracy has to be viewed as the mainspring cf

Germaxil Tolltlcs, as the all-pervasive political, social and cultural
rinciple

E before Germany can be reconstructed. f)gmoczacir is’ indeed the
ast and only chance to allow this country to survive. t 1is the only

‘l"]‘-

I/

27 FRUS, 1946, Vol.V, Council'of Foreign Ministers, 9 April 1946, ’

Byrnes to Murphy, p. : ]
28, Lewis J. Edinger, Ku:t Schumachex..., p. 104.

) 42;’ . 'Kurt Schumacher, "Kontinentale Demokratie”, in Reden "‘-ugﬂ_'ggh;;f;gn,
p. * ! ! - : . B : '
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way to establish a common lan e with which to communicate with the
oetat civilized nations of this wogld.

Social Democracy envisioned a united Germany, but would noct endorse a new
nationalism vhose aggressive and expansive nature might one day again pose a
threat to world peace. The goal was to restore Germany as equal among the
United States of Europe.?°

The first Western SPD confexence since the war was held in early May 1946. It
gave the SPD a party agenda, the "Buro Dr. Schumacher"” had working on since
zarly 1945. The conference confirmed Schumacher's leadership and vision of a
future Germany.** Schumacher's aggressive and confident rhetoric at the
conference was symptomatic of the party's revival. Social Demccrats wanted to
convey the message that they were prepaxed to once again become a major
political force in Germany. In a speech, Schumacher .reiterated that :
indivisible SPD trinity of "Socilalism, Freedom, and Democracy." Democracy in
Germany, he thought, was still very fragile. Too many elements such as
Compmunists drenched in the tradition o¢f Leninism, the monled class
(Besitzburger] and the occupation forces were standing in the way of truly
democratic development. According to Schumacher, Lenin had expressed his
hatred of democracy when. he stated that "Democracy is the state.®

‘Schumacher's cryptic response was that "Democracy is the state, and the state,

that can exist in BEurope, is democracy;  any other form we  dismiss." He
questioned thereby the merits in dreaming about the classless society. He saw
it as an untested experiment where the outcome was highly uncertain.?=

The error the occupation forces were coammitting, Schumacher charged, was to
surround themselves with German and other advisers whose interests an@ beliefs
were suspect. Their commitment to democracy, Schumacher deemed doubtful. He
recommended that the occupation's only German advisers should be party members '

29, Kurt Schumacher, "Kontinentale Demokratie", in Reden und Schriften
423.  (Schumacher unwittingly denounces the use of democracy as a
means, but” then argues  very similarly when he suggests that it is Germany's
only chance for survival. | Democrac?tr thereby emerges as a  means bto_the
survival of German -nationhood. suspect Schumacher thought that only a
democratic German nation is truly legitimate.) ‘ , :
*x, 99 percent of the votes cast at the party congress were in favour of
Schumacher as "the new. leader. ' : _ ‘

o e, _Kurt - Schumacher,  "Aufgaben _und Ziele der Deutschen
Sozialdemokratlie”, in mtz_gm_ighgjm pp. 79-81. _ i
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and German government officials appointed by the military governments. Social
Democratic or not, only the parties, a representatives cf the popular will,
could be relied upon as truly democratic.®?

Schumacher warned against utilizing German capitalists in the reconstruction
of Germany. The perception of dJdemocracy the monied classes entertained wvas
founded upon convenience. They considered it a political system that could be
manipulated and controllied, but Jjust as e€asily disposed of once it no longer
served their purposes. Capitalism had been directly responsible for Hitler's
rise to power in 1933. From the moment the war ended, the'"Besitzburger“,
‘according to Schumacher, had begun longing for a return te "the last twelve
years, & time, where the class had not been suspended but suppressed in favour
of large ownership."3*
Only the SPD provided a truly viable'alternative for a future Germany.

We do not want power for its own sake, but we want to see Justice given

the power it needs.
In this sense I call upon you [the SPD members] to work for the parE%.
e

Show some political spirit! “The Social Democratlc Party will_become
decisive factor: in many or Germagg will be nothlng and Europe will
becone a breeding grounrd for uncest and decay.”?
The Soc1a1 Democratlc guidelines of 11 May 1946 agreed upon at the conference - -
echoed Schumache"s thouqht. Under the party's leadership, the democratlc
forces in Germany were to be- eummoned to make possible a .complete
transformatlon that would safequard the German people's economic and social

living condlt*ons, whlle protectlng freedom and peace.

Thie ptogram ‘called among things for the socialization of large
corporations.?€  The transfer into public ownership of mining industries and
steel production was to be undertaken immediately. Togetﬁer with the whole |
banking system,. these industries would be subjected to socxall L planning. In

- S Kurt = Schumacher, "Aufgaben und - Ziele dex Deutschen
.SOZialdemokratle", pp. 81. L -

34, Rurt Schumacher,‘ "Aufgaben und Ziele...", p. 101.

Kurt Schumacher, "Auf n und Ziele.. p. 10l. (These concluding
remazks Iead like a cry to rally the crowds attendlng the party conference.
The rest of the speech was otherwise neither as arrogant nor as provocative.)

ae Nationalization would appear an ade%?ate sxnonym for socialization.
But socialization will bLe used here, the  term used both by
Amexican officials in the postwar eza and by the majority of hlstorlan,.



59
other words,' planned economies would supersede free trade. Land reform
implied redistribution of large estates. These would be divided among the
smaller peasants. It was hoped thereby to restore a measure of social justice
in the rural communities, but also to £ind space for the many refugees
arriving from the East. The party's economic policy aimed for the "economic
liberation of the human personality."

That is why socialism is for 1t [the SPD] the ngrogram‘ of workers,
clerks, civil servants, the academic professions and the middle classes
[Mitteistandl, the peasants and all human beings in general who live of

the fruit of their own labor and not by means of capitalist
exploitation.2”

The statement was indi;ati%efof the party's ambition to brbaden its appeal.
It was the beginniné'af-a long process to reach all sectors of German society.
 The party hoped to shed its image of being a purely working class party and to
emerge as a people's party. Only then, it was thbught the party would be able
to form the next German government. A

However, the constituent assemblies elections held on 30 June 1946 in the
three 2American - occupied Lander confirmed the Christian Demccrats as the
strongest party, closely followed by the SPD. The CDU won dééisively in
Bavaria, obtaining 58 percent compared to the SPD's 29 percent of the popular
vote. Bavaria was the only Land where the CDU/CSU coaliﬁion won  the absolute
majority. -Wurttemberg—Badeh gave the CDU/CSU 41 percent, while the SPD had to
settle Eof'slightly more than 32 percent. Greater Hesse was the only Land
with a SPD majority. Ovex 44 percent voted SPD, but the CDU still garnered a
respectable 39 percent of the popular vote. Ofathe,370‘seats available in all
three constituent assemblies, the CDU/CSU coalition won 184. Given the
proportionai voting, the coalition,‘thefefore,fenjoyed thelsuppott'of’slightly
moré than 49'pércent of the popuiétion in the American zone. The SED came a
. distant second with 35 percent of the popular wvote. The Communist party (KPD)
fell far behind with only 25. seats or 6.4 percent of the‘popular vote., But
having'surpaséed the Eive'percent hurdle required to sit in the assemblies,

i1

ed.), Tpolitische 1tsatze v
herbert Wendler, 1963, pp. 18/9.-
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the KPD continued to be a political force that could not be entirely
discounted.>*®

Had Schumacher's initial efforts to transform his party into @ mass movexent

misfired? The apparently poor showing compared to the CDU/CSU 1s misleading.

Bavaria had always been a conservative stronghold. In Wurttemberg-Baden, the

SPD had held sway only in the larger cities such as Stuttgart, Schumacher's

constituency before 1933. As subsequent election results in Berlin, the

Soviet and British zones were to demonstrate, the more industrialized Lander,

with the notable exception of North Rhine-Westphalia, tended to the SPD. The

SPD, furthermore, made its strongest showing since the  First World War. In-
May 1928, at the height of its popularity during the Weimar Republic, its
shére of the popular vote was a mere 30 percent  nation-wide. In 1946, the

party gained 35 percent in Wurttemberg-Baden, a region of Germany hitherto not
overly susceptible to Social Democratic ideas. The. result, therefore, could
hardly be interpreted as a political defeat: The KPD, on the other hand;’
which as late as 1932 had enjoyed 14.5 percent of the populagr supportfin
Wartembexg-Baden was the preferred choice of only ten percent of this Land's
eligible voters in 1946.2°® In summary, it seemed the SPD was well on itS‘way
to becoming the largest party‘in Germany. B |

. \\\‘_‘_:'_'4_-_ - j,‘.‘-‘: - } )
american officials welcomed the elections results because they represented a
victory for the moderate or -pro-Mmerican political forces. According to

Edward N. Petersen, . Lucius D. Clay felt sufficiently encouraged to grant
Germans greater independence in drafting théiz own state constitutions. On 23
August 1943, he wrote his more skeptical supériors at the War Departmgnt in
Washington ﬁhat: |

their elected representitives and with tge least possible talnt of
military qoverrment dictation. We have every confidence that the
constitutions thus prepared will meet the requirements of democracy and

These constitutions must go to the German people as a free creation of

_ 3%, For parties to sit in the assemblizs, most Lander required at least

a five percent of the popular vote. Bavaria, initially, even demanded a ten

ercent share. The idea was to prevent too many poilglcal fringes from

irsrupting, if not paralyzing, the legislative™ decision making process.
Memories of Weimar were still vivid in the minds of most politicians. >

29 statistics taken from: 'Lewis 3. Edinger, Kurt Schumache + Pp- 41; .
g%g. and: Conrad F. Latour and Thilo Vogelsang,  Qkkupd NG Z au, P
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will be recognlzed by the German people as the creation of their own
representatives.®

Clay was confident that even when acting without Z2American supervision,
Germans could produce constitutions acceptable to the American government.

But even if he was prepared to grant German officials greater administrative
leeway, Clay and other Aamerican officials were not entirely prepared to
abandon control altogethexr. The Minister—Presidents and their ministers were
selected by the American Military Government. These provisional governments
appointed by the occupétion forces enjoyed the latter's support. The various
elected constituent assemblies did not in 1946 possess legislative powers.
Their principal role was to draft a constitution, devise election laws and
hold elections. The Minister-Presidents were given advisory powers, although
recognized by the Military Government as the official iepresentatives of the
German people. This implied direct access to Lucius D. Clay, a privilege
forhally denied to political party léaéérs. In the absence of both & ﬁbdy
vebted with full legislative powers’ and a functioning judiciary the German
exccutlve, or mlnlster pre51dents became the strongest polltlcal force until
the German Federal Republic vas founded in 1949. * -

' Clay's preference for the minister“‘presidents reflected his prevailing

uneasiness about the centralizing tendencies of :national political parties.
He favored a ﬁecentzallzed government structure for Germany. Hié‘qouthern

-upbringing may have played a role. But" whether his upbrlnglng in Marletta

Georgla, influenced Clay's ouflook on politics is largely irrelevant at this
peint. His promotloq;oﬁ federallsm and decentralization corresponded dlrectly
to American policy déclarations, expressed at least since 1945. The drafting
of individual land constitutions:waslperfectly in accordance with this maxim.
Ha;old Zink arques that Clay initiated the process of draftiﬁg constitutions

‘partly also because he thought it to be a good "preparatlon for German

democracy, 1rrespective of how little time allowed or how superf1c1a1 the work
mlght be, "+ '

a0 apers o Lﬁ igs D. No. 153, Constitutions for Lanﬂer in
U.S. Zone, From Clay to War Departaent, 23 August 1946, pp.- 260/

R Harold Zink, Ihg United States in Gexman x ey P. 178,
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The successful ratification of the land constitutions presented a setback for

Kurt Schumacher's vision of a centralized German government. Schumacher
found equally unsettling the American decision to barr officials of political
parties from the official drafting process unless they held office in the
provisional governments as well. Schumacher's direct influence was thus
negligible. Particularly sobering to Schumacher and his circle of supporters,
Theo Pirker arques, was that the Ministez—Presiaents and their cabinet.
ministers; even where themselves Social Democrats, frequently ignored oxders
or advice from the central party headquarters.*= Federalism was a political
structure incompatible with Schumacher's image of a socialist Cermany. But
Schumacher was not so naive as to ignore the difficulties he might encounter
in realizing a centxalized German government. As early as May 1346, he
announced that "I do not know 1if it will be possible to create central
agencieslin Germany. Qurrently it appears as_if one cannot succeed. But in

that case one has to take the Initiative in the zones, Lander and
provinces."<42 :

Schumacher ackhowledged the need for immediate zohal admjniétzative agencies.
He emphasized that their mandate should be provisional and that they be
disbanded as socn as the oécupation zZones were d;ssolved_tand German. unity
restored. Lucius D. Clay and Schumacher would likely have aéreed fot.the“sake"
of expedlency that Lander admlnlstratlons were JUgtlfled As . long as the :
_Alliles could not agree on a single polltlcal solution for Germany, regional
‘government agencies weze necessary. But Clay, who envisaged a federxal system,
.for Germany probablfrvieweduthe constitQEions as more petmanent solutions than
Schumacher would: have p;eferfed. These Landerlraonstitutions could . be
considered, = Schumacher aréued constantly, only as replaceménts to £ill the
vacuur left by the fall of the German Reich until a German central govprnment
would once agaln assume full vespon51b111t1es s

Theo Pirkez, Die SPD ggch Hitler, pp. 60/61. v
5 4,'5 3. quoted in Hans-Petef Schwarz, Amn_agis:h_zur_ﬂunﬁ:mmmuk.au p.

az
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. Fo: a more complete elaboraticn.of Schumacher' s views on this 1ssae
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American officials were generally tolerant of the new Lander's constitutional
drafts. Exceptions occurred wherever they felt that specific provisions
presented a nmove toward a Germany central government. Several OMGUS reports
believed that the Lander constitutions should gquarantee that civil servants
not simultanenusly become member of the legislatures or engage actively in
party politics. The promotion of c¢ivil servants based on performance was also
to be written into the constitutions. But Director of the Civil
Administration Division Henry Parkman, the mastermind behind several propoaed
constitutional revisions, was repeatedly rebuffed by his Lucius D. Clay who
countered =t one puaint that he "wouid never agree‘%aat = civil servant could
not be a member of a party, that is a denial of what T hope is a
constitutional xight amd is certaihly the duty of every good citizen where ‘
- there is a party government."<® :
Clay's unequivocalmdefense of individual liberties, however, did not extend to
all issues of the constitutional debate. His 7s£rong reservations  to Article
41 of . the Hessian constitution is a matter _bf record. Clay's motives are
still subject to debate. It has been argued that Clay opposed.thi5 article on
~socialization as part of the Amerluan plan to restore tradltlonal caplcallst
.Lforces in Germany. The con;ept of publlc ownersth as envisaged by Article 41
was thus simply incompatible with Amerlcan 1nterests.“ A related-argument
is that Amerlcan officials opposed any centrally planned economies that could
‘have given a boost to the socialists. Some authors have suggested that in
1947, Clay denled the Mxnxster-?resxdent any inEluence on economic policy in
,Blzonla becaus; "he could not réconcile hlmself to letting a SPD dominated
“council of: Mlnlster~9re51dents (5 of 8) part1c19ate in the decision making
process. WEst German hisicrians Ute Scbmldt and Tilman Fichter, for example,
state that: ' '
' Curtallment of Social Democracy and Soc1a715m ir Germany was so 1ntegral

rt of the United States “Gurman policy that Clay refused even to

Egndne 1n detail - the relatlonshlp between Bizonia and the individual
. er .

