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The British-German Fight over Dismantling 
- 

The Removal of Industrial Plants as Reparations 
after the Second World War and Its Political 

Repercussions 

Trond Ove Tøllefsen 

Abstract 

The programme of dismantling German factories for reparations caused the biggest crisis in 

the relationship between British and the Germans during the post-Second World War 

occupation years. By 1949, the peak year for dismantling in the British Zone, the Germans 

were convinced that the British, alone among the Allies, were pushing for continued 

dismantling, and that they were doing so for purely commercial reasons. The dismantling 

campaign has been almost exclusively by economic historian, with the consensus being that 

its effect was limited. This raises the question of why it turned into such a bitter political 

conflict. My thesis explores the dismantling programme from this angle.  I show that the 

renewed dismantling programme from 1947 onwards caused rifts inwards in the British 

occupation apparatus, as the punitive aspects of the dismantling campaign and the strong 

German reaction against it started threatening what the British saw as their positive mission in 

Germany, re-educating the Germans. It caused a rift between the Allies, as the US Congress 

started a massive campaign to end dismantling in connection with the Marshall Aid, and with 

the French vacillating between ending and continuing dismantling. In Germany itself, the 

dismantling programme became an issue where the political parties, industry groups and 

labour unions sought to exploit the groundswell of popular discontent against dismantling for 

their own, wider political goals, often with a troublesome nationalistic rhetoric. Dismantling 

as a major political issue ended with the Petersberg agreement in November 1949. By this 

time  the conflict over dismantling had festered for so long that it was relatively easy for the 

Adenauer government to side-line the British and focus their attentions on rapprochement 

with France and European economic integration. The most original part of the research 

focuses on how British debates on whether to proceed or end dismantling, and how British 

dismantling policies were shaped by other occupation goals focused on a particular British 

conception of power. The British increasingly saw dismantling as influencing British prestige, 

meant to compensate for lagging relative power. I define what the British meant by their 

prestige in this question, its imperial origins and how it failed. 



ii 

 



iii 

 

Table of Contents 

 

ABSTRACT ......................................................................................................................................................... I 

TABLE OF CONTENTS ....................................................................................................................................... III 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS .................................................................................................................................... V 

INTRODUCTION ................................................................................................................................................ 1 

AIMS AND GOALS .................................................................................................................................................... 3 
SCOPE ................................................................................................................................................................... 5 
HISTORIOGRAPHY .................................................................................................................................................... 6 
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK ...................................................................................................................................... 13 
SOURCES ............................................................................................................................................................. 29 
STRUCTURE .......................................................................................................................................................... 30 

CHAPTER 1: BRITISH WARTIME PLANNING ..................................................................................................... 33 

CHANGING VIEWS ON THE GERMAN OTHER ................................................................................................................ 35 
THE WARTIME ON THE NATURE OF GERMANY .............................................................................................................. 37 
THE LEFT-WING DEBATE ON GERMAN GUILT ................................................................................................................ 41 
THE LABOUR PARTY SPLIT ON GERMANY .................................................................................................................... 43 
PEOPLE VERSUS ELITES – THE GERMANS AS A MIRROR OF THE BRITISH SELF ....................................................................... 45 
EARLY PLANNING ................................................................................................................................................... 47 
DALTON AND ECONOMIC SECURITY ............................................................................................................................ 52 
THE MALKIN COMMITTEE ....................................................................................................................................... 53 
THE TEHRAN CONFERENCE AND A GERMANY DIVIDED ................................................................................................... 62 
THE EIPS REPORT .................................................................................................................................................. 70 
THE MORGENTHAU PLAN ........................................................................................................................................ 73 
CONCLUSION ........................................................................................................................................................ 80 

CHAPTER 2: DISMANTLING AND ALLIED DISAGREEMENT, 1944-1947 ............................................................. 83 

YALTA AND THE SOVIET DEMAND FOR $20 BILLION ....................................................................................................... 84 
FIRST CHARGE PRINCIPLE ........................................................................................................................................ 86 
CHURCHILL AND THE DÖNITZ GAMBLE ....................................................................................................................... 88 
SHADOWS OF MORGENTHAU ................................................................................................................................... 91 
POTSDAM CONFERENCE .......................................................................................................................................... 94 
THE FIRST LEVEL OF INDUSTRY PLAN .......................................................................................................................... 98 
CLAY’S REPARATIONS STOP, MAY 1946 .................................................................................................................... 104 
THE BRITISH ULTIMATUM ...................................................................................................................................... 105 
SOVIET POLICY IN GERMANY .................................................................................................................................. 109 
FRENCH POLICY IN GERMANY ................................................................................................................................. 112 
TO SPLIT OR MAKE WHOLE ..................................................................................................................................... 113 
MOSCOW COUNCIL OF FOREIGN MINISTERS ............................................................................................................. 114 
CONCLUSION ...................................................................................................................................................... 118 

CHAPTER 3: THE EARLY OCCUPATION: IMPERIAL INFLUENCES AND ECONOMIC POLICIES ............................. 121 

ECONOMIC COLLAPSE ........................................................................................................................................... 122 
ADMINISTRATIVE VACUUM .................................................................................................................................... 124 
BRITISH GOALS IN GERMANY DURING THE EARLY OCCUPATION ...................................................................................... 125 
RE-EDUCATION ................................................................................................................................................... 126 
THE IMPERIAL INFLUENCE ON THE BRITISH OCCUPATION OF GERMANY ........................................................................... 130 
INDIRECT RULE AS A GOVERNING PRINCIPLE ............................................................................................................... 132 
THE NOTION OF BRITISH PRESTIGE .......................................................................................................................... 136 
DELEGATED AND EXCLUDED SUBJECTS ...................................................................................................................... 143 
REPARATIONS AND LOOT ....................................................................................................................................... 144 



iv 

 

THE WEIR PLAN .................................................................................................................................................. 147 
CONCLUSION ...................................................................................................................................................... 150 

CHAPTER 4: JOINT ANGLO-GERMAN DISMANTLING COMMISSIONS............................................................. 153 

THE VIEWS OF GERMAN BUSINESS ASSOCIATIONS ....................................................................................................... 154 
THE VIEWS OF THE GERMAN LABOUR UNIONS ........................................................................................................... 156 
THE VIEWS OF THE SPD AND CDU.......................................................................................................................... 158 
BRITISH PREPARATIONS FOR RESISTANCE AGAINST DISMANTLING ................................................................................... 160 
THE START OF THE JOINT ANGLO-GERMAN COMMISSIONS ON DISMANTLING ................................................................... 167 
REMONTAGE – THE GERMANS CHANGE TACTICS .........................................................................................................174 
NEGOTIATIONS BREAK UP ...................................................................................................................................... 183 
CONCLUSION ...................................................................................................................................................... 191 

CHAPTER 5: DISMANTLING AND THE MARSHALL AID PROGRAMME ............................................................ 193 

A HOUSE DIVIDED – THE TRUMAN ADMINISTRATION AND GERMAN POLICY ..................................................................... 194 
HERBERT HOOVER AND REPUBLICAN RESISTANCE TO REPARATIONS ................................................................................ 196 
THE INTERNATIONAL PUBLIC RELATIONS CAMPAIGN AGAINST DISMANTLING ..................................................................... 199 
THE COLLISON MISSION ........................................................................................................................................ 204 
THE HUMPHREY COMMITTEE ................................................................................................................................. 212 
BEVIN FORCES THE AMERICANS TO DISCUSS PROHIBITIONS AND LIMITATIONS ON GERMAN INDUSTRY ................................... 219 
DISMANTLING AND ITS PLACE IN OVERALL ALLIED POLICIES IN 1949 .............................................................................. 224 
CONCLUSION ...................................................................................................................................................... 236 

CHAPTER 6: TOWARDS A NEGOTIATED END TO THE DISMANTLING PROGRAMME ....................................... 239 

THE GERMAN HOPE FOR AN END TO DISMANTLING ..................................................................................................... 242 
THE WATCHMAKING SCANDAL ................................................................................................................................ 245 
GERMAN ANTI-DISMANTLING LOBBYING CAMPAIGN .................................................................................................... 247 
THE GERMAN ARGUMENTS FOR ENDING DISMANTLING ............................................................................................... 250 
FROM PROTESTING TO DISRUPTING DISMANTLING: THE BOCHUMER VEREIN CASE. ............................................................ 256 
GERMAN REACTIONS TO THE WASHINGTON AGREEMENT ............................................................................................. 261 
DISMANTLING AS AN ELECTION CAMPAIGN ISSUE ......................................................................................................... 270 
AGGRESSIVE PASSIVE RESISTANCE ............................................................................................................................. 272 
THE STATE OF THE DISMANTLING PROGRAMME IN AUTUMN 1949 .................................................................................. 276 
ENDING DISMANTLING ON BRITISH TERMS ................................................................................................................. 276 
THE FRENCH VETO TO ENDING DISMANTLING ............................................................................................................ 282 
DISMANTLING AS A POLITICAL ISSUE IN THE FIRST MONTHS OF THE BUNDESREPUBLIK ........................................................ 283 
DISMANTLING AND THE RUHR AUTHORITY ............................................................................................................... 288 
THE PETERSBERG AGREEMENT ............................................................................................................................... 294 
AFTERMATH ....................................................................................................................................................... 298 

CONCLUSION ................................................................................................................................................ 303 

BIBLIOGRAPHY: ............................................................................................................................................ 313 

ARCHIVAL SOURCES: ............................................................................................................................................. 313 
PUBLISHED PRIMARY SOURCE COLLECTIONS: ............................................................................................................. 314 
ONLINE SOURCE COLLECTIONS: ............................................................................................................................... 314 
CONTEMPORARY LITERATURE: ................................................................................................................................ 315 
SECONDARY LITERATURE: ...................................................................................................................................... 315 



v 

 

Acknowledgements 

 

During this long journey I have been indebted to the many people that have helped me along 

the way. My family has been unflinchingly supportive during the entire process, for which I 

am eternally grateful. Thank you so much to my parents Sissel and Ole, and to my siblings 

Marie, Per Arne, Ole Bjørn, Trygve, and Knut Martin. My master’s supervisor Geir Lundestad 

and Dag Axel Kristoffersen at the University of Oslo deserve thanks for their guidance and 

their support in getting me into the EUI.  

 Here at the EUI, my supervisor Youssef Cassis has been a steady rock I could return to 

for rest and comfort. Anne Deighton, my external supervisor, was equally kind and 

supportive. She combined this with a wealth of knowledge and a gift for penetrating analysis. 

I am eternally grateful for her help. Federico Romero, my second reader, also deserves thanks 

for offering advice and guidance beyond that which was required. I must of course also thank 

the fourth member of my dissertation jury, Gabriele Clemens, for taking the time to be part of 

my defence and for the praise and thoughtful criticism she has given. 

 Other academics have also been of tremendous help in producing this thesis. 

Christopher Knowles deserves more thanks than he is aware of from our few meetings. His 

generous sharing of research findings in his blog during the writing of his dissertation helped 

me answer many of the questions I had about the British occupation. Kiran Patel helped me 

steer my dissertation topic onto a more solid path after a somewhat wobbly start in my first 

year here at the EUI. Frederick Cooper has helped me in a small but far from insignificant 

way to sharpen my argument about the imperial influences on the British occupation. Piers 

Ludlow deserves heartfelt thanks for his friendly reception during my exchange at the 

International History department at the LSE. 

 All my friends among the students, fellows, and staff at the EUI, while too numerous 

to mention in full, have my thanks for making it such a wonderful place to study. My friends 

in Berlin during my stay there also deserve my gratitude. Given their assistance, I would feel 

remiss without mentioning James White, Andrea Warnecke, Irina Chiaburu, Monika 

Zalnieriute, Moritz von Brescius, Haakon Ikonomou, Petter Sandberg, Annett Esterl, Tina 

Schmidt, Alexandre Afonso, Frank Gerits, and Alfredo Mazzamauro. 

 I also want to thank the staffs of all the archives and libraries that have been so helpful 

during my studies. I especially owe thanks to the very helpful and friendly staff of the German 

Historical Institute in London and the state archives in Nordrhein-Westfalen. 



vi 

 



1 

 

Introduction 

 

The Petersberg Agreement, signed 22 November 1949, is widely considered a watershed in the 

history of the early days of the Bundesrepublik. It was the first agreement between the Western 

occupying powers and the new West German government to diverge from the restrictive occupation 

statute imposed by them at the end of the war, starting the gradual devolution of powers to the 

Adenauer government which formally ended in 1955 with the dissolution of the Allied High 

Commission overseeing West Germany. In reality, most of the concessions given to the Germans at 

the Petersberg negotiations had already been promised earlier. The Petersberg Agreement was 

primarily an agreement about trading Allied agreement to cuts on dismantling German factories for 

West German acceptance of being tied to the Western Allies. 

 The only issue of contention was the Allied demand that the West Germans agree to joining 

the Ruhr Authority, an institution set up at French request in order to control the industry in the 

Ruhr. Adenauer supported West German membership of the Ruhr Authority so long as it was the 

first step towards Western European integration, a goal supported by the Americans. Having given 

up on trying to control the Germans by holding them down, the United States now sought to 

balance the power of the West Germans with the rest of Western Europe through supranational 

institutions. The British, on the other hand, had no interest in allowing supranational institutions to 

take root in Europe and preferred to continue with the carrot and stick of control and concessions in 

Western Germany. With the assistance of the ambivalent French representative, they were able to 

sidestep all German efforts to place a mention of European integration into the Petersberg 

Agreement. Apart from the purely symbolic effect of formally handing over more powers to the 

West German government and cutting down on dismantling, the main significance of the agreement 

was that it was the last successful attempt by the British government to stem the rising tide of 

European integration. 

 The mood in the Bundestag was far from jubilant when the Petersberg Agreement was 

presented. The proponents of European integration were given a document that manifestly failed to 

turn the Ruhr Authority from an institution of control into one of cooperation. The left was furious 

that Adenauer had even tried and that the government had agreed to joining the Ruhr Authority 

without consulting the new parliament. In a heated debate, Kurt Schumacher, head of the Social 

Democratic Party (SPD), savagely attacked the government for refusing to put the agreement up for 
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a vote, calling this action a breach of the new German constitution.
1
 The SPD, which had prepared a 

motion of no confidence because of the agreement, strongly opposed West German participation in 

the Ruhr Authority, as it threatened two of their main policies. A closer alignment with the Western 

Allies could cement the division of Germany and the Ruhr Authority itself would pose a danger to 

their goal of nationalising the heavy industry of the Ruhr. 

 Any plans to topple the Adenauer government were scuppered when the chancellor 

presented a surprise message from the German trade unions. Closely aligned with the SPD on 

economic questions in general, they sent out a press statement congratulating Adenauer on the 

Petersberg Agreement and in support of joining the Ruhr Authority. Schumacher, at first refusing to 

believe the statement was real, must have been in a state of shock when the authenticity of the 

communiqué was confirmed. When a conservative member of the Bundestag gleefully insinuated 

that the plan of the SPD’s ally (Britain) to weaken German industry had been thwarted, Schumacher 

shot back by calling Adenauer “the Chancellor of the Allies”. The chamber descended into a chaos 

of shouts and recriminations at the insinuation that the chancellor was an errand boy for the allies. 

The session was quickly brought to a close, and Schumacher was banned from attending the 

Bundestag until he repented and apologised for his comment. 

 This remarkably heated exchange was the result of how the dismantling programme had 

been used by German politicians in the founding year of the Bundesrepublik. The danger of 

continued dismantling had been consistently overstated, both for electoral gain and to maintain 

pressure on the occupation authorities in general and the British in particular. However, what the 

different groups hoped to accomplish by forcing an end to dismantling diverged widely. Given that 

the West German population had been warned for years about the disastrous results continued 

dismantling would have on the economy, any deal that could be presented as putting an end to it 

would be jubilantly received. 

 The conflict over continued dismantling in Western Germany was the biggest crisis in the 

relationship between the British and the Germans, and a very significant point of tension between 

the Western Allies and West Germans, from the autumn of 1947 to the signing of the Petersberg 

Agreement. Its significance politically was that it was a proxy fight for wider, underlying 

differences between the Allies, between the Allies and the Germans, and within West German elites. 

The visceral popular reactions, both in Germany and abroad, to the dismantling and removal of 

German factories, especially after the start of Marshall Aid, made it particularly suited for this role 

as a proxy conflict. 

                                                 
1
  Generally (and from hereon) referred to as the Basic Law (Grundgesetz). 
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 The Petersberg Agreement was the formal end of this festering conflict. While the British 

had avoided any concessions on the question European integration, they had damaged their standing 

in Germany for years to come. Adenauer, after surviving the Bundestag rebellion, was free to push 

for his preferred policy, rapprochement with France and European integration, in the months to 

follow. Six months later, the Coal and Steel Community was born. 

 

Aims and goals 

This thesis is about the dismantling programme as it led up to the Petersberg Agreement. The 

primary focus is on the period from 1947 to 1949 and on the British. The reasons for this are quite 

straightforward. 

 While an ambitious programme of dismantling industrial plants as a form of war reparations 

in Western Germany was decided at the Potsdam Conference in 1945, the programme was put on 

hold almost as soon as a list of plants to be removed was negotiated. The original dismantling 

programme, agreed upon in early 1946, foresaw a massive reduction in German industrial capacity, 

with the goal of reducing capacity to the production levels of 1932, the height of the Great 

Depression. The British negotiators had, virtually alone among the Allies, worked tirelessly to 

reduce the scope of this plan, both because the British zone of occupation, being the most 

industrialised, would be the hardest hit, and because of the effects the plan would have on European 

reconstruction after the war. 

 However, the British did not oppose the dismantling programme as a viable way of 

extracting reparations from Germany. With the de facto division of Germany after the Moscow 

Council of Foreign Ministers in early 1947, they sought to restart dismantling along the lines of 

British wartime plans. These envisaged a much more limited dismantling of German factories, 

primarily of strategic industries, to strip German capacity to the level it was before the Second 

World War. This thesis seeks to explore this renewed dismantling programme by looking at its 

planning phase during the war, how it was brought back on the table from 1947 onwards, and the 

political conflict it caused. It is generally agreed that the dismantling programme had little negative 

effect on the German economy. Estimates on how much was dismantled usually range between two 

and five per cent of West German industrial capacity, a relatively insignificant number in the rapidly 

growing West German economy at the end of the 1940's.
2
 

                                                 
2
 The Inter-Allied Reparations Agency, widely considered to have underestimated the value of dismantled plants, put 

it at two per cent. Gustav Harmssen, who was hired to produce statistical material for the German propaganda 

campaign against dismantling, put it at five per cent. All later studies have put the figure somewhere in between 
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 While most studies of the dismantling programme have been written from the perspective of 

economic history, this thesis explores the British dismantling programme in Germany as a political 

conflict. My approach to the topic is influenced by Michael Hogan's study of the Marshall 

Programme, which argued for the importance of the political impact of the programme and how it 

was shaped, after economic historians had shown that the economic impact was overstated.
3
 This 

thesis seeks to do the same with the dismantling programme in the western zones of occupied 

Germany after the war. I seek to uncover the background for and the effect of the dismantling 

programme on the relationship between West Germans and the British in particular and the Western 

powers in general. This focus comes from a basic question, hitherto unexplored: If the dismantling 

programme in the Western German zones was so limited, why did it cause so much conflict and 

protest? From this underlying question, I have focused on the following more particular research 

questions: 

 It is already clear from the existing secondary literature that the British were widely seen by 

the Germans as being the driving force behind continued dismantling in the Western zones, and that 

a majority of the plants being dismantled whereas in the heavily industrialised British zone. But 

how did it affect the relationship between the British and the Germans? 

 Secondly, given that the dismantling programme soured the relationship between the British 

and the Germans, and caused friction between the Allies, we need to understand what their stance 

on continued dismantling was, and what the reason for their positons were. In other words, what 

was the positions of the other occupying powers in Germany and West German elites on 

dismantling, and how did they influence each other?  

 Thirdly, I seek to place the British dismantling policies within overall British policy for the 

occupation of Germany after the war. How did the dismantling programme and its reception relate 

to the other goals of the British occupation? 

 The literature on the occupation of Germany after the Second World War and its influence 

on the Germans often falls into the trap of determinism. Because the Allies sought certain goals in 

Germany, the fact that these goals were accomplished means that they succeeded. The problem lies 

in the agency of those being acted upon. If most Germans, or at least most Germans in a position of 

power, wanted the same thing as the Allies, the Allies can at best be said to have supported the 

Germans in accomplishing them. Given that the democratic-minded elites which resurfaced in West 

                                                                                                                                                                  
these two numbers. Gustav Wilhelm Harmssen, Reparationen, Sozialprodukt, Lebensstandard. Versuch einer 

Wirtschaftsbilanz, vol. 1–4 (Bremen, 1948); Inter Allied Reparation Agency, Report of the Assembly of the Inter-

Allied Reparation Agency to Its Member Governments: With a Covering Letter from the President of the Assembly 

(Printed by the Inter Allied Reparation Agency, 1951). 
3
 Michael J. Hogan, The Marshall Plan: America, Britain, and the Reconstruction of Western Europe, 1947-1952 

(Cambridge: Cambridge Univ Pr, 1987). 
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Germany after the war had significant mutual interests with the Western Allies, there was usually a 

common ground to be found between them. Where there was little common ground, the Germans 

had a remarkable ability to halt, postpone, or limit Allied dictates.  

 Only two other conflicts in the post-war occupation of the Western Zones of Germany 

approach the level of the fight over the dismantling programme. They are both problematic in that 

they are cases where one of the sides comes off as morally wrong. The lack of food in the British 

and American zones of occupation was a major issue of contention up until 1948. The reasons for 

this were that the occupation authorities were not importing enough food, primarily to save money, 

that West German farmers were hoarding food instead of selling it, and that the Soviet Union was 

not honouring its promises at Potsdam to sell food from their zone. To study this would inevitably 

be to study who was to blame and to what degree, rather than to study a power struggle. The other 

major conflict during the occupation, the denazification process, is even more fraught with moral 

judgements. It is virtually impossible to not take a very dim view of the constant pressure and 

considerable inventiveness shown by West German elites to limit and end denazification. These 

cases also ended with the Germans getting their own way, so they are not examples of how far an 

occupying power has to go to force its will through. 

 However, the political conflict over the dismantling programme does not raise the same kind 

of moral questions. A dispassionate observer long after the event should easily be able to understand 

the general positions of the different actors, and their reasons for holding them, without the need to 

pass moral judgment. And while the British did accomplish their goals on dismantling to a large 

degree, it was a topic of political contention during the period in question. 

 The fourth, core question I seek to answer in this thesis is therefore: Can the understanding 

and exercise of power really be reduced to an analysis of the material power of the different actors, 

or should we also seek to understand how power was perceived by the wielder? With the British 

occupiers as a focus, I seek to uncover their cultural conception of how power and influence should 

be wielded, and to what extent it aided or limited their goals. 

 

Scope 

While the focus of this thesis is on the issue of dismantling as a political issue from 1947 to 1949, 

the period of extensive dismantling in the Western zones, it is very difficult to understand the 

conflict without dealing with the planning phase during the war, the development of inter-allied 

relations in Germany up to 1947, and the formation of the British occupation apparatus and the role 

of reparations within the occupation in the same period. 
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 During the period of active dispute over the nature and extent of the dismantling 

programme, this thesis also delves deeply into the thinking and debates within the German elites 

and in American politics and occupation apparatus. The reason for this is, as mentioned above, that 

the conflict over dismantling was, to a large degree, a proxy conflict for wider, more fundamental 

issues among all the parties. 

 The scope has been consciously limited when it comes to delving into the views of the 

Soviet Union and the Inter-Allied Reparations Agency.
4
 The reason for this is that the Soviet Union, 

especially after the Moscow Council of Foreign Ministers meeting in the spring of 1947, hardly had 

any influence on the dismantling programme. The main influence of the Soviet Union during this 

period was that all the parties in the dispute over dismantling used the threat of the Soviet Union as 

a justification for their own policy line. The IARA had a bit more influence; however, given that the 

Americans, British, and French had a majority in the IARA council, its role in the dispute over 

dismantling was never more than a minor inconvenience for any of the actors. 

 This thesis does not delve more deeply into the French position because of the relatively 

lower importance of France in comparison to the West German elites, the British, and the 

Americans on the development of the dismantling conflict. It is also a reflection of the way in 

which this thesis was written. In the secondary literature on dismantling, the French are almost non-

existent, as they are up until the middle of 1948 in the primary source material. That French shifts 

from the middle of 1948 onwards actually had a large effect on the dynamics of the dismantling 

conflict became apparent far too late for me to learn enough French to consult French archives. I 

have therefore endeavoured to explore French thinking as far as I felt it possible using German, 

British, and American primary source material and secondary literature on the later stages of the 

dismantling dispute. 

 Chronologically, this thesis ends with the Petersberg Agreement of November 1949 and its 

immediate aftermath. This is not because dismantling ended at this point. Dismantling continued, at 

a more limited pace, up until 1951, and there were significant tensions on particular points in 

dismantling policy after the Petersberg Agreement. However, as a general political conflict between 

the Allies, and between the Allies and the Germans, the Petersberg Agreement was the end point. 