43 =ghe role of civil serv&nts lS’dlSCUSSEd by Barbara Falt "Iﬁveiner
Atmosphare von Fre‘helt", PpP- 438/9 the quote is on p. 439.

4. Rolf Badstubner, wm;mma o 234/5

73/4 7. Ute Schmidt and Thman Flchter, Er_‘axmmgene__&ani:almmu_a_._, pp
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However, Clay's papers reveal 1little evidence to support the thesis that
American officials conspired to undermine German social dJdemocratic
initiatives. Clay arxd the War Department, admittedly, did not wish to see
socialization implemented even if Article 41 was limited to the transfer into
public ownership of mining, steel and iron, and energy industries. But Clay
and his OMGUS staff sincerely believed that Germans supported soclalist or
even communist measures such as socialization in late 1946 only because of
massive unemployment and starvation. Otherwise, he thdught it improbable that
they would have favored such measures. He therefore recommended to pestpone
socialization until Germans were capable of more rational = decision making.**®
The assumption that most American officials ajieed' to éppose socialist
measures is furthexr challenged by what several recent historians have
demorssirated quite  successfully; nameiy that several State Departmentr
officials endorsed socialization as an appropriate policy for Germany, given
its wide-spread ﬂbopulazity and economic traditions peculiar to Germany.
Article 41 wvas a policy endorsed by the vast majority of political parties,
both left and risht.?> | i}
= The constitutions, £inally, were passed by OMGUS ih _late October, 1946. The :
referenda vhich transpired 24 November and 1 December 1946, provided a ringinq
=endorsement for the constitutions. Of those eligible voters who participated
in the referendum two thirds cast their vote.-in favour of future socialization® A
as stipulated by Article 41.%° a:ticle-41, during a seﬁarate referendum he;d"
" in Greater Hesse received over 62 percent of the vote.®?* ' < _z

i Dorte Wlnkler "Die Amerikanische -fSozialisierungspolitik in
Deutschland 1945 -1948“, pp 94-96. -
Barbara Fait, "In einer Atmosphare von erlhelt“, p. 447. But Fait
also cautlons that Amerlcans were often sSuccessful when one Bar stoed alone
on a ticular issue. No party wanted to o GU¥ alone, but,
particularly not on as meortauc an issve as the cons ltutlons pp- 447/8.) \

‘so_ 70 pezcent of ellglble voters part1c1pated in the referendum.

The Referenda on the constitution occurred together with electiong'
“to the new Landtage, or provincial legislatures. e results tended- to

confirm those of 30 une 1846. In other words no significant changes had
- occurred since that oa.w.

\
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Another issue which attracted American attention through much of £all 1946
vere the ongoing election campaigns in the other zones. Only slightly less
important were the elections held in September and October 1946 in the British

" zone. ‘The elections victories there marked the arrival of the SPD as the most

popular party in the Western zones, forcing American officials to focus ever
more closely on Kurt Schumacher's SPD. In the rural and municipal elections
in .the Britiéh zone, the SPD won in Schleswig-Holstein, Lower Saxony, and
Humburg conceding only but sﬁrpxisingly the highly indust:iialized North Rhine-
Westphalia to the CDU.®2  Together with Bremen and Greater Hesse, the SPD
would thus be able to control five of eight Lander governments in the Anglo-
American :occupation zones. The prospects of an independeht—minded.SPD
1éadexship admihistering Germany, as will be Se:n later, were viewed with
skepticism not only by American but British officials as gell.

The election caﬁgaignigg in the Soviet zone and the hotly anticipated city
election in Berlin représented little new. The Soviet Military Government
continued to threaten or harass candidates not belonging to the S5ED. A
military government report observed in May 1946 that the Soviet government,
although not inhibiting SPD activities, frequently extended-privileges to the

SED -while denying them to others. The SED would receive‘lérge quantities of
papers and obtain newspapers licenses more readily than other parties. The:

report also Qicked up persistent rumors that SPD members had been not only
arrested but on rare occasions had ‘also been shot,_l53 More common was
harassment of individual candidates. Early in August 1946, the chairman of

_the DU in the Soviet Sector, Jakob Kaiser, vas summoned to the pffice of the

Soviet Political Liaison Officer Colonel Tulpanoff. There. Kaiser found his
party accused of having became the heaven for reactionaries‘and‘instruméht for
clerical influence. ';Kaiser, Robert Murphy reports, also complained?that

. . [

s=, Encom%?ssing such SPD strongheolds as the densely populated Ruhr
. i estphalia was exgected to vote social democratic. s It did
not.  This failure is rhagshgart Y explained by a conservative and catholic

enauex 's popular appeal may also have helped
tip the balance. S ’ |

. s> ' ¢F, Int.Fil, Part I, "The KPD-SPD Merger in.Berlin and the Soviet
E?ne", (Special Report of the.ufiitary Governor, US Zone) 15 May 1946, pp. 2,

S
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obstacles placed in his party's path had become so serious as to render
effective campaigning impossible.><

acting Secretary of State Dear 2cheson concurred that the situation in the
Soviet zone had become sufficiently threatening to non-Communist parties to
warrant American interference. He stated that "US influence should be exerted
in every feasible way to éésure cconditions which will permit non-Communist
parties to maintain their organization, carry on political activity, and take
part in forthcoming elections with lazgest measure of freedom possible under
circumstances." American displeasurze about conditions, he suggested, should

at least be brought to the attention of Soviet authorities.®® Lucius D. Clay
at OMGUS did not agree.

While acknowledging the diﬁticulties non-Communist parties: were encountering,
. Clay guestioned the Ameridan"gpverﬁment's ability to be of effectiwe
assistance to these parties. Soviet authorities within their own zones could
furnish their protegee, the éED,-with the means to run election campaigns more
easily than the Western allies could ever hope to do as outsiders. Clay also
quebtloned the merit of dlstrxbutlng greater .ald to the ChU and SPD parties.
He thought it v1olated American “announced pr1nc1ples of neutrality...” Such
action  "would . be mlsunderstood‘and would prove a step backward in teaching
demociacy.‘ Moreover, it would'wéaken the strength I owr protests against
corresponding: Soviet Action and < we are not in a position to compete on equal
terms in Berlin.” " Protection,  in his estlmate,“ would also have proven
difficult to provide. Clay felt that there existed wltﬁin the American zone a
healthy political atmosphere where the Communist party had been unable to gain
much political ground. Consciohs of his coﬁntry‘s role as foreign occupation
power, he thought too blatant an _endorsement by the American government for
o and SPD could wndermine whatever progress had been madt. Ihstead, Clay
coun§e11ed patience and aﬁbldanqe of. 1mpu151ve -actions. He promised, in

B4, . FRUS, 1946, Vol. V, Coun c11 of Foreign ﬁinisteis,.ﬁuzphy to
Secretary of State, 3 August 1946, pp. 729/30 :

H

1946, Vol. V, cOunc11 of Forel Mlnlsters, Acting Secretary -
of State Dean Acheson to Murphy, 16 August 1346, p. 732/ .

<
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conclusion, to assure thalt election procedures would be watched te see Lif they

were conducted in a falr manner.=*®

The results of the Soviet zone munLCLQal elections (Gemeinde and Kreiswahlen)
held in early September 1946 were a success for Soviet becked SED. In Saxony,
the SED obtained over 56 percent of the total wvote, compared to 22.1 and 21.3
percent for the Liberal Democrats and CDU respectively. (CAD Director Henxy
Parkaan observed that the SED's strong . performance demonstrated essentially
two things. For one, it showed the Soviet governﬁent'srabiiify to exeit
pressure on the population. Secondly, Parkman expressed surprise about the
extent to which resistance was still possible. He stressed the SED's ability
to control rural districts where it was easiér to refuse other parties the
opportunity of submitting their own candidate lists. In larger cities,
however, where contrel was still difficult, the combined total of the COU or
Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) frequently exceeded that of the SED. In Erfurt
where more than 104,000 valid votes were cas&, the SED could muster only
35,000 votes against 25,000 for the CDU and an astonishing 44,000 for the LED.
In Jena the SED obtained only 17,000 votes against 9,000 and 20,000 for the
.CDﬂ*and LDP respectively. While these election ;ziumphs'seem to have been the
rule in larger cities, both parties were rarely able to repeat these
.performances in rural communities.=7 '

Less easy to manipulate werelthe Berlin m&nicibal election resuits.‘-on‘zo
October 1946, the SPD received almost 48 percent of the vote, the CDU 22
percent, and the SED slightly less than 20 percent. Not surprisingly, the SPD
fafed.poorést in the Soviet sector, winning only 44 percent of the vote versus
30 percent for the SED. A M;lltary Government observer wrote that, the vote
could not be understood as pro-SPD, since Berlin had never been a purtlcular

stronghold of the latter. =~ Instead, 3t was the repudiation of the Russian

~ 3€_  OMGUS, AGO, Cla [the} Adjutant General at the War, Department
(AGWAR) for wpséa (21, 20 ﬁﬁgush 1946.

87 OMGUS, ' AGO, "Ana;ysxs of Prellmlnary Gemeinde Electlons Results in-
Soviet, British and French Zones", - (Report "prepared for Deputy Military
Governor Lucius D. Clay by civil’ Adminlstratron 1sion), Henry arkman to
Clay, 19 Septembexr 194b. ‘
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occupation forces who had taken the city and the hatred the subsequent

"destruction,. looting and raping” by Russian suvldiers had engerdered.®"®

The SED election defeat in Berlin was ¢learly an embarrassment for the Soviet
government. But Soviet authorities, nevertheless, continued to harass non~
Communist party officials throughout 1947.  State Department files indicate
that Zmerican officials, in turn, continued to be preoccupied where Soviet
excesses against SPD members were concerned. This preliminary round of the
future East-West conflict finally climaxed vhen, courtesy of a Soviet veto,
one of American favorites Social Democrat Ernst Reuter was denied the right to
assume his post as Berlin's Lord Mayor throughout the latter half of 1947.5;

More heavily on the minds of Soviet leaders than. a loss of face to .the Berlin
- SPD, however, was the growing trend in the Western zones to seek tﬂe economic
fusion:of their zones. The British and American governments had beern:
preparing for economic fusion since September 1946. Cni 2 December 1946, the
two countries signed an agteement whereby the two zones were to be governed as
a single economic unit. The two governments also committed themselves to
jeint economic plaﬁiﬁing, shering of financial responsibilities” and the
creation of German administrative agencies. The fusion was to take .\elffect on 1
January 1947. s ' '

The SPD's role- in Amexican policy making had been Ito contribute to Germany's
'“politi%:al rev;val. The political expertise of the party's leadership proved
invaluable in the admih_istxatio:jx of Cermany as well. But mosht important was
its potenti;al to act as counter-force to Communist influence in Germany. The

>e_ OMGUS, AGD, "Special Report of Special Administration Branch—Berlin
-Elactions", 28 October 1346, pp. 7-9. (Glaser is at times refreshingly
speculative about future political prospects. At times absurdly so ~when he
speculates what the _result may have been, if the SPD had campaigned more
s ongl and the SED with less obvious Soviet f)ackmg._ He-also has visions of
a D coalition. ~ He is able to back up neither. His problems are
compounded by rather liberal use of the English’ lagggage and gquestionable
.. editing. e.&}: "the [city's] hatred  engendered by estruction, looting.
- and raping {my emphasis] Russian soldliers." .

5% see: 0SS, Field 'Report, "Former Burgomeister of Magdeburg seeks
return to Germany", 4 May 1945, (The report describes interviews held between
Ernst Reuter and two members of American embassy in Turkey. The 0SS offlcial
wvrote that "Dr. Reuter impressed both Zmericans as precisely the t of man
. who should be mos:Z helpful to the forces of occupation--especially Ii American
.~and excluding any area occupied by Soviet troops."
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SPD's success in this respect, however, was limited to the Western zones. In
these regions vhere it could campaign with little interference ZIrom the
occuration forres, the SPD was able to censolidate its position as the most
papular of left-wing parties. In the Eastern zone, the Soviet authorities
demonstrated quite clearly that they were not prepar=d to stand by as Social
Democratic upstarts tried to destabilize their =zone of occupation. The
‘ruthlessly executed amalgamation of the two left-wing parties was evidence

thereof.

The SPD, However, succeeded Iin embarrassing Soviet authorities before world
opiﬁion. Social Democrats who resisted the mergex first became martyrs and
then heroes when:elections in Berlin in October 1946 gave the SPD a landslide
victory.  Kurt Schumacher was suddenly thrust into the limelight of world
opinion, making him one: of the -hest known German politician of the post-war
era. Observexrs, both inside and outside of Germany, agreed that this triumph
‘was as much a zepudxatlon of the Soviet occupatlon as it was a vote of Fupport
for the SPD programme. The crushing electoral defeats of the Communist pazty
compared to a strong SeC1a1 Democratic showing in the Western zones gave
further testimony to the 'lack of popular support Soviet backed communism
enjoyed in Germany. | o ' :

" 1946 saw the fulfillment of American hopes expfessed in 1945 -that the SPD
'coald become a ebuntef—force‘tc more radical forces in Germany.e‘lgds saw the;
SPD.emerge, much to thé satisfaction of American policy makers, as the only
legitimate representative of the German left-wing movement. ‘But -in late 1946,
American officials for-the first time had to confront individual eiements_of
the Social Democratic programme. 'Constl;ptional debates between socialization
vs free trade, ard centralization vs® federalism Yad p:oduceé tensions that
could only escaTate the closer the creatlon of a West German state was to
;becomlng a reallty.: Amerlcan officials ue.e, somewhat unjustly, dlsapp01nfed
| about uhat they perceived as German political apathy s° But :our success;ve
electlons vithin’ eleven months to xeturn state: 1°glslatures and- mun1c1pa1
governments po»seSbLng no real mandate numbed even the most polltxcal of

o

- %%n: cember 1946,-the SPD already had 700 000 individual membefs.
This could dly be the pr;duct of w;despread poaltlcal 1nd1£ference. ; .

~
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It was only aftsr the Moscow Conference of Foreign Ministers
destroyed whatever remaining illusions about Allied unity in spring 1547 that

German minds.

american officials could proceed with the - creation of more permanent German
government institutions. ¥When it became evident thus  that East-wWest.
differences over GCermany were irreconcilable, President Truman and his new
Secxetary of State George Marshall reached the decision that Germany's future
should henceforth be planned as if Germany's division had become a certaincy.

i
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CH. IV TION OF A N STATE (SPRING, 1947 - SPRING
1243}

Throughout 1946 American officials were still debating on ﬁhat to dec about a
future Germany. With the two superpowers, the United States and the Soviet
Union, still cnable to agree on the natuze of their zelatiénship, neithex one
would or could make conézeﬁe commitments to the reconstruction of a future
German state.  Agreement apbeared to exist that some kind of German state
would eventually. come into being. The specific nature and shape of such a
state, however, remained elusive. For as long as the two world powers refused
to commit themxselves elther to co-existence or to confzpntétion over Germany
any German state had to have, by necessity, an éssentially)provisional
éﬁaracter. Thereafter, £rom 1947 to early 15949, when the East-West .rift
emerged as the domipant fixture of International pelitics, the creation of
West and East German states was pursued with enhanced urgency. 2American
officials began to scrutinize in greater detail the indlviéual components that
would eventually miake up swch a West German state. )

1946 had basically been an experimental year. In 1946, the goal American

officials pursued was to give Germans first-hand exper.ience in'democxacy.f

;American officials viewed these éxperiments not only as valuable lessons in

democracy for the German people. Experiments such “as the elections and-the
drafting of constitutions were also eicellent‘means of measuring the staté‘of ‘
Gexman public opinion. High voter participatipn and zinging endorséhents Eor
pro-Western parties during the 1946 elections covld not fail to sati#fy
Western policy makers. Théfoccupation forcés,coﬁld now at least rely upon the
peaceful cooperation of two major‘democratic ;nstifutions, the SPD and.CDU,
who were now accepted 55 legitimate contenders for a rukuze:German'governﬁeﬁt.
The elections and - the referenda on the constitutions were inté:pﬁetedfas
political victories against the Soviet form of gpverﬁmeﬁ . The defeats’of_ﬁhe; .-

-
| -

*. It stands to reason, as some have tried, that the assumption that:
Germans were politically immature and therefore.had to be taught the wisdom of
democratic behavior by ' as distinguished@ a _democratic ' institution as the
American military was understancably not entirely well-received in Germany. .

I
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Soviet backed Communist party were ummistakable evidence that Soviet type
- occupation was unpopular. '

Once the Soviet backed German Communist party had been neutralized as a
political threat in the Western zones after its dismal showing in successive
elections, American ofiicials could turn to exauining with much greater
interest the. political agenda cf the dewmocratic parties. Without the
Communist parxty as a significant political factor in the Western zone, the
questicn American officials now increasingly asked themseives was no longer
vwhether these 'moderate’ pé;ties could be used against: communist encroachment,
but whéthéi the parties themselves could become a hindrance to the realization
of American policy goals. This preoccupation with party programs coincided
with accelerated American efforts to establish some form of a German central
government . Before the American govarnnent bevame uneguivocally committed to
a West German state in 1947, Social Democratic policy for a future Germany was
analyzed, but its potertial for conflicting with Amexrican plans was rarely -
noted. After 1947,'wifhrtwo divided German natioﬁs rapidly approaching, OMGUS
and State Department records are replete with references on all-aspectg of the
Seb ard its vision of a'West German state. 1t was in the context of the heated
debates over the shape and natwe of a new West German government that
American officials begaﬁ to quesfion more Hvlgorously than ever most Social
Democzétic policies, its anti-communism remaining the oné notable excebtion.
While hlstoriapé;,disagrge at times on the origins and causes of the Cold War,
“ few would deny that 1947 and 1948 were pivotal years, decisively shaping the =
post—wér world. In Expansion and Coexistence, Adam Ulam concludes that Stalin
had by 1947 decided that "the scene was to be"; | - |
' Insofar as world politics is concerned,..., a duel between the United
States and . the Soviet Union, The pretense of the continuation of the
wartime alliarce " was to dissolve, certainly by 1347. After the
anncuncement of the Truman Doctrine and -the Marshall Plan Zhe two™supRr
powers settled down to what might be called competitive coelistence
punctuated by sharp crises over Berlin, Korea, and other areas. Thelr

rea%gs of:interests, nence of conflict -Detween them, became the whole
-world. ‘ : ‘ . ’

.;B§'1§48; regardless of all previous opposition, the Americanngovernméht:had,;‘

in fact, accepted Soviet hegemony in Eastern Burope! The American government



A

73

~conceded as much by not withholding diplomatic recognition to those East

European countries that were, 1n effect, satellites of the USSR.®

By 1943, the American government had accepted a Europe divided 1nto two camps.
It is likely that American officials had begun planning foreign policy very
explicitly along these lines as early as 1947. Lucius D. Clay concurs in his
memoirs that after the Conference relations seemed to have taken a turn for
the worse. He claimed that the meetings of the Allied Control Council for
Germany continued but had "lost substance and I, for one, felt we were going
through meaningless. wotions."?  The two top American officiais in Germany,
Murphy and Clay, at least, claim to have thought at the time that™ whatever
remnants of the wartime alliance had persisted were rapidly disintegrating in
1947.¢

The enunciation of the Truman doctrine, the European Recovery Programme, and
George F. Kernan's famous article "The Sources of Soviet Conduct", published -
in June 1947, were $ignals that :the American government was increasingly
preparxed to abandon all;bretense of Allied unity. Keﬁnan, whe subsequently
ﬁuch deplored alieged misintexrpretations of his article, nevettheless,
écknowledééd the two camps thesis when he recommended "to cease at that point:;

" making fatuous unilateral corcessions to the Kremlin,"

to do what we could to insgige and support resistance elsewhere to its
efforts to expand the area of its dominant political influence, and to
wait for the internal weaknesses of Soviet power, combined with
_ frustration in the external ‘field, to miderate Soviet ambitions and
~ behavior.... Stand up to them, I urged, manfully but not aggressively,
and give the hand of time a chance to work.®

Acco:ding:to Kenhan, containment of Soviet ‘aggression—-whether or not he
envisaged military resistance as well--implied that United States interests

2. Adam B. Ulam, 7=
33, New York: Holt, Rine and Winston, 4, <nd. ed, pp.
2. Lucius D.. Clay, Qg&%gigg_ig_gg;ggn&, p. 154. BAlso: Robert Murphy,

.*. John Gimbel charges that after the Conference it became.gfpular among
American officials to blame Soviet rather than French recalcitrance. This
approach wvas preferred because it was likely to xeceive a xesponse from
Washington, although. they knew that French intransigence weighed more heavily
at the time than th. Soviet govermmeni's. supposedly.thought S0 as well.
See: John Gimbel, The- i nv..., pp. 203, 197.

*.. George F. Kennan, Memojrs - 1925-1950, p. 364.
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were better served, 1f officials were to abandon whatever illusions remaired
about 2llied unity.

in Germany, the East-West conflict appeared more protracted than anywhere
else. Adam Ulam suggests that had Germany been of secondary importance, the
United States and the Soviet Union might still have been able te reach an
agreement.  But Germany, he asserts, "was and is the pivot of European
politics." Germany also afforded noth powE:s'tne cpportunity to compete in a
variety of manners short of military hostilities.’ Unable to challenge the
Soviet government over Poland and © Czechoslovakia, the American and British
‘governments: could in Germany at least exert pressurxe by halting, for example,
Jeliveries of much needed 1ndustrza1 equipment from the Western =zone to
Russia. The Soviet government could reciprocate by harassing the Webtern‘
powers in Berlin. This psychological warfare in Germany_frnal]y reached.lts
-zenith with the Berlin blockade the Soviet government imposed in 1948 in a
:spectacular effort for testing American resolve to resist Soviet encroachments
upon the American sphere of influence in Burope. In 1946, however, the Soviet
govermment had limited itself to 1ssu1ng only relatively mild protests to
moves such as the stop on reparaelonh and the fusion of American and British
zones. Such caution remained in evidence until after ‘the Moscow Conference of

Foreign Ministers in Spring, 1947, when agreement on Germany had become all
-but impossible.® ‘ | .

Jehn'Gimbel guggests that American bureaucrats were less concernedléith East-
West relations than the realization of Burope's economic rehabilitation under
~the Marshall Planijt seems more probable, however, that American officials
“treated the Allied breakdown as.if it were a fait accompli in 1947. Even it
they had not abandoned hepe altogether for a four-power agreement that might
still reunify Germany, they, neve*theless, proceeded with nation DULIdlng. If
Germany could not be entlrely unlted then the next best goal was to aim for
> the unification of the three Western zones under one’ central- government. The
American government, flnally;- by excluding the - Sovret Unlon erfectively
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terminated the wartime alliance. Occupation officials, given a clear mandate,
henceforth had to pay little heed to Soviet objections.”

Directly or indiréctly, the reports, memoranda or correspondence examined®
vere primarily devoted to the fulfillment of this new German policy. American
officials were confronted not onily with the immensely complex task of building
a new Gezﬁany, but ideally the latter was also to be transformed into a
peaceful neighbor and, perhaps, gradually also into a reliable ally,
acceptable to-both the United States amd its Western European partners. It is
here that the roots of friction between the SPD and American officials can be
found. The latter began to view with increasingfdisdain what ii‘perceived to
be the party's obstructionist tendencies. Whereas in the past, the SPD had
been a useful tool ﬁeutralizing the Gexman Communis' party's influence,
American officials in 1947 and thereafter experienced the party as an
obstacle. It could be-argued that with the Communist party eliminated as the
greatest political danger in the Western zones, American offigials could focus
their energies on the Social Democratic political agendé." It was at this
point that the rélationghip Letween the SPD and American officials took a turn |
for the worse. '

According to Lewis J. Edinger, £;om'1947-on, with the American government and

the SPD finding it incréasingly difficult to reconcile their vision of a West

. Gexrman state, Kuri Schumachex 's opposition tc American policies became more

open. Aamerican officiais began to view him as a trouble maker. His sharp
criticism of American policies for German ecohomic and political

. b .
reconstruction and his insistence that Germany's "proper" leadership alone was

qualified to decide the future of the West German state were not welcome by

7. _I. Berlin zemained the most notable exgeption. Robert Murphy
continued to report on Soviet interference in domestic politics there.

' Harassment of; SPD politicians zertainly continued throughout ~1947. Berlin

offered the - Soviet government pretty well the last opportunity to impress
American decision-makeis since the West had written off the Soviel zone.

‘ . . II. The new assertiveness among American civilian and militar
strategists vis-a-vis_the Soviet Union "is_ perhaps also explained by wha
American historian Melvyn P. Leffler describes as_ the "nearly universal
agreement that the Soviets, while eager to expand their influence, desired to
avoid a  military engagement." see; . Mel . Leffler, "he American

' Conception of Natiomal Security an@ the Bgy?nniﬁgs of the Cold War, 1945-
.1948", in American Historical Review, Vol. 89,'gp o

ril, 1984, p. 359.
'®. Examined by this author. | : S
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American officials. 2American officials respended by denying that Schumacher

wvas the legitimate spokesperson £for his party. Lucius D. Clay met only iour

times with Schumacher. This presumably was evidence of "exceptionally bad"
relations.®

AGmittedly, the SPD and the American government were ideological adversaries

on a variety of issues such as socialization, . currzncy retorm,

internationalization o£ the Ruhr industries and on several elements of

Germany's quasi-constitution, the Grundgesetz (Basic Lawl. But although

American officials. and Kurt Schuracher clashed primarily over ideological

differences, they fought an essentially political battle. Schumacher wh5 in

his own words was married to politics from the day he vook his seat in the

legislature of the Weimar republic challenged the American goverrment

whexeever possible in  the hopes of -wresting as many concessions from the

Americéﬁ governdent as possible. Amezican' officials’ freqﬁently resented

Schumacher's heavy-handed approach andfthus preferred to avbid having to deal

directly with Schumacher, something that was often impossible given the majpr.
political force Schumacher's SPD had become since 13945. But. Awerican

resentment of Schumachef's confrontétional politics did not imply ‘that the
' Bmerican government was committed at all COéts to the frﬁstrationTzf social

democratic reforms. |

American officiéls realized that they could not resist downright all forms of
‘socialization of  German industries. - In the;_early‘ post-war years, =
socialization was a very populaxr concept espoustd by a vast majority of
Germans including most major Ger;han parties. Americagzlofficials tried to
inﬁibit what they perteived as the worst excesses of German socialization
attempts.>°  They had done so during the Lander censtitutional debates in
- 1946.** schumacher knew that a West German state was inevitable, but tried

?. ‘I‘:.ewis J. Edinger, Kuxt Schumacher..., ',p- 183.

*9, As shall also be seeﬁ, the gradual watering down of socialization
from 1947 conward may have been the result of its increasing unpopularity with

German voters and politicians at least as much as it was the product of
American interference. '

22 ‘apericans intervened once more during the constitutional debates for’
ahge%t German state in early 1949. This topic will be discussed later in this:
chapter. S ‘ . a : ' .
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strongly to counter the influence of American capitaliist and federalist ideas
on the new German government. Some American observers identified Scnumacher
as a political realist and astute tactician, but disagreed with his style and
methods. His virulent rhetoric and frequent delaving tactics were resented by
American officials, even if they understood " his political motiwes. Theodor
Escherburg states that

...Schumacher's notions were not even pepular in England, not to speak
5% Ehe United States. More even than thé State Department did Congress
resent his expressly socialist demands. Even General [Lucius D.] Clay

could not sympathize with social democratic policies.  The centralizin
tendencies,” in__turn being the product of his visions of a_plann

economy, contradicted America's own federalist principles. But they
also rai%gd to harmonize with Xmerican security interests regarding
TmAny .

American fears of German socialism zre exaggerated here, but the American

government was growing weary of Schumacher's cumbersome political maneuvering.

American resentment of Schumacher's obstinacy grew between 1947 and 1348 as

the German-american negotiations for® a future German state progressed. The

American go&ernment, in the final analysis, felt moxe comfortable with the

seemingly more cooperative and more expllcitly pro-Western coalition of cou

and the liberal FDP that eventually emerged triumphant iIn the 15949 federal .
elections. C

Ameriéan officials often realized that the SPD's hostile rhetoric towards the
occupation forces were intended above all for public consumption. Numerous
private conversatidhs American officials conducted with Schumacheitand oﬁher
Social Democratic leaders in 1947 and 1548 made sufficiently clear that these
German politicians entertained few illusions about the state of Esst-West

~relations and their implications for German reunification.®®  Nor did they

seriously expect their wversion of socialism'to permeate in undiluted form

‘through every facet of the Federal Republic of Germany. Social4Democrats;3in
- other words, were prepared. to ‘compromise, especially where intractability
[:promised to harm rather than benefit their own cause.. The SPD's subsequent

22 Theodor Eschenburg, Jahre der Besatzung, 1945-1949, p.. 178..  © :

2 *?. . Robert Murphy had already written on 30 August 1946 that Kurt
Schumacher's views could De characterized as "fairly moderate and apparently
sincerely held. = They are propounded in moderate, reasonable fashion_ in
private conversation, but in a rather excited and demagogical manner in:public
speeches." see: | Central Files (CE% Internal Files, Part I, . Mu§E2 go the
Secretary of State, 30 August 1946. “(the cgp¥hgf the Gonversation Murphy
sent was not_ contained™ on  these microfilms. - ent conversations,
however, revealed similax Arerican assessments.) ‘ ‘
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disassociation from Marxist doctrines, incorporated at wvarious party

conventions between 1947 and 1548, illustrated its capacity for ideoleglical
flexibility.