 

Historiography 

Despite the dispute over dismantling being arguably the biggest problem in the relationship between 

                                                 
4
 From hereon IARA. The organisation consisted of all recipient nations of reparations from Germany after the war, 

except for the Soviet Union and Poland. Its function was to apportion the dismantled industrial plants to recipient 

nations. It also functioned as the voice of smaller recipient nations on issues relating to dismantling. 
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the British occupiers and the Germans during the occupation period, relatively little has been 

written about it. The only academic to have studied dismantling as a political conflict is John 

Farquharson. In one article that specifically deals with the late reparations struggle between the 

British and the Germans, he argues that British insistence on continued dismantling after 1948 was 

not due to domestic economic considerations, but to appease the IARA and the Soviet Union, which 

coincidentally was the official British line on the question at the time. He also dismisses the 

German claim that British commercial interests had any bearing on the decision to continue 

dismantling.
5
 These conclusions are only partially supported by this thesis. His article on the 

connection between British reparations policies and the advent of Marshall Aid is better, correctly 

pointing out the major influence that the election of a Republican Congress in November 1946 had 

on American attitudes vis-à-vis dismantling. However, his claim that the Americans in effect 

succeeded in stopping the dismantling programme is not supported by my research.
6
 A third article, 

focusing on the public relations campaign by opponents of dismantling in Britain, supports my 

findings that it had little influence on British policy.
7
 In his research, Farquharson correctly points 

out that the primary goal of British dismantling policy was to use the call for reparations as a tool 

for security. The weakening of select areas of strategic industries was aimed at providing “economic 

security” against future German aggression. In his emphasis on economic security, he follows 

economic historians who studied the issue of dismantling in the decade leading up to his article. 

 The relatively limited literature on the dismantling programme from 1947 onwards is 

dominated by economic history studies. Although it is not a major focus, all of them deal, to 

varying degrees, with the political dispute over dismantling. Alan Kramer has written the standard 

work on the British dismantling fight, exploring in particular how it worked on the ground in 

Hamburg.
8
 Martina Köchling has written a monograph, focusing mostly on the German side, on the 

British dismantling policy in Nordrhein-Westfalen (which included the Ruhr industrial area). Her 

focus is on the dismantling and the reactions to it from German elites, particularly business elites, 

which led to a push for rebuilding dismantled industries, especially after the formal dismantling 

programme ended in 1951.
9
 While acknowledging that there were significant commercial interests 
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6
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7
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1945-9,” Journal of Contemporary History 22, no. 3 (July 1, 1987): 501–19. 
8
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9
 Martina Köchling, Demontagepolitik und Wiederaufbau in Nordrhein-Westfalen (Essen: Klartext, 1995). 
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behind British dismantling policy, both Kramer and Köchling point out that this was not the primary 

focus, and argue like Farqhuarson that the predominant concern was security considerations. The 

interest by the British in gaining German machinery and in weakening German competition 

primarily came from the Board of Trade and the supply departments in London. They were opposed 

in this by the Treasury, which wished to cut the costs of the occupation of Germany, and the 

military government in the British zone.  These findings are supported by Carl Glatt, whose three-

volume unpublished thesis documents in great detail the different British programmes to extract 

machinery and know-how from Germany, their effect on the British economy, and reactions in 

Germany. Despite concluding that the British did gain some significant advantages from the 

programmes, which helped alleviate production bottlenecks in the British economy and modernised 

the British armaments industry, he strongly rejects the earlier German literature on dismantling, 

which blames it on British commercial interests, and agrees that the primary British focus was on 

economic security.
10

 These economic historians follow Abelshauser’s conclusions from his general 

works on the German post-war economy, where he sees dismantling as eventually aiding the 

Wirtschaftswunder because it led to investments in new, more efficient machinery to replace the 

dismantled industrial stock.
11

 

 Some studies on particular companies and industrial sectors have also been completed, two 

of which have been valuable for this thesis. A local historical study of the dismantling of the 

Reichswerke steel plants in Salzgitter, Niedersachsen, gives a good overview of the particularly 

heated conflict over dismantling there.
12

 In a general work on the growth of West German oil 

industries after the war, Raymond Stokes gives a fascinating case study of the German fight against 

dismantling of their synthetic oil industry, showing how it was to a large degree driven by lobbying 

from special interests.
13

 An article by Susanne Hilger focuses on the interesting case of the firm 

Henkel, which ran a highly divisive publicity campaign against the dismantling of their soap 

production facilities.
14
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 Farquharson, Kramer, Köchling, and Glatt’s research is a significant step up in quality over 

earlier German works on dismantling These works focused on the German campaign to stop 

dismantling. They took the almost-universally held German position at the time, that Britain 

insisted on continued dismantling purely for commercial reasons, as a given.
15

 On the effects of 

dismantling and the British reasons for it, they followed the highly influential quasi-official studies 

led by Gustav Harmssen from 1948 and 1951 on dismantling and the German economy.
16

 

Harmssen’s reports, filled to the brim with statistics, have not held up to the scrutiny of later 

economic studies, and were widely criticised even at the time for their conclusions, but  they are 

still often uncritically cited in the historical literature.
17

 

 Despite the fact that very little dismantling was done in the Western zones before the 

autumn of 1947, the literature on dismantling policies up to this period is more comprehensive. 

These works generally focus on the Allied negotiations over reparations, and point out the centrality 

of the reparations question in the subsequent breakdown in cooperation between the Soviet Union 

and the Western powers in Germany. The principal work on British reparations policy during this 

period, and an excellent work on Allied reparations policy in general, was written by Alec 

Cairncross.
18

 It is almost exclusively focused on British policy in relation to Allied disagreements 

and German economic conditions; despite claiming to cover the period from 1941 to 1950, it has 

little to say on British policy after 1947. Other important contributions studying the British side of 

this conflict have been given in two articles by Josef Foschepoth and one by Farquharson.
19

 The 

centrality of the reparations question in Allied disagreements in the early occupation years is also 
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mirrored in general works on the Allied control of occupied Germany.
20

 

 Two large studies have been completed on British wartime planning during the occupation 

of Germany by Albrecht Tyrell and Lothar Kettenacker.
21

 Kettenacker’s work has had the most 

impact. He was the first historian to analyse the importance of the imperial concept of indirect rule 

on the occupation of Germany. He argued that the large-scale British planning effort during the war 

was a policy of “Machtersatzpolitik”, where their weakened power relative to the United States and 

the Soviet Union was to be counteracted by taking the lead in formulating Allied policies in 

occupied Germany. An unpublished thesis by P. A. Baggaley is the only work to have compared the 

wartime planning of the United States, Britain, and the Soviet Union as a whole.
22

 Wilfried 

Mausbach, while focusing on the American case, gives a more nuanced look at the developments of 

wartime planning and post-war developments up to the Marshall Aid package.
23

 Among his 

contributions is a re-evaluation of US Secretary of the Treasury Henry Morgenthau’s contribution to 

Allied reparations policies in Germany. The traditionalist story about American policy on 

reparations tells about how moderate Department of State and Army planners were sidelined by 

aDie Morgenthau-Legende : Zur Geschichte Eines Umstrittenen Plans revanchist treasury secretary 

with the support of an ailing Roosevelt
.24

   As Mausbach points out, the Morgenthau Plan, the usual 

name given to his suggestion to decimate German industry and to turn the Ruhr Area into 

agricultural land, never really existed. Even before Morgenthau’s intervention in American 

planning, their estimates of how much Germany should pay in reparations vastly exceeded what 

British planners thought possible: the plans Morgenthau’s Treasury Department presented to the 

Administration were closer to the actual position of the United States in later reparations 

negotiations than they were to Morgenthau’s initial pronouncements.
25
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 It should be clear from this that the literature on reparations from Germany after the Second 

World War, especially up until 1947, straddles two distinct fields of study: the study of the 

occupation of Germany itself and the international history literature on the breakdown of the 

wartime alliance and the beginning of the Cold War. However, given that disputes over Allied 

reparations policies are such an integral part of the literature on the start of the Cold War, it is 

somewhat surprising that disputes among the Western powers over the renewed dismantling 

programme have not been studied in relation to Western block building and European integration 

from 1947 onwards. Alan Milward mentions the controversy in passing in his works.
26

 John 

Gillingham goes a bit further in seeing the West German campaign against dismantling as being a 

proxy struggle by German industrialists to cleanse themselves from the taint of collaboration with 

the Nazis and to forestall the nationalisation of industry.
27

 A challenge with this thesis has been to 

bridge the gap between these two historiographical fields, while at the same time placing British 

reparations policies within the largely separate field of studies on the British occupation of 

Germany. 

 The study of the British occupation of Germany is heavily influenced by the much larger 

historical literature on the American occupation of Germany. The reason for this influence comes 

from a somewhat overstated view of the influence that the United States had on the occupation and 

on the founding of West Germany compared to Britain and France, and the fact that American 

source material was opened up to researchers earlier than British sources. 

 Like in the literature on the American occupation of Germany, there are three general phases 

in the historiography of the British occupation of Germany. The first one is dominated by first-hand 

accounts by participants in the occupation and by general historical works on the occupation, 

mostly written by people who participated in the occupation but lacked access to the primary 

sources.
28

 Research based on the British primary source material first started appearing from 1979 
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onwards; however, unlike the literature on the other occupation zones,
29

 an overall work on the 

occupation still does not exist. Three anthologies, two German and one British, are therefore the 

closest we have to an overall view of the British occupation. The anthology edited by Ian D. Turner 

is now generally considered the standard work on the occupation.
30

 These studies challenged earlier 

literature on the Allied occupation of Germany, focused as it was on the burgeoning Cold War, that 

tended to see the British in Germany as the kinder, smaller brother of the Americans. Instead they 

focus on the particular British goals in Germany and find that British planners and occupiers were 

relatively free to follow these goals up to the establishment of the Anglo-American bizone in 

January 1947. As Turner puts it, that these goals were not met was as much a result of a lack of 

coherent British plans for what they wanted in Germany as it was due to the external constraints on 

the British occupiers.
31

 

 In addition, there is a wealth of local studies and studies on particular aspects of the British 

occupation. These studies often mirrored similar approaches from the literature on the American 

occupation and, like in the American case, they started shifting towards the social and cultural 

history of the occupation, especially from the 1990s onwards. This literature, which looks at how 

the British related to the Germans under they control, has led to a widening of the gulf between the 

British and American occupations. The overall studies on the British occupation above were in 

essence comparing the British to the more powerful and goal-orientated American occupiers. The 

newer studies have shown that the differences between the two occupations were much wider and 

lasted longer than the founding of the bizone. There was an overall thread of seeking to foster a new 

pro-western, pro-British German elite in the British zone, shaped through policies of re-education, 

indirect rule, and social contacts. As I will show later in this thesis, these concepts were drawn from 

British colonial ideals. Gabriele Clemens has shown how British cultural policies in Germany were 

connected to these ideals, focusing as they did on spreading British high culture to the Germans as a 

way to compensate for their relative lack of power compared to the Americans and the Soviet 

Union.
32

 More direct references to how British imperial attitudes shaped their goals in Germany can 
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be found in an autobiography by Noel Annan and several new and enlightening doctoral theses.
33

 

 This newer literature has not, however, helped shed light on wider questions of British 

influence on the Allied occupation of Germany. Except for the excellent work done by Anne 

Deighton on British pressure to force through a division of Germany, which led to the establishment 

of the bizone, the literature on the British occupation of Germany has not so far sought to reappraise 

earlier assumptions about Britain’s role.
34

 

 Volker Berghahn stated in the foreword to the anthology edited by Turner that that the 

ability of the British to force through their own policies in the economic field disappeared after the 

founding of the bizone; “What remained thereafter was a British capacity to retard, though not to 

stop, those economic policies of which London disapproved.”
35

 This thesis will show that, when the 

cause was deemed sufficiently important, the London government could still push through its own 

policies. Building on newer research on the British occupation of Germany, I will also show that the 

failure to accomplish these goals in full was not only because of American and German pressure, 

but was also due to the policies adopted by the British occupation authorities to avoid having the 

dismantling programme conflict with their wider goals of re-education, control, and influence in 

Germany. 

 

Conceptual framework 

As I will show in this thesis, dismantling in Western Germany was renewed due to British pressure 

from October 1947 onwards, and the new dismantling programme in the British-American bizone 

was virtually identical to the suggestions of British wartime planners. In itself, this shows that 

British agenda-setting powers in Germany were far from depleted, despite the founding of the 

bizone. That the British advocated dismantling for reparations at this stage is in itself not 

particularly surprising: the other three occupation powers also supported this. The mystery of 

British policy on dismantling, which has not been answered in earlier studies, is why the British 

continued insisting on dismantling after all the other occupation powers had either given up on it or 

were decidedly ambivalent. 
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 As mentioned earlier, dismantling was not primarily about the need to extract reparations 

from Germany, and the Germans did not primarily object to it because they objected to paying 

reparations. The shifting American and French positions on the question were also not principally 

about the need for reparations through dismantling either. Only the IARA and the Soviet Union can 

be said to have based their position on their wish for reparations. For the other powers involved, the 

dismantling dispute was a proxy struggle for other interests.  

 This thesis sees British reparations policies in Germany as consisting of four distinct 

periods, each with different primary motives. It is the contention of this thesis that actually 

extracting reparations as payment from war was never the primary motive of British reparations 

policy.  

 During wartime planning, dismantling came to the fore as the main way to extract 

reparations, because it avoided issues of monetary reparations, so toxic after the First World War, 

and weakened Germany as a threat to British security and economy. It also afforded the possibility 

of breaking the German industrial class, which was seen as pushing Germany towards war through 

their support for the Nazis and rearmament.  

 During the early phases of the occupation, the need to extract some economic benefit from 

the very expensive occupation of the British zone took precedence. However, at the same time, the 

British were very reluctant to start with the formal dismantling programme, since Britain would 

only partially benefit from the dismantled machinery and it would endanger the rebuilding of the 

economy in the British zone.  

 With the renewed dismantling programme starting from 1947 onwards, it was already clear 

from the reduced size of the programme that the British representative in the IARA would not be 

able to gain many of the plants that the Ministry of Supply wanted from Germany. The primary 

focus during this period was on economic security: the goal was to weaken (West) German strategic 

industries and to make them, either alone or in combination with the Soviet Union, less of a threat 

to Western Europe. This has all been covered, to some degree or other, by earlier literature on 

dismantling.  

 It is the contention of this thesis that by late 1948, the British had lost any belief in the 

necessity for long-term economic security against the Germans. Against increasing American and 

German pressure, the primary motive now moved to continuing dismantling in order to maintain 

British prestige. To give in to what they saw as German nationalists and American free market 

propagandists would be such a blow to British influence that their only alternative was to soldier 

on. Despite the dispute over dismantling being at its most heated by far during this period, it has 

hardly been touched upon by historians studying dismantling. If it were not for this last phase of the 
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dismantling programme, where the British bore the brunt of concerted German and American 

political campaigns to end it, and with only ambivalent French support, this thesis would look very 

different. 

 Apart from in the last, vital phase of the dismantling dispute, the main British dismantling 

policy revolved around economic security. This concept is in itself problematic, encompassing as it 

does two distinct areas of state interests and strength. The main problem lies in the fact that the 

German economy had a distinct comparative advantage in heavy industry, engineering, and 

chemicals, areas which were also the foundation for their advanced armaments industry. From a 

purely economic perspective, the occupying powers would have been better off rebuilding these 

industries as quickly and as thoroughly as possible in a system of relative free trade, as this would 

strengthen them too by access to cheaper and more advanced goods. However, while economic 

gains are absolute, security gains are relative. In an anarchic international system, strengthening the 

armaments production capacity of one country weakens the security of everyone else. Gains or 

losses in this area are relative. It is perfectly valid to question whether decision makers are 

economically rational or realists on security issues. But even if we follow constructivists in IR 

theory in seeing the logic of foreign policy as basically constructed, it is still apparent that the logic 

of economic rationality and relative gains in security were well known to British decision makers. 

British classical liberalism was built on the logic of comparative advantage from the mid-nineteenth 

century until the crisis years of the 1930s: British balance of power policies in Europe have even 

older roots. 

 The dilemma of absolute economic growth and relative decline, as other industrialised 

nations caught up with Britain, was far from confined to the British relationship with the Germans. 

It was a general point of worry for the elites of the British Empire. It was also a view held by the 

Germans. For the Germans, the situation was the opposite. Their rapidly growing economic and 

military strength did not translate to a commensurate increase in actual power. The ambivalent 

relationship between Germany and Britain in the period up to 1945 is a reflection of this shared 

view of an increasing mismatch between capability and formal power for both sides. In the build-up 

to the First World War, this turned into a British policy of seeking the “... restoration of balance of 

power Europe”, while on the German side it led to an increasingly bellicose gunboat diplomacy.
36

 

After the First World War, the British sought to hold German power down through international 

agreements and international organisations, while the Germans sought to renegotiate, undercut, and 

finally to topple these safeguards. In other words, faced with a declining relative position and with a 
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vast, loosely controlled empire, the British focused on stabilising the international system while the 

Germans, increasing their relative strength and a wish to have their “place in the sun”, sought to 

break it.
37

 

 British reparations policies after the Second World War fit into this pattern. As after the First 

World War, the British sought to limit and control German military power, while encouraging 

German economic strength. Given the dismal failure of the Allied demilitarisation policy after the 

First World War, there was recognition that it was enough to strictly limit German military strength 

and armaments production through treaties, but that security also demanded a reduction in the 

German industries that were vital for armaments production or that could quickly be converted to 

military production.  

 A balancing of German economic power away from militarily strategic industries would 

also have clear economic benefits for the British economy, a fact that British planners and decision 

makers were well aware of and sought to exploit. Since the British economy was more diversified 

than the German one, a push to limit heavy, chemical and heavy engineering and strengthen other 

industrial areas to compensate would open up for German competition a wider front on the export 

market. On the other hand, Britain’s overall industrial strength did not extend to all industrial 

sectors. British staple industries (textiles, coal production, shipyards, mechanical engineering, and 

iron and steel production) had been struggling since the First World War.
38

 While the dismantling 

programme offered little respite for textiles and coal, it would strengthen British shipbuilding, 

engineering, and especially iron and steel production by decimating German production in these 

fields. These reductions in German production were envisioned to be long term. The dismantling of 

German factories was, according to British plans, to be followed with long-term limits on German 

production capacity in these fields. Given this, the policy of economic security against Germany 

which underpinned the British dismantling plan should therefore be seen as not only about security 

or economic gain vis-à-vis Germany. Economic and security gains were two sides of the same coin. 

 The views of the other actors in the dismantling dispute are easier to place along the axis of 

economic gain versus security. The French focus was primarily on security: they advocated 

dismantling, along with all other controls against a resurgent German threat that they could get 

support for among the other Allies. The Americans and the German elites generally focused on the 

economic consequences of dismantling, seeing it as damaging German and European recovery. 

Even the Americans who supported continued dismantling, such as Military Governor Lucius D. 
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Clay, supported it for economic reasons. Limited dismantling could, in their eyes, aid in European 

recovery by dismantling unused or under-utilised German machinery and moving it to recipient 

countries, where it could be put into productive use earlier than in the severely depressed German 

economy. The Soviet Union, with its limited exposure to the global economy, wanted the maximum 

amount of dismantled machinery they could get, as well as any other reparations that were on the 

table, to rebuild their shattered economy. However, their influence on the actual dismantling 

campaign was very limited indeed after the Moscow Council of Foreign Ministers in March and 

April 1947. 

 The British position during the first phases of the dismantling dispute as outlined above, as 

well as the position of the other parties in the conflict, can be comfortably discussed in relation to 

economic rationalism and international relations realism. This is not so for the last most intense 

phase. By late 1948, Bevin and the Foreign Office were under immense pressure from the 

Americans and German elites to end dismantling, and the British plan of imposing long-term 

production limits on strategic parts of the German economy had been abandoned. Realistically, they 

could now only hope for half a decade of limitations on German production. Britain would also 

receive very few of the plants they had originally wanted from the dismantling programme. When it 

came to foreign trade competition, the British could therefore only expect a short-term reprieve 

from German competition in the affected industrial groups. When it came to security 

considerations, it was clear by this point that the embryonic West German state would be no 

security threat during this period either.  

 So why did the British insist on continue the dismantling programme at this point? Among 

the reasons the British gave to the Germans, Americans, and French for their insistence on 

continued dismantling, only one was still considered valid in internal documents by the dismantling 

dispute’s last phase: to maintain British prestige.
39

 The number of times the issue of prestige was 

mentioned and the importance authors gave to this argument increased as American and German 

pressure increased from mid 1948 onwards. 

 The problem with the British focus on maintaining prestige at this point was not only that it 
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was a break with economic and security rationality. Modern dictionary definitions of the word 

‘prestige’ see it as connected with one’s standing among others, the degree to which one is 

respected, esteemed, or honoured, and the degree to which one’s prominence is recognised.
40

 Based 

on this definition, it is quite clear that British dismantling policy in Germany during this period had 

the opposite effect. British prestige in their occupation zone and in the embryonic Bundesrepublik 

in general was dramatically lowered by the dismantling conflict, and it also helped sour the 

relationship between the British and the Americans during the same period. 

 I argue that this seeming contradiction can only be explained by postulating that the British 

meaning of prestige in this context was connected to goals other than economic or security ones, 

and that the term meant something different to them at the time than it does to us now. More 

specifically, I argue that the British meaning of prestige in the context of an occupied country was 

closely connected with British perceptions of imperial prestige. The maintenance of this prestige 

was vital to colonial rule and to their self-perception as a civilising force in the world. Finally I 

argue that the British failure to foresee why their own perception of prestige led to the opposite 

result of their stated goal in the dismantling struggle is directly comparable to one of the major 

issues inherent in British imperialism. The British perception of themselves as civilisers in the 

colonies necessitated a civilisational hierarchy, with the British on top and the colonial peoples on 

different levels of development below it. This led to an often overtly racist conception of cultural or 

racial Otherness with regards to subject peoples. The source material on the British occupation of 

Germany is replete with stereotypes of the German national character. 

 The connection between the British concept of prestige and the wider goals of the British 

occupation of Germany, as well as the imperial origins of both, are laid out in detail in chapter three 

of this thesis. I will therefore merely outline the connections here before turning to the issue of 

stereotyping. 

 Harold Nicolson, a politician, diplomat, and international relations academic, wrote a small 

book on the British perception of prestige in 1936. He stressed that perceptions of national prestige 

were cultural constructions and that they differed from country to country. While the French 

perception of prestige focused on glamour and glory and the German perception on national honour, 

the British perception of national prestige was radically different. According to Nicolson, it was 

based on British reputation and past greatness, and that it had turned into almost a political method 

for control with which “...we maintain our rule over subject peoples, not by the employment of 

power as much as by the general confidence inspired by reputation.”
41

 This thesis follows this 
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argument, and sees the British focus on maintaining prestige in the dismantling campaign as being 

connected with their wider governing strategy in Germany. It is therefore vital for understanding 

how British dismantling policies fitted in with the overall goals of the British occupation. 

 The focus on the industrial restructuring and reduction in Germany as a project was based 

on the twin concerns of British economic security and a Labour party interest in breaking the 

economic power of the right-wing industrial elite in Germany, which was seen as a main contributor 

to German aggression. However, this was only part of the British planning for what to do about 

post-war Germany. As I show in chapter one, there was a basic divide in the economic planning. 

 The Conservatives, following Churchill and the diplomat turned propagandist Lord 

Vansittart, saw the whole German people as guilty for the war: the main role for the British during 

the occupation of the country would be to guide them back to civilisation through a comprehensive 

re-education programme that would span at least a generation. Their positive view of the British 

Empire as a civilising force in the world led them to believe that Britain would be uniquely suited 

for such a task.  

The upper echelon of the British occupation apparatus was staffed by a large number of 

veterans of the colonial service, the British armed forces, and government bureaucrats. The 

common background and mindset of the British administrators shaped their views on how to build 

up a new West German state.  

 The British planners and occupiers also drew inspiration from Britain’s colonial experiences 

in both policy and execution of the occupation. This was noted as early as Donald C. Watt's study 

on the British occupation from 1965, where he points out that British wartime planning for the 

administration of occupied Germany was built on the colonial idea of indirect rule developed by 

Lord Lugard in Nigeria and Lord Cromer in Egypt.
42

 The policies of re-education and 

democratisation of the Germans, as well as the organisation of the occupation apparatus, were 

shaped by this concept of indirect rule; for example, in the relatively successful non-fraternisation 

policy and in the office of Kreis officers, who shared their job descriptions and ethos with colonial 

district officers. 