American officials carefully noted these changes, describing them as an

historic turnaround.** But even as Awerican officials noted departueres from

" Marxist doctrine, they were not enthusiastic about the prospects of a possible

Social Democratic government in the future West Germany. Konrad Adenaver's
CDU offered a more attractive alternative. The SPD, however, was a political
force that could not be disregarded. There wexé legitimate worries that the
SPD would organize the first West German govermment in 1949.*®  American
officials, in other words, had to work with the SPD, hoping meanvhile-for a
Christian Democratic victory. - ) '

Sexious frictions between American officlals and the party £irst developed~
during the fusion of the 2American and British zones.; Since }ational parcty
headquarters of ooth CDU and SPD had been located in the lattér =one, American -
officials only infrequéntly had contact with the national party leaderships.*®

~ When bizonal government agencies were established, B2American officials were

compelled to deal more Trequently than before with Kurt Schumacher's
quarrelsome nature. Robert Murphy and Lucius D. Clay began to suspect early

‘that the SPD and the British Labour gqvernment were conspiring:against the

American administration, given their socialist background and the fact that

- they -frequendly agreed in‘pheir opposition to the American government. These ~

U.S. officials thought it naturai that Labour and the SPD “would combine

14, CF, Int.Fil, Part 1, American Consul General [in-Sremen] Maurice W.
Altaffer to Sec. of State, 8 September 1947. (American_ reaction to these
changes in ideclogical ouflook by the SPD will be discussed later in reference
to 1948 SPD nationsl party convention and other party- meetings, where the

party announced its new political agendas.)

is

. ‘The‘SPD was the‘:lazgest single part .nationwide.a‘The CDU;‘itself

‘largely an amal tion of wvarious ~ moderatel conservative factions,

eventually established a working coalition with the Bavarian Christlan
Socialist Union (CSU) and the:libefal Free Democratic Party” (FDPj. On%géthen

vas -the CDU to beat out the SPD . in the race to form the first exal
government in 194S. ; ; : ; . :

18 7 These "national" party leaders were, of couxse;'angfhingﬁ;but.that
for as long as__the four powers governed-their zones separately. The powers-
did nct officially recognize them as such, nor did these leaders £ind 1t very
easy _to -extend “their influence to_ ail‘reglonal party organizations. The
Bavarian SPD and Ernst Rauter in Berlin, for “example, frequently refused to.
tow Schumacher's line. ST : e ‘ ‘ o

. : ) S
/ o ‘

-
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forces. Murphy wrote on 27 April 1347 that bizonal operations confronted the
American government with potertially unpleasant options. The British
government, he suspected, supported Social Denmocratic designs for
socialization of German enterprise. The guestion, Murphy asked, was "vhether
{the] US is prepared contrary to existing policy to approve in western Germany
a system of rigid central controls and pianning with a similar system of
central contxol of food distribution.® He alse warned that British plans to
push through greater administrative centralization in Germany would lixkely
result in greatex fiﬁéncial expenditures for the American goverhment than it
should have lo endure.>”

Lucius D. Clay expressed his suspicions more blqntly. de too disagreéd with
British plans for planned economies, which clashed with American beliefs that
‘economic responsibilities should be decentralized. With the exception of
scarce materials, "private enterprise and 1initiative™ should have the
opportunity to contribute to economic rehabilitation in “Germany. Clay
proc;eded to accuse the British govermment of conspi:écy to help Schumacher's
SPD gain control . of the recehéiy founded bizonal legislative body, the
Wirtschaftsrat, or Economic Council, whose powers were "to direct permissible
economic reconstruction,” subject as always, of course, to Bipartite allied
approéal.1° In a @op secret letter to Major General Daniel Noce, head of the

“ Civil Affairs Division (CAD) at the War Department, Clay confided that

shortlg after the Bizonal economic agency was formed, the SPD Part¥
throu ver{ astute manguverlng, succeeded in_ousting Doctor [Rudol i
Mule]ller: (a non-political) figqure and zeglacing im with Doctor
- [Viktor] Agartz "who has announced frequently that his princigg% mission
is socialization. Our intelligence reports “have indicated that_[Kurt)
Schumacher and Agartz received 3ritish supgort in making their political
maneuver successful, and that Schumacher, head of SPD “in British zone,
was promised that ﬁgartzswould receive a much greater authority than he .

Ry

has actually been given.*® - 7 _ ‘
Clay wrote another note the'samg day to Daniel Noce following his discussion
British Military Governor General Sir Brian Robertson. He observed that the

;- *7_ FRUS, 1947, Vol. II, Council of Fo:e%g? Ministers, rmmﬁR%;toﬁthe
Director of the Office of European'Affai;s {[H. eeman] Matthews), April

. *8, Taken from: John Gimbel, The Bmerican Occupation of Gexmany..., p
124. - (It 1is evident here once again T occupation otficials hoped tod
absclive themselves from all administrative respensibilities,  while reserving

- all final decision making powers.)

4

AR, QTELEEM_LBQE_D_QM Vol I., From Clay to Noce, 29 April
1947, p. 3420 _ — T

B e ]
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British proposal vo give each Land egqual representation ;h the Wirtschaftszat
would create a substantial SPD majerity.®°  Schumacher's SPD, he continued,
stood not only for "immediate - socialization of Germany," but also "the
nationalization of induStry; a - highly centralized controlled economy and in
fact a strong central government. His views are, of course, éiametxically
opposed to our policies of dJdecentralization and federalization."™ The SPD
majority in the Wirtschaftsrat, made pessible by this British proposal, would
mot he suggested, represent the majority German view point. The two highly

. populated rander, North Rhine-Westphalia and Bavar-a, would find themseléeb

as a result, in a l=ss 1n-1uent1a1 position at tbe Economic Council than they
deserved given their 51ze. Clay concloded with the urgent request that his
government resist BIltlbh and SPD attempts to impose. socialism.

What we would like is ‘assurance from our Government that 1ts desxre to
make economic fusion work does not make it Wll;leg to accept a highly
centralized economic control, which will be utiliz in the hards of the
SPD with the support of British military government, to extend the
socialist influence. With -such assurance, we should be able to 1nslbt
on comgromASe solutions here which will, at least protect in some d

of decentralzzatxon, ard aiso a reasonable degree of
enterprlse and initiative.=

- Daniel Noce :eplied two days later on 1 May l§47 ‘that he fully appreclated:

Clay's concerns over British tactics. 3nother tactic which -had drawn Clay's
ire was the Brltlbh“ﬂablt of directly addre551ng the American goveznment.

. British officlals tried to bypass Clay's office 1n Germany. Noce repl;ed that

the State Department was currently working on an official pollcy stance on
socialization. He predicted that it would centain a cautlous endorsement of
publlc ownership of cerxtain indﬁstries. The State- Department however,

:concurred with Clay that punlic ownershlp would be acceptable only if “based
"¢ upon full and free expression of popular ==ill either by referendum, by

sh1 in the™ Economlc Council wvas to be determ;ned by the

v Member
Landta e (state l is atures). If we remember,  the SPD enjoyed majorities in
five of the ei tage in Blzonla. .{Lowex Saxony, urg ‘Greater Hesse,

Schlesw1g—Hols ein and Bremen). ' The CDU held the greatest n r of seats in
Bavaria, Wartembe: %*Baden and North Rhine-Westphalia. . Bavaria was the only

Land whére any party actually commanded an absolute majority (approximately
58 percent)

' Mxﬁ__quzmsas.p.z_clab Vol. I Clay to Noce, 29 Apnl ‘947

< pP- 344—346
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legislative action based upon constitutional authlorization?]l, or clearly
expressed political party platform...."==

Clay and other American officials were probably correct in suggesting that the
British government and the Social Democrats made a coordinated effort to gain
as much control of Bizonal agencies as possible. But the British Labour ard
the SPD consented primarily to a marriage of convénience, and were rot truly
motivated by their common socialist roots. It 1is true that Labour leaders
favored the SrD leadership. At times they consulted with the latter, while
excluding others altogether. But theré exists litile evidence thai the SPD
profited significantly from this relationship.?®  Beyond some political
support, direct assistance remained negligible. Even if a few Labour leaders
supported Kurt Schumacher's Social Democrats, thexe was also the Aritish
Military Government to contend with. Successive British Military Governors,
Sir Brian Robertson and Sir Ivon Kirkpatrick, strongly disliked Schumicher.
The two Governors tried t¢ maintain political neutrality in accoxdance with
official British policy. But one intriguing incident illustrates how the
British government did not hesitate to contradict the SPD where its own
interests favored such a move. Earlier in July, 1946, the British gqvernmehf‘
had announced “the creation Of the Land of North Rhine-Westphalia. :Pfesﬁmably
designed to foil the French gcvernment's attempts to separate the industrial
‘Ruhr area from the rest of West Germany, it also had for the SPD unpléagagt _:
the side-effect of combining the strongly Catholic Rhineland with Cermany's
industrial heartland. Konrad :Adeﬁauer was repcrtedly ecstatic, whereas
Schumacker was very critical. The latter's reservations were warranted. . The
' SPD lost : the Land elections in 1946 and 1947 to the CDU because of the prb-
conservative Catholic wvote.=* - Even if the Britisn Labour_:governmeﬁt

=2 . FRUS, 1947, Vol. II, Council of Foreign Ministers, Noce to play; 1
May 1947, pp. in-%g,u(WEbstez's Revised Dictionary of 1987 does not list the
. er

texm "au P ps it means authorship. But it appears hardly important -
anyhow. ) . ‘ - ' ‘ ‘ S ‘
'~ %*, Richard M. Scammdﬁ, "pPolitical Pazties", in E. H. Litchfielg,

5%3"' Governing Postwar Germany, :Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell U. Press, 1953, p.

= 2*. See footnote: Lewis J. Edinger, Kurt Schgm%?hg;..., .p. 178.
"Gabriel Kolko similarly wrote in 1872 that ‘other n his anti-communism, the
SPD, led by Schumacher—"a melange of impulses--sectarian, bureaucratic, and
radlcally " indignant"--"had: little to commend itself to the United States

despite a certain sentiment .in Labour circles, to the British as well.F
Neither authority felt if could trust him. See: Kolko,
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sympathized with their German counterparts, often their priorities rested
elsewhere.=>

Key Labour politicians were never truly committed to imposizg a socialist
society in Germany. "Reslist" elements around Clement Attlee but especially
Foreign Minister =Ernest Bevin preferred a "balance of powsx™ policy between
the Western Allies which eventually obviated the need for a Social Democcatic
partnership. After 1947, when the Anglo-American alliance. was fully
consummated, the British government decided that political, economic and

financial needs prescribed such unity of action, if necessary, at the expense
of the SPD.=® ‘

Was American influence necessary to persuade British officlals to distance
themselves from the SPD? The British Labour Govex:nment also learnt to dislike
the SPD's stubborn independence and concluded by late 1946 that it the SPD
alone was not sufficiently strong to achleve socialism in Germany.
Particulaily unfavorable [or the SPD had been its participation in the Noxth
Rhine—Westphaliah government of Christian Democrat Rudolf Amelunxen. The SPD
was. aubsequently held equally rcsponsmle for the msexable economic and
soc.1a1 conditions in 1late 1946. It was at this t1me that the British
government decnded that Schumacher's inflexibility on his party's economic
progranume had mntrlbuted tn the impression amohg Germans- that the social
demecratic econonuc.. pOllCl&S were responsible for the contmuatmn of the
economic crisis. Having alienated many hitherto favorable;: voters, the SPD had
thus considerably reduced it chances of forming the next German governmént.
It vas therefore preferable to work with the more levelheaded realist Konrad

p- 127. ol

(23, ‘Pritish Histerian Alan' Bullock even questions whether Labour's
foreign minister Ernest Bevin shared such brotherly affections £or the-German
Social Democrats. - First, he never forgot the German: Social Democratic
betrayal in _1914. Kurt Schumacher's natiénalism and_virulent attacks on all

- occupying powers, furthermore, irritated. Bevin consi derably His favorite - -
Germani pfesumably was instead trade union - leader Hans W Boeckler. See: Alan ‘7
Bullgs’,ﬂé /sﬁneﬂ_gg\umsn_&cmawuﬁl. London: Hememann, 1983,
op. . : : P

=€, Rolf Stein‘.ger, “British Labour, Deutschland und die SPD 1945/46" _

"L__l' vol. No. P- einigexr sug?es S

rapid slide in eConomic recession may have acted as a catalyst.: But
American and PBritish interests were becommghcon.gruent thus. maerg a closer
alliance mcreasmgly probable regardless of the latter's financial straits )
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Adenauer rather than the "the violent dealer in superlatives"”, as the British
Foreign Office would frequently describe Schumacher.=”

where socialization was concerned, after the creation of Bizonia, British
policy began to conform to the amexican. = The British Labour government
announced in July 1947 that "no decision will be taken which will prejudice
the possibility of carrying out a Socialist Qolicy in the BHRritish zone of
Germany." This meant that while the British government would no iongez insist
on imposing socialization, it also would not resist efforts towards that goal
either. But by 1948, t¥e British government's attitude had become similar to
that of the American government. Aamerican officials, toc, had proclaimed that
they vera not fundamentally oppos;ed to socialization, but would resist any
attempts to have a minority impose it from above. The British veto of North
Rhine-Westphalian socialization laws in August 1948 suggested the _extént to
vhich the British government had begun to abide with the Awerican policy of
inhibiting where possible na,ti.onalizatié:\n of German industries. Hoi:é
importantly, on 10 November .1..948', Anglo-American Ordinance No. 75 stipulated
that the public ownership "should be 1left to the determination’ of a
representative freely elected Germaf—x_ governmment.7T=®

Lucius D. Clay who had strongly. endorsed American .compl;j\__ints about British
lack of cooperation took some credit for his share 1n the American effoft to
have the British government back down from a sociélisf.: progzam for-_Germany.
Clay 1later appzeciaféd thé British government as a reliable a;.ly‘a_gaihét
German obstinacy on issues relating -to the shape - of a ‘futl’.lze" German
government. He never . fulljz 'recogni;ed;,'__ however, the strong divisions which
existed between the Britﬁsh government and the SPD. . &s -late as 1943, during

=27, Rolf S_téinig_er, "British I..abour, Deu'EsChland,...“ pp- 212-214.
(Steiniger, while discussing the_growing differences between sp8 and -Labour .
also touches on the political™ infighting .-between Labour "realists™ and

- internationalists such. as Denis Healey, and 'Harold .Laski who adamantly

insisted the Labour assist their German social democratic brother-in-arms.
See also: Hans-Peter Schwarz; Vom Reich zur Bgndesregubl%kE p.-_156-165.
- (Schwarz is interesting, because he 1s_ rare. among non-British historians
writing on the general post-war era _in having given Some serious thought to
the considerable  inner-political difficulties Prime minister Clement Attlee
apparently faced around 1546/47.) - ' ‘ T

26 Wolfgang Rudzio, "Die Ausgebliebene Sozialisierung an Rhein und Ruhr

:=-- Zur Sozialisierungspolitik _von  Labour-Regierung und SPD 1545--1948", in
“hrchiv fur Sezialgeschichte, Vol. 18, No. ?, 1978, pp. 11, 35/6, 34-39. .
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the Grundgesetz (German Basic Law) debates, Clay still thought that he had

convinced British Military Governor, General Sir Brian Robertson, to exert '
pr&:ssu:e on the SPD fo abide by 2llled policy.=*

This problem notwithstanding, when the Moscow Conference of Spring 1947 failed
te reach a four-power agreement, newly appointed Secretary of State George C.
Marshall became forcefully resolved to make Bizonia self-sufficient as qui'ckly.
as possible. Bi.zon.a'l“_ trade, it was agreed, should be balanced Sy 1949. But
as Wolfgang Xrieger points out, ‘the existing rate of economic development
offered few promises that this goal would be achieved on time.?° Recognizing
the pressing nted for reform, Ernest Bevin and Marshall £finally ag:;éed to
increase the annual steel output to 10 Million (nlajttic) tors.. Dismantling of

industrial equipment would continue, with the amount to be determined by the

level of economic progress actually achieved. The Soviet Union would also
continue to be supplied with industrial surplus. On the governmental 'i'cvel,
the bizonal agencies, hithexrto cfispersed among five clties, would L= relocated
to Frankfu*t. But most importantly, for our purposes here,' was the agreen;e?:t;
that th;"'_jufisdic"tion of Lander, Bizonal agencies and military govermleni:s

"would be altered, with instructions to avoid giving.rise to accusations that a

separate central government was 'bging created. - The provisional nature of a

© central bizonal covernment was to be preserved to signal that the British anc';:
© American governments were still sincerely interested in four-power agreement -

on Germany.>>* -

' . 2% See: mﬁ%% vs_ D, E}az - VQI,%,‘ From Clay for
Department of the Army, ri o] ay a%e G:m 1949 that the -

British were no longer t':{in to impoSe SPD versions of the Grundgesetz on the
Military Governors. . Ins the British government is described as:-having
tried t% persuade the party that the Allies were agreed on the question of a

future German government.” The British government may have tried to influence

the SPD’s decision making process, but, in the end D approval was obtained
only atter some concessions to alfov 2 more cen_t:rai government were made.)

But even before Labour distanced itself £rom SPD policies, the British
Military Government was arguably antagonistic towards the-5PD. Clay expressed
the longstanding <£feeling among Gafmans that "the British would eventually -
force the Mllitary Governors to accept the SPD position." Clay notes with~
relief that "the fine statement from the Foreign Ministers of 5 April helped .
dispell this." apers Luc D. - Vol. Clay to Department of

the Army, 19 Apri s P- . en a}\]r s about M™the British" it is

unclear whether he is referring to¢ the British Labour government, the British
Military Government in Germany or both.) - = '

2°. Wolfgang Krieger, Lucius D. Clay..., p. 239.
31 Wolfgany Krieger, Lucius D. Clay..., p.. 241.

L
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¥here B&American and British délegates frequently clashed during the ensuing
negotiations was over the shape and nature of the central agencies. They
found it especizlly difficult to agree on the jurisdiction and the powers the
various agencies should enjoy. Each side accused the other of trying to
éreate institutions that would favour their own interests. Lucius D. Clay
.' certainly thought the British wanted a government dominated by the Social
Democrats who, similar to the British, favoured strong centralized government

agencies.

The government structure f£inally agreed upon on 25 May 1947 @reated the
Wirtschaftsrat (Economic Oounc::.l), the Ebcekutwausschuss {Executive Commttee)
and the Direktoriws (Executive Directors).®2 The 52 members of the bizonal
legislature, the Wirtschaftsrat, were to Dbe appointed by the Land
legislatures. The Exekutivausschuss, essentially an advisory body, could
recommend for implementation requlations and ordinarces to the Wirtschaftsrat.
They could also supervise the work. of the Dlrekt;grlum whose role, in turn, vas
basically to administer the two zones .- As.alwaiys,-final approval would rest
~ with Allied Bipartite Board, consisting of British and American officials.??

Clay "had fashioned the admihistrative machinery as much as possible in accord
with the traditional American principles of checks and balances." The -
Wil.‘x:tschaftsrat wvas designed to protect the interests _-?of political parties.
The Exekutivausschuss a§. an element of Clay's federalist spir’i‘c would
safequard the interests of the Land governments. Since the SPD controlled
five of the eight Lander governments by v.n:tue of a majority of mdiv1dua1
Land _election victories, they obviously held sway in the :latter. The
Christian Democrats, on the other hand, were able to ‘counter by maintaining a
slim majonty in the Wirtschaftsrat because the three CDU dommated Lander
vere far more populous ‘than those ruled by the SPD._ Bur, thls majority was

3=, 'I‘ranslatxons prov1de~; by: John Gimbel, . ml_mmgi

. . John mebel j
(Glmbel' summary is the %0s concise.
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‘Democ:rat Vll’tO" Agartz as chairman of  the wirtscoaftlicher Vervaltungsrat on
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possible only in coalition with the Christian Socialist Union and the liberal
FDp.2+

Clay's efforts to assuré that Social Democrats would not dominate the bizonal
government has been called an act of "political engineering." Clay himself
described the - condition whereby executive and iegislature were controlled by
two different political pafties, the SPD and DU respectively,. as unfortunéte. :
Be admits that "political antagonisms made mutual .co-operation between
Council, Executive Committee, and the administrative agencies difficult.” But
he still thought that it was an improvement over the initial organization set
up in January 1947.2= Although officially committed to political neutrality,
the American military govexnmerif actually interfered in Germany's political
reorganizatilon in a manner that had to place -at a disad_\{antage the polit" '_‘.il
order envisaged by the SPD.2¢ The corigins of this conflict bet'ueer‘x\'ﬂthe
American government and the SPD dated back to 1946 and the wirtschaftlizher
Verwaltungsrat, “the precursor of the W1rtschaft.,rat. Consisting of six
rembers, nol only members of the major political - parties had been invited to -
paztif:ipate. . -Some Counf‘ll members such as Rudolf Mueller and Ludwig Ezhard , |
were not off:.c:.ally aff:.llated with any political ‘party. Most contzovers;al

however, was the decision the occupation officlals took to reject Sodal

23 September .1946. Clay instead favoured the “non—pohtic:al" flgure Rudelf

‘Mueller r'dhos& economic views he found entirely agreeable.>”

=

Kurt Schumacherw had resented the 1946 removal of his protegee ‘Egartz. vho had
been one of. the most vocal proponents of soc1a11mtior1 and a planned economy.

) By 194.-, Agartz insisted that he vas not opposed *'o pnvate initiative. O©n

the contrary, he argued, such enterprising individuals should be supported as

34, John H. Backer, Winds of Hisfory, pp. 187/8. =
s, Lucms D. Clay, m;iammn_ﬁgnm pP- 17s.

38 Hans—-Jurgen ‘Grabbe i i : e

ten von P. §2. ' American clals purposely
re e SPD s grewth in 1945 or that Clay, as Gimbel has ar_gued :
sus ed Socialization article 41 of the Hessian constitution in 1946. ~see:

'John GmbelWW p. 117, but also Grabbe's

thought on icle 41, p.

27. Hans-Jurgen Grabbe mwmmw
Staater von &r; ga. A 95/%.
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as long as their activities did not create sccial Iinjustice. Any undue
concentration of power in private hands, however, would be countered. In
1947, he added that "the direction and distribution could only be decided by
the democratic 'Rechtstaat'. State planned- economies will have to replace
individual capitalistic profit orientation as the wmain regulator of the new

economic system."?®

Agartz was eventually able to assume the chairmanship inside the
Wirtschaftlichen Verwaltungsrat when Mueller lost a vote of confidence by the
economic ministers of the Lander on 18 January 1947, only three weeké after
the Verwaltungsrat's official assumption of duties. The election of the
Social Democratic Agaxtz invoked fears of socialization. It led American
officials to decree on ?:May 1947 that the bizonal administration should be
devised so as-to inhibit socialization. It vas tﬁérefore important to not to
give in to British demands that the Wirtschaftsrat, then expected to be
dominated.by the SPD, be vested with more than advisory powers. Clay wrote on
12 May 1947: | | :

I would like to goint out that under any arrangement, the SPD, which
will have with 1t further Leftist Egrtles, will have a majority in the
economic council. Since the British Government has always backed the SPD
working through [Kurtl Schumachexy, it will be able to control to
considerable dégree ‘the deliberation _of the economic council. = To
grotect our objectives it is essential that we cannot commit ourselves
1o the acceptance of the decisions of the economic council. = The SPD
alone would not have the majority and therefore to have contrel itrmust -
-~ have the support of other Leftist grqggs, which would cause it to take
more extreme position than it might take otherwise.[sicl?® : '

‘The iast statement is difficult to understand. It is un#iear vhat Léftist

groups, Clay might have been referring‘ﬁo. It obviously éould not Héve'béen
the Communist party. Besides the latter and the SPD, there was no other left

‘wlhg moverwent worth mentioning. The thrust of Clay's statement at any rate

intimated a preparedness, or at 1east a strong desire, to intervene in German
political affairs where American interests were threatened.

2% poc. No. 14, Viktor Agartz, "Sozialistische Wirtschaftgpoiitik"

(iSé?i_ " in  Norbert = Konegen Gerhard Kracht, (eds.), SOZiQJJ§§ﬁ§ und
-Sozia ’ Kronberg/Ts,sF.ﬁ.-Germany: Scriptor Verlag, 1975, p. -

srof the Wwirtschaftsrat.  Clay continued tha
- unlike the SP

Y

1947,

s, by ; Vol. I, Clay Personal for Noce, 12 May
4 pP. S04, ging om e rest of Clay's note "to protect our
objectives" expressed his worries that the 2American government could lose
influence in Germany if the SPD with British helg succeeded in taking control
; . . wvhat had prevented the
conservative Bazties from-consolidating their position was the fact that they
had no military governmeént ' ba 1ng. He does not specify,
however, how this. fact interferréd with American objectives.} =
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The new central agencies established in late May 1947 succeeded according to

Clay's wishes in preventing the SPD from controlling the central agencies.

Kurt Schumacher had resented this maneuvering prior to the creaticn of the
bizonal central agencies so that the SPD would not control the Wirtschaftsrat.
The SPD with its control of the Exekutivausschuss certainly found it difficult
to share governing responsibilities with a CDU dominated Wirtschaftsausschuss.
Schumacher was irritated that his party's control of the Exekutlivausschuss did
not translate into domination of the CDU controlled Wirtschaftsrat. When in
early July, 1947, the Wirtschaftsrat refused to accept his personnel proposals
for the Direktorium, Schumacher announced that his party would no longer
paz'ticipate in the bizonal govermment. Instead his party would assume
henceforth the role of a "pragmatic, constructive oppositien".“’ '

~
I

Schumacher's decision was motivated by a desire to begin early parliamentery

: reconstructlon by providing viable pohtlcal alternatives. But Schumacher was

driven by an "all or nothing mtranszgence" vhich precluded political
compromise. Sr:htmacher insisted that the economic director's office should be
held by his party. The CDU would have agreed, if the SPD, in turn, gave up
the agnc:ultuxal ministry of three Lander. In xetrospect this was a very
generous offer. Yet Schumacher refused. “ This | intransigehce was furthermore

| '.compounded by a kind of "passive fatahsm" that made Schumacher cortinue to :
await cnnfxdently the bankruptcy of bourgems—capltahst economic policies. In

any case, Schumacher's stance was unhkely to .1mprove his reputation emong the

.occupation forces.*>

~ Schumacher did not stand alone in his opposifion to the bizonal arrangements.

In the minds of the Lander Minister Presidents who wmet -at the Munich

__',Conference on 7 June 1547, the new bizonal gairernment - could oniy be

-

40 . American "fflmals had some knowledge ag early as 21 Ma 194"1 that

the SPD might withdraw- from government respon51b111t1e if it -that its.
. social a economic . am were given short thr ift. The’ mformatmn vas
‘ based on a British memor um written by Alan Flanders of the German Political
- Political D.w1510n etc.... Robert Murphy agreed that the CDU was
: 711ker to be main German beneficiar Sy of the SPD's withdrawal. =~ See: ' CF,
1, . of State, 21 May 1947. :

Part I, Robert Murphy to

Ji:
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interpreted as signs that Allied disunity was eroding whatever chances for
Germen reunification remained. The official concluding statement of Ministerx
Presidents was an urgent appeal to the powers to reach agreement on Germany's
future. The wording revealed a certain degree of restiveness rarely expressed
with such unanimity.*® It read in part as follows:

"~ The Chiefs of the German Lander Governments assembled in Munich cannot
Close their deliberations on_how to stop the German people's immediate
distress during the next winter, without _announcing before the entire
vorld the greaft goal of the economic and political unity of Germany, and
without explicitly manifesting their will to a peaceful cooperation with
all nations. :
...Since two years the Gexrman people have been waiting for a
clarification of their destiny In wvain. Aall attempts to bring this
about have been frustrated so far. Separated from the wurld, without
the vital foreign trade, thus without the raw materials necessary for
their industrx crn into four zones, without a secure industrial basis,
deprived of e corps of their most important agricuitural territories
kggt in ignorance as to their political future,” without direct contac
with the” Allied Governments "which at present are responsible for
Germany, -the German people Eﬁ a process_of economic self-consumption are
sinking from month ¢ month more deeply into constantly growing misery
and distress.®>

The American Consul in Munich, E. Tomlin Bailey, wrote that the unanimity
expressed during: the Conference reflected in part the participants'
overvhelming preoccupation with current economic conditions. * Whatever
political statements were made, he believed, were largely the result of

Schumacher brinaing pressure toc bear wupon his Social Democratic fellowers

among ieading Lander politicians such as Schleswig-Holstéin's Ministex

President Hermann Luedemann and Hamburg's Mayor Max Braver. Schumacher had

intended to use the Conference as a platform for attacking the SED and the

Sovggt Government. His efforts apparently f£failed, however, when Bavarian

officials persuvaded participating Social Democrats to limit themselves to-

informal comments and radio speeches rather than using the Conference itself

for criticizing Soviet authorities.