 Donald Watt and Noël Annan, writers with first-hand experience from the occupations of 

Germany and Austria, and recent social and cultural studies of the occupation are most explicit 

about the colonial influences on the British occupation of Germany.
43

  

 The importance of re-education and indirect rule in the British Empire is widely recognised 
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in the historical literature. The consensus view of historians is summarised by Frances Rosenfeld: 

“It is now generally agreed that the British lacked a clear-cut policy in Germany, and that their 

actions were shaped by a combination of severe economic pressure and the emergence of the Cold 

War. However, they did have a recognizable style of occupation, one that comprised both liberal 

and colonial elements, and which rested on the principles of indirect rule and re-education.”
44

 I go 

one step further in my analysis of the British occupation of Germany. By laying out what the British 

actually meant by re-education and indirect rule, and where these concepts came from, I argue that 

the lack of clearly defined goals was intentional, and that to make a distinction between liberal and 

colonial elements in their approach as well as between re-education and indirect rule is 

unwarranted.  

 This can be shortly summarised around the following claims made in this thesis. A basic 

difference between the British and the American occupations of Germany is that the British were 

process-oriented, while the Americans were goal-oriented. While the Americans tended to set goals 

for what they wanted in Germany, but were not overly concerned with how the Germans organised 

themselves in accomplishing these goals, the British goals were in general vague, but they spent 

much more energy on at first micro-managing and later advising and supervising the Germans 

under their control to try to move them towards these goals. By studying the imperial origins of re-

education and indirect rule, it becomes clear that they were not separate ideas with two different 

goals (re-educating the Germans and lowering the manpower requirements of the occupation 

apparatus). Just as important to the concept of indirect rule was that it was meant to re-educate the 

German political elites to whom power was delegated through supervision and advice. Finally, these 

ideas were based on a mix of colonial practices and liberal ideas, with a root in the idea of the 

civilising mission, which cannot be separated from each other.  

 The maintenance of British prestige was intricately connected to the British goals of re-

education and indirect rule. If the Germans in general and the new German elites in particular were 

to be educated into responsible, peaceful members of the Western world, they would need guidance. 

The issue was how to gain German acceptance for this guidance. The goal for the British from the 

planning phase during the war up until the founding of the Bundesrepublik was to get away from 

directly ruling the Germans through a large British occupation administration towards a much 

smaller supervisory body. For this smaller supervisory body to maintain control over German 

developments, there was a strong focus on transforming the British occupation from a quantitatively 

strong to a qualitatively strong occupation apparatus. This would lower the cost of the occupation 
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and increase the prestige of the British occupiers. The Germans would respect the British due to 

their contact with exceptionally talented British administrators. The British notion of prestige was 

therefore connected directly to the authority of the representatives of the British state in areas under 

British control. The other side of the coin was an intense focus by the British on attaining the 

respect and subordination of local elites for their representatives. 

 From this perspective, it is easier to see why the British thought that the German campaign 

against the dismantling programme threatened British prestige. The British had never thought that 

the Germans would welcome the renewed dismantling programme, and were aware of how it could 

threaten their overall political goal in Germany of re-education and weaken the effectiveness of 

indirect rule. In late 1947 and the first half of 1948, they sought to co-opt the economic and political 

elites in the British zone by inviting them to take part in the planning of the dismantling programme 

through Anglo-German dismantling committees in each of the four states of the British zone. This 

was meant to offer the Germans the possibility of winning minor concessions on how dismantling 

was to be accomplished. In return the German political, trade union, and industry group 

representatives were to abstain from organising campaigns against the programme. 

 These committees did succeed in quelling German protests up until the summer of 1948, but 

at the cost of substantial delays to dismantling in the British zone. When the committees were 

ordered to stop their work by the Foreign Office in the summer of 1948, the German elites quickly 

set up a massive publicity campaign and a diplomatic drive to get the Americans to stop the Allied 

dismantling programme through pressure on the British and the French. It is at this point that the 

British focus on the threat to their prestige emerges as a primary consideration in their dismantling 

policy. That the German elites had, during the negotiation phase, been more interested in delaying 

and hampering dismantling than in acting as responsible negotiators fed into British views of them 

as irresponsible and backwards nationalists. When they turned from negotiating to directly opposing 

Allied policies and trying to split the Allies on the question of dismantling, they were directly 

challenging Allied authority in the Western occupation zones. 

 Vital to how the British occupiers analysed this problem was the cultural stereotype of the 

Germans that had solidified during the war. At the core of this stereotype about the Germans was 

the notion, which also had its parallels in British colonies vis-à-vis assorted colonised peoples, that 

“they only understand strength”. The need to show unbending will against German insolence 

therefore took on a logic of its own, as can be seen in a report by Manpower Division to General 

Robertson, then head of the British occupation. The report discussed the “... damage done to our 

prestige” by the German anti-dismantling campaign, concluding that “as long as public men in 

Germany are able to incite defiance without any kind of rebuke or retribution, our stock must 
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continue to sink.”
45

 

 As we shall see, cultural stereotyping was at the core of the Vansittartist views that underlay 

the policies of re-education and indirect rule, as well as the British perception of the importance of 

maintaining their prestige during the occupation. It is the contention of this thesis that the British 

completely misread the German reaction to dismantling, which was driven mainly by pressure from 

special interest groups and the public, as well as a complete dismissal by German elites of the 

British need for security against them. They saw British dismantling policy, admittedly based on 

rather flimsy evidence, as severely damaging not only German but also Western European recovery 

for reasons of myopic national interest. The British, in German eyes, were willing to beggar the 

Germans and hamper European recovery just so they could strengthen themselves. The British, on 

the other hand, did not take the German views of the impeding collapse of their own economy 

seriously, and thought that the German reaction to the dismantling programme was a highly 

problematic return to older German patterns of militant, myopic nationalism and an unwillingness 

to pay for the damage they had caused by launching the war. 

 Notions of the national self and the national other are of course connected with each other. 

As Linda Colley and Gerald Newman have shown, British nationalism can be seen as constructed 

against a national other, while David Armitage and Krishan Kumar have shown how it was also 

structured around British perceptions of their imperial role.
46

 This led to British national identity 

centring on what Kumar calls missionary nationalism, which focused on lifting the peoples under 

their control to civilisation, progress, Protestantism, and industry. A common theme in the literature 

on conceptions of a national self and other is that the image of the Other is a reflection of deep-

seated issues of the self, either positive or negative. Here, the Vansittartist view saw the German 

people as guilty, mirroring the relationship the conservative elites had with the “masses of the left”, 

while the left saw the German conservative elites as guilty, mirroring their own main domestic 

political enemy. 

 These conceptions about ourselves versus outside groups are not only socially constructed to 

conform to the wider goals of the constructors. They are also built on the way humans make sense 

of patterns in the world around us, referred to as ‘stereotyping’ by social psychologists. The role of 

cultural or ethnic stereotypes is rarely explored in international history, which is somewhat 

surprising given how stereotypes tend to reflect the actual decisions taken and how often 
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stereotypes are used by policy makers, both in public speeches and in more off-the-cuff settings. 

They are often used to tar historical actors whose views are being shown as irrational, wrong, or 

problematic in the historical narrative. In reality, stereotyping is a normal and unavoidable part of 

cognition: it is how we group the world. It is what makes us able to correctly identify and 

understand a traffic light we have never seen before or to know what is expected when we talk to 

shop assistants. We use the same cognitive mechanism when it comes to social groups, however, 

which leads us to assign patterns where there might not necessarily be any. Developmental 

psychology has shown how children as young as three not only see their sex and gender, but also 

“show a preference for their own gender and ethnic group, and discrimination against other 

groups.”
47

 

 This categorisation into different groups is strengthened by two cognitive biases. Category 

assimilation leads us to overestimate the similarities within a category. Intercategory differentiation 

leads us to exaggerate the differences between categories. These categories help to strengthen and 

delimit social groups by overestimating the similarities within groups and the differences between 

groups. This stereotyping has effects on perception, thought, and behaviour: “For example, it has 

been demonstrated that stereotypes can influence the way that individuals judge and interact with 

members of a target group, and what they can remember of the target group. These expectations can 

also lead to self-fulfilling prophecies that in turn influence how members of the target group 

react.”
48

 

 When it comes to national stereotypes, they have a tendency to reflect back on important 

aspects of the self-perception of the group in which they are formed: 

 

 ... the cultural Other is also perceived as having a double identity: at once an ideal worthy of 

emulation and a bogeyman that must be distrusted. To complicate matters further, what 

represents the bogeyman in the Other generally displays close affinities with what a culture 

perceives as negative and threatening in itself. […] On the ‘positive’ side, we love in the 

cultural Other that which seems to stand for ourselves, not necessarily our real existing self, 

but the ideal image that we like to entertain of ourselves.
49

 

 

Part of my interest in the British dismantling programme is how it was so clearly influenced by 

such issues as cultural perceptions of power and national stereotypes of self and national others, and 

how this led to misunderstandings, friction, and policy outcomes which clearly fall outside of 

general notions of rationality held in the field of international history. But if one wants to use a term 

as culturally loaded as prestige, there is a danger that it may end up as a Deus ex Machina, which 
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conveniently explains away the inconsistencies in observed behaviour by referring to a nebulous 

cultural construction. 

 I seek to avoid this problem in this thesis by being explicit about what British prestige meant 

in this context, showing how it was a widely-held view on how British power was conceived among 

the British occupying apparatus and in the Foreign Office, and limiting the effects it had on actual 

policy to the last period of the dismantling dispute. It is almost certain that such a widely-held view 

among the British would have had an effect on a multitude of issues in the Anglo-German 

relationship during the occupation: whether it had a decisive influence is of course much more 

difficult to show.  

 Since the end of the Cold War, culture is again on the ascendancy as a focus of study in 

inter-state relations. The rise of postmodernism has freed culture from the straightjacket of 

objectivism, and made it possible to look at culture not only as an influence on inter-state relations, 

but also as a tool of state power. The cultural turn in international history has enriched the discipline 

in the first of these two ways, mainly through focusing on conceptions of gender, race, and class. 

However, it has come under frequent criticism for not connecting culture to how power on the 

international arena is constituted and used, and how culture relates to and shapes the use of the 

material power of a state.
50

 A notable exception in the early post-war period is Alessandro Brogi, 

who discusses the focus of the French and Italians on prestige policies in the Cold War era.
51

 

 The degree to which the cultural turn has led to a new dividing line in international history, 

reminiscent of the old conflict between Cold War traditionalists and revisionists, can be seen in a 

review by Alan Milward of Brogi’s book. Milward concludes that “… it is questionable whether 

there is any methodological value in applying single-characteristic human motivations, such as the 

pursuit of self-esteem, to states. Whose self-esteem? That of foreign-service officials? Of 

politicians? Or of the 84 million people who made up the populations of France and Italy when the 

story starts? The book does not address this question and does not tell us who, other than the U.S. 

government, was supposed to be pleased—and was pleased—by the new ‘image’ of foreign 
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policy.”
52

 These questions are undoubtedly important if one argues that prestige thinking had a 

causal effect on foreign policy. I have myself endeavoured to answer these questions in this thesis 

and to limit the causal claims of the British prestige perception to a certain period of a particular 

debate on a single policy issue. 

 I am nevertheless struck by how rich the cultural and ideological explanation I outline on 

the issue of prestige in chapter 3 is for not only explaining the British occupation of Germany in 

general, but also as an opening for studying British imperial conceptions in the world in the waning 

years of the empire. In his review of Brogi’s book, Milward rejects such approaches:  

 

…guns, soldiers, bombs, and aircraft—not civilizational values and their image—have 

remained the core of the Western alliance. […] Interesting and serious though the book is as 

a contribution to both Italian and French postwar history, it does not convincingly alter the 

way we should think about the nature of diplomacy and its power bases. Brogi opens up 

new avenues of exploration of the Cold War, but they are almost certainly side avenues, not 

the grand boulevards of Cold War history.
53

 

 

With this, Milward places himself clearly on the side of the realist camp in the gulf between them 

and the new approaches of the cultural turn in international history. This gulf is not only the doing 

of the old, materialist guard in international history. The claim by a leading scholar of the cultural 

turn, Jessica Gienow-Hecht, that “... culture affects nations and global systems as much as, if not 

more than, power and economic interests” is, if anything, even more problematic.
54

 This artificial 

divide between power, economics, and culture, and the de-emphasising of the first two, is somewhat 

surprising coming from the standard bearers of postmodernism in international history. The intricate 

connection between power, economics, and culture are after all at the core of the works of Foucault 

and Bourdieu.
55

 

 The dismissal of the interconnectedness of power and culture is also somewhat surprising 

given the developments in the field of international relations. The founder of modern realism in 

international relations, Hans Morgenthau, spent an entire chapter in his seminal work Politics 

Among Nations discussing prestige extensively as an element of international politics.
56

 This focus 

on the perception of power gradually died out among realists as the field became increasingly 

abstract during the Cold War. The epitome of abstraction was the founding of neorealism by 
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Kenneth Walz in the 1970s. 

 In his criticism, Milward is in perfect agreement with IR neorealism. In his seminal work on 

neorealism, Waltz sought to distil the relations between states down to their basics: “… in defining 

international-political structures we take states with whatever traditions, habits, objectives, desires 

and forms of government they may have… We abstract from every attribute of states except their 

capabilities… We ask what range of expectations arises merely from looking at the type of order 

that prevails among them and at the distribution of capabilities in that order.”
57

 According to Waltz, 

power is ultimately measured by the material capacity for action. Defining power in this way makes 

sense analytically. Economic and military resources can be counted and abstracted. While few have 

gone as far as CIA analyst Ray Cline, who in 1977 posited that “Perceived Power = (Population + 

Territory + Economy + Military) x (Strategy + Will)”,
58

 it is an early example of how a large 

number of works quantify and weigh material power in similar ways. 

 There is a certain serene beauty to limiting your explanatory factors in such a way. For 

international relations scholars, this limiting of variables to get at underlying patterns is of course 

their raison d’etre. The goal of neorealists is by nature different from the goals of international 

historians. While historians seek to understand why or how something happened, the goal of 

neorealists is to say something wider about how the world works and will work in the future. The 

decline of pure neorealism in international relations (IR) is undoubtedly because it failed in its 

claim of being prescriptive. This led to a debate over the purely material conceptions of power that 

dominated within neorealism and Marxist theories in the 1970s and 1980s. By the early 90s, they 

were under increased criticism both from a theoretical and empirical perspective: Joseph S. Nye’s 

concept of soft power brought this re-examination of power into the academic mainstream.
59

 

 Even in the realist camp of IR, there is a rising sense that excluding the social and cultural 

from the analysis is going a step too far.
60

 This is no doubt influenced by the growing strength of 

constructivism within the discipline, which has led IR realist and liberal schools to also encompass 

cultural explanations in their frameworks. This has led to an increased interest in the 

interconnection between power and culture, which has seen a resurgence of interest over the last 

decade. This has resulted in a number of works with a focus that is close to the types of questions  
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that have traditionally been the domain of historians.
61

 According to Steve Wood, prestige as a 

concept has been taken up by a diverse range of IR scholars: “Prestige is compatible with realist, 

rationalist, sociological and normative interpretations of international politics. It is a nexus of 

differing emphases, though largely neglected by scholarship seeking commonalities or 

convergence.”
62

 

 The dismantling programme was by its very nature about the balance between economic 

power and security between what was to become West Germany and the rest of Western Europe. 

The decision makers were state actors and West German political elites, and the stakeholders were 

traditional political and economic elites in the different countries. To stray from solely focusing on 

security and economic questions in explaining the dismantling campaign as a political dispute 

therefore requires extraordinary reasons for doing so. 

 I originally started this project with the question of why the British dismantling campaign 

continued as long as it did, and why the political fight over it became so heated. From the existing 

secondary literature, it is clear that by mid 1948, when the Marshall Aid package was being 

instituted, the expected benefits from the dismantling programme were slim compared to the 

political cost of continuing with it. The Soviet Union had already come to this realisation in their 

own dismantling programme in their occupation zone in mid 1946; by mid 1948, the Americans 

were of the same opinion in the West, and the French government was starting to question its value. 

 One way of solving the problem of dealing with such a conundrum is to turn the idea of 

rational state actors on its head. If a group of states share a common set of ideas or norms about 

what rational state action is and one of the actors acts in a way which cannot be explained by this 

rationality, one could refer to it as an irrational act. If an act is irrational due to it not conforming to 

commonly-held ideas or norms, it does not of course mean that it is possible to prove that 

something is irrational in an objective sense. This can only be shown in the negative sense. If the 

act taken is based on assumptions which are not held or shared by other actors, and the result of the 

act is very different from the expected outcome, these assumptions have been disproven and the act 

can be considered irrational. 
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 This model opens up room for discussing culture, ideology, and national political structures, 

while forcing us to prove that they were causally significant. Unless these explanations are needed 

to explain something previously unexplainable, and a causal chain between these explanatory 

factors and actual policy decisions can be shown, they should not be given as a cause.
63

 As I show 

at great length in this thesis, getting to the root of such “irrationality” can lead to insights and 

reconceptualisations that open up new avenues of understanding power and influence for more 

traditional international historians, while at the same time not distancing ourselves too far from 

focusing on state actors and power as proponents of the cultural turn are often criticised for doing. 

This model should be applicable for the study of wider issues than dismantling in Germany after the 

war. An obvious question that could be dealt with in such a way is the outbreak of war. Within the 

narrow delineations of rationality defined above, there are examples of rational wars: Bismarck’s 

wars leading up to the unification of Germany and aggressive Israeli wars come to mind. However, 

modern history abounds with what one can define as irrational wars. The British Empire ended due 

to one of these irrational acts, the Suez Crisis. Most wars in the last twenty years have been 

irrational by the definition given above. The Iraqi invasion of Kuwait, the American invasion of 

Iraq, and the Georgian attacks on Russian troops in South Ossetsia that set off the Georgian War are 

all conflicts where studying where the decision making process went wrong should lead to very 

interesting insights not only about why they did what they did, but what it says about these elites. 

 While the British focus on prestige is related to cultural and ideological factors, foreign 

policy irrationality can also be the result of the structure of the decision-making apparatus. The 

second biggest miscalculation in the dismantling conflict was committed by the German elites. 

Their increasingly vociferous and at times openly nationalistic international campaign against the 

dismantling programme accomplished the opposite of what they hoped to accomplish. It was 

designed to convince the Americans to pressure the British and French to end dismantling, but the 

end result was that the Americans strengthened their resolve to see the programme through and that 

the British felt vindicated in their belief that their prestige was at risk. While there were 

undoubtedly some cultural and ideological reasons behind the failure of this campaign, the most 

obvious reason is the questionable statistical material the German claims rested upon, as well as a 

misreading of the motivations and strength of the groups abroad which opposed further dismantling. 

As we shall see later in the thesis, the pressure from the United States to end dismantling came 
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primarily from Republicans in Congress, who were using the dismantling debacle as a proxy 

struggle to pressure the Truman Administration on Marshall Aid and European policies. Given that 

this “irrationality” says little more about the Germans than they did not yet at this time have a fully 

functioning apparatus to collect information and disseminate propaganda, I have spent rather less 

time exploring this issue. 

Sources 

I have consulted a range of different archival material for this thesis. The majority of sources from 

the British occupation authorities and the Labour government in London were consulted at the 

National Archives (NA) in Kew, London. The German archival material was of much higher 

quality. The files of the German bizonal authorities were available at the Bundesarchiv (BA) in 

Koblenz. In the Landesarchiv Nordrhein-Westfalen (NRW) in Düsseldorf, I examined the files of 

the Land government. Encompassing the Ruhr area, it was the most important Land in the British 

occupation zone, both economically and in the question of dismantling. I also visited the 

Hauptstaatsarchiv Hannover (NIE) in Niedersachsen, the second most important state in the British 

zone in terms of industry. The research here was limited by the fact that some of the most important 

files were unavailable due to restoration. Alan Kramer has more than adequately covered the 

archives in Hamburg on dismantling, so I did not see the need to replicate his studies there. In 

Schleswig-Holstein, the British dismantling programme was very small and almost exclusively 

limited to armaments factories and military installations, which never featured prominently as a 

topic in the overall dismantling dispute, so I deemed it unnecessary to spend time there. 

 Apart the Bundesarchiv, the most important archive for this study was the Friedrich-Ebert-

Stiftung archive (FES) in Bonn. The archive consists of the files of the Deutsche 

Gewerkschaftsbund (DGB, the West German trade union confederation), as well as the files of the 

SPD in Germany. I visited the Staatsarchiv Bremen (BRE) with the purpose of studying the work of 

Bremen Senator Harmssen and his department on the statistical effects of the dismantling 

programme. Unfortunately, all of the files relating to his work were destroyed in the 1960s, but the 

visit yielded some interesting insights into the sharing of information between Länder in the British 

and American zones during the occupation.
64

 I have also consulted files at the Landtag archive 

(Archiv des Landtages, LNW) in Düsseldorf, Nordrhein-Westfahlen, and the Riksarkivet (RA), the 

Norwegian national archives in Oslo.  

 American files from the National Archives and Records Administration (NARA), 

Washington DC, were also consulted. The NARA files from the American occupation apparatus in 
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Germany were available in microfilm form at the Bundesarchiv. Other materials from the NARA 

were available online. There is also a significant amount of material in published source collections 

available. The Foreign Relations of the United States (FRUS) series was of invaluable help in 

documenting American policy on dismantling; together with the NARA files at the Bundesarchiv, 

they gave a very clear overview of the American position. Nothing analogous with the FRUS series 

exists for British sources during the period under study, and the German published primary source 

collections start with the founding of the Bundesrepublik in August 1949.
65

 The Dokumente zur 

Deutschlandpolitik (DZDP) series has thoroughly covered the primary source material on British 

and American war-time planning up until 1944, but has less to offer for the later period under 

study.66 

 

Structure 

The first chapter focuses on British wartime planning on reparations and on the occupation in 

general. British ideas about how to deal with the Germans after the war coalesced into two different 

views. One conservative strand saw the entire German people as fallen and sought a long Allied 

occupation of Germany where they would be “re-educated” back into a democratic, western 

European state. The second one, primarily leftist, saw the German power elites as being responsible 

for German aggression and sought to limit the German threat by restricting and nationalising 

industry, and breaking up the old economic and military elites. The two different conceptions would 

both find their place in British and Allied policy on Germany, and some of the inherent 

contradictions between them would plague the British until the end of the occupation. The 

discussion about war aims was a public, as well as bureaucratic and diplomatic, one, where 

stereotypes about the German national character played a strong role. 

 The second chapter looks at the negotiations between the occupying powers over reparations 

policies in general and dismantling in particular between the end of the Second World War and the 

Moscow Council of Foreign Ministers in the spring of 1947. It shows how the British, who had 

formulated much of the policy of dismantling during the war, were radically opposed to the extent 

of dismantling the other occupying powers advocated in negotiations in 1945 and early 1946. They 

happily followed the Americans in halting the dismantling programme in May 1946, and formulated 
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their own plans for breaking with the other Allied powers and running their zone as an independent 

protectorate if these policies were not abandoned by the other Allies. This danger ended with the 

American invitation for the British to join their zones together; at the Moscow CFM the year after, 

they got the Americans to accept the need for a renewed, smaller dismantling programme in the 

bizone, roughly analogous to British wartime plans. 

 The third chapter discusses the early occupation years, from 1945 to mid 1947. This chapter 

analyses the tension between the overall British objectives of re-educating and rebuilding Germany, 

while simultaneously exploiting German raw resources, technological know-how, and industry. The 

thorny issue of how the British policies relate to imperial practices elsewhere will be explored in 

depth, with particular focus on the British conception of prestige: this chapter is in many ways a 

general reappraisal of British goals and policies in Germany. 

 The fourth chapter focuses on the restart of dismantling in the autumn of 1947. The British 

occupation apparatus expected the dismantling programme to be very unpopular among the 

Germans and developed strategies to counter any protests that might develop. They were very 

concerned that German disaffection against the dismantling programme would have a negative 

effect on what they considered to be their positive goals in Germany (re-education and 

democratisation). In this context they decided, alone among the occupying powers, to include 

German economic and political elites in the planning of the dismantling programme in the British 

zone through Anglo-German dismantling commissions on the Land level. The programme drew on 

the logic of indirect rule, and did accomplish its primary goal during this period of preventing any 

organised German resistance towards the dismantling programme. But the cost was high. Despite 

significant political differences between the German political, labour union, and industry group 

representatives in these commissions, they worked relatively successfully together in hampering 

and delaying the dismantling programme in the British zone. 

 The fifth chapter focuses on the American political debate on dismantling, especially in 

relation to the ERP programme, and the effects it had on the British, the French, and the Germans. 