The parficipants! relﬁctance, with oné notable exception, toward making
political statements addressing Germany's pqliﬁiéal future, Béiiey igined,
should not be regaxded as evidence that the prevailing economic conditions
were upbermést;qn-the minds‘oﬁ”the'Miniéte: Presidents. While emphasizing the

42 fThe ninistex presiéents from the Soviet zone were prﬂeréd to stéy
- away, thus somewhat weakening the conference participants' ambition to speak
8s representatives of the whole of Germany. ‘ ' L

_ %3, CF, Int.Fil. Part I, American Consulate General, Munich, on the
subject: "Minister P1351dents',Con£érence in Munich", dated 20 June 1947.
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economic distress, the minister presidents had also warned about the inherent

political dangers, if the economic well-being of Germans did not improve.
From conversations with Bavaria's SPD leader Waldemar von Knoeringen, and one
of Bavaria's leading bureaucrats Anton Pfeiffer, Bailey thought he had learned
that the Conference's main purpose was to "hoist the storm signals.” Although
Bailey acknowledged the worsening of economic conditions, he concluded that
officials had knoéingly exaggerated them, hoping thereby to obtain greater
assistance from the occupation authorities.#<

Bailey's insistence that political interests motivated the minister presidents
to evoke images of econcomic and politicai collapse is at ‘least debatable.
- Instead, it could be argued that the Minister Presidents avoided the polithal
discussion on a future Germany so as not to entirely alienate their
counterparts from the Soviet =zone. The Minister Presidents from the Soviet
zone, allegedly upon receiving orders from a higher authority, had decided-io
abstain from the conference. It had been planned by organizersrsucn'as Hans
Ehard that the conference, if-attended by the Minister Presidents from all
occuputlon zones, could demonstrate of a strong united German will for German
reunification. When the delegatlons from the Sov1et zone stayed away, the
Conference threatened to turn intd a farce. To save face without conceding
defeat, the Minister Pxe51dents chose to downplay, issues about Germany's
political future and instead to place emphasis throughout‘the Conference on
purely economic issnes._ But hopes of presenting ‘a united front were clearly
not fulfilled. One American observer described Munich as another “Moscow"

;Conference. Germans had arguably emulated the aliied powers in their:
disunity.*® ' - B

The SPD proceeded wlth reconflrmlng ‘its commitment to German unity. The
protoccl of‘the national party convention held at Nurnberg between 29 June and

2 July- 1947_establlshed guldellnes whlch the SPD‘recognlzed as essentlal for =

'\

' 44 ¢ CF, Int. Fll .- Part I, "Minister Presidents’ Conference in Mun1ch'
[Ameﬁlgan Consui 1in ﬁﬁnxch] E. Tomlxn Bziley to Sec: of State,. 20 June 1947
PP. 4-b. *

as, Manfred Overesch, .° "Eipheit oder Teilun . Wes tdeuthhe

Entscheldung“tra ex ._vor der Gesamtdeutschen Fra e. 194 -1947“ dn Josef
Foschepoth alte K lerst

N
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the reconstruction of the German Republic. A unified Germany was reconfirmed.

The party would in the future reject anything that could be interpreted as a
threat to the unity of the Reich. Article 2 of the Nurnberg protocol
expressed that,

German = Socizl Democracy _was committed to the political and
constitutional  [staatsrechtlichen] Unity of Germany. While

acknowledging local culiarities. It retuses to accept” any open or

covert separatism and particularism._ The Lander constitutions should
contain nothing that could stand in the way of reunification

[Reichseinheit]. These constitutions must include “a the proviso that
national law [Reichsrecht] supersedes Lander law.
The protocol rejected any efforts to create a federation of independent German
states. A federal German republic with a healthy measure of decentralization

that would not weaken the nation's central unity, however, was considered
acceptable.<€

American officials had followed with keen interest the deliberations of the
Nurnberg convention. A flurry of reports discussed the potential consequences
of the Social Democratic gathering. One typical report noted the lack of
ideclogical currents throughout the Convention. WNot once were theoretical
questions raised. Marxism was mentioned only once and none of the speakers
called for the party to adopt or' reject Marxist dogma. The report suggested
that this ambivalence was part of Kurt Schumacher's strategy tc "dilute its
- [SPD's] program sufficiently to make it acceptable to various groups in
society."*” '

Robert Murphy thought that the most important feature of the conference was
that Kurt Schumacher emerged 5'more than ever the accepted and outstarding
leader of the party."+*® Reminiscent of the £first party conference, he vas
reelected by 99 perceht of the delegates. The resolutions passed also bore

4€_ "Richtlinien fur den Aufbau der Deutschen Republik", (Protocol of
the discussions held at the SPD convention at Nurnberg, 29 -.qur_le to 2 July
1947), in Ossip Kurt von Flechtheim, amente : 1
! Dey s 194

m hland e

- -

AN = LY
. LI rt 2, Programmat
/2. :

*7. OMGUS, Adjutant General's Office (AGO}, "SPD Parteitag in Nurnb_erc_i:-

29 June to 2 July 1947, MNurnberg", 17 July 1947, p. 7.  (the author might.

have been Edward Li chiiefa althougﬁ the report's somewhat unrefined style

. 'seems to contradict that. hy who sent the same report to. the Secretaéy of

. State on 4 August 1947 stated that it had been pregared by the Civil
Administration division at OMGUS. see also footnote No. 54} :

*®_ (F, Int.Fil, Part I, Mzphy to Sec. of State, 4 August 1947.
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Schumacher's stamp. The rejection of federalism, the espousal of
socialization and the downplaying of ideclogy had long played an integral role
of Schumacher's strateqic ‘thinking. The latter had been dedicated at least
since 1945 to transforming his party into a political body with widespread
popular appeal.*®

Schumacher had not 'really renounced Marxism. He merely continued vwhat he had
been stressing since early 1946, namely he preferred Marxism as an "analytical
tool" rather than "prescriptive dogma". To view Marxism principally as method
he felt did not imply disavowal of. the class struggle. Schumacher viewed
post-war German society as already enmeshed in conflict where a rapidly
developing majority of proletarians had to be motivated to prevent the triumph
once more of capitalism. He thought, he had detected signs of a matent
prolei:arian revolution" restrained only by the presence of the occupation
powers.>®  According to Klotzbach, Schumacher preached to his fellow social
democrats not to regard Marxist teachings as eternally valid economic laws of
nature, but as only one method among others for relentlessly questioning and
exposing the progressive deterioration of capitalism. Such an open
interpretation of Marxism gave Schumacher greater flexibility to conduct his
political campaigning.®® | ‘

American observers were not unawvare that Scl';umacher wvas capable of being more
pragmatic than his public: appearances suggested. After a conversation with
the party leader on 10 July 1947, the Counsellor of Mission in Mwrphy's
office, Donald R. Heath, reported that Schumacher was not a "doctrinaire
political theorist". He noted Schumacher's praise of the Marshall Plan, which
the latter considered an important contribution to the economic restoration of

<2, Anocther ﬁrt y conference held at Ziegenhain in late August 1347,
seemed to confirm rican suspicions that a major shift within the SPD was in
the making. ' American Consul in Bremen Maurice W. Altaffer described the
conference's resolution as "a turning  point m the hlstory of the Social
Democratic Party inasmuch as it seens” to mark break with the purely
dialectic matexialism of Karl Marx." See: CF Int.Fil, Part urice
altaffer to Secretary of State, 8 September 1947. (Fox %%é t):ext of 21egenha1n
Programmatische

resolution see Dieter Dowe and Kurt Klotzl%a}ch,
Dokupente dexr Deutschen Sozialdemokxatie, pp. 282/3.

®9. Lewis J. Edinger, Kuxt Schumacher..., pp- 78/9.
. Kurt Klotzbach, Der WE zur Sta ggge;..., p. 125.
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Burope. Schumacher asserted that "political means or method...were not

importan{:" and that "the only good political line was one that promoted a
sound economy." Heath also remembered that Schumacher felt that the bizonal
plan, if successful, together with the Marshall plan, could prove effective in
persuading the Soviet government to relax their grip on Eastern Germany.®?

Schumacher was, despite some misgivings al:;ésut its governmental setup,
supportive of the bizonal system. He also supported the Marshall Plah. The
former he appreciated because officially it appeared committed to the economic
strengthening of those two zones; the latter because it suited Schumacher's

conceptualiization of the West as an economic magnet, so powerful that even in a

the face of Soviet power, the Eastern nations would be unable to resist the
promise of economic well-being offered by the West.®®  But Schumacher’'s
enthusiasm faded as he became convinced that both Bizonia and Marshall Plan
helped principally in laying the groundwork for a future Western Germany.
Schumacher had always insisted that all governmental agencies could only have
" provisional character and a centralized government responsible to a reunified
Germany should replace it as soon as possible. The seeming permanency of

these agencies after 1947 became a socurce of considerable concern tao
Schumacher .=+

If schumacher was resentful in fall 194? about the waning prospects ftor a
unified Germany, he was careful to conceal his feelings during an interview
state Department officials conducted with him during his visit to the United
States in October, 1947. State Department official Henry J. Kellerman
certainly thought- Séhumacher came across as "as an astute politician and
political realist." The latter presumably expressed his v}illingness to |
recognize unification of Western' Germany "as a minor evil vis-a-vis

2, (F, Int.Fil, Part I, Robert Murphy to Sec. of State, 11 July 1347,
"Enclosure #2: Memorandum Of Conversation with Kurt Schumacher (by D.R.
Heath]", 10 July 1947. :

- 23, Kurt Klotzbach has su gested that Schumacher's ‘"passive fatalism™
led him to await_-the collapse of capitalism. Even if is true that this part

of his political philosophy, Schumacher was _also an _astute political
tactician.  He apparently "recognized that a healthy capitalist econom¥- might
be useful in luring East many intc the Western mould, thus-allowing for the
reunification of Gérmany.- . = . . : _

4. Hans-Peter Schwarz, Yom Reich zur Bundesrepublik..., pp. S551-3.
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progressive deterioration and disintegration.” Economic recovery was more
important, but the Sccial Democratic Party would tolerate a Western Germany if
it was a step in the direction of Germany's finzl reunion.®®

It is difficult to offer an explanation as to why Schumacher in convexsation
- with American officials Qodld agree that he too expected Germanyl to remain
| divided for an indefinite period. He would rarely even admit these doubts to
his own advisers. Maurice Altaffer explained onn 19 November 1947 that the
trip tc the United States:. may have changed Schumacher's hitherto
unccwnpx:omising sténée._ His constrﬁctive meelings with American labor leaders
and a few government officials may have impresscd him sufficiently to at least
tempor:a;"il'y adjust "his party's policieé to cooperate with the aims of the
Western powers in this. period before the London Conference [of Foreign
Ministers]."ss. ) |

The confidence in Schumachez which these American officials expressed in late
1947, remains difficult to understand. Disagreements between BAmerican
policies and Social Democratic plans for a future Germany, which had surfaced
since the creation of Bizonia grew rather than diminished. In late June,
1947, Lucius D. Clay appeareC uncertain on whether to recommend that his
government oppose or permit "s“o'c_:ialization. As always he insisted that, if at
all, the only acceptable policy on socialization was the one - chosen by the
German publi(:. But given the political and economic 'instability, he thought
it unwise to take socialization directly to the people. chsistent with past
statements, he advised that a referendum be held once stability had been
restored. But he insisted that his government eventually would have to firmly
commit itself for or agéinst socialization. To take an uneguivocal standpoint

for or against socialization, Clay concluded, was necessary, "“if our Bipartite

2B, CF, Int.Fil, Part I, To William R. Tyler from Henry J. Kellerman,
31 October 1947, "Statéments made by Mr. Kurt Schimacher on Octéber 23, 1947".

~ ®¢, CrF, Int.Fil, Paxt I., = Maurice Altaffer to Sec. of State, 19
November 1947. {EBvery American document describing & conversation with
Schumacher that I came across noted with astonishment e discrepancy between .
the  loud-mouthed public figure American officials_ thought he was before and.
the reasonable nature of his argument displayed during these talks. .Altaffer{
too, found him "a- much more sympathetic personality than I had anticipated.”

- Design or not, there is an intriquing logic to Schumacher's behavior. ether

sincére about his. willingness™ to cooperate or trying to instill American
officials with a false impfession about _his intentions,  in either case, he
would have to be described as a shrewd political realist.) :
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Board was to function effectively."®7 ¥What Clay had tried to emphasize was
the +troubled state of economic affairs persisting in Western Germany.
Indecision wvas unlikely to improve the economy.

The indecision Clay was referring to was the one between British and American
occupation officials and within their respective govermments. In essence, it
was one over differing method for salvaging Germany's sagging economy.
Secretary of War Robert P. Patterson had noted that in summer 1947, the food

rations had dropped to 1200 Calories, 350 less than the previously recommended

minimum. Patterson thought this was "slowv famine." Less pressing, but

equally controversial was the problem of c¢oal production. Patterson was
opposed to experiments in socialization of the coal industry, when the real
need was to find ways to maximize production as guickly as possible. It was
time, he thought to exert great pressure upon the British to decide on the
issue of coal production. "If my house is on fire," he mused, he would try to

extinguish the fire, but "not engage in arguments on the state of title to the
house.">*® ' '

The manégement of the Ruhr area continued to preoccupy occupation officials,
. as vell The compromise American officials eventually put forward was intended
to satisfy all sides. The British government favoured public ownership while
the Fi:ench government preferred to see the Ruhr area severed from a future
German state. The French government's suggestion that the Ruhr industries be

submitted to international supervision was Qirulently and uncompromisingly
opposed by all German politicians. '

The American proposal of mid-August 1947 suggested that the Ruhr industries be
returned to German management. All coal mining properties such as coal
processing facilities and even the miners' housing would be placed under the
supeivision of an individual German trustee, who would have to refer for”

57 M@;ﬁf_gﬁ%_&%l% Vol. I, From Clay to [Howard C.)
Petersen [Ass. Sec. of War], une . b 376, . '

58 FRUS, 1947, Vol. II, Council of Foreign Ministers, Sec. of State
(Patterson) to Sec. of State, 13 June 1347, )'E' 1152.. See also: Sec. of State
[George C. Marshalll to the United . States litary Governcr Clay, 24 June .
1947,tg. 3331' (Marshall agreed that it was time to bring pressure to bear

e Bri

upon tish to stop expérimci:iting, but was not absolutely sure whether he
would be successful.) '
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approval of all his actions directly to a US-UK Contrxol Group. The
trusteeship would continue for five years during which the ownership question
would be suspended. 2Acting Secretary of State Robert A. Lovett proposed that
this provision could be altered if the British government insisted, that an
option be included whereby Germans would at some point be allowed to vote on
public ownership.®®

The negotiations conducted between 22 August and 27 August 1947 in London did
not, however, produce a £inal agreement. For our purposes we need only note
that the French government refused to withdraw its objections to the Anglo-
American proposal for management of the Ruhr, pending further clarification of
the future level of the German industry. The French government also ‘demanded
further assurances about the extent to which the‘rehabilitatiori of Germany's
coal and coke industries would be allowed to  benefit Europe's heavy
industries. It would support greater coal output only if such increases were
designed primarily for export. French officials 4did not appear to think that .
current plans to revive Germany's industries would guarantee as much.=®

While the French government was withholding judgement, the Briti'sh government
was committing itself to the American position. Exrnest Bevin had already
finalized his decision to break with the Soviet Union in the vake of the
Marshall Plan and its rejection by Soviet government in early July 1347. But
it was the failure of the London Conference of Foreign Minister in .
November/December 1947 that afforded Bevin the opportunity to thrust British
support unreservedly behind American plans to create the 'Weststaat' (a West
German staf:e) €% On 18 December 1948, he duly reported the breakdown of the
London Conference to the British House of Commons and in;isted that his
govetnment was Steadfastly committed to the preservation of German unity; But

2® FRUS, 1947, Vol. 1I, Austria and German Acting Secretary of State
(Lovett) to the E:mbassy in the ‘United Kingdom, 22 ugust 1947, p. 950.

$©,  "Communique Issued by the United States, the United ngdom and
France on the Level of Industr m the Combined U.S.-U.K. Zones of German and
the management and Control of Ruhr Coal Production®, 28 August 1947, in
' 4759l11r M. Schlesmger, Jr.,. tgen ed.), ms_mmmmf_mﬂd_amr.._w pP-

€2, Victor H. Rothwell, "'ca:ossbrltannlen und die Anfange des Kalten
&623 es", in Josef Foschepoth ed.), Kalter K;ig und Deutsche Frage, pp.
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he also declared that his country could not continue forever to shoulder the
financial burden as Westexn Europe lay in chaocs. Britain could no longer
atford to wait for a four-power agreement to materialize, but would proceed
with economic rehabilitation of Western Europe. 1In conclusion, he stated:

We have no aim and _no desire to divide the world. But the termination
of the conference and the mannex of its e.ndmg I have no doubt, will
cause many people furiously to think.[(sic] We cannot go on_as we have
been going on. We have hoped against hope that fom:—Powe:r. collaboration

would wor Most of the world Powers™ can find a basis of_ agreement;

they cannot all be wrong. We shall close no doors. We shall maintain

all the contacts we can and we shall do our best to tzﬁr to find a2 wvay

out of all these dlfflcult situations, and still to work away hard to

roduce in the end what i still believe is necessar{ no only a united
v but a united Europe and the peace of the wor a.s

But. for the time being, the 2american and British governments 1left no doubt
- that they had accepted the division of Germany and proceeded correspondingly
vith the foundation of a West German state. Lucius D. Clay had already
written in early November that the United States government "must have courage
to proceed quickly with the government of Germany, £irst provisionally and
then representative, 1if the Council of Foreign Ministers fails to produce an
answer for all Germany."€2 Implicit here was the American determination, if
necessary, to embark wupon the political £fusion of the bizonal regions.
American officials habitually denied such intentions, aware that the German
public and its representative still very strongly opposed any political fusion
which did not incorporate the whole of Germany. But once East-West relations .
had <reached an apparently Iirreconcilable impasse, 2American officials

¢onc1uded, therefore, that the best, perhaps, even the only viable alternative
to a united Germany was a Western state.

'1'1'1\15 growing resolve by Amei:i.can officﬁials to accept the existence of two |
Germanies is what Kurt Schumacher feared. First foréign control of Germany,
and then division of Germany impcsed by the former stecod in unaccebééble
contrast to everything Schumacher had struggled against for the preceding two
ard a half years. Schumacher knew, deSpite the vehemence with which his party-

€2, T"Report of the Foreign Minister's Conference: Extract from House of
Commons Debates, December 18, ™ 1947, in
= (Present ar.uamen DY g [
S or Forelgn Lalrsl, London: Her Majesty s St:atlonary Office, 1961,

uoted in: ~ Hans-Jurgen Grabbe spartele
&gﬁ; E %& i%g oEIy Eor iﬁ ﬁlami aper, 3 -..--
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responded officially to Bipartite plans for political fusion in early January
1948, that the social dJdemocratic economic program could not be realized. He
nevertheless chose henceforth to devote his energies toward the cxeation of a
stroeng centralized West German state hoping thereby eventually to be able to
revise existing policies.<* Schumacher had remarked after the London
Conference, the "relationship among the victorious powers and not the explicit
German will to unity would determine Germany's future."” The Allied Frankfurt
proposals for political fusion of the bizonal regions, Schunacher described as
ordera which the SPD was prepared to obey: But he alsc wanted it understood
‘that he held the allied povers responsible and that he would personally do
nothing to promote the creation ¢f a Western state.®s

The reluctance with which he cooperated did not endear Schumacher +to American
officials. But what made it possible for Americans to avoid Schumacher were
emerging political and economic alternatives which proved, in the end, more
powerful than. Schumacher's Social Democratic program. Politically, the CDU
represented a TnES‘or political Zforce in Germany that appeared willing to
cooperate more readily with the Western powers. Economically, Ludwig Erhard's
'Soziale Marktwirtschaft' offered an ingeriious alternative to both socialism
and unfettered capltallsm. Essentially, Erhard succeeded in combining a free
market economy wlth strong commitment to the establishment of a welfare state.
Despite Social Democratic. opposition, and initially lukewarm support from
Christian Democrats, and enthusiasm emanating only f£rom the 1liberals, the
Bizonal Wirtschaftsrat approved the proposals of the politically independent
Erhard. Erhard's plans for Germany's economic recovery have been described as
as a stroke of genius in that they guaranteed a competitive market, while:
protectmg it against monopohzatlon w:.thout the need for a planned economy.

“‘. Hans—Jur{en Grabbe, Vereini

' 115. See a 1mb
gég% agf ﬁ‘g% \gmbel argues that although the De
n e to tolerate soc;ahsm and socialization, o£f1c1a s re@r
apprehen51on Schumacher's nationalism and inde ndence. In other words, they
German socialization from late 1947 onward precisely

: S umacher advocated and not because of anz 1deolog1cal differences.” If true
Gimbel's assertion presents one of the most damning pieces of evidence agamsf:
Schumacher's leadexrship. On_ the other hand, oné question remains: “Would
American officials have endorsed socialization in the irst place, had it not
been for such 1;;t:\-:erzﬁul lobbymg on behalf of thlS economc pollcy by Germans:

ma ve

such as Schumac
€3. Theo Pl"ker; DLQ__SED_IBEL_HELQL__, p- 73.

ded with
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2lleqedly, what Erhard was trying to do was to defend capitalism against

capitalists.®€ At any rate, together with his orchestration of currency
reform in summper, 1948, Erhard's program has been identified as the principal
foundation for the German economic miracle of the 1950s.

american opposition to Schumacher's SPD grew, particularly following the
economic and then the peolitical f£fusion of the bizonal regions. The
socialization issue demonstrated American officials’ determination to resist
the German demands,‘ even if put forward by representatives from all major
parties.€”  But the Wirtschaftsrat's approval of Erhard's economic program on
17 and 18 June, 1948, independently of American lobbying, suggested that the
SPD's problems may have run much deeper than occasional Allied meddling in
German political affairs.s® The Wirtschaftsrat, consisting of 104 members,
included as of 8 February 1948 only 40 Social Democrats against 40 Christlan
Democrats, 8 Liberals (FDP), 4 membexrs of the right-wing Deutsche Partely, 8
Communists and 4 others. This fact indicated the relative Social Democratic
weakness. It meant that the two major parties had to try to agree for any

wotion to pass the VWirtschaftsrat. But such consensus was only rarely
‘achieved.

The arrangement of the ‘Wirtschaftsrat, cleverlir fostered by ‘Lucius D..Clay,
neutralized the £ive SPD Lander, prevented the moriopolizat:lon of political

€S . Theodor Eschenburg, Jahre der Besatzund..., Pp. 425, 430-142. (A
sophisticated counter-argument agains e common assumption that Exhard's
glans together with European Recovery Program were decisive stimulants for

récovery 1is offered by: erner Ishauser, "Die Rekonstruktion der
Westdeutschen Wirtschaft und die Rolle der Besatzungspolitik", in Claus Scharf-

and Hans-Jurgen Schroder, (eds.), j e _Stabjlisierung
Westdeutschlands 1945-1948, - scnlandpolTtik  dez
westlichen Aélnegtgn, Wiesbaden, b.R. rmany anz Steiner Verlag, 1377,
5’.’5&6’%7{: shauser argues that economic recovery was undef way in
12}
r's

well
suffered a severe setback between fall 1946 and fall 1947, because

of profound problems in transportation, causing production to collapsc
temporarily. see: p. 9} : ‘ :

7. Yet of the 171 economic laws the Economic Council passed, the
Military Government rejected only 8, while postponing 36 others. = These 36,.

- however, had been approved in Ennciple. See:” Bdward N. Peterson, The
American Occupation of &mnx, p- 185. ' - -

. €8 _ Lucius D. Clay was _certainly . flabbergasted at £irst by Erhard's
independent initiative. = Edward N. Peterson Tecounts the amusing anecdote
where Erhard was called into clgg's office after the former's April speech for
economic reform. Clay reportedly reminded him that Germans coéuld not change
Allied law. Erhard supposedly retorted that he had not chang.d them, but had
-ended them. At the of the conversation, Clay agreed to Erhard's policies.
see: Edward N. Petexrscn, p- 191.
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power in the Social Democratic hands. But one could alsc contend that the
Social Democratic insurgence had already peaked. Kurt Schumacher appeared to
be more of an anomaly with time.

A man such as Kurt Schumacher had to appear to his contemporaries living
in. a burned out political landscape as a _bothersome anachronism,
Neither his basic political demands nor his political gesturing found
the resonance, he needed and longed for. Socio-economic reconstfuction
at the wvery roots, the struggle between capitalist reaction and
socialist progress, natlional sovéreignty and German lity among the
World's democracies--all these were élelents, which e average German
citizen, ard. ngl_:obably even many traditional Social Democratic voters
treated with indifference.
Not even his anti-communism, aggressively propagated, could attract West
Germans, who were yearning for securlity, "Ruhe und Ordnung”, but did not want
to be reminded constantly of the Eastern menace by virtuve of Schumacher's

shrill demagoguery.<®

German voter dissatisfaction became painfully obviocus during the first federal
parlismentary election held in August 1949. The SPD garnered a wmere 25
pexcent of the popular wvote, which translated into 131 out of a total of 402
possible seats. The relatively poor showing of the CDU with 31 percent could
not conceal that the Social Democratic agenda was rapidly approaching
political deadend.”® Such poor election results could not have been the
product of outside manipulation alone. To adequately explain the reasons for
the Social Democratic malaise, it would be neceésary to look elsewhere rather
than to suspect that' American intervention may have played a role.”* 1It is
perhaps true that American officials interfered at times. But would American
neutrality have produced very different results? The American government did
not destroy socialization. If, for Jexample, in 1946 62 percent of Hessians
had voted for Article 41 on socialization, only slightly more than fifty
percent in Bremen. 'endorsed the corresponding Article 47 of the Land

'$®.  Kurt Klotzbach, Der Weg zur Staatspartei..., p. 181.

79, For a discussion of the 1949 elections and the electoral process
see: Richard Scammon, "Postwar elections and Electoral Process", in Edward H.
Litchfield, (ed.), Governing Postwar Germany, pp. 500-533. :

7x_  On 3 September 1953, US Secretar& of State John Foster Dulles told
Germans of the desirability to reelect the Adenauver government. Reported_‘fly,.
he warned that failure "to do so could 3Jeopardize Germany's chances for
reunification. Summary taken from: Facts on File, Vol. XIII, No. 671, 4-10
September 1953, p. 283, o _ ' : ‘ T ,
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constitution in £all 1947.7= A poll taken early September 1949 in the Ruhr

area revealed that only 3.2 percent of those Qquestioned considered
socialization an urgent task. Economic democracy and planned economy, for
example, were not even mentioned by those questioned.”=> In othexr words,.
American officials may have succeeded in delaying socialization procedures,
but growing German indifference to socialization did the rest.

After some protracted negotiations at all levels, the Western powers finally
agreed on a formula for a new German government. The Six Power communique on
7 June 1948 formalized the division of Germany and the Occupation Statute of 8
April 1949 defined the limits of sovereignty for Western Germany after direct
military occupation had been terminated.?+ The discussions following the Six
Power. Communigue and preceding the Occupation Statute led American officials
and Social Democrats to continue on a collision course. The pivotal issue
during these constitutional debates was the roles the central and Landex
governments should play in a future Germany. A memorandum issued by the SPD
headquarters on 7 April 1949 stated: . ‘ '
The fortuitous compromise between federalist and centralistic_ elements
vhich was realized in the Weimar republic_has been considerably thrown
out of balance by the almost particularistic system of government
described in the version of the basic law adopted by ~the Main Committee
in_its thizxd reading. _The- wide measure of autonomy of the Laender as

well as the scope of their powers in connection with influencing federal

licies would sSeem to cast a paralysing effect on the rehabilifation of
roany.” = ' :

Lucius D. Clay, in turn, thought in Spring 1949 that the SPD's obstinacy was’
.the true culprit paralysing 'Geru_any's recovery in spring 1949. He never felt
comfortable with the idea of party leaders as arbiters of Germany's future.

72

. Figures provided by: Hans-Jurgen Grabbe, Unionsparteien.
okrati g & ini i : 8
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.- 72. John A. Maxwell, "Failed Social and Economic Policies: _ The German
Social Democratic Programme", in Europa, Vol. S, No. 2, 1982, p. 174.

. _The six powers were the United States, United Kingdom, France, and
the three Benelux Countries. The wers essentially agreed to establish
international control of the Ruhr proceed with the political and economic
organization of Germany. I.e., the wers had officially agreed to the
creation of a Weststaat. The Occupation Statute defined the powers of the
occupying forces. Once in effect, Germany was to acquire limited sgvereignty' ‘
with The  limits defined by the §tatute._‘ The Statute itself went into etfec
21 September 1945. = : : : o

t7s . MMemorandum Présented b' the Social Democratic Party on Federalistic .
ard Centralistic Elements in the SPD Draft of the Basic Law", 7 2pril 1949, in -
%E%}%Ruh“.‘ von Oppen, (ed.) Documents 'on Gexmany under Qccupation..., . Pp.