The American intervention on the dismantling question would throw the dismantling programme 

into disarray from the summer of 1948 to April 1949. While the British did get most of what they 

wanted in the end, the conflict made it clear that the Americans now saw dismantling as an 

impediment to German and European recovery instead of as an issue of security against Germany. It 

also underscored that the French were moving towards a policy closer to the American view. This 

left the British taking the brunt of German criticism and protest against dismantling, both due to the 

British now holding the hard line view on dismantling and to the fact that a vast majority of plants 

left to be dismantled were now in the British zone. 
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 The sixth chapter discusses the end phase of dismantling from early 1949 to 1950.  This 

chapter has three main parts. The first part looks at the German political campaign against 

dismantling in the summer and autumn of 1948. The Germans sought to end the dismantling 

programme through political pressure and a mass of economic reports on the (in their view) 

disastrous effects dismantling would have on the German economy and the ERP programme. It was 

cut short when General Clay told them very bluntly that the only effect their efforts had on the 

Allies was to strengthen their resolve to see the programme through. The second part looks at the 

German protests and industrial action against dismantling, which started after the British ended the 

Joint Anglo-German dismantling commissions in the summer of 1948. It turned into an organised, 

large-scale campaign after the Allied agreement in Washington in April 1949 made it clear that 

dismantling would continue. The campaign was strengthened in the months leading up to the first 

federal elections in August 1949, and would eventually lead to the British realising that it would be 

politically impossible for them to finish the dismantling programme without negotiations with the 

Germans. The third part discusses how this led to the Petersberg agreement, the first time the 

Germans officially gave their consent to dismantling in exchange for a significant reduction in the 

dismantling of steel plants and other political concessions by the High Commissioners. While there 

was strong public opposition to dismantling after this agreement, the agreement was the de facto 

end of dismantling as a political fight between the Allies and the Germans. Core to these 

negotiations was a German wish to tie concessions to policies of European integration and Franco- 

German rapprochement.
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Chapter 1: British wartime planning 

 

This chapter focuses on the wartime debate about planning for post-war Germany. The British were 

the first to start planning for the post-war treatment of Germany, and their detailed planning would 

have significant influence on the other allies. I argue in this chapter that British views of the 

Germans, which had been deeply ambivalent since the founding of the second German Empire, 

crystallised into two partly conflicting views of what had led the Germans to war and what was 

needed to stop the country from ever again threatening world peace.  

 Visions in Britain of an “Other Germany”, peaceful and democratic, ready to rise up and 

topple the dictatorship of their criminal dictators, waned early in the war under the onslaught of 

German armies and Vansittartism. Two principal views were left which would underpin the British 

policy towards Germany after the war. On one hand, there was a leftist view of the Nazi party and 

the German state as a reflection of a European civil war between the working classes and the 

bourgeoisie. On the other, there was a right-wing view of a war of civilisation between the 

Christian, moral, and just British Empire and the fallen German people. 

 The solution to the German problem for the left was predicated on the destruction of the 

power structures of the German state; in other words, the militarised Prussian landed aristocracy 

and the owners of cartelised heavy industries. The landed estates would be expropriated and broken 

up and the heavy industries supplying the military apparatus would be nationalised. This would 

break the back of the conservative nationalist forces that were seen as the primary backers of the 

Nazi party and hold forth the promise of an egalitarian social democratic future. Implicitly, such a 

policy under the auspices of a British occupation would make it difficult to resist demands for the 

same within Britain itself. 

 On the other hand was a conservative consensus spearheaded by Sir Robert (later Lord) 

Vansittart, who saw the Germans as a fallen people, collectively guilty of the crimes committed 

under Nazi rule and during the war and in need of prolonged re-education. Here, the British Empire, 

with its civilising mission, would be at an advantage. It almost went without saying that a 

successful British civilising mission in Germany would help strengthen the empire against its critics 

from within and without: it would also put Britain in control of the economic resources of Germany 

for an extended period. 

 British policies towards Germany were also shaped by the memories of the last war, the 

Versailles treaty, and the importance of strategic industries in waging modern wars. Versailles was, 
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as Michael Balfour succinctly put it, “ a compromise [between Carthaginian and Wilsonian 

policies] which gave Germany a cause to wish revenge without depriving her of the power to take 

revenge.”
1
 The two issues were interconnected, as the “power to take revenge” was built on the 

strength of Germany’s strategic industries.  

 Along with a general hardening of views on how to treat Germany after the war, there was a 

shift from an early rejection of reparations in general, epitomised in Churchill’s vision of post-war 

Germany as “fat but impotent”, to a policy of a wide-ranging change in the European balance of 

power through reparations. This was caused by the demands from countries occupied by Germany 

and the Soviet Union.  Reports of how Germany extracted machinery, valuables, labour, raw 

materials, and industrial goods from countries under their control, as well as the crippling cost of 

the war for the British, made making the Germans pay for the war a matter of prime importance. 

There was a clear understanding in the British government that if Germany had to pay reparations, 

Britain should get its fair share.  

 Under the aegis of Labour members of the Churchill coalition government, British 

reparations planning would focus on methods to extract reparations so that they would both 

restructure German society and weaken the sources of the war. This balance had to be maintained in 

the committees working on the reparations question within the British government: the Malkin 

committee of 1942-43 and in the Economic and Industrial Planning Staff committee from 1944 

onwards. 

 For the Germans to be civilised during a protracted occupation, they needed to be materially 

well off. Otherwise, the occupation was bound to foment resentment and anger. However, 

resentment and anger would be inconsequential if the country was restructured in such a way that it 

was unable to wage war. This would entail leaving a poor and impotent Germany, with long term 

controls on the country to ensure that it did not rebuild its heavy industry. The British planning 

committees on reparations therefore sought to find a via media between a sufficient occupation time 

to give room for thorough re-education and security through dismantling and protracted control of 

German war-making capacity. Likewise, the economic impact on Europe as a whole also needed to 

be weighed against the need for security. Were German industrial machines to be given as 

reparations, a balance needed to be found between the rights of recipient countries to reparations 

and the need to keep Germany producing for the general European market, since strong disruption 

of German exports would weaken the European economy as a whole. 

 The end result of these deliberations was a report circulated on 14 August 1944, which laid 

                                                 
1
 “Thoughts on War Aims”, Memo by Michael Balfour, 20.12.39, copy in DZDP Vol. 1/1, 96. 



35 

out the general policy Britain should follow when it came to reparations from Germany. It 

maintained that, along with a removal of the German armaments industry, there should be a general 

reduction of those industries which supplied vital materials for war production, especially the steel 

and the chemical industries. The occupation should last at least a decade. Should there be an allied 

decision to treat Germany more leniently, a longer occupation would be required to make sure 

German society was properly re-educated. If there was a call for harsher measures, the occupation 

period could be shortened, but there would be a need for harsher controls afterwards to make sure 

an unrehabilitated German state did not rebuild its capacity to produce armaments.  

 While the report was being finalised in early August 1944, Henry Morgenthau Jr., the US 

Secretary of the Treasure, visited London and started work on what would become the infamous 

Morgenthau Plan. Morgenthau’s intervention radically altered American and British plans for the 

occupation of Germany. His intervention occurred a month after similar criticism by Labour party 

ministers was devised when they learnt about British ideas about reparations and economic security.  

while much harsher, it generally conformed with these ideas. 

 

Changing views on the German Other 

Before unification in 1871, the British image of the Germans as the sleeping heart of Europe was 

reflected in the dual image of a cultured Germany of fine arts, philosophers, and science on one 

hand, and the peaceful, tranquil German people on the other. The figure of the German Michel, an 

easy-going farmer in a nightcap and nightgown, encapsulated this image. At the beginning of the 

century, Thomas Arnold, headmaster of Rugby and founder of the modern British public school 

tradition, wrote approvingly of Germany as “... the birthplace of the most moral races of men that 

the world has yet seen – of the soundest laws – the least violent passions, and the fairest domestic 

and civil virtues.”
2
 This image of Anglo-Saxon Protestant cousins untouched by Roman corruption 

persisted after the unification, but was gradually challenged by the rise of German industry: in its 

place emerged a vision of German efficiency and respect for authorities, the popularity of which 

only accelerated in the years leading up to the First World War. The war saw popular revulsion 

against the Germans: even positive stereotypes of Germany were turned on their heads. A wartime 

edition of the Shorter Oxford English Dictionary defined the word Kultur as “applied derisively to 

German civilisation, esp. as exemplified in their method of warfare”.
3
 Rudyard Kipling could say to 

general acclaim in a speech in June 1915 that “however the world pretends to divide itself, there are 
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only two divisions in the world today – human beings and Germans.”
4
 The image of the barbaric 

Hun rose out of popular disgust at German atrocities in Belgium and unrestricted submarine 

warfare. Earlier images of Germany and the brutal militarism of the war were hard to reconcile with 

each other. For the British people in general, who had not held strong views on the Germans before 

the war, the image of the war-like Hun gained pre-eminence and would remain remarkably 

consistent for a long time, although it was somewhat muted from the late 1950s. In a diminished 

form, it still pops up as a trope in any football match between England and Germany. Among 

politicians and what the so-called ‘educated classes’, where respect for German intellectual 

achievements was strong, the notion of German duality quickly took hold. “There are two 

Germanys and not one”, stated the Liberal MP Josiah Wedgwood in a House of Commons debate in 

August 1914. “We are fighting the Junkers and the Hohenzollern […] But there is another Germany 

– a loveable, peaceable Germany.” Lloyd George mirrored this view in a speech a month later: “the 

German people are under the heel of a military caste, and it will be a day of rejoicing for the 

German peasant, artisan and trader, when the military caste is broken.”
5
 However, these attitudes 

weakened during the war: when Lloyd George went to the hustings in 1918, his slogans left no 

ambiguity in regards to German guilt. Attitudes also hardened in the Labour party, which before the 

war had looked at the Germans with admiration. However, the SPD’s support of war and 

abandonment of international worker solidarity was harshly criticised in the Labour party, which 

split into three fractions: one anti-war and two pro-war. Stephen Sanders, a member of Labour and 

the Fabian Society who had lived in Germany and worked to foster good relations between the two 

countries before the war, later concluded that “... the revolutionaries have been revolutionized into 

apostles of the gospel of Junkerdom” towards the end of the war.
6
 

 With the advent of peace, the controversial Versailles treaty, and the funding of the 

democratic Weimar Republic, views on Germany quickly changed in Britain. Despite its teething 

problems, the new state seemed to confirm the existence of “the other Germany.” The harsh 

attitudes towards Germany during the war went stale quickly, as French intransigence and perceived 

vindictiveness were singled out for public scorn. The view that Britain had acted in a decidedly 

“non-British” way in their unfair and vindictive treatment at Versailles would persist during the 

whole interwar period and contributed to the appeasement policy so roundly criticised by Vansittart, 

Churchill, parts of the Conservative party, and much of the left. Even after the start of the war, a 
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poll conducted by the Ministry of Information concluded that “the majority do not feel hostile 

towards the German people […] but merely towards their government, although a tendency exists 

to hold the German people responsible for their acquiescence in their leaders.”
7 

 
Along with stereotypes about the German national character, there was an evolving narrative 

of German power and how it related to British power. Here, the sense of threat was more profound. 

As is well known, the period saw a gradual deterioration of the British position vis-à-vis Germany 

and the United States industrially and especially militarily. While the period saw a rapid growth in 

British capabilities in both areas, the fear instilled by other powers catching up in relative terms 

instilled a narrative of British decline, where the German defeat in the Great War would only give a 

temporary reprieve.
8
 

 Given the economic and military potential of Germany, it is not surprising that the Foreign 

Office did not follow the swings of public opinion in the interwar years. Officials never lost sight of 

the threat posed to the British position in Europe by Germany, often to the chagrin of their political 

masters. Sir Eyre Crowe, permanent undersecretary from 1920 to his death in 1925, and William 

Tyrrell, Crowe’s second in command, set the tone of the Foreign Office view of Germany as the 

main threat to Britain between the wars. While Crowe had a deep respect for German culture, he 

saw a renewed war with Germany as inevitable unless strong measures were taken.
9
 

 

The wartime debate on the nature of Germany 

Among the officials under the tutelage of these two men was Robert Vansittart, an extremely 

forceful and bold permanent undersecretary between 1930 and 1938 who was able to dominate 

several weak foreign ministers. Following in Crowe’s footsteps in seeking to tie German aggression 

down through diplomatic measures, he was embroiled in a scandal for masterminding the proposed 

Hoare-Laval plan for dividing Abyssinia in 1936.
10

 
 
Kicked upstairs to the ceremonial post of chief 

diplomatic adviser by a Chamberlain government seeking to come to a direct understanding with 

Germany, he was cut off from the decision-making processes in the Foreign Office during the 

appeasement years and the Phony War. He had a brief resurgence of influence when his friend 

Winston Churchill took over as PM, but found his true calling as a propagandist on the German 

national character. At the end of 1940, before he left the Foreign Office, he was commissioned by 
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the BBC to do a series of programmes for BBC Overseas Radio on the nature of the German 

problem. Expanding on a Foreign Office memo he had given entitled “The Origins of Germany's 

Fifth War”, he wove an epic tale of German nefariousness.
11

 

 The memo itself was a forceful rejection of former ambassador Neville Henderson’s final 

report from Berlin, which characterised the start of the war as an accident. Referencing the history 

of the German Empire since unification and the experiences of the Foreign Office during his time 

there, Vansittart not only vehemently rejected the accidental breakdown of appeasement, but also 

the whole understanding of German character that lay behind it. The Germans were aggressive, 

militant nationalists, and the world would not find peace until the attitudes of the German people 

were dealt with. The radio talks left out his experiences in the Foreign Office, exchanging them for 

a longue durée history of heartless German aggression. The series was characterised as a quasi-

historical and hateful by his critics, a characterisation with which he might not have disagreed in 

private. His goal was to break the notion of the “Other Germany” as forcefully as possible. 

 His talks were an instant sensation. After public pressure, the programmes were also 

broadcast in Britain, and excerpts were published in the Sunday Times. These excerpts came out as a 

booklet in January 1941 called Black Record, which eventually sold over half a million copies.
12

 In 

Black Record, Vansittart likened the “German race” to the butcher bird, a black sea bird which 

would swoop down and kill smaller birds without mercy. The history of the German “race” was, 

according to Vansittart, a history of violence and deceit from antiquity onwards. While admitting 

that there were good Germans, the author condemned them as too weak and ineffectual to influence 

German developments. His polemical exposition of German history from Tacitus to Hitler was 

interspersed with personal anecdotes from his stays in Germany and quotes from prominent 

appeasers and anti-appeasers.  

 Vansittart ultimately concluded that the entirety of the German people was infected with 

aggressive nationalism based around “envy, self-pity and cruelty”. As long as this was the case, any 

opposition to war would necessarily be weak and ineffectual. Warning against the belief that there 

was “... an effective element [in Germany] of kindly and learned old gentlemen, and sweet pig-

tailed maidens”, Vansittart criticised contemporary views on history as a march of progress towards 

higher levels of civilisation: “this degradation of the human species would have astonished our 

Victorian ancestors, who believed that progress was inevitable and automatic. Nazi Germany has 

taught a tortured world that it is easier to go backwards towards barbarism than it is to go forward 
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to a higher civilization; and that, if we were to fail in standing up to her, the clock would go back by 

a thousand years.” The only way to bring Germany back to civilisation so that future wars could be 

avoided would be a thorough re-education of the German people: 

 

All all cost the world must never again be dragged by Germany into a war – merely because 

it fails to understand how Germany has behaved in the past and how it will behave again in 

the future, unless the German people undergo a deep, spiritual regeneration. […] The real 

German reformation is yet to come. […] She will have to undergo the most thorough 

spiritual cure in history; and part at least of that cure will have to be self-administered. It will 

have to compromise a complete change of heart, mind and soul; of taste and temperament 

and habit; a new set of morals and values, a new, a brand-new way of looking at life.
13

 

 

The process, being mostly self-imposed but under Allied guidance, would be a long and strenuous 

one: “I told you at the outset that the cure will have to be drastic, and largely self-administered. 

Without a fundamental change of soul, no other cure, no mere administrative or technical tinkering 

can be permanent. I will only add that it must at best be slow. It will take at least a generation.”
14

 As 

we shall see later, this conception of the need for a long-term civilising mission in Germany would 

be taken up in full as one of the main planks of the British occupation of Germany, both in terms of 

the planning and execution.  

 Black Record immediately triggered a furious public debate about the nature of the German 

threat and what to do about it. Vansittart’s official position and his unrestrained language were 

bound to lead to controversy.  Statements like “... my first impression was that I had come into a 

country of homicidal maniacs. That impression has been fully justified” were deliberately 

provocative.
15

 However, he received substantial support. The Sunday Times and The Observer wrote 

editorials praising him. Meanwhile, The Daily Herald, News Chronicle, and Reynolds News were 

openly critical. Black Record led to a whole cottage industry of books and pamphlets criticising or 

supporting Vansittart.
16 

 
In the government itself, Sir Alexander Cadogan, Vansittart’s replacement as permanent 

undersecretary, called the broadcasts “vulgar and ridiculous”.
17

 Never a great fan of Vansittart, who 

he had been trying to keep out of the Foreign Office for years, Cadogan nevertheless later clarified 

his criticism, stating that he was attacking the manner in which Vansittart’s views were presented 

rather than their substance: “in any case I do trust that (in propaganda) we shall not commit the 

simple error of ‘Black Record’ which of course can only cement the German people behind their 
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rulers. I have never thought it wrong, but always thought it silly.”
18

 Here Cadogan was mirroring 

one of the main criticisms of Vansittart: that he undermined British propaganda efforts to drive a 

wedge between the Nazis and the German people. This error was only made graver by his official 

position within the Foreign Office.
19

 

 For Vansittart, this would have been spurious criticism, as he saw the Germans in general as 

the problem, not Nazi ideology or their leadership. For him, there was no space for a wedge: a 

propaganda effort based on this notion was at best wasted energy and at worst would only weaken 

British resolve for the war and the efforts to change German mentality. Commenting on Cadogan’s 

memo, Anthony Eden, now foreign minister, professed to not having read Black Record. However, 

his view of the Germans was, if anything, even starker than that of Vansittart: 

 

For my part I have no confidence in our ability to make decent Europeans of Germans, and I 

believe that the Nazi system represents mentality of great majority of Germans. But we have 

to try (a) to win the war, for that purpose we must seek to divide German leaders from their 

people (b) to win the peace, for that purpose we have to seek to educate further generations 

of Germans, which will be a long process at best and will take place under necessary 

military safeguards for ourselves.
20

 

 

Eden’s belief that propaganda should be used to divide the Germans from their leaders seems not to 

have lasted very long. A mere two weeks later, in a speech to the Foreign Press Association in 

London, he said that “Hitler is not a rare and transient phenomenon in German history. He is a 

symptom. […] If we are to have peace in our life-time, the German people must learn to unlearn all 

that they have been taught, not only by Hitler but by his predecessors, for the last hundred years by 

so many of their philosophers and teachers, the disciples of blood and iron.”
21

 

 In April 1942, Eden put a final end to British propaganda efforts to differentiate the 

Germans from the leaders in a surprise inspection of the Political Warfare Executive, situated at the 

BBC headquarters. It was a tense visit, as recorded in the diary of the director-general Bruce 

Lockhart:  

At Bush House last night Eden walked into every room and in several cases took the paper 

anyone was working at and read it. [In the German section] he asked what line we were 

putting over, and then David Stephens produced Crossman’s recommendations which 

contained paragraph suggesting Secretary of State should make declaration saying we 

wanted the decent elements in Germany to form a strong Germany after the war. Eden said 

‘Oh! I can't do that,’ and if Emlyn Williams had remained quiet all would have been well, 

but he argued hotly in favour of the good Germans, and Anthony was bored and said; ‘Not 
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as long as I am Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs.’ Took me aside afterwards and was 

obviously worried. Said: ‘This justifies everything Vansittart says.’
22

 

 

Vansittart’s views, while being met with shock and consternation across most of the political 

spectrum, would, as the war progressed, become generally accepted among the British bourgeois 

parties, his intended audience. He condemned those core beliefs among the British elite that had led 

to a policy of appeasement. These beliefs included the Victorian notion of civilisation as constant 

progress and a certain amount of wishful thinking among the British in dealing with the rest of the 

world: this had led to them being duped by German propaganda after the First World War.
23

 

 

The left-wing debate on German guilt 

However, this criticism had little connection with the analytical frame of the British left, where a 

separate debate along similar lines began raging in 1941. The Crossman that Lockhart mentioned 

above was Richard Crossman, a Labour party intellectual; later, he became a MP, government 

minister, and editor of the New Statesman. Crossman had worked on British propaganda directed at 

Germany since early 1941. His first half-year was spent in furious disagreement with his boss 

Vansittart over the line to be taken in propaganda.
24

 

 Crossman temporarily won this fight by default when Vansittart decided to retire from 

government service to continue his campaign outside of government, despite requests from 

Churchill for him to continue. On his retirement, Churchill secured a lordship for Vansittart, which 

would continue his publicity campaign as a member of the House of Lords. 

 The fight between Crossman and Vansittart, and the later confrontation with Eden, was part 

of a wider ideological fight about the origins of the war and the nature of the Germans. A very 

different interpretation of the German population and their relationship to Nazism was held by 

leftist thinkers both within and without the Labour party. Crossman himself had written on the 

German question in The New Statesman and Nation, where he was Kingsley Martin’s deputy. They, 

along with other leading figures on the Labour left such as Harold Laski, Victor Gollancz, Michael 

Foot, H. N. Brailsford, G. D. H. Cole, and Herbert Morrison, had all opposed appeasement and were 

strongly anti-Nazi in the 1930s.
25

 The only vocal anti-Vansittartist on the left who had supported 

appeasement was the pacifist C. E. M. Toad. Also among Vansittart’s opponents was also a vocal 
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group of German Social Democrats who had fled to Britain after the Nazi ascension to power. 

 Criticism of Vansittart as a reactionary defending the interests of the British elite struck 

closer to home. Leftist criticism of Nazi Germany was built on earlier depictions of fascism in 

general as the latest iteration of a bourgeois struggle against the rise of the working classes. Nazi 

Germany was just a new type of imperialism, where Hitler was backed by old Wilhelmian elites and 

big business. It was a more destructive form of imperialism, but nonetheless one that was intimately 

related to the older model. In the terms of this criticism, Vansittart’s efforts were not about the 

degree of responsibility of the German people, but rather masking a conflict between ruling classes 

and revolutionary ones. Conservatives were unwilling to admit that their system had given rise to 

Nazism and were seeking to absolve themselves of responsibility by suggesting the pseudo-

scientific thesis of a criminal German nation, to which the only cure was the civilising role of 

punishment.
26

 The controversial Aneurin Bevan would go as far as saying that inciting hatred 

against Germans was a strategy to prevent a social revolution in Germany and Britain after the 

war.
27

 The Labour policy towards Germany after the war should be that there would be “no 

landlords, no industrial monopolists, no military machine, no Nazis”; however, this also needed to 

be the case for Britain.
28

 

 Implicit in these views was a rejection of the concept of civilisation, or the lack thereof, as a 

driving force of history; instead, they focused on Marxist class struggle, where the blame was put 

squarely on the German ruling elites. This worldview also had an international element. The 

Foreign Office was of the opinion that the smaller European states, through their weakness and 

mutual squabbling, had failed in the interwar years and needed to be amalgamated into regional 

blocs to restore the balance of power. The Labour party saw defending the smaller weaker countries 

of Europe against the aggression of their stronger neighbours through either European or a global 

institutional framework as a cornerstone of post-war policy,. 

 This international dimension was quite clear in the earliest Labour party resolution on peace 

aims, which was made public on 9 February 1940. This piece juxtaposed the need for the “building 

of a Co-Operative World Commonwealth […] to have Peace we must subordinate national 

sovereignty to world institutions and obligations” with “a new world order, which applies these 

principles, can only be securely founded on Socialism and Democracy. The necessary unity of 

purpose will be lacking if the peoples remain divided internally into two nations, surrounded by 

wide differences of wealth, privilege, and opportunity. Lasting peace depends on social justice 
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within States, no less than on political justice between states.”
29

 

 At this time, the vast majority of the Labour party supported the widely-held British view of 

two Germanies, although on the left the distinction was not between a civilised people and criminal 

leaders, but between war-mongering elites and their bourgeois backers on one side and the 

oppressed German masses on the other. However, the view among the Labour party rank and file 

shifted decisively towards a notion of collective German guilt during the next couple of years, as 

did the views of the British population in general.
30

 

 

The Labour party split on Germany 

The Vansittart debate soon spread within the Labour party itself, as large parts of the party as well 

as moderates in the leadership were convinced that the German problem extended beyond a 

criminal elite. Within the leadership, the debate on German collective guilt was sparked by a 

document from William Gillies, the chief of Labour’s International Division and secretary of the 

National Executive Committee (NEC) of the Labour Party’s sub-committee on International Affairs. 

Entitled “German Social Democracy: Notes on Its Foreign Policy”, it was a frontal assault on the 

leftist notion that a social revolution alone would be enough to remove German militarism in the 

future. Restating the widespread bitterness felt by Labour during the First World War towards SPD 

support for the conflict, the document aimed to show that even the most progressive forces in 

Germany could not be trusted. Laski and Phillip Noel-Baker, the most prominent leftists on the sub-

committee, replied with scathing criticism: Laski rebuked Gillies for a “perverse and distorted” 

sense of history while Noel-Baker demonstrated how Gillies’ views were at odds with the long-

standing party policy on Germany and were clearly an attempt to push it to take a harder stance on 

Germany. Instead of backing down, Gillies, along with other like-minded party members, 

proceeded to collect commentaries from German émigrés and their leftist organisations in London: 

he then widely circulated his document and the responses among the party leadership. The brawl 

ended up in a vote in the sub-committee in March 1942 and, a month later, in the NEC itself. Both 

votes supported Gillies.
31

 

 The leftist internationalist view of the war was also disputed in public. One of the most 

troubling groups was the organisation Fight For Freedom, started by the German Social Democrat 

Walter Loeb. He had gathered a diverse group of German Social Democrats and trade union 
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representatives from Britain and most of the occupied countries in West Europe in the organisation, 

whose goal was to show that the responsibility for the war lay as much with the Germans 

themselves as with the Nazi party. In an interesting inversion of the debate within the Labour party, 

the German members of Fight For Freedom were predominantly from the dissenting left wing of 

the former SPD, which had opposed the party’s support for the First World War: they considered 

this to be a betrayal of their party’s founding principles.
32

 The prolific campaign of the Fight For 

Freedom meant that the Labour left was now under attack from party moderates, allied trade union 

leaders, and émigré SPD leftists. That they had support from a majority of the left-wing German 

émigrés in Britain was little consolation, since this group was seen as being tainted by German 

nationalism by Fight For Freedom, Vansittart, and the group around Gillies. 

 To Clement Attlee. leader of the Labour party and deputy prime minister, this public debate 

was unwelcome, and he sought to keep the question of German guilt and the post-war treatment of 

Germany off the table at the National Executive Committee (NEC) and party conferences. While 

broadly being in Gillies’ camp, he, along with most of the Labour ministers in the Cabinet, saw the 

debate as counterproductive both in terms of party unity and because it posed the danger of being 

tied down when it came to developing governmental policy towards Germany. In this, he was only 

somewhat successful. Labour support for German exile groups was cut and they were no longer 

invited to Labour conferences. The “problem of Germany” was not to reappear until the party 

hardliners forced a vote during the 1943 party conference. In defiance of the NEC and Attlee, well 

over two thirds of the votes were for a hard peace for Germany along Vansittartist lines.  

While Gillies sought to use this vote to get a definite declaration of party policy on Germany, 

the annual TUC conference was convened. So far, the trade unions had been among the strongest 

believers in German collective guilt for the war among the socialists. However, in a surprising 

reversal, they now voted down a resolution almost identical to the one that had won such support at 

the Labour party conference. Instead, the trade unions voted overwhelmingly for an amendment 

distinguishing between the Nazi party and the German people: they also rejected Labour resolutions 

for German disarmament, long-term occupation, and the re-education of Germany.
33

 This was so 

highly beneficial to the party leadership, who now banned any further discussion on treatment of 

enemy peoples, that it seems unlikely to have happened without prodding from someone with 

influence on the unions. 
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People versus elites – the Germans as a mirror of the British self 

Vansittart’s fight was, more than anything, a fight about the popular stereotype of Germany.
34

 It was 

concurrent with the wartime battle over what the war was and how it reflected on Britain as a 

nation, a narrative that would shape British self-perception both during and after the war. In an 

overview of European memories of the Second World War, Patrick Finney shows how two 

competing narratives have come to define British self-image ever since. Both were a reaction to the 

failure of appeasement, which became a symbol that continues to have strong influence in foreign 

policy, and the social upheavals of the 1930s caused by the Great Depression. 

 The first narrative, dubbed ‘the People’s War’, focuses on the shared struggle, suffering, and 

eventual victory of the British nation against the German onslaught, where the nation came together 

and left behind the class struggles and antagonisms of the pre-war years, thus laying the foundations 

for a new welfare state built on egalitarianism and Keynesian principles. The conservative, 

Churchillian narrative, on the other hand, is one of British identity rooted in “imperial prestige, 

world power status and the identification of England with the advancement of universal human 

values.”
35

 

 As discussed in the introduction, cultural steretypes of a national other, often mirrors the 

concerns and beliefs of the ones who are stereotyping. That the debate about who was responsible 

for Nazi warfare would follow the ideological dividing lines in Britain of what Britishness was, is 

therefore hardly surprising. 

 To support Vansittartism fully, one not only had to agree to the notion of collective German 

guilt. Vital to Vansittart’s thoughts were culturalist notions of Germans as a people fallen from 

civilisation. Their only salvation lay in self-education under the guiding hands of outside forces that 

shared the ideals on which the British Empire was built. As within the empire, the threat lay in the 

people seeking to overthrow the very power system that was a force for progress and civilisation. 

To decimate the power structure without changing the modes of thought among the German people 

would only replace one evil for another. 

 The Second World War as a war of civilisation was a common theme among Conservatives 

during the war, and was forcefully expressed by such luminaries as Anthony Eden and Lord Halifax 

very early or. After the German invasion of Denmark and Norway in April 1940, Eden held a 

speech in the Constitutional Club that clearly shows how Vansittartist culturalist notions were tied 

to British imperial self-perception.  
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This war is not a clash between rival dynasties. Its basic causes are not economic; nor is it 

even a struggle to decide the balance of power. […] For Nazism, humanity consists of one 

race that rules – the German race, and a number of other races, all and always inferior. We 

are convinced, on the other hand, that there can be no hope for mankind unless peoples, 

small as well as great, are free each to develop their own civilizations in security and at 

peace. It is therefore fundamentals that are at stake. No more vital issue has ever been fought 

out in any war in history. The German conception of dominion and the modern British 

conception of imperialism present as sharp an antithesis as mankind has ever known.
36

 

 

For Eden, the war and a victorious peace presented an opportunity for Britons to rediscover their 

belief in the Empire as a source of progress and civilisation, a belief that was threatened both by 

anti-imperial critics and by German industrial prowess and militaristic nationalism. “Neutral 

observers, relatively favourable to our cause, have advanced the argument that our Imperialism is 

only preferable to that of the Germans in that it is satisfied and therefore peaceable, whilst theirs is 

unsatisfied and therefore violent. We are fighting, they say, to preserve the status quo. Nothing 

could be farther from the truth. Ours is not a static principle. It is dynamic. We are not fighting to 

preserve the status quo. We are fighting to preserve the possibility of progress.” Drawing up two 

alternative futures, one if Nazi Germany was to win the war, the other if the Allies were victorious, 

he concluded with a rousing defence of the British Empire and its mission for the future: 

 

Already the British Empire has shown itself, by its example of toleration and wise 

government, to be a civilizing and humanizing influence over the whole world. It has been 

an instrument for raising the standard of life among backward races. It has been a great 

spiritual force, creating better feeling and understanding between nations. The duty of the 

British Commonwealth in the future will be to work side by side with the French Empire in 

order to guard and multiply these blessings. Such, then, is our task. Both during and after the 

war it will be one of great difficulty. […] Looking beyond the war, we say that the future is 

ours. It is only ours if we make it so. We must sweep away the cobwebs of that placid 

ignorance which regards British Imperialism as a disreputable relic of a shady past. It is no 

such thing. It is a bridge to the next age.
37

  

 

While Eden does not mention the re-education of Germans in this speech, the ideological 

underpinnings behind it could, as we will see later, hardly have been more forcefully and eloquently 

put. Re-education, as it was understood by Vansittart and his conservative supporters, would not 

only reshape the German self. It would also safeguard and reaffirm the ideals of the British Empire 

for the future, one that was ordered and guided by a civilised elite as opposed to an unstable, 

revolutionary one. 
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or the intellectual left seeking to impose democratic socialism in Britain, the German problem was 

also mirrored in what they perceived as the internal British problem: conservative imperialist elites.  

 Given the experiences of the war, it is perhaps not surprising that the there was a general 

shift in British public opinion towards a symbiosis of these views, seeing themselves as a people 

fighting together against an evil, monolithic German foe. Intellectual theories about an international 

class struggle and elitist notions of empire were rather abstract in comparison to the immediacy of a 

total war against an enemy whose brutality and viciousness were confirmed daily. It is remarkable 

how similar these perceptions had become across the political spectrum by 1943. A view of the 

Germans as malevolent and aggressive in opposition to a self-conception of decency and goodness 

would, as Sabine Lee has shown, not only permeate British views during the war, but would colour 

views on Germany for a long time after.
38

 

 

Early planning 

Having freed themselves from the constraints of the party apparatus, the Labour ministers in the 

government were free to put their stamp on British post-war policies towards Germany. As we shall 

see, Dalton started this a year before the final showdown in the Labour party conference; however, 

Attlee increasingly took control of the planning as the war ground on, controlling British planning 

more than any other single person. Their intervention would turn the planning away from 

Churchillian ideas of rendering Germany “fat but impotent” to a thorough restructuring both of 

German power structures and Germany’s war-making capacities. 

 As Cairncross has noted, the debate on Germany and its place in the European economy 

after the war was started by a memo from John Maynard Keynes in November 1940. Keynes was 

asked to prepare a British response to a German propaganda proposal by Dr Funk, head of the 

Reichsbank, about a “New Economic Order” in Europe, with Germany at its centre.
39

 The resulting 

document was shown to both Churchill and Harry Hopkins, emissary of Roosevelt. In the 

document, Keynes argued that Germany “should be offered opportunities of reconstruction not less 

than those of her liberated neighbours. It would be senseless to suppose that her neighbours can 

develop an ordered, a prosperous, or a secure life with a crushed and ruined Germany in their 

midst.'”
40
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 Keynes’ draft was meant as a piece of counter-propaganda rather than an actual policy 

proposal: “it is argued in some quarters that our propaganda should aim at an appeal to 

revolutionary sentiment in Europe. I believe that this is a mistake. The following is based on the 

idea that we should do better to compete with Germany, for which we are well qualified, in an 

appeal to the craving for social and personal security.”
41

 

He was encouraged by the Foreign Office to extol the benefits of the British focus on the gold 

standard and laissez faire foreign trade. This he rejected. Dr Funk’s proposals, if taken at face value, 

looked better than what such a policy would entail. Keynes therefore suggested outbidding the 

Germans and discrediting the messenger. “I have, therefore, taken the line that what we offer is the 

same as what Dr Funk offers, except that we shall do it better and more honestly. This is important. 

For a proposal to return to the blessings of 1920-33 will not have much propaganda value.”
42

 

 Keynes approached these dual aims in a somewhat surprising way. German economic 

leadership in Europe while the country was unable to trade overseas could only be attained by 

turning continental neighbours into raw-material producing satellites: “it would be a surprising 

triumph for propaganda to make an up-to-date version of imperialist exploitation verging on slavery 

seem attractive to the victims.” Only Britain could guarantee economic security and self-

determination for all European nations after the war, since “we shall have the means to do this, 

because the British Empire will actually possess overseas enormous stocks of food and 

materials...”
43

 

 The paper laid down several guiding principles that would shape the later debate about the 

post-war settlement. The first was that it had to be European in scope, as the economic disruption of 

the war demanded a settlement that took into account all the affected parties. Secondly, the lesson 

from the Versailles treaty was clear: monetary reparations were counterproductive. The implication 

that there would be no reparations demanded from Germany at all was shared by the political 

leadership to a certain degree. The memory of Versailles was still strong. Additionally, at the end of 

1940, it was still very unclear what the post-war world would look like, and there was still a belief 

that the war could be ended by toppling the Nazi regime from within. A settled peace with a 

“moderate” post-Nazi regime would necessarily look different from a totally defeated Germany 

where the much-touted opposition had failed to rise up. 

 The paper was widely read among officials as the first trenchant summary by a government 

economist of the problems that would face post-war Europe. The most interesting point of the draft 
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is perhaps its incorporation of a European Reconstruction Fund into the framework, an embryonic 

conception of the International Clearing Union presented at the Bretton Woods conference. Towards 

the end of 1941, Keynes formed a working group with mid-level officials to answer questions on 

reparations and restitutions. One of the key questions was about the reported large-scale looting and 

requisitioning of gold, other valuables, machinery, and rolling stock in areas occupied by the 

Germans. While exacting financial reparations was off the table, it would clearly be impossible to 

fail to honour requests to return these possessions. And what was to be done if the items in question 

had been destroyed or had disappeared? Were the claimants entitled to restitution in kind? In their 

final report from early December 1941, the group warned against officials making promises until 

overall decisions on the post-war treatment of Germany had been taken.
44

 

 The Atlantic Charter, the product of Churchill and Roosevelt’s first summit in 

Newfoundland in August 1941, was close to the spirit of Keynes’ draft. With the German attack on 

the Soviet Union a couple of months earlier, Churchill had hoped to get a public proclamation or 

secret pledge of US entrance into the war. The Atlantic Charter’s eight points were the result of an 

initiative by Roosevelt to lay out principles for a peace which would find favour with an American 

population steeped in isolationism.
45

 They laid out a post-war framework centred around national 

self-determination, economic liberalism, freedom from want and fear, freedom of the seas, global 

economic cooperation, and the advancement of social welfare. When it came to the aggressor 

nations, the charter called for their disarmament, but also allowed them access to the world market 

on equal terms with other nations. Churchill generally did not get involved in the planning of the 

post-war treatment of Germany, but, after returning from the summit, his comments on the Charter 

focused on the repercussions of this issue. 

 

The P.M. draws attention to two points of sharp difference between this composition and 

those of 1917. Then we spoke much of a ‘war to end war’ and of a general organisation 

afterwards in which all were committed equally to disarm. On the other hand, we were full 

of ideas of making the Germans pay enormous reparations and of impoverishing them by 

seizing their trade. Now we all look at things differently. We must disarm the Germans and 

their accomplices but give no undertaking, which they can afterwards exploit, that we shall 

give them within any measurable time any sort of equality as regards arm. On the contrary, 

we must take care to see that we are sufficiently strongly armed to prevent any repetition, in 

Europe or the world, of these catastrophes. On the other hand, we now take the view that 

impoverished nations are bound to be bad neighbours, and we wish to see everyone 

prosperous, including the Germans. In short, our aim is to make Germany ‘fat but 
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impotent’.
46

 

 

For Churchill, however, the Charter’s proclamation of the right to self-determination had two major 

caveats. He had obtained an oral agreement that this right was not to apply to the British Empire. 

Churchill also brought up an idea that he held on to stubbornly for most of the war. He proposed 

breaking Germany into two parts: the southern Catholic one would form a Danubian confederacy 

with Austria and Hungary. Although Churchill saw the Charter mainly as a public relations tool, it 

had a large influence both on the British public debate and on subsequent policy planning.  

 Both the British non-policy on reparations and the limitations on territorial changes 

mentioned in the Atlantic Treaty were challenged during Eden’s first visit to Stalin after Germany’s 

attack on the Soviet Union at the end of December 1941. Stalin, to Eden’s surprise, laid out a 

surprisingly complete list of Russian peace aims. He proposed a programme of territorial changes in 

Eastern and Central Europe, the most important being a return to the Soviet borders before the 

German attack, the separation from Germany of the Rhineland, or at least the Ruhr, and possibly 

Bavaria, and an independent Austria. Stalin spent most of the visit trying to get Eden to support   

Soviet Union’s postwar borders being based on it's 1941 borders, instead of the pre-war borders. 

After determined stalling by Eden, Stalin finally abandoned this position and signed the Atlantic 

Charter as well as an alliance agreement. Eden defended himself by refering to the commitments 

made by the Charter and the constitutional limits on his authority to sign treaties. Their exchange on 

what to do about Germany after the war shows how British government thinking went beyond 

keeping the Germans “fat but impotent”. While emphasising the early state of British planning on 

how to best keep Germany under control and that he could therefore only talk about his views as an 

individual minister, Eden said that the British government was also looking into separating Bavaria 

and the Rhineland, especially if the separation could be accomplished “from within.” On the issue 

of reparations, the two found an unexpected degree of common ground, showing how close the 

issue of restitution was to material reparations. 

 

So far as reparations are concerned, from our experience of the last war I am sure we should 

be against any money reparations, but the question of the restitution of goods taken away by 

Germany from occupied territories is, of course, an altogether different question.  

M. S T A L I N: We, too, prefer restitution in kind. 

MR. EDEN: We found after the last war that the Germans borrowed a great deal of money 

which they used to set up new industries, &c, and that in the result it did us more harm than 

good. 

M. S T A L I N: I fully agree; money reparations are no good. The best thing to do is to 
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deprive Germany and Italy of their best machine tools for the benefit of the countries they 

have occupied. 

MR. EDEN: Exactly. Why should not Germany give you these machine tools in order to 

reconstitute-your industries which they have destroyed? That is the kind of question we 

 might explore further.
47

 

 

P. A. Baggaley has claimed in his thesis on the origins of the Allied reparations policy towards 

Germany that this was a sign of how Stalin used enquiries about their views to manoeuvre his allies 

into “more extensive, usually harsher policies”; in this case, by getting Eden to agree to an 

expansion from an almost insignificant amount of restitution of specific items to reparations made 

up of machinery in general.
48

 Baggaley fails to mention that Eden made clear that these were only 

his opinions and that, immediately after agreeing to what admittedly would be an expansion of the 

term ‘restitution’ far beyond its original meaning, he said that these questions were of the type that 

should be discussed along with the US. Given that this point, along with a proposed offensive in 

northern Norway, were the only areas where Eden agreed with a proposal given by Stalin, it seems 

more likely that this was an area where the British were willing to go further and where they would 

not mind the Soviet Union leading the charge in discussions with the US. 

 Another related issue is the use of the term ‘reparations’ itself. Up until the end of the war, 

the British government saw the term as tainted with the memory of Versailles and sought to use 

other terms like ‘restitution’, ‘removal’, ‘confiscation’, etc.
49

 Only later would British planners give 

restitution the narrow definition to which Baggaley refers. Given the fluidity of the concept of 

‘restitution’, it is not clear if Stalin’s views went further than Eden’s at all. Further complicating the 

issue, the issue might be one of translation:  reparations and restitution were seen as synonymous in 

Russian.
.50

 

 Apart from the demands from countries that had been looted and ravaged by German forces, 

another major problem was soon raised about Churchill’s “fat but impotent” policy towards 

Germany. Kingsley Martin, the influential editor of the New Statesman, attacked the Atlantic 

Charter for repeating the mistakes of the past:  

 

We all agree that Germany must be disarmed, and all but those afflicted with Vansittartitis 

see the folly of talking as if any measures could prevent Germany from being the central 
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market of Europe. But to leave the matter there is not, as Mr. Churchill seemed to think, to 

correct the mistakes of the last Peace, but to repeat them. We did disarm Germany very 

effectively in 1919 and Britain and France remained fully armed. We were strong enough to 

do anything we liked to Germany up to 1936. True, our practical business men talked about 

destroying Germany as a competitor in 1917, but after the war they soon wanted Germany 

back as a market. Therefore, apart from the folly of reparations, Mr. Churchill’s present 

proposals were in effect carried out in 1919. Should we this time any more than last time 

want to maintain a situation in which we spent our substance on armaments, while Germany, 

relieved of the burden of this monstrous waste, developed economically and, incidentally, 

built up the basis of another war potential? As it stands Mr. Churchill proposes that Germany 

should have the butter and we the guns.
51

 

 

Martin, a leading voice among British left liberals, was a friend of Keynes.
52 

As we shall see, one of 

the key aspects of British reparations planning up until the autumn of 1944 was Keynes’ ideas on 

how to deal with this conundrum. 

 

Dalton and economic security 

Planning for the post-war treatment of Germany started in earnest when Hugh Dalton, recently 

promoted to president of the Board of Trade, published a memorandum on 28 August 1942 on 

German reparations. Dalton, the most hard-line Vansittartist in the government, had already made 

his opinion known before he got the job, that “the paradoxical conclusion that the aggressor should 

be free from all obligation to pay damages to his victims’ had to be avoided.”
53

 Dalton turned 

Keynes’ logic on its head. Instead of trying to counter German economic propaganda by offering an 

even fairer deal, Dalton suggested a committee to draw up a plausible plan for how Germany would 

deal with Britain if the war was lost. The plan should then be turned around into a British policy for 

Germany, taking into account the interests of Britain’s allies. Reparations were not a question only 

of economics, Dalton concluded, but also had moral and political aspects. The moral limits on 

reparations were non-existent, given Germany’s criminal warfare. As for the political aspects, 

countries occupied or attacked by the Germans would expect “solid compensation for the 

unspeakable mistreatment” at the hands of the German war machine; like Kingsley Martin, he 

stated that the British needed at least to be compensated for the occupation costs in Germany. He 

then attacked the Keynesian notion that reparations would inevitably be counterproductive and 

raised the thorny issue of security. If reparations were to be discounted completely as a post-war 

policy, the German economy would in effect benefit from the war, as countries which had had their 
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industries destroyed by Germany would be forced to pay Germans for the new machinery needed. 

Even handing over machine tools as reparations from current production would tie European 

producers to German suppliers. 

 

The only answer is that German economic dominance on the continent must be deliberately 

prevented. […] British export prospects would, I judge, be brighter in a Europe in which 

Germany was largely disindustrialised while other States, particularly in Eastern Europe, 

were industrialised. And there are other reasons why we should disindustrialise Germany 

and industrialise some of her neighbours. This would give a better balance of war potential 

in Europe; otherwise we shall have, not only the direct danger of a much higher war 

potential in Germany than in the surrounding countries, but also the inconvenient situation 

that the Germans, to whom arms are forbidden, will be a principal source of supply to those 

entitled to possess them.
54

 

 

Dalton did not use the term “economic security” in his memo. But the logic of his argument, if not 

the extent to which he was willing to take it, would find it's way into later government studies, 

under the term economic security. The logic of economic security was to be a cornerstone in British 

dismantling policy until the end of 1949. The duty of Britain to balance this economic power if 

Germany was to be stopped from ever again threatening the peace would be a cornerstone of British 

reparations policy, even though his views on how reparations were to be extracted were discussed 

and eventually largely abandoned in the Malkin committee.  

 Apart from German competition with the British on the export market, there were two main 

security problems with the German economy: it’s size compared to its European neighbours and the 

strength of its heavy- and war-supporting industries. Both made it possible for Germany to follow 

an autarkic trade policy, which could quickly be turned towards producing armaments. Economic 

security was the term used by British planners on the multi-layered policies they adopted to weaken 

and control the German economy in the post-war years. 

 

The Malkin committee 

The committee Dalton suggested was set up in November 1942 and included representatives of the 

Treasury, Foreign Office, Board of Trade, Admiralty, and the Economic Section of the Cabinet 

Secretariat. Formally known as the Committee of Reparations and Economic Security, it would be 

known as the Malkin committee, after its chairman, the Foreign Office legal adviser Herbert 

William Malkin. It was the first thorough planning body for a post-war treatment of Germany 

among the Allies.  

                                                 
54

 “Reparations - Memorandum by the President of the Board of Trade” 28/8/42, NA T 230/121, 33-34. 



54 

 The leading member was Keynes. Dalton opposed the appointment of Keynes to the 

committee due to “his attitude in Economic Consequences, in which, I point out, he not only 

showed much disloyalty to his political chiefs of that day, but grossly exaggerated the German 

case.”
55

 Talking to Kingsley Wood, the chancellor of the exchequer, about the appointment, Dalton 

made it clear that while it was Wood’s prerogative to name the Treasury members of the committee, 

he hoped Wood would “rub into Keynes the need to weaken Germany so much that she will be 

industrially unable to repeat her crimes in future.” Wood promised to do so.
56 

 
While Keynes got the warning, he was not the Germanophile Dalton supposed him to be. 

His view was that any harsh economic settlement imposed on Germany was bound to have adverse 

effects on the rest of the European economy, given Germany’s centrality. This would also hurt the 

British export economy. However, Keynes was not against a reparations programme per se, even 

one based on financial reparations. He had already advised in late 1941 that “[t]he chief thing that 

matters is that Ministers should not suppose that the chief thing that matters is to avoid the mistakes 

made last time.”
57

 While he was troubled by the security aspects of Germany’s economic position in 

Europe, he thought less of Dalton’s solution. Damning Dalton’s memorandum with faint praise, he 

referred to it as “... interesting and deserves careful thought, since, whether it is right or wrong, it 

represents a point of view which is likely to be widely held. [But] Mr Dalton much under-estimates, 

in my opinion, the difficulty of the dilemma between ruining Germany and milking her.” As for the 

British economy, already struggling under the cost of the war, Keynes emphasised that national 

economic interests also had to be taken into account: “it does not seem likely that this country 

would benefit financially either under the proposals of the Treasury memorandum or under those of 

Mr Dalton. But perhaps this is not his intention.”
58

 

 Keynes also had strong objections to Churchill’s “fat and impotent” strategy for the same 

reasons as Kingsley Martin, although he changed his opinion during the Malkin committee 

meetings and supported Churchill’s call for dismemberment.
59

 Keynes’ view was that Germany 

would not only have to pay for the cost of the troops occupying the country while it was 

demilitarised, but also for the opportunity costs of other nations who had to spend resources on 

defence while Germany was obliged to stay demilitarised. He calculated the expected benefit for the 

German economy from demilitarisation and having external powers occupy it, coming to the 
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conclusion that “it is not far from our total budgetary expenditure on the social services, education, 

housing, agriculture and trade.”
60

 

 To avoid the problems of collecting the financial reparations that had marred the Versailles 

treaty, Keynes proposed that German exports were to be handled in a special account in his 

proposed clearing union. German exports would be paid for to the clearing union, which would 

withhold a certain fraction to be paid to the countries upholding the peace. German exporters would 

be paid for in full by the German government, which would receive payment from the clearance 

union and then finance the remainder from their own budget. In this framework, German 

compliance to Allied peace terms could be enforced by raising or lowering the fraction of exports 

being taxed by the clearance union. Apart from this framework, which was closely tied to Keynes’ 

concept of a global post-war economic order, he also proposed “restitution and physical reparation 

in kind and in labour services” and limits to German import impediments. Such a system would, 

according to Keynes, be beneficial to the UK, no matter what policy Germany took relating to their 

exports. “If Germany is thereby discouraged from developing a large volume of exports, we are 

relieved of a serious competitor. If she is not discouraged, we receive a useful contribution towards 

our adverse balance of payment.”
61

 Keynes also proposed this as a usable framework for reparations 

payments from Italy and Japan. It was a form of reparations that would not only assist in the goal of 

economic security by taxing German exports to pay for the cost of keeping arms against her, but 

would also be the type of reparations that would benefit Britain vis-à-vis the other Allies the most. 

Britain’s projected security commitments after the war and her struggling economy would benefit 

more from this than powers with a stronger economic base (the United States), more legitimate 

claims to large reparations for war damages (the USSR), or smaller security commitments (the 

smaller allies). 

 While Keynes’ ideas on extracting financial reparations would be one of the primary 

methods for attaining economic security and extracting reparations in the final report of the Malkin 

committee, it was not viewed in itself as adequate security against further aggression from 

Germany. Keynes himself recommended Paul Einzig’s ideas about dismantling as an interesting 

proposal if the committee wanted to work with “more vindictive ideas”.
62

 Paul Einzig, one of 

Britain’s most pre-eminent financial journalists with a PhD in economics, had proposed “A Plan for 

Germany's Economic Disarmament” both in the Economic Journal and in a book. Einzig attacked 

the Versailles treaty for its focus on military disarmament. For effective security against renewed 
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German aggression, it was imperative that the Allies also focus on economic disarmament. While 

this disarmament should not impoverish the Germans, it was vital to break European dependence on 

Germany and make the country reliant on imports from overseas. Such dependence would be a 

strong deterrent against future German aggression, as she could be successfully blockaded by Allied 

countries. The most important part of Einzig’s plan was the dismantling of those industries which 

made German warfare possible. Einzig dismissed total de-industrialisation as inhumane and 

contrary to the Atlantic Charter. However, the whole-scale destruction of the armaments industry, 

including the factory buildings and supporting infrastructure like power plants and the engineering 

industry, was not only justified but imperative. His most important point was the stamping out of 

the German machine tool industry so as to make Germany dependent on the outside world for their 

machinery, which would thus make it impossible for her to rebuild the armaments industry secretly. 

Einzig saw his views as relatively moderate, an “intermediate solution between ruthless 

extermination and futile appeasement”.
63

 Einzig was the first one to propose an overall reparations 

policy with dismantling as its central tenet.  

 The public debate on neutering the German ability to wage war found its way into 

government planning through the Foreign Research and Press Service (FRPS), a Foreign Office 

think tank at Chatham House led by Arnold Toynbee. The issue was explored in a memo on 

“Disarmament and the Control of Armaments Potential” in September 1941. This referred to Einzig 

and an article in The Times which suggested a general reduction in the level of heavy industry: “the 

key to disarmament lies not primarily in the destruction or confiscation of armaments, necessary 

though this may be in some degree, but in the control of what used to be called “war potential”, that 

is to say, of heavy industry and of vital raw materials. Disarmament thus becomes an economic 

rather than a strictly military problem, whose solution must be sought through policies of economic 

organisation.”
64

 

 Although the memo found limiting war potential beyond destruction of the armaments 

industry difficult and proposed stricter controls of German industry instead of reduction of capacity, 

the report was a succinct examination of the issue of war potential and its connection to the general 

economy. Its logic would serve as the foundation of later British planning on economic security. 

There were two capacities that were the foundations of war potential. The first was the capacity to 

supply food and essentials of life to the population during war while the second was the capacity to 

produce weapons. While few countries were incapable of supporting their population at some level 
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during a war, the capacity to produce armaments was essentially a marker of Great Power status, 

dependent as it was on sophisticated and large-scale forms of industrial production and access to 

immense supplies of raw materials. 

 Attlee was probably influenced by Einzig's thinking and Eden's conversation with Stalin 

when he, in a conversation with Dalton in November 1942, stated that “he would take away all 

machine tools from Germany and distribute them among her victims, Poles Czechs, Russians, 

etc.
”65

 This suggestion to completely deindustrialise Germany was so hopelessly impractical and 

draconian that one suspects Attlee meant the removal of the German machine tools industry as 

Einzig had suggested. However, it does show how attitudes towards Germany had hardened during 

the war. This was both the result of an intensified popular revulsion against the atrocities committed 

by the Germans reported in the British press and a radicalisation of views among many of the 

ministers in the Cabinet. When it came to the post-war treatment of Germany, these sentiments 

reached a tipping point with Roosevelt’s declaration that unconditional surrender was to be the 

Allied war aim at the Casablanca conference in January 1943. With the decision that peace terms 

were to be imposed on the Germans, German sentiments were very much a secondary concern in 

the planning for the peace, which now focused on creating a post-war order in which Germany 

would not be able to again threaten world peace. 

 The Malkin committee became a melting pot for all the different views on how to balance 

the need for reparations with security after the war: its final report reflected this. All the policies 

that would later be applied to Germany by the Allied powers were either included in its final report 

or discussed extensively during committee meetings. Given that an overall political position on how 

to handle Germany after the war, including the fundamental question of whether Germany would be 

unified with certain border adjustments or dismembered into several smaller states, were still to be 

defined, the report had to rely on a series of assumptions about post-war Germany. The report 

assumed that Germany would be treated as a unitary state and that the Atlantic Charter’s 

proclamation of a demilitarised but economically prosperous Germany would be honoured by the 

Allies.  

 Based on this, the report ruled out a total deindustrialisation of Germany or other far-

reaching measures which went beyond the need to ensure that the country would not again wage an 

aggressive war. The total amount of compensation demanded from Germany would be decided 

based on what could be extracted once the desired level of German standard of living had been set. 

“... [I]t would be manifestly unfair to ensure that the German standard of living is maintained at a 
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higher level than that of countries she has overrun”, but it should also not be so reduced that it could 

be seen as a breach of the Atlantic Charter.
66

An unspoken assumption both of this report and of all 

other policy work on the post-war treatment of Germany up until late 1944 was that the country 

would have a functional government after the war on which the Allies could enforce their views. 

Given these constraints and the needs of Allied countries, the report suggested a basket of different 

approaches to reparations and economic security. There were four main categories of claims on 

Germany according to the report: restitution, reparation, contribution to peacekeeping, and pre-war 

claims. 

 The report defined restitution rather conservatively, but advised that everything in this 

category should be restored in full.
67

 Given that restitution had been defined so narrowly, the report 

foresaw that the claims for reparations for damages caused by war would be enormous. Even 

though it confined the claims to reparations to “the loss of non-military property, movable and 

immoveable, directly caused by the enemy in the course of military operations”, the claims 

expected by Allied governments would clearly be far too large for Germany to repay in full. Also, it 

was impossible to know how much Germany could afford to pay without lowering her standard of 

living below the acceptable limit. Countries would therefore be given no promise of an absolute 

sum of the total reparations, “but of percentages of the compensation obtained from Germany” 

based on what justified claims they could submit to an inter-allied reconstruction commission.
68

 

 Reparations were to be extracted from: “(i) Once-for-all deliveries of financial or capital 

assets, including gold. [primarily by confiscating German private and public assets in Allied 

countries] (ii) Once-for-all deliveries of materials, raw or manufactured, out of stock. (iii) Annual 

deliveries in kind from current output. (iv) The performance of tasks in Allied territory by organised 

German labour. (v) The services of labourers not organised for special tasks to be made available 

outside of Germany.”
69

 Deliveries in kind could be by one-time deliveries from German stocks of 

“(i) Machine tools, the equipment of factories, mines, etc., and agricultural implements. (ii) Ships, 

inland water transport, railway rolling stock and motor transport. (iii) Any stock of raw materials in 

excess of normal peacetime working stocks. (iv) Livestock.” Deliveries of machine tools would be 

from the armaments industry and a limited group of industries which supplied vital materials to the 

armaments industry, which were therefore also of importance to economic security. 
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 Reparations in the form of labour (“...what may be regarded as amounting in effect to a form 

of forced labour for a term of years”) were to be drawn from the Nazi apparatus and the German 

armed forces. This was explicitly tied to the issue of security, as it would lower German 

unemployment in the immediate aftermath of the war, keep militant elements among the Germans 

out of the country, make the re-education of the German population easier, and lower the birth 

rate.
70

 

 The issue of economic security had been discussed at length by the committee. Six methods 

towards this goal were mentioned in the committee’s briefs. In a report given by the Ministry of 

Economic Warfare, these were: “dismemberment of Germany – severance of parts of Germany 

from the Reich (truncation) – control of Germany's economy. - enforced dependence of German 

economy on overseas supplies – destruction or removal of industrial plants. - strengthening of non-

German Europe.” It suggested that “the destruction or removal of industrial plants during the period 

of military occupation is the most effective weapon available for modifying Germany's economy. 

Its effect may long outlast the occupation and in some circumstances may be prolonged 

indefinitely.”
71

 This would weaken the German capacity for war and open up the possibility of 

Britain taking over German export markets. However, this had to be weighed against a possible 

drop in European trade and the creation of unrest in Germany. It was therefore “of high importance 

to our security that the economic way of life which our action imposes on Germany, however hard 

and rigorous it be, shall so far as possible be stable, definite and assured; and one which her rulers 

can accept as the basis for their activities, without necessarily forfeiting the respect of the 

governed.”
72

 

 In reviewing these methods, the final Malkin report was rather minimalist in its 

recommendations. The report concluded that, given that any economic security measure had to act 

over the long term to be effective, there was a limit on how far these restrictions could go. Policies 

were therefore limited to “controls from outside Germany, or be of a kind to appeal to public 

opinion as being so thoroughly justifiable and as interfering as little with the normal economic life 

of Germany that there would be no difficulty in setting on foot measures of sanction if 

infringements took place.”
73

 This excluded draconian de-industrialisation policies against Germany, 

such as the Einzig plan. Apart from the total removal and destruction of the armaments and aircraft 

industries, the plan only recommended the removal of the artificial oil industry. The strongest 

measure recommended was the truncation of German territory by secession of all or some of the 
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territories of the Saar, Upper Silesia, East Prussia, and Austria. Germany was also to commit to 

abandoning all policies of autarky, to report all imports of strategic resources, and be banned from 

stockpiling more than six months supplies of these materials.  

  Due to the limit of what Germany could be expected to pay without unduly reducing her 

economic output, these diverse approaches to reparations were not expected to amount to more than 

“$4 billion at 1938 prices, or possibly $6 billion at the level of prices prevailing after the war.”
74

 

This number was based on the principle that justice entailed that the German standard of living 

should not be higher than in the countries Germany had attacked, but that it should not be lowered 

to a level inconsistent with the Atlantic Charter or one that threatened its peaceful rebuilding. To 

ensure the resolve of the Allies and to avoid adverse effects on German public opinion, the report 

recommended that payment of reparations and disarmament be finished within the first five years 

after the end of the war and forced labour after three. 

 The four to six billion dollars did not include the cost of restitution, the provision of the 

occupying troops in Germany, or Keynes’ idea for a permanent levy on German exports. Keynes’ 

framework was adopted in the committee’s recommendations with only minor alterations. The 

reference to his clearing union was replaced by “an international institution”, the payments were 

only to start after the five year period of material reparations, and the percentage of German exports 

to be retained would be based not on compliance with Allied policies, but on the size of the exports:  

 

It is not possible to predict how much money this would yield. In a good year such as 1928 

German exports were valued at about £ m1,000. In a bad year such as 1935 they fell below £ 

m300. In 1938 they were about £m350. At post-war prices one would expect them not to fall 

below £ m500, and with a revival of world trade they might well recover to £ m1,000. [...] 

the annual charge, whilst falling short of this, might in favourable circumstances reach £ 

m200 or even more. […] The actual method suggested is particularly convenient to our 

interests for the following reason..
75

 

 

The incentives built into this scheme, both for Allied governments to continue to keep Germany 

occupied and demilitarised and its effect on German exports and government expenditure, meant 

that it was seen as the most significant of the proposals on how to make Germany pay for the war. 

Given the British government’s preference for keeping Germany disarmed for the foreseeable 

future, Keynes’ scheme would have dwarfed direct reparations in value. 

 The report was presented to the Cabinet on 29 September 1943. Eden interjected that the 

decision on whether to dismember Germany had still not been taken, and that a paper on the 
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question was being prepared by the Foreign Office. “The most forceful criticism came from 

Cherwell and Selborne (Minister of Economic Warfare), both of whom insisted that Britain should 

take over Germany's export markets, for instance in steel and machine tools.”
76

 

 As mentioned earlier, Keynes’ proposal was in part driven by the need to find a reparations 

policy in which Britain would benefit instead of suffer. While this was never mentioned in the final 

report, it was a theme of some importance during the deliberations of the committee. An aggressive 

de-industrialisation policy was rejected partly based on the effect it would have on British foreign 

trade and the limited amount of machinery that would be earmarked for Britain based on the 

estimated claims of other allies. These considerations about Britain’s own economic interests in 

German reparations would only grow as the war continued and the cost of the war increased. 

Keynes’ ideas would not seriously be discussed by the Cabinet, but would be reiterated again by 

later British planners until the Morgenthau intervention into post-war planning in the autumn of 

1944.  

 While it is hardly surprising that Dalton’s suggestion of turning a German post-war plan for 

exploitation around on the Germans was not followed to the letter, the proposals for direct 

reparations from Germany were all based on what the British knew the Germans were already doing 

in their occupied areas. While there were discussions about weighing the different reparations 

categories and the ultimate size of reparations against each other, the conclusions by the Malkin 

committee would not only be taken up with few changes in later British policy discussions, but 

would also influence both US and Soviet policy, whose planning was not as advanced at this stage.  

 Keynes himself briefed the US Department of State on the report even before it was 

discussed by the British Cabinet: State Department planners considered dropping their reparations 

policy completely and adopting the Malkin report as a starting point instead.
77

 Ivan Maisky, the 

Soviet ambassador in London, was recalled at the end of 1943 to head the first Soviet committee to 

work seriously on these issues. With his contacts in the British political leadership and his 

experience of the very public British debate about how to treat Germany, he was the perfect man for 

the job of fitting Soviet interests within the framework of the Western Allies. The Soviet and 

American views before the Morgenthau turn in late 1944 perfectly fitted both their economical 

interests and their ideological backgrounds. The Soviet Union, with its central planning, limited 

foreign trade, and massive war time damages, sought the maximum amount of reparations in 

machinery, finished products, and forced labour they could extract, explored a possible 
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dismemberment of the country, and wanted a long occupation. The American Department of State, 

with their modern industry and interest in ending the European protectionism built up during the 

Great Depression, wanted a limited amount of reparations and an end to German autarkic policies. 

In the tradition of Norman Angell, the State Department planners saw economic interdependence as 

a deterrent against war. The Soviet Union and the United States also had obvious differences in the 

extent to which they were willing to extract reparations from the Germans in terms of the expected 

response by the Germans themselves. Radical policies, as long as they were based on Allied 

agreement, would, according to Marxist-Leninist doctrine, at the very least help sow dissent 

between the capitalist powers; at most, they would lay the foundation for a communist revolution in 

Germany. State Department planners feared the same. British views and interests when it came to 

the German question were more contested. On the policy planning level, this was exacerbated by 

the wartime coalition between the Conservatives and the Labour party. 

 Both the public and government debate moved in late 1942 and through 1943 from 

discussing the nature of the German threat to debating about how to neuter it. There was a wealth of 

different opinions, from the forced sterilisation of all Germans to a negotiated peace with Nazi 

Germany. The main focus of discussion was of course far from these extremes; even though 

opinions towards Germany had noticeably hardened, there was a significant amount of common 

ground between conservatives, socialists, and liberals. The question of reparations would not be 

seriously debated at Cabinet level again before the start of 1944. After a recommendation from the 

chiefs of staff, the Cabinet decided on a full occupation of Germany for a significant amount of 

time and proposed dividing the country into three occupation zones.
78

 To fit the issues of 

reparations and economic security into this new framework, the official committee dealing with the 

economic aspects of post-war Germany and Europe, the Economic and Industrial Planning Staff 

(EIPS), were asked to reappraise the Malkin report. In the meantime, however, the latent debate on 

whether to divide Germany or to keep it unified flared up. 

 

The Tehran conference and a Germany divided 

At the Tehran conference of November and December 1943, Churchill delineated a plan for the 

post-war treatment of Germany that was closer to Vansittart’s than to the deliberations of his own 

Cabinet.
.79

 The general staff should be abolished, no aviation of any kind was to be allowed, and “a 
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number of other measures of control such as constant supervision over such industries as might be 

left to Germany and territorial dismemberment of the Reich.” While the German people as well as 

their leaders were deemed responsible for the war, they could atone through “a generation of self-

sacrificing, toil and education”.
80

 This was partially opposed to the main focus of ministerial 

discussions, which were on demilitarisation, decentralisation, dismemberment, and dismantling.
81

  

 Stalin dismissed Churchill and his optimistic view about the possibility of reforming the 

Germans: “as evidence of the fundamental German devotion to legality he cited the occasion in 

1907 when he was in Leipzig when 200 German workers failed to appear at an important mass 

meeting because there was no controller at the station platform to punch their tickets which would 

permit them to leave the station.”
82

 Although pushing Churchill and Roosevelt for their ideas about 

the post-war treatment of Germany, Stalin proposed no ideas himself, except Allied possession of 

strategic points around Germany and the summary execution of 50,000 to 100,000 German military 

officers. Roosevelt jokingly suggested 49,000, while Churchill strongly protested.
83

 

 Nothing came of the discussions on the post-war treatment of Germany, except for the 

agreement to dismember Germany into smaller states and to look into moving the German-Polish 

border to the Oder. Both issues were to be discussed by a European Advisory Council (EAC), which 

would also work out the instruments of surrender for European enemy countries and the structure of 

the occupation apparatus. Churchill raised his plan to separate “Prussia, the evil core of German 

militarism” from the rest of Germany and possibly to “detach Bavaria, Baden, Wurtemburg [sic] 

and the Palatinate from the rest of Germany and make them part of the Confederation of the 

Danube.” Roosevelt suggested the creation five German states and international control over Ruhr, 

Saar, the Kiel Canal, and Hamburg. Stalin rejected Churchill’s ideas and said that Roosevelt's did 

not go far enough, but that of the two he supported the President.
84

 

  At a meeting of the Armistice and Post-War Committee (APW) in July 1944, of which 

Attlee was chairman, the question of dividing up Germany came to the fore in a longer argument 

about British goals in Germany in general. There were no strong opponents and several strong 

supporters of dividing up Germany in the government, but the technical details of how to 

accomplish it were daunting. The discussion ended without agreement, falling back on Cadogan’s 
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instruction that “it was our accepted policy to promote separatist tendencies but not to impose 

them” and the explanation of Sir William Strang, the British representative at the EAC, that the 

occupation zones “had been demarcated as to permit dismemberment”.
85

 

 While the disagreement on whether to split up Germany into several states was not divided 

along party lines, the wider debate on British goals in Germany was much more clearly a conflict 

between Labour and Conservative views. Prior to this meeting, Attlee had written a memorandum 

attacking the general gist of the planning papers being produced on Germany: 

 

It is universally agreed that the object of occupying Germany is to ensure that by no possible 

means shall Germany re-emerge in the foreseeable future as a menace to peace and security. 

[…] The point at issue is which should be the dominant note in that policy and those 

directives. Should it be:-  (a) that subject to the disarmament and demilitarisation of 

Germany, the restoration of normal, orderly and organised life in Germany should be 

brought about as quickly as possible and that Germany should be provided with food and 

facilities for economic, commercial and industrial revival; or should it be – (b) that at all 

costs Nazi influence and the German warlike cult should be utterly rooted out, even if the 

result at first is that Germany will feel the full impact of military defeat, including loss of 

territory, influx of transferred populations, political and economic turmoil and so on.  

 

4. I think it would be fair to say that the papers now coming before the Committee are all 

based on the first hypothesis. There seem to be three reasons for this:- (a) There is a desire 

that Germany should be quickly revived so as to be able to furnish reparations. (b) It is held 

that as far as possible Germany should be retained as a going concern so that the occupying 

authorities will have as little trouble as possible and will require the minimum of forces to 

maintain order. (c) The economic revival of Germany is thought to be an essential feature of 

general European economic welfare.
86

 

 

According to Attlee, reason (b) was clearly the most prominent. Two directives on dissolving Nazi 

organisations and restructuring the police both considered it essential to retain certain elements of 

the Nazi power apparatus “so as to avoid the possibility of chaos.” Not only would the retention of 

certain elements of the Nazi power structure be totally unacceptable to both the Allies and public 

opinion, it would also repeat one of the major mistakes made after the First World War. By focusing 

on stability over change in Germany, the Allies allowed the militant elements to survive, first in 

hiding and then out in the open. The policy being developed would trade long-term security for 

short-term gains. Instead, “the criterion that should properly be applied in these matters is, I 

suggest, not how hardly will a particular course of action bear upon Germany, but how far can we 

go in the direction of achieving our desiderata in Germany without serious embarrassment or injury 
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to ourselves.”
87

 The problem was, as most of the Labour party saw it, the German elites: 

 

Apart from the Nazis, the two enduring factors in German national life for the past fifty 

years have been the Prussian military land-owning caste, and the controllers of German 

heavy industry who looked to war or the apprehension of war to provide them with orders. 

In my view, we should before restoring any self-government to Germany deal drastically 

with the former. The taking away of East Prussia will help in this. We should not allow the 

heavy industries to remain in the hands of their present owners. Plans should be worked out 

for the plant and workers to be employed under international control for the rehabilitation of 

devastated Europe. We must render safe the economic power which has made aggression 

possible for the military.
88

 

 

The revolution the Labour left had hoped for among the Germans was, in other words, to be given 

by the occupiers. Attlee had little belief in the possibility that the Allies would manage to instil a 

profound cultural change among Germans without a major change in the power structures of the 

country. There would simply not be enough time to do it: “the only alternative to a policy which 

shatters the German power from top to bottom is a prolonged occupation for, say, 30 years, and a 

drastic education policy. It is a forlorn hope to imagine that either America or Great Britain will be 

prepared for this or would have the necessary toughness in peace time to carry it through.”
89

 

 In his reply to Attlee, Eden more or less confirmed that he saw the focus as being on 

stability over change in Germany, precisely because this would allow the occupiers to keep a steady 

course over a longer period of time, giving Germany time to change under Allied tutelage. 

Therefore it was not the first years of the occupation that were the most vital in countering the 

German threat, but the later years: “if conditions are made, as a result of Allied action, more 

horrible than our objectives necessitate, opinion in this country and still more in the United States 

may swing very quickly and become such as to render a firm policy impracticable after a few years. 

But it is in the later years rather than the earlier that will count from the point of view of security.”
90

 

The objectives he saw as important in Germany were: 

 

(a) To demilitarise Germany; (b) To eradicate National Socialism; and (c) To extract the 
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maximum amount of goods and services out of Germany for the general purpose of 

reconstruction. [...] The question at issue seems to be whether these aims are more likely to 

be promoted or frustrated by economic turmoil. Clearly no question arises under point (c). 

Germany in turmoil would produce no goods or services for the United Nations. […] Under 

point (b) the issue is more disputable. It may be argued that only a real revolution will lead 

to the overthrow and disappearance of those elements which in the past have made for 

Prussian militarism. On the other hand I am personally inclined to think that out of chaos 

evil is more likely to emerge than good. It must not be forgotten that the great depression 

was one of the main factors in the growth of the Nazi Party, and we do not wish to destroy 

the Nazis only to put something equally evil in their place.
91

 

 

As we can see, this debate was a restatement of the major lines of the public debate on the German 

problem discussed earlier in the chapter. The reason why this debate flared up in a Cabinet 

committee at this point was the fact that these two distinct and partly contradictory lines towards 

Germany had spread to government planning. With their responsibility for post-war economic 

planning, the Labour ministers in government, supported by prominent economists, focused on the 

economic power of Germany in Europe and conservative elites within Germany, and how to break 

these powers so as to render Germany structurally unable to wage another war. As Dalton had 

already made clear to the Malkin committee in December 1942, “economic security, for us, matters 

most”
92

 Keynes’ export tax idea, along with the proposal to ban and limit selected industries, had 

been the principal means to accomplish this in the Malkin committee. By 1944, the plans had 

moved even further towards hard limits on German capacity over taxation and control. The Labour 

ministers wanted a radical break with the past in the immediate post-war period, where the old 

power structures would be radically altered and a new, healthy German system could be built from 

the grassroots up. 

 Outside of the economic field, these ideas had little influence on the planning committees 

working on the wider problems of occupation, principally the ACAO (Official Committee on 

Armistice Terms and Civil Administration) and the PHP (Post-Hostilities Planning Subcommittee of 

the Chiefs of Staff), which supplied the British delegation at the European Advisory Commission 

with most of their position papers. In these reports, which focused on the structure of the military 

occupation and how to effect the goals of denazification, demilitarisation, re-education, 

administrative reform, and control over the German media and communications, the colonial 

principle of indirect rule was to be applied.
93

 The goal was to accomplish the maximum amount of 

Allied control with the minimum of manpower needed to attain maximum stability. 
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 There were thoroughly practical reasons why indirect rule had, almost by default, become 

the governing principle to be applied to Germany. Keeping the governing apparatus while removing 

some of the most unsavoury elements within it had been a cost-effective and relatively successful 

way of keeping the liberated territories in North Africa and Italy running while the Allies focused 

on fighting the Germans. What Attlee objected to, and what the Labour party ministers in the APW 

committee objected to in the debate that followed, was the single-minded focus on a minimalist 

approach to indirect rule that was evident in the planning. 

 Indirect rule as a governing approach had its origin in the British control over the internally 

self-ruled princely states of India. It developed into a general philosophy of rule under Lord Cromer 

in Egypt and especially under Lord Lugard as a governor of Northern Nigeria. The latter wrote 

extensively about this form of rule, most famously in his The Dual Mandate in British Tropical 

Africa.
94

 Seen at the time in opposition to the French colonial policy of cultural and political 

assimilation and to the troubled record of British settler colonialism, it aimed to safeguard local 

cultures under British rule and to guide them towards civilisation and self-governance while 

maintaining external military control and, in many instances, control over taxation.
95

 Vansittart and 

Eden’s conception of a prolonged re-education of the Germans under Allied tutelage while ensuring 

stability and enforcing German material reparations to the countries they had devastated was 

remarkably similar to Lord Lugard’s dual mandate of civilising the natives and exploiting their 

natural resources “for the benefit of mankind”.
96

 In itself, it is not particularly surprising that the 

British were utilising what they saw as their most laudatory approach to ruling foreign peoples in 

their approach to Germany. After all, all the Allied powers drew upon their experience in this regard 

when constructing and conducting their policies in Germany. All the ruling strategies of the Allies 

were relatively benign when compared to the brutal occupation by Germany of large parts of 

Europe. However, as we shall see later, the policy of indirect rule helped to set into place a 

particular perception of the obligations between occupiers and the occupied among the British 

administrators in Germany, which would create persistent misunderstandings and tensions with the 

German elites they had put into power. At the core of this was a strong focus on maintaining the 

prestige of the occupiers in relation to the Germans. 
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 However, what the Labour ministers in government reacted to in the planning papers was 

not the logic of indirect rule per se, since the alternative of direct control of all levels of German 

administration was seen as too costly and ineffective to be contemplated. The problem was that the 

plans which had been presented to the British delegation at the EAC called for the continuance of 

the German government after surrendered, first under a very short military occupation of six 

months to a year where the Germans would be demilitarised and denazified, and then a long period 

of German central administration under an Allied High Commission.  

 To make German self-rule as effective as possible, the planners also proposed to limit the 

denazification of German administration to the very top levels and to a very limited restructuring of 

the police force. The problem for Attlee and Bevin was twofold. First, a policy of propping up a 

German central administration under Allied control would make it difficult to break up Germany 

afterwards, something that was still under discussion and to which the Foreign Office had stated a 

preference for encouraging. Secondly, given the conservative outlook of the German Beamtentum, 

such a policy would make a genuine change in the structure of German society impossible and 

maintain the reactionary forces that had helped start the war to keep their position within society. 

 When the memoranda were discussed in the APW meeting of 20 July 1944, the Labour 

ministers attacked mercilessly the focus of the policy planners on stability and cost-effectiveness 

According to Attlee, “... a certain amount of chaos and inefficiency in Germany would be inevitable 

as a result of the break up of central machine, which was essential.”
97

 The discussion then turned to 

the structure of the German occupation, where there was more cross-party agreement. Should 

Germany be administered through a central German administration, be decentralised, or broken up? 

Attlee favoured decentralisation: “if we dealt with the central government of Germany we should be 

accepting the centralised system set up by the Nazis. It would be found impossible for any central 

machine to emerge as an alternative to the Nazi State. To preserve the centralized Government 

would be to prepare for another war.” 
98

  

 Attlee lambasted the planning so far while Sir William Strang informed the ministers that if 

they “... did not desire to work through a central German Government machine, it would be 

necessary to reconstruct the policy hitherto advanced in the European Advisory Commission.” Eden 

suggested that Strang should “... advocate, in the working out of the control of Germany, all 

possible measures to promote the disruption of Germany into States. Everything should be done in 

elaborating the control machinery to assist this object from the earliest possible moment after the 

surrender.” There was general agreement on this point, and on the statement by Grigg that dealing 
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with a German government as far as having them sign the document of unconditional surrender in 

no way precluded getting rid of it afterwards.
99

 

 After the meeting, Eden realised the far-reaching consequences of the decisions taken. In a 

letter to Attlee, he informed him that the conclusions of the discussion needed to be amended before 

being approved by the War Cabinet; if the committee did not agree to this, the issue needed to be 

taken up before the War Cabinet itself.
100

 At the next meeting of the APW, it was decided to 

withdraw the conclusions Eden objected to in anticipation of reports on the economic and military 

aspects of a decision to divide Germany, as well as a report by the Foreign Office itself.
101

 The 

report by the chiefs of staff was ready in September 1944 and called for a dismemberment of 

Germany as a front against the Soviet Union.
102

 The report on the economic aspects, written by the 

EIPS, foresaw no great economic problems in dividing Germany up. The problem was a political 

one. On the political questions, the EIPS could not offer any suggestion, as  

 

... no instructions have been given us regarding the period during which it is to be assumed 

that Germany will be placed under military occupation or the way in which that occupation 

will be withdrawn or whether ‘advisers’ will remain, after the armies have gone, to ‘assist’ 

the Governments of the States: there may, it is clear, be strong arguments in favour of 

instituting in each State a system of government similar to that maintained by the British for 

a very long time in Egypt. Similarly, we have not been told whether it is the intention of the 

Allies to divide Germany in order to deliberately prevent that area from ever again 

becoming an important economic or political power or whether it is the intention that 

genuine attempts should be made to enable each State to become economically strong with a 

consequent increase in its political strength. A good deal must depend on the decisions 

which are taken on these matters.
103

 

 

Given the dread which the report from the chiefs of staff caused in the Foreign Office, it is perhaps 

not surprising that they took their time in presenting their own report on the division of Germany. 

Eden prepared a memo after the publication of the EIPS report, but withdrew it before it could be 

discussed by the Cabinet. Instead, the Foreign Office published a report in November, which took 
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up some of the ideas of the Labour ministers in the July meeting of the APW. Before the meeting 

devolved into a discussion about the possibility of dividing Germany, Bevin suggested a return to 

the federal structure of the Bismarck era, and Attlee also strongly called for a decentralisation of the 

country. Now the Foreign Office resurrected these views, proposing that the most viable way of 

weakening German central control would be German federalism along with a division of Prussia 

into smaller states.
104

 While the Foreign Office promised to accompany this paper with a report on 

division, the report never materialised before the Soviet decision to abandon dismemberment as a 

policy in March 1945 had already made the question moot. 

 

The EIPS report 

Cairncross has concluded that “there is no evidence that commercial considerations exercised a 

decisive influence on British reparations policy in 1945.”
105

 Farquharson used this as one of his key 

arguments for why British economic interests were not a factor in the dismantling struggle between 

1947 and 1950. This is at best only partially true. British commercial interests were in fact 

frequently raised in deliberations about reparations policy and the overall treatment of Germany 

during the occupation of Germany, as Carl Glatt has exhaustively documented.
106

 In 1944, British 

interests did indeed have a decisive influence on the formulation of policy, as Cairncross himself 

alludes.
107

  While it is true that this objective was not at the forefront of the minds of planners, this 

was because British reparations aims had already been set in 1944 by the EIPS, which was tasked 

with outlining British economic interests in relation to German industry as one of its objectives. 

 To aid in the work on a new government report on reparations and economic security, the 

EIPS established over a dozen working parties to study each major part of the German economy. 

These reports were written with three terms of reference: to what level should German production 

be maintained to meet the needs of liberated and Allied nations, “to consider how far we should be 

opposed to such exports on the grounds of vital British commercial interests”, and, “[t]o consider 

whether there are any objections to continued German production and what, if any, limit should be 

set to it.”
108

  

 British interests in weakening German export competition was listed as a secondary 

objective in the EIPS report on reparations and economic security, which was approved by Cabinet 
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committee in August 1944. The report, entitled “Issues Affecting the Economic Obligations to be 

Imposed on Germany”,
109

 explicitly linked itself to the Malkin report in terms of the measures to be 

taken during the occupation (paragraph 6), the measures of economic control to be extended beyond 

the occupation (paragraph 9), and in Keynes’ export tax scheme (paragraph 10). However, the EIPS 

report had a much clearer focus on economic security than the Malkin report.
110

 Economic security 

measures, “i.e., measures of elimination, restriction or control of the industrial and economic basis 

of Germany's war potential”, should be adopted “... even at considerable economic cost to Germany 

or the United Nations.” “Substantial reparations, if possible” came as a third goal, after economic 

security and the need to utilise German production in the war against Japan. In these measures, 

“regard for her standard of living should not have the final word...”
111

 

 The general idea of banning and limiting certain industries as a measure of economic 

security were now formed into clear goals to be accomplished in specific industries. In addition to 

armaments production, the EIPS report recommended the elimination of five branches of German 

industrial production: aircraft, shipbuilding, synthetic oil, nitrogen fixation, and synthetic rubber. 

Four other industrial categories were to be significantly restricted: engineering, light metals, 

chemicals, and, most importantly, steel production. Germany should also remove trade barriers so 

as to make ersatz-industries uncompetitive. 

 Apart from setting down the approaches to economic security and reparations, the report 

also laid down a framework in which the different views on how to treat Germany would influence 

the stated goal of preventing the country from again threatening world peace. In short, the milder 

the economic policies imposed on Germany were, the longer the occupation had to be in order to 

ensure security: 

 

Such of the foregoing measures as may be adopted will, ex hypothesi, be carried out while 

the Allies are in full control of Germany. So long as occupation lasts, they cannot be easily 

evaded or nullified, but for that time they are superfluous as safeguards. There [sic] value in 

terms of economic security depends on their continuing effects after the end of the period of 

occupation. Even without the inclusion of specific obligations in the terms of the Peace 

Treaty, their intrinsic effects, physical, psychological and economic, will continue to operate 
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after the end of this period, and it may safely be said that the longer the period of occupation 

the greater their permanent effects will be. For every additional year of direct control will 

have brought about a decline in the skilled labour forces of the industries selected, 

encouraged the growth of a vested interest in a pacific German economy, and assisted 

Germany’s former foreign customers to develop similar industries or to come to rely on 

other sources of supply. These natural forces, in so far as they operate, would be a surer 

safeguard than any continuing obligation laid on Germany in the Peace Treaty, but their 

success would be severely prejudiced if the period of occupation or at least of direct control 

should fall appreciably short of ten years. This consideration will naturally not alone 

determine the length of the occupation, but we feel bound to emphasise its importance in 

connection with economic security. Should so long a period be ruled out, measures taken 

during a shorter period of occupation would have to be much more drastic in order to yield 

an equivalent degree of economic security; these measures might well reduce Germany to a 

state where she was dependent on the charity of the rest of the world.
112

 

 

The EIPS recommendation of a minimum of ten years occupation was, in other words, based on a 

level of economic security vis-à-vis German industrial production that would leave enough capacity 

for the Germans to sustain themselves without outside assistance, albeit at a lower standard of 

living than before.  

 With some minor alterations, this would be the British position during the Allied discussions 

on the future level of German industry in late 1945 and early 1946.
113

 Presented with the EIPS 

report, the ministers in the APW consented to its recommendations that selected German industries 

should be weakened to encourage economic security and to an occupation of at least ten years. On 

the issue of whether controls should be imposed beyond this period, the committee went even 

further than the EIPS planners, concluding that limits on German industry should be written into the 

peace treaty at the end of the occupation.
114

 With the decision to use the EIPS report as the British 

position on economic questions in relation to Germany in the EAC and other Allied discussions, a 

measure of consensus was therefore finally reached. A brief period of upheaval in Germany, where 

the punitive measures of demilitarisation, denazification, and selected deindustrialisation would 

take place, would be followed with a longer period of occupation, where stability and the re-

education of the German population along democratic, civilised lines would be instilled. 

 Because the EIPS reports on the German economic sectors were not all finished when the 

August report on overall policies was published, it included no proposed limits on the industries to 

be reduced. The most important of these recommendations was the one from the Steel Working 

Group. The group had already suggested in May 1944 that German steel production should be cut in 

half to 12 million tons per year capacity, with  a limit on production of 10.5 million tons. Most of 
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the cut would take place in the massive steel mills of the Ruhr area, which was to have its 

production cut to a third.
115

 While the proposed plants to be cut would change during the 

occupation, the suggested limit would be British policy until 1953 and the agreed-upon limit among 

the Western Allies from 1947 onwards. 

 

The Morgenthau plan 

Up until the autumn of 1944, American economic policy on Germany was moderate. Inspired by 

the Malkin committee report when it came to reparations, they were less interested in economic 

security.
116

 Germany would be rendered peaceful by being forced to give up autarkic policies and 

opening up their economy to the world market. Armament production would be hindered by import 

limits on strategic raw materials, while production would be encouraged so that Germany could 

supply a maximum of reparations from current production to Allied countries.
117

 

 However, while the post-war planning in Britain started in earnest in 1943 and involved 

both high-level committees of the Cabinet and all the ministries with interests and expertise in the 

area, the American planning was much more rudimentary. It was done at lower levels of the 

bureaucracy, and there was little cooperation between the departments or political guidance from 

above. Most of the early decisions would therefore be shaped in cooperation with the British within 

the Supreme Headquarters Allied Expeditionary Forces (SHAEF, the integrated Anglo-American 

command) and within the EAC, where the British sought to bolster their waning prestige by 

dominating the planning for peace. 

 However, at the same time as Attlee intervened against ACAO plans, the Department of the 

Treasury in Washington was starting to wake up to the fact that they were about to be presented 

with a fait accompli when it came to economic policies towards Germany. Harry Dexter White, 

Morgenthau’s right hand man, was warned in mid-July of what was happening by Treasury staffers: 

 

It is really amazing to find on every side [...] two basic assumptions in regard to Germany: 

A. It is desirable that the Allied Military should cause minimum disturbance to German 

economy and B. The rehabilitation and reconstruction of German industry is vital in order 

that Germany might become the industrial supplier to the devastated areas of Europe.
118
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At the end of July, he got a State Department report on reparations along exactly these lines.
119

 On 6 

August 1944, Morgenthau flew to Europe. He was to study the financial arrangements made for 

Free France, but White had arranged for him to get the SHAEF Handbook on the administration of 

pre-surrender Germany (CCS 551) and to discuss occupation policies when he got to Britain.
120

  

 The handbook, like the State Department report, was built on the same framework as the 

policy papers Attlee had reacted so strongly to a month before: Morgenthau’s reaction was very 

similar. The handbook instructed the occupiers to rebuild the German economy as fast as possible 

using the existing German administration, with the goal of rebuilding the economy so as to use its 

resources to restore Europe. Morgenthau spent most of the rest of his trip getting aquainted with  

Allied economic planning on Germany. He talked to Eisenhower, who professed his shock at the 

directives developed by his staff, discussed the matter with the American representative and staff on 

the EAC committee, and had a meeting with Churchill, Eden, and John Anderson, chancellor of the 

exchequer. Only Anderson and the American EAC representative John G. Winant defended the 

policies which were now being pushed through the EAC and SHAEF. 

 Most surprising is Morgenthau’s insistence, both to the EAC delegation and to his Treasury 

subordinates, that Eden was very supportive of his demand that there needed to be stricter policies 

in place to make sure Germany would never again threaten world peace. After vociferously 

defending the EAC line against Attlee and stopping the APW committee from deciding to break up 

the central German administration, he now showed Morgenthau the minutes from the Tehran 

conference, where the decision to dismember Germany into as many as 15 states had been taken. As 

Morgenthau told his staff when he got back: 

 

It took me days, and days, and days, but I got the story. There isn’t anything in regard to 

Germany which is being carried out. [...according to the Tehran agreement] I am going to 

tell Hull so, because his boys are the worst. It is going to be a nice WPA job.[
121

] Keep a 

central Germany; keep a strong Germany; and the result is that this group that is studying it 

– the Russians won’t tell them anything [in the EAC] – the Russians won’t have anything to 

do with them.  

Mr. D. W. Bell: Of course, they want to string out a pretty strong Germany between them 

and Russia – the English do. 

H.M. Jr: Eden doesn’t. 

Mr. D. W. Bell: Between them and Russia? 

H.M. Jr: No, Eden doesn’t want that. He wants to take Germany apart, completely apart. He 

is very good on this thing.
122

 

                                                 
119

 Ibid., 403–413. 
120

 Mausbach, Zwischen Morgenthau und Marshall, 44–45. 
121

 The Works Progress Administration was one of the largest New Deal initiatives, hiring millions of Americans during 

the Great Depression to construct public works. 
122

 Morgenthau, Morgenthau Diary (Germany), 414. 



75 

 

It is unclear why Eden made such a volte face. Perhaps he was trying to jostle an enthusiastic 

treasury secretary to move American policy closer to the new emerging consensus in London after 

the July APW meeting. Perhaps it was due to his opposition to dismembering Germany: he may not 

have wanted to let the British lead on such a policy, due to the bitterness this decision would be 

bound to cause in Germany in the future. The idea suggested by E. F. Penrose, economic adviser to 

Winant in the EAC, that Eden was embarrassed by Morgenthau’s imposition and was merely trying 

to be polite, does not make a great deal of sense; nor does Kettenacker’s contention that Churchill, 

Eden, and Anderson were being cautious because of Morgenthau’s influence. After all, Eden freely 

supplied information to Morgenthau.
123

 In the meeting with Winant and his staff, E. F. Penrose gave 

a long presentation about British economic planning towards Germany, where the balance between 

reparations, German wealth, and economic security was explained in some detail. According to 

Penrose, it was a few hours after this presentation that Morgenthau first voiced the ideas that would 

be at the core of his new plan. 

 In a frontal assault on the assumptions that underlay Anglo-American planning, he rejected 

the idea that the German economy should be helped to rebuild as quickly as possible by the Allies 

so as to assist in providing the reparations for rebuilding Europe. This would only strengthen 

German industry and help lay the ground for a new war. “The only way to prevent a third war was 

to make it impossible for Germany ever to wage war again. This could be done only by destroying 

her economic as well as her military capacity to wage a modern war.”
124

 There had to be some 

chaos in Germany after the war to bring home to the Germans their defeat and their responsibility 

for the war. Instead of building up Germany, German industry should be destroyed and the country 

converted into an agricultural society. This would allay the need for the Allies to keep troops in 

Germany for a long occupation and cripple Germany’s ability to rearm for a considerable amount of 

time. There would be a complete ban on fraternisation between the occupying troops and the 

Germans to avoid a weakening of resolve. The removal of German industry would help the British 

economy to recover by “enabling them to take over Germany’s former export markets.”
125

 As we 

can see, this was very close to the most punitive alternative outlined in the EIPS report. Only the 

non-fraternisation rule was an artefact of the earlier British planning on Germany. 

 One can question how accurate Penrose’s eyewitness account is. When Morgenthau got 

back to Washington, he discovered that the Secretary of State had not been told about the decisions 
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taken in Tehran. This despite the fact that Winant, his subordinate, had been there: the ambassador 

had chosen not to inform him or let the decisions at Tehran shape the planning of the EAC 

committee. Given the tone of his talks with members of the British Cabinet, he concluded that the 

planning of the occupation of Germany had been monopolised by bureaucrats and the British and 

American members of the EAC, intent on disregarding the opinions of their political masters.
126

 

However, Penrose’s account does fit in with the ideas Morgenthau started to work on with his staff 

when he got back to the US. His diaries make it clear how remarkably limited Morgenthau’s 

understanding of the German economy was: he seemed utterly unaware of the complete 

impracticability of some of his more outlandish suggestions, like the proposal to shut down and 

flood the Ruhr coal mines. In Washington, the “Morgenthau boys” immediately started working on 

a new economic policy towards Germany, while Morgenthau himself started informing his fellow 

ministers of what he saw as bureaucratic overreach. Only Secretary of War Henry L. Stimson 

defended the previous planning. According to Morgenthau, “he is thinking along the lines that you 

have to have a long Armistice or a period of at least 20 years to police Germany while the present 

generation is in control and until a new generation grows up.”
127

 Roosevelt supported Morgenthau 

and ordered the withdrawal of the SHAEF handbook and the setting up of a Cabinet committee on 

German questions. Hull quickly turned around the State Department’s planning; by the end of 

September, he supported the view that economic security should come before rebuilding Germany 

and extracting reparations.
128

 The immense controversy that Morgenthau’s intervention caused, 

based partially on the public utterances of the most extreme of his views and partially on the anger 

within the administration at his intervention, an anger which frequently had anti-Semitic 

undertones, has been widely covered in the literature.  

 The traditionalist story about American policy on reparations is how moderate Department 

of State and Army planners were side lined by a revanchist treasury secretary with the support of an 

ailing Roosevelt.
129 

This view has, rightfully in my view, been challenged by Bernd Greiner and 

Wilfried Mausbach.
130

 The views expounded in the planning papers were not shared by most of the 

administration or the American people in general. Robert Wolfe, a former officer in the US military 

administration in Germany, wrote that he felt Morgenthau was made into a scape goat: “the initial 

policies of U.S. Military Government were not originated by ‘that vengeful Jew,’ Henry 
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Morgenthau, as the persisting misconception would have it. The hard policy […] represented an 

attitude common to most Americans at that stage.”
131

 US polling numbers from the end of the 

Second World War support his claim. While only nine per cent of those polled viewed the German 

people as the main enemy in the war (as opposed to the Nazi government) in 1943, 55 per cent did 

so at the end of the war.
132

 

 While Morgenthau’s public utterances were extreme, Mausbach claim that they were not 

really his views or those of his planning staff. The real views could be found in the later plans and 

negotiation positions of his staff, led by Harry Dexter White (who was also the top American 

negotiator at the Bretton Woods summit in the summer of 1944), and in Morgenthau’s 1945 

book.
133

 They were generally more moderate and much more nuanced, tying together lessons 

learned from the Versailles settlement after the First World War with overall American and Allied 

security policies.  

 The goal of Morgenthau was to transform the German economy in such a way that it would 

no longer be a threat to European security. By dismantling German heavy industry and exporting it 

as reparations to Allied countries, together with expropriating the large Junker estates in the East 

and transforming them into small farms for the workers now jobless, the country would be 

structurally unable to wage sustained wars. Light and consumer goods industries would be 

maintained to ensure a balanced export/import balance and an acceptable average living standard. 

 

Germany can not be allowed to maintain heavy industry, the core of her war-making 

potential. This does not mean, as some has falsely stated, that every German must live on a 

farm. It does mean that the role which industry will play in the German economy for some 

time will be similar to the role which industry now plays in the economy of countries like 

Norway or Denmark.
134

 

 

Mausbach maintains that the main reason why the plan was so negatively received by State and War 

Department planners was because of disagreements over the goal of American reparations policy in 

Germany. Reparations from current production would strengthen European recovery, while 

reparations from dismantling would strengthen European security by removing Germany as a 

threat.  

 Another reason why the Treasury Department’s focus on dismantling won out in the 
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Washington policy struggle was that it solved more of the issues with which the Americans were 

grappling than the alternative. It avoided the vicious circle from the Treaty of Versailles, where the 

US had to lend massive amounts of money to Germany to pay for reparations to Britain and France. 

It would also weaken Germany to such a degree that American troops could be quickly withdrawn, 

destroy the power of those German elites that had the most to gain from warfare, strengthen 

Germany’s neighbours, and fulfil Allied demands for reparations. 

 However, while this plan solved an impressive amount of problems, it was built on rather 

shaky foundations. In his book, Morgenthau talked about how the industrial level in Germany 

would be decided based on the balance between unemployed workers and available agricultural 

land. His calculation included much of the territory ceded by Stalin to Poland in the summer of 

1945. It did not include the millions of Germans driven out of Eastern Europe. More people and 

less land meant that Germany needed a higher level of industry to keep a balanced foreign trade. 

Also, any reparations from current production would influence the trade balance, necessitating a 

higher level of industry. 

 The high point of Morgenthau's influence was when he got an initially sceptical Churchill to 

sign off on his ideas at the Quebec conference in September 1944:  

 

The ease with which the metallurgical, chemical and electric industries in Germany can be 

converted from peace to war has already been impressed upon us by bitter experience. It 

must also be remembered that the Germans have devastated a large portion of the industries 

of Russia and of other neighbouring Allies, and it is only in accordance with justice that 

these injured countries should be entitled to remove the machinery they require in order to 

repair the losses they have suffered. The industries referred to in the Ruhr and in the Saar 

would therefore be necessarily put out of action and closed down. It was felt that the two 

districts should be put under some body under the world organization which would 

supervise the dismantling of these industries and make sure that they were not started up 

again by some subterfuge. This programme for eliminating the war-making industries in the 

Ruhr and in the Saar is looking forward to converting Germany into a country primarily 

agricultural and pastoral in its character.
135

 

 

The agreement has far too often been presented as an agreement to de-industrialise Germany in 

general, or at least to totally de-industrialise and close down the Ruhr. Even the total closure of all 

industries in the Ruhr and Saar would not turn Germany into a pre-industrial country, and the ease 

with which Morgenthau had moved from his earlier, truly draconian policies to an agreement that 

was just barely acceptable to Churchill points to Mausbach being correct when he states that a 

primary goal of the Treasury’s intervention was to change the focus of the planning from rebuilding 

Germany to rendering her unable to wage war in the future. 
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 The decisions at Quebec did not seem to cause much furore among the Cabinet ministers in 

London. Churchill was congratulated by the Cabinet on his work, mainly because he had secured 

American approval for the British to occupy the northwestern zone, which included the Ruhr (a 

vital objective in British planning), and to the extension of Lend-Lease funding to Britain, which 

was vital for keeping the country financially afloat in the foreseeable future. With the zonal 

division, the British would be responsible for dismantling the industries of the Ruhr: Churchill 

promised that the issue would be studied in London. The APW committee had “considerable doubts 

[…] as to the practicability of these proposals,” but asked the EIPS to prepare a report on them 

anyway.
136

 The EIPS report was equally negative, laying out the considerable cost the proposals 

would incur on the British occupiers and the very limited commercial gains expected from them.
137

  

 While the British quickly repudiated both the extent of dismantling and the length of the 

occupation period implied in the Morgenthau plan, there was one aspect of the plan that would live 

on in British planning. From Morgenthau’s intervention onwards, the bulk of reparations from 

Germany would be in the form of dismantling of factories. The alternative, extensive reparations 

deliveries from current production, were seen as detrimental to economic security and British 

commercial interests, as this would necessitate keeping a larger part of German industry intact to 

deliver these goods. The only other option would be for Germany to obtain loans from abroad to 

pay for their reparations deliveries, effectively meaning that the Western powers would be paying 

for reparations that would primarily go to the Soviet Union. The focus from now on would be on 

economic security for Britain rather than reparations. 

 The Morgenthau plan also led to an acceptance of the EIPS report’s connection between the 

occupation length and the strength of the economic measures to be taken against Germany. The 

extravagant measures inherent in the Morgenthau plan made the APW members rally around the 

proposals of the EIPS report. Attlee, along with the other Labour members of the APW, still saw 

economic security as the primary objective of British economic policy towards Germany, while the 

Conservative members wanted a greater focus on other reparations and German exports. However, 

they now all agreed to the EIPS formula of tying measures of economic security to the length of 

occupation. The middle ground outlined in the EIPS report, with strong but limited measures of 

industrial disarmament and economic control, was to be the British negotiating position with the 

other Allies in the reparations question.
138

 The real effect of Morgenthau’s intervention was 

twofold: while the British separated reparations payments from the security dimension of 
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dismantling selected German industries, the Americans conflated the two and saw dismantling as 

the primary tool for reparations payments for Allied countries (together with transfer of territory, 

forced German labour, and the confiscation of German external assets).
139

 As the scale of Soviet 

reparations demands were made clear, this was a view that would be supported by the British, 

although they never lost the distinction between reparations and economic security. Secondly, the 

intervention would considerably harden American policy towards the German occupation, 

something that would be formalised in JCS 1067, the orders of the American military governor in 

Germany. The orders stipulated a minimum of interference in the German economy (except in order 

to avoid starvation and unrest), a strong denazification policy, and direct military control over a 

Germany that was as decentralised as possible. On these wider issues, Morgenthau’s influence 

would not end in late 1944 or with Roosevelt’s death, but would extend to the repeal of JCS 1067 in 

the summer of 1947. 

 

Conclusion 

We can see today what a centrifugal force in Europe an economically strong, united Germany in the 

centre of the continent is. For the wartime planners, the problem of German economic strength was 

much starker, coupled as it was with a strong military, unbridled nationalism, and the most ruthless 

and amoral regime ever to have been democratically elected. 

 As I have shown, there was a direct connection between the two main views on the origins 

of German aggression and the two partially conflicting notions on how to treat Germany after the 

war. A conservative notion of Germans as fallen people in need of a long period of Allied control to 

be re-educated into Western civilisation focused on stability in Germany and placing an Allied 

control apparatus at the top of the German power hierarchy in imitation of the colonial practice of 

indirect rule. The German economy would be geared towards repairing the Europe they had ravaged 

while ruling themselves under Allied sufferance until they could be a trusted member of the 

international community once more. On the left, the issue was seen as residing in the imbalance in 

power. Within Germany, powerful conservative elites had a vested interest in preparing the country 

for war, and German economic dominance in Europe, especially in heavy industries, made these 

internal dynamics into a security threat. They therefore advocated an uprooting of the power 

balance within Germany and a rebalancing of European heavy industry so as to remove German 

incentives for war. 
 

 
As shown above, the demands for reparations from Germany had, in the hands of the 
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Labour party members of the government and an advisory board of eminent economists and 

bureaucrats, moved far beyond the much-derided Versailles treaty. They had developed a model 

where reparations would not be a threat to future security, but rather part of a larger parcel of 

economic policies towards Germany. They would not only bring security against a future threat of 

war, but would also aid European recovery and benefit the British post-war economy. However, 

after the Morgenthau intervention in Allied reparations policy, British thinking swung the other 

way. As with looking at American responses to Morgenthau’s plan, one should be careful when 

explaining this shift. It was not merely a response based on British sense of decency and fair play, 

as often seems to be implied in the historical literature. Anti-German attitudes in Britain had only 

hardened during the war and would peak with the horrific news of German death camps after the 

war’s end.  

 In reality, a thorough deindustrialisation of the Ruhr had been analysed and deemed contrary 

to British economic interests as early as 1942. With the British zone being fixed to the northwest at 

the Quebec conference, the economic and political costs of such a policy looked even more severe 

for Britain. The dismantling of the Ruhr heavy industries at the levels suggested by Morgenthau 

would not only weaken post-war reconstruction in some of Britain’s most important European 

export markets, but would also have an adverse effect on the British economy. With a division of 

Germany looking ever more likely, presiding over a heavily populated industrial wasteland would 

incur enormous economic costs just to keep the Germans in the British zone alive. Almost 

bankrupted by the war, this money could only be had on American sufferance: any semblance of 

British moral prestige would be lost to the draconian measures that they would be imposing on the 

Germans. As I will show in later chapters, this tension between the generally hierarchical views 

about controlling Germans within the occupation apparatus would continue to be in tension with the 

stated British goal of economic security. This would have direct effects on the strained relationship 

with the Germans on the issue of dismantling. 

 As I will show in later chapters, this tension between the generally hierarchical views on 

controlling Germans from above within the occupation apparatus would continue to be in tension 

with the stated British goal of economic security, and would have direct effects on the strained 

relationship with the Germans on the issue of dismantling. 
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Chapter 2: Dismantling and Allied Disagreement, 1944-1947 

 

In contrast to the Soviet zone, the formal reparations programme did not get off the ground in the 

Western zones until the de facto break between the Western Allies and the Soviet Union in early 

1947. This chapter explains why from the perspective of the British. I will show that Allied 

negotiations during this period show a pattern of sustained British effort directed at changing 

American policy on Germany. They were aiming to turn the United States away from a policy of 

rapprochement with the Soviet Union through a punitive reparations policy towards Germany to a 

break with the Soviet Union and a shift in American policy towards the British position abandoned 

during the Morgenthau intervention.  

 One might think that the first two years of the British occupation of Germany, when the 

British were running their zone alone and without the imminent threat of British financial collapse, 

was the high point of British influence in Germany. This view was not shared by the British 

themselves. If one does not focus on the chimera of formal control, the two first years of the 

occupation was defined by futile attempts to restart the economy in the British zone and British 

struggles to regain a semblance of control over Allied policies on Germany after the intervention of 

Morgenthau.  

 The importance of the disagreements over reparations payment in Germany as a major cause 

for the breakup of the wartime alliance and the beginning of the Cold War have been discussed 

extensively in the historical literature. My aim is not to reappraise this literature, with which this 

chapter in general agrees.
1
 My aim is to get away from the view, which is all too prevalent, of the 

British as the kinder, less powerful deputy of the US, whose aim was to convince the Americans of 

the error of their ways when it came to their harsh policies in Germany and their too 

accommodative stance towards an aggressive Soviet Union. Instead, British policy in this period 

must be seen in connection with their later insistence on dismantling. There was a remarkable 

inflexibility in British views between the formulation of their German policy in 1943 and 1944 up 

to the founding of the Federal Republic in 1949. These views rested on their control of the Ruhr, the 

most important industrial area in Europe, which was both a strategic asset and a potential threat. 
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Both draconian dismantling and the full rebuilding of the Ruhr were threats to Britain’s interests in 

the eyes of British planners. While I do not claim that Soviet demands for reparations were in 

themselves the cause for the early British focus on an emerging Soviet threat, the American 

attempts at wooing the Russians while ignoring British interests were no doubt a part of the British 

attempt to encourage a break between the two. The primary source material used in this chapter 

should also be familiar to international historians of the period. In addition to this source base, the 

release of the British Cabinet secretaries’ notebooks for the early post-war years in 2006 has 

allowed a new glimpse into the debate over British policy at Cabinet level.
2
 

 

Yalta and the Soviet demand for $20 billion  

Up until 1945, the British and the Americans knew very little of what the Soviet demands would 

entail in terms of reparations: all they had to go on were statements by Stalin requesting industrial 

machinery and the use of forced German labour. However, at the Yalta conference in February 

1945, the Soviets finally made presented their own suggestions. Maisky, the former Soviet 

ambassador and now deputy foreign minister, laid out a scheme in which half of the reparations 

would be in the form of capital goods to be extracted in the first two years and from current 

production for ten. 80 per cent of the German iron, steel, heavy engineering, chemicals, and 

electronics industries would be removed, along with all armaments production, aircraft 

manufacture, and synthetic oil refineries. On top of this, German shipping, rolling stock, and shares 

in German enterprises would be confiscated. An economic security committee would monitor the 

German economy after the decade of reparations was over. The Russians also suggested setting up a 

reparations commission in Moscow to prepare detailed plans for the programme. This was all close 

enough to British and American ideas not to create much conflict. The problem was the size of the 

reparations the Soviet Union demanded.
3
 

 The Soviet representatives wanted an Allied agreement on a total reparations sum of $20 

billion. The reparations would be divided based on who had shouldered the main part of the burden 

during the war. $10 billion would go to the Soviet Union and $8 billion to Britain and the US. $2 

billion would be reserved for all the other claimants. The American intra-departmental Foreign 

Economic Administration, which claimed Germany could pay $200 billion, agreed to this number 

as a “basis for discussion”.
4
 Roosevelt was not particularly interested in discussing details of a 
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reparations programme and saw the role of the US in the discussion as one of being an honest 

broker.
5
 “The United States  [...] would be prepared to help the Soviet Government to get what they 

could out of Germany by the transfer of plants, etc. They would also help the British to increase 

their exports and would be glad to see their exports replacing German export.”
6
 

 Churchill and Eden were more sceptical: the latter asked London for advice on the Soviet 

proposal. The response from the War Cabinet was clear. It reminded Eden that British plans for 

dismantling in Germany were based on lowering Germany’s capacity for war, not destroying them 

economically. The reparations sum proposed by the Russians was far beyond what British planners 

thought was possible to extract from Germany without serious economic consequences, especially 

in the heavily industrialised British zone. It would also have adverse effects on countries dependent 

on trade with Germany and therefore threatened any chance at having a “decent Europe” in the 

future.
7 

Such a large sum also threatened to make the German economy unable to afford imports, 

leading to a situation where “... we shall find ourselves paying for the imports necessary to keep 

Germany alive while others obtain reparations.”
8
  

 Consequently, Eden and Churchill vehemently refused to accept a set sum. Eden presented a 

British counterproposal which was, in essence, a series of diplomatic manoeuvres to delay the 

decision on the Soviet demands for a fixed amount of reparations. They suggested that a decision on 

the total amount of reparations should be left to the reparations commission the Soviets had 

suggested. In working out this amount, the brief of the commission would be extended to also 

consider the effect of the proposed separation of Germany into smaller states, to work out the 

balance between dismantling and reparations from current production, and to include forced or 

POW labour in the reparations total. The membership of the commission would be extended to 

include the French. Finally, the British stated that they would only agree to a fixed sum after this 

extended committee with its expanded brief had finished its deliberations.
9
 

 The Soviet delegation was fully aware that the British proposals were meant as a stalling 

manoeuvre. Molotov commented that he did not see how the reparations commission could work 

without any guiding principles on the amount to be extracted from reparations. Maisky was even 

more critical, saying “... that he thought the British reply disappointing. It was not so much the 

actual points made which he found disappointing as the spirit of the reply. The British spirit seemed 
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to be to take from Germany as little as possible.”
10

  

 The conference concluded with an agreement on the setting up of a reparations commission 

in Moscow and with Britain explicitly abstaining from the Russo-American agreement on using the 

Soviet demand for a total of $20 billion of reparations as a basis for discussion. The Yalta 

conference, while generally considered a success by the Cabinet, solidified the view that Allied 

reparations policy was spiralling out of British control. Some comfort could be found in the fact 

that Roosevelt had called for a US withdrawal from Germany after two years, meaning that the 

potentially more malleable French could take their place in Germany. British planners now sought 

to find ways to avoid the reparations programme breaking the German economy, a result which 

would entail British subsidies to their occupation zone. To work out how to do this, they needed 

time. 

 The Allied Reparation Commission (ARC) was supposed to start its work as soon as 

possible after the conference. However, the March start of the commission was repeatedly 

postponed: it finally convened in mid-June. The two main reasons were primarily of British 

making, since the delays were due to their seeming inability to find someone to lead the British 

delegation and the attempt to get France included as a member of the commission. French 

membership got support from elements of the US State Department. By early May 1945, Edwin W. 

Pauley, the head of the American delegation at the ARC, used his influence with Truman to override 

the State Department: the British were told that they needed to accept a tripartite ARC.
11

 Roughly 

two weeks later, the British Cabinet also had to end their four-month vacillation on selecting a 

British representative: they chose Walter Monckton, a lawyer and independent MP.
12

 

 

First Charge Principle 

While the British eventually had to give up their delaying campaign, they had gained some vital 

breathing space in which they could reformulate their policies and ascertain conditions on the 

ground in Germany. The basic outline of these counterproposals was presented to the Cabinet at the 
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end of March 1945. The main points were: 

(I) that any supplies necessary to put Germany in a position to pay reparations should be 

a first charge on any deliveries taken from her; 

(II) that permitted imports into Germany should be no more than enough to secure to the 

people of Germany the bare means of subsistence; 

(III) that no “once-for-all” deliveries should be taken from any Zone unless the Allied 

Control Commission, in agreement with the occupying Power, had agreed that their removal 

would not create conditions contrary to the administrative interests of the occupying Power; 

(IV) that an occupying Power should not be expected to take responsibility for securing 

any reparations deliveries beyond what was judged to be within the capacity of its Zone.
13

 

 

In addition, the paper proposed that forced labour had to be counted as part of the reparations total, 

that no reparations were to be taken from the areas to be detached from the Reich (due to the British 

fear that the areas to be handed over to Poland would be stripped of machinery and infrastructure), 

and that the British should not commit themselves to ending their occupation even if other 

occupying powers ended theirs. This latter concern reflected British unease with Roosevelt’s 

insistence at Yalta that American forces would withdraw after two years. These caveats would give 

the British enough leeway in Allied negotiations to avoid a worst case scenario, where a maximum 

amount of reparations and dismemberment would, according to Eden, “... leave a Germany 

incapable of independent existence; and, in particular, might leave this country, which would be 

responsible for the industrial North-Western area, in charge of a deficit area whose condition would 

necessitate imports which we could not afford.”
14

 British external debts were already enormous 

towards the end of the war, and further expenditures would make the British economy even more 

dependent on American aid and loans.
15

 Like the Malkin committee and the EIPS plans, the 

emphasis had to be on economic security (i.e. dismantling) over other types of reparations. 

 The first and most important point, the so-called First Charge Principle, was first laid out in 

a paper mostly written mostly by Keynes: “payment for relief and other imported supplies was a 

first charge on Germany's export earnings; and the value of any goods removed should be paid for 

so long as export earnings were insufficient for that purpose.”
16

 In practice, this meant that there 

would be no reparations from current production until the German economy (or at least the 

economy of the British zone) was strong enough to pay for its permitted imports with exports. Only 

after all permitted imports were paid for with normal exports would reparations from current 

production be possible.
17

 These proposals would give Britain a veto on any dismantling or 
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reparations from current production and a considerably stronger position in the ACC.  

 However, even with these principles in place, the British reparations delegation, with 

Monckton at its head, was instructed to stall for time when arriving in Moscow. In a briefing with 

the Cabinet before leaving, Monckton was instructed by Churchill to “...explore” and “discuss” 

rather than come to an agreement on reparations levels; furthermore, “...no opportunity should be 

lost of bringing home to the Russian representatives the dangers and difficulties of exacting 

reparations.”
18

 

 

Churchill and the Dönitz gamble 

The reason for Churchill’s instructions was the unravelling of British plans for Germany. While the 

British had gained some important concessions from the Americans before the Moscow conference, 

elsewhere things were bleaker. The situation on the ground in Germany in early 1945 was direr than 

even the most pessimistic assessments during the war. Equally, the agreements of the EAC, where 

the British had worked so hard to shape Allied policies in Germany, were undermined both by 

events on the ground in Germany and unilateral decisions from the Russians and Americans. 

 After the Yalta conference, the complex surrender instrument that the negotiators at the EAC 

in London had spent most of their time discussing included a reference to the dismemberment of 

Germany. When the Soviet Union suddenly and surprisingly announced that they were against a 

division of Germany in April 1945, the Americans and the British quickly followed suit. A few 

weeks later, when the Germans surrendered, Eisenhower used a hastily drawn-up SHAEF military 

surrender document for the formal surrender of the German army in the West. The document, a 

much shorter and noncommittal one giving a large degree of leeway to each of the zone 

commanders, was sent to the Russians, who made the heads of the German forces in Eastern 

Germany sign it too. It was only after intense pressure from the British that the document 

referenced that it was also a political surrender, a vital point in British eyes when it came to the 

legitimacy of an Allied occupation of Germany.
19

 

 Churchill had lost all appetite for an extensive reparations programme at this point and was 

becoming increasingly preoccupied with the growing strength of the Soviet Union.
20

 Once he was 

informed of the immense expected expenditures that were threatening to turn the British zone from 

a strategic asset into a financial black hole, Churchill began to suffer from buyer’s remorse. In a 
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Cabinet meeting on 16 April, he asked “why did we agree to this v[ery] unfavourable Zone?”
21

 A 

few weeks later, he created a scandal when he made a last ditch attempt to save the EAC indirect 

rule framework. 

 Immediately after the surrender of the Dönitz government stationed in Flensburg, close to 

the Danish border, Field Marshal Montgomery instructed them to keep order in the occupied areas 

under his control. This was a shock to the Foreign Office, who wanted the Dönitz government 

incarcerated. They were overruled by Churchill, who claimed that an arrest would raise “... grave 

constitutional issues.” Not only did Churchill want to keep the Dönitz government in place to sign 

the surrender instruments, but he also wanted to keep them as a tool to enforce the terms of the 

surrender.
22

 The decision proved intensely unpopular in the government, in the press, and abroad, 

especially after the German Field Marshal Busch made the arrangement public on 11 May via a 

radio proclamation to the German population. 

 When a shocked Orme Sargent of the Foreign Office attempted to find out what was going 

on, Churchill wrote back: “You seem to be startled at General Busch giving orders. The orders seem 

to be get the Germans to do exactly what we want them to do... […] Do you want to have a handle 

with which to manipulate this conquered people, or just have to thrust your hand into an agitated 

ant-heap?”
23

 Eisenhower had little sympathy with the prime minister’s view. After inspecting the 

Flensburg government machinery, the SHAEF was of the opinion that it was a government in name 

only, filled with OKW generals and war criminals with little influence on anything outside of their 

offices. The SHAEF was instructed to treat the Dönitz government in Flensburg as a glorified POW 

camp while the Allied disagreement was sorted out.  

 As the scandal was brewing, Churchill bitterly commented to Eden on 19 May that “all this 

should be very popular with the papers just now. It seems a notable step in making sure we have no 

one to deal with in Germany.” However, Churchill was in a very small minority, even within the 

British government: only Montgomery and Sir Andrew Cunningham of the Admiralty supported 

him.
24

 He was undercut by his own Foreign Office, who asked Eisenhower to issue an order of 

arrest for Dönitz: when the Soviet High Command informed the SHAEF that they had nothing 

against the “arrest of all members of the so-called government of Döntiz”, Eisenhower issued the 

orders to imprison them. 

 On 23 May, with the support of the War Office and the Foreign Office, and with 
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Montgomery on a short trip to Britain, the Dönitz government was finally shut down and all its 

members arrested. Churchill, who had fought on to the end, complained bitterly about having “...to 

see the German admirals and generals with whom we had made arrangements, being made to stand 

with their hands above their heads.” That the SHAEF had bypassed Allied governments and solved 

the issue first by unilaterally contacting the Soviet High Command and then issuing arrest orders 

was not popular in London. The dispute had proved how “cumbersome” Anglo-American military 

cooperation had become in relation to Germany and how policy seemed to be “dictated 

by“circumstances rather than consciously designed.”
25

 Not so the Russians, who, according to 

Foreign Office staffer G. W. Harrison had  

... started with the intention of ruining Germany and stripping her of her wealth, her industry 

and her manpower. There will probably be serious trouble when the chasm between our 

policy and theirs is revealed in all its starkness on the Moscow Reparation Commission. If 

they find that they cannot put through their policy, we must look out for a lightning change 

of direction... We are now face to face with the choice, which has for some time been open 

to us between either agreeing and putting into affect [sic] a joint policy of controlling 

Germany to our mutual interest, or of building up against the Russians as much of Germany 

as will follow our lead.
26

 

 

Sargent agreed that “SHAEF bungled the Dönitz business quite unnecessarily, and their vacillation 

has given us the worst of both worlds.”
27

 Sargent felt the Dönitz affair had precluded the 

establishment of the indirect rule apparatus for Germany that the British had advocated in the EAC. 

The only option now lay in working in the Allied Control Council to set up a government at a later 

stage, something which necessitated the formation of a more extensive Allied control apparatus and, 

were Germany to be united, agreeing on occupation policies. 

 If the Allies were to formulate a unified occupation policy, it was vital for the British 

government to devise common principles with the Americans before negotiations with the Soviet 

Union. It was an issue of both security and economics. The British looked with mistrust at the way 

the Soviet Union dominated the nations they had so recently liberated from Nazi Germany. British 

planners were certain that Soviet reparations claims, should they be accepted in full, would wreck 

the German economy to such a degree that it would have devastating effects on trade in Western 

Europe in general and lead to vast expenditure to keep the British occupation zone above starvation 

levels. 

 However, equally problematic was what they interpreted as American attempts to court the 

Soviet Union. The Soviet Union and “Uncle Joe” had amassed an large amount of prestige and 
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goodwill in the US after defeating Germany in the East, which the British felt was affecting their 

relationship with the Americans, the cornerstone of British post-war security policy. Lord Halifax, 

British ambassador in Washington until May 1946, defined this worry as “the well-established 

principle that our stocks in the United States appreciate as those of the Soviet Union decline and 

vice versa.”
28

 

 Interestingly, the Soviet leadership had similar misgivings about the Anglo-American 

relationship. While the relationship between Roosevelt and Stalin had been very good, they viewed 

Truman with suspicion, fearing that their interests would be ignored now that Soviet cooperation 

was no longer needed. Fear of the British and Americans “ganging up” on the Soviet Union, which 

had never been far from the surface even during the war, now resurfaced and was only somewhat 

placated by an American charm offensive in the early post-war period.
29

 

 The Dönitz gamle was the first attempt by the British to break away from the dangerous 

direction they felt Allied policy in Germany had taken after Morgenthau's intervention, and force a 

return to British war-time planning. That it failed is less surprising than that Churchill tried it at all. 

The focus for the British now moved towards breaking the American-Russian consensus in 

negotiations. In