74
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Schumacher, who held the post as party chairman, could dictate guidelines
binding on the whole Social Democratic membership.”*  On 19 April 18549, Clay
wrote about Schumacher's adamant stand in favour of a stronger centralized
government than American officials had initially envisaged that:
- I must repeat that the issue today is as to whether or not {Kurtl
Schumacher and the swall group of party bureaucrats sitting around him
in Hannover are to succeed in  their policy of defying the occupation
authorities. I must emphasize that my concern is not ut the personal
issue of losing an issue to Schumacher. I am rather concerned with what
I believe to bé the very great dangers which will result from permitting
any small qgroup to make a sucCess of defiance of the occupation
authorities’on an issve _of major_ policy garticularly as it is done to
gain popularity in the Eollowing elections.”?
On 20 April 1949, the SPD delegation to the Parliamentary Council in Bonn
voted 63 to 4 (with 8 abstentions) to reject the Dratt of the Basic Law as it
stood. The SPD opposed particularly the large financial and legislative
independence the Lander were to be granted under the original draft. Both
areas, the SPD emphasized, should be constitutionzal prerogétives of the

federal government. -

On 23 April 1949 the Allied powers compromised partly with SPD demands when
they agreed to safequard the supremacy of the future federal government in
financial matters. But Schumacher's victory on this issue was cxucial in
accelerating the process of alienation between the SPD: and the United States
goverhment. American officials, already plaming ahead for Germany'sf
remilitarization and European reintegration, after April, 1949 now finalized
théir decision that the SPD was not "a suitable partner for the new COﬁISE."’a

This chapter has tried address one question concerning the perceptions
American officials entertained vis-a-vis the SPD between 1947  and early 1949
and to what extent their growing restiveness.with Schumacher's and his party's
intransigence provoked them to intervene in German'political decision making

7€. . Hans-Jurgen , Grabbe, "Die Deutsch-Alliierte Kontroverse um den
Grundgesetzentwurf im Fruhjahr 1949", in Vi hefte fur Zeit hicht
Vol. 26, No. 3, July, 1878, p. 411.

77, W Vol. I'I, From Clay for Deparment_ of
‘Army, 19 Apra en Clay describes Schumacher as "...defying

*

P. .
the occupation _authorities...", he is likely referring to the SPD's unnervin
tactics designed to delay the constitutional drafting process, in the hopes o
wresting more concessions in accordance with SPD policy.) ' .

_7%.  Lewis J. Edinger Kurt Schumacher. .., pp. 169/70, and Hans-Jurgen
Grabbe, "Die Deutsch—Allif%rﬁé' ontroverse..." p._4f§{_ , ’ ’ S ,
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process. While encouraging Social Democratic anti—communism, differences

concerning the type of future German government dissipated most American

officials' early enthusiasm for the SPD. But growing American reservations

did not translate into opposition or hostility. The United States government

fought where it could such measures as socialization and government
centralization. But evidence that BAmerican officials conspired to weaken the

party's influence and political importance remains scant. It is also unclear

vhether Awerican officials were more afraid of socialism or Schumachex 's

nationalism.?® Dean Acheson, in particular, appears to have feared that
Schumacher's nationalism was likely to render the SPD a troublesome ally in

the future. The Social Democratic party leader, eveﬁ i1f he posed no serious

threat to American security interests, was identified after 1947 as unlikely
to contribute to these interests. If the SPD had been able to impede the free

expression of BAmerican interests in Germany, for example, by becoming a more

powerful political voice than it did, then, perhaps, BAmerican officials might

have felt compelled to interfere far more aggressively.

e

. See once again: John Gimbel, The Oriqins of the Marshall Plap, pp-
217/8. S ’ | ) g
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conclusion

Bmerican tolerance in general of German political parties can be interpreted
in two ways depending on one's assessment of 2American strength in the
aftermath of the Second World War. First, Amercian attitudes toward political
parties can be described as admirable self-restraint exercised for the sake of
a healthy democratization of Germany. Such tolerance presumably led the
American government to accept the SPD even though its rallying cries for
German national independence, the scocialization of industries, the
nationalization of _credit institutes, centralization etc. smacked of
socialism. Truthful to their "grass roots" approach to democratization,
American officials, it could be said, wisely abstained from interfering too
much, realizing that in the long run direct involvement by a foreign occupying
power had to invoke the ire of the German people.

The second and more persuasive interpretation is that given the actual
limitations of American power after the War, the American government was
increasingly compelled to tolerate and subsequently make compromises with
German politiéal‘ parties, including the SPD. Internaticnally, the East-West
conflict left the United States Scrantbling for allies. American estrangement
with the 8SPD, the par'ty'that at one point appeared destined to dominate West
German politics, would have boded ill for any future German-American alliance
against the Soviet Union. In the United States, opposition to the costly
maintenance of U.S. troops in E&rope and the Army's desire to terminate the
occupation of Germany gave further incentive to the American government to end
the occupation of Germany as soon as possible. American 'qffiéials, working
under these constraints, felt obliged to work for the spéedy creation of a
~ West German state with Germans resuming control of the levers of power.’ Being
beliéver$ in political parties themselves, Americans had 1;0 respect, however
grudgingly, the rights of German political parties to autonomous ‘development,
knowing at the same point that the government of West Germany would be turned
over to them. Between 1945 and 15949, 2american officials felt cbllged,
therefore, to work with these 'pérties. 3 -
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There were twe other reasons 1limiting Amerlcan power inside Germany. The
policy of self-restraint, or non-interference in domestic affairs as far as
possible was, as Lucius D. Clay very wisely suggested, also part of the
American military government's realization that Germans were better suited to
administer their own country than American officials. Americans were not ill-
prepared for the occupation of Germany. It had been planned in various stages
throughout the United States involvement in the Second World War. War and
State Department planning for occupation was augmented by thoughtful 0SS
research reports on Germany. But implicit in Clay's statement is the
recognition that no amount of planning could have adequately prepared the
United States for the magnitude and the intricacies of the tasks of occupying
a distinctly different society. The other reason f£for allowing Germans soon
after 1945 to participate in the adwministration of the American zone of
occupation was that the American shortage in manpower made it imperative that
German politicians and bureauvcrats be invited to participate in ever greater
numbers in the administration of Germany.

American occupation of Germany thus gradually develved upon Germans. On
issues such as a German constitution and economic policies, Germans could
proceed more or 1less independently. American officials stayed in the
background, reserving the right to pass £final judgement. On a variety of
‘occasions Lucius D. Clay vetoed decisive legislation such as socialization. -
In 1949 he objected to vhat he pei:ceived to be an unacceptable tendency toward
over-centralization of the German federal govérnment. In general, Germans
were free to reconstruct Germany within the framework of whét the Unlted
States could afford to tolerate. But a too strongly centralized German

government—perceived as & potential future threat to American security--was
rejected. ‘

Although the SPD. often deplored the 'conégquences such interference entailed,
Clay and the American government did not act 'in a vacuum In their efforts tp_
inhibit fundamental socialist reform. Clay after all enjoyed the backing of
Aﬁenauer's Cou, a _partj which iIn 1949 and increasingly throughout the 1850s |
enjoyed greater popular support among Germans than any other party Clay, :
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perhaps, gave greater weight to the CDU. In shying away from the SPD, Clay
vas supported not just by a handful of German reactionary elitists as the
German left has been tempted to suggest. Instead, Clay's skepticism about the
SPD was shared by a majority of Germans, who expressed their oppesition to the
Social Democrat blueprint for Germany at the polls in 1949, and for over a
decade thereafter.

The proof that Clay's position was widely held among Germans lies beyond 1948
in the federal election results of 1953 and 1957, which provide a useful
mirror with which to judge the earlier period 1545 to 1949. Consecutive
election defeats in 1953 and 1957 federal election revealed Social Democratic
weaknesses. In 1953, the CDU alone was able to poll over 45 percent of the
popular vote, compared to the SPD's 28.2 percent. Together with the liberal
FDP's 9.3 percent and the conservative German Party's (DP) 3.3 Federal
Chancellor Konrad BAdenauver was able to control a vast majority of 307 seats
(of 487) in the Bundestag (parliament}. The 1957 election results were
similar. While the SPD increased their share of the vote by three percent
(31.75), the .CIJU.and its Bavarian affiliate the Christian Socialist Union
{CSU) together obtained the absolute majority with 51.8 percent of the popular
vote. The election results revealed a Christian Democratic party with broad
mass appeal reaching all sections of society. The SPD, on the other hand, had
remained stagnant, just barely able to improve upon its pre-1933 election
record. It is unlikely that these election outcomes were the results of
American interference on behalf of the CDU. More likely' is that the SPD's.
agenda had failed to reach a majority of Germans.

The misunderstanding about the power wielded by Americans has been compounded
by what American politicians and historians have claimed. American influence
vas Important, but one should be careful not to exaggerate the Awerican
government's ability to interfere in German postwar politics. America's power '
apostle, Henry Kissinger, suggests in his nemoirs that the United States
government was powerful enough to dictate the directions the German government
would take.> The prevailing belief in American omnipoi;ence in Germany after - -

X, He Kissinger Ebitg' House Years, Boston: Little, Brown and Co. '
1979, . 97. % oot - | - " ’
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the war 1is best-illustrated by the American Julian Bach, a reporter after the

wvar for the American military journal Army Talk, who wrote that ™in America's
Cermany we do as we like. If it suits us to let Germans starve, they will
starve. If we feel like blowing up aluminum factories, we will blow up

aluminum factories. If we want Germans to read Thomas Jefferson and Mickey
Mouse, they will read Thomas Jefferson and Mickey Mouse."Z*

Following Julian Bach's commentaries and those of others one could be tempted
to conclude that American officials wielding immense power masterminded and
implemented the new German political system purely on the basis as to whether
it served their nation's interests. Bach is wrong however. Ih the post-war
era, American power was hever so clear-cut as to allow the application
unreservedly of american political whims. The assumption that American
authorities would have reverted to downright repressive measures to direct the

German political process, 1if Germans had proved insufficiently pliable, is
historically difficult to verify.

Bach's faith in American power, in other words, 1is mere hyperbole. ©Even 1f
the United sStates had emerged the most powerful nation after the Second World
War, several factors conspirxed to inhibit the full expressicn of this new-
found strength. In international affairs, not only the Sovlet Unlon, but also
Great Britain and France, among others, fought for a role in deterﬁining
Germany's future. The Soviet:Union, eventually controlling Eastern Europe,
was even more insistent. The British government's success in obtaining
bccupation of North Rhine-Westphalia including the Ruhr areas, despite similar
American wishes +to occupy these highly industrialized r'egions; demonstrated
that British influence at least in 1945 was still weighty.’ As in the British
case, the American desire to win France's alllance was part of the American
government's avareness that it could not sustain indefinitely its military
presence in Europe.  Cognizant of Soviet power, the American government
struggled to £find viable alternatives. The goal was to limit a costly and

C 2, Victor H. Rothwell "'Grossbzitannien und die 2nfange des Kalten
Krie /egES", in  Josef Foschepoth, (ed.), M_m&im PP
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unpopular military presence in Europe without too much loss of power. The
Marshall Plan and later the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), in
conjunction with the strategy of containment, were efforts in part to delegate
American responsibilities to allies in Europe, while simultanecusly preserving
 American predominance. 0f course, aside from strategic interests of
containing the Soviet Union, political and economic ones were also present. 2 '
revived Western EBurope could open the door for B2American products while
augmenting American ability to resist further Soviet encroachments in Europe
at low cost.* -

The circumstances which denied the United States the opportunity to act alone
thus mandated a revived Germany as one of the cornerstones of American power.
A strong West German state could make an indispensible supplement to the
defense of the Western world. But an economically and politically restored
Germany could only have become truly useful, if its alliance stood on solid
grounds. Given these assumptions, an unzruly, independent German political
leadership could not possibly have been welcome by the United States
government.

It Is here that Kurt Schumacher's SPD evolvid into something of an anathema to
hmerican officials. Although recognized as an antli-communist, a relentless
opponent of national socialism and a socialist reformér, Kurt Schumacher's
volatile leadership never gaiﬁed the trust and confidence of American
officials.  The SPD's exaggerated appeals for German neutrality and
sovereignty were anxiously régarded by those officials who, while confident of
Schumacher's anti-communist and anti-Soviet stance, worried about the effects
upén American security interests that a too 1ndependent—m1nded Social
Democratic government under Schumacher s leadership might have.

Michael J. B , The

e
g . Lewls Ga n a shghlty dlfferent gontext has
sug ested that containment was a strat’:egy devised. 5:0 in Mmerlcan
ory where an economy nunded Republican Congress. after ‘1926 made the Truman -
‘adminibtzation realize that ™"interests would™ have to. be contracted to fit
- means." ° Limiting BAwerican focus in FEurope on maintaining control in the
‘ western part of that continent rather than recovering all of Europe, was a
strateqy based, "on the lculated relationship of resources to objec:f:ives.
See. Jo Lewis Gaddis, trateg 3 3
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Although tolerant at first of the SPD after its political activity was
recognized as peaceful in 1945, American officials grew restive the more
imminent the creation of a new German republic became. A new German
government vested with all the authority | necessary to function fully, would
have given the SPD, had it won the 1949 election, more power to defy the
American government than it had previously had. It is perhaps questionable
whether Kurt Schumacher would ever have become a threat to American interest.
A number of important American observers had begun to sense after private
conversations with Schumacher that probably he would not be.® But even if
American officials had generally been confident that Schumacher's SPD posed no
threat, Konrad Adenauer's CDU, as Dean Acheson and Lucius D. Clay had
intimated, presented a more attractive alternative. American officials
concluded that it was simply not useful to foster the idea of a Soclal

Democratic government, particularly, in view of the Christian Democratic
option.

The available evidence indicates, however, that the part played by American
officials in the early failures of the SPD between 1945 and 1949 was not
decisive.® What could, perhaps, be argued in part, having compared American
goals and socialist visions for a future Germany, is that their differences
were perceived by the | German electorate which did not want to drift tod far
awvay from the Americans. But the SPD's vision itself must -have been found
wanting, for the party's inability to obtain an electoral n\aﬂority ".'Ln the late
- 1940s did not vanish with the termination of the American nilitary government
of Germany. The SPD's = fallure to realize its progrém in the 1950s powerfully
| illustrates the lack of appeal of the socialist agenda among the German
people. A rapidly expanding economy accompanied by a drastic ilmprovement in

5, onin the available evidence it is alsc not <¢lear who knew about the
content of these conversations and the extent to which other American
officials thought they could trust Schumacher's private statements.

€. Secretary of State John Foster Dulles' comments prior to the 1953
federal election” in Germany is admittedly a conspicious pilece of evidence.
Noteworthy is that President Eisenhower chose to reprimand Dulles not for for .
misrepresenting -American but for belng_ all too candid about touchy -
foreign issues. But these comments, for one, say little about American policy:
betweén the years 1945  to 1949, - They, . furthermore, do not prove that the
American govermment interfered directly neither in 1953 nor in the gost—war
era. It agpears t comments about domestic politics by foreign officials
have traditionally proved counterproductive and are, therefore, best avoided.
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the standard of 1living, as well as the achievements of Konrad Adenauer's
coalition of moderate forces, made nonsense of Schumacher's persistent

assurances that salvation was possible only under a Social Democratic
government.
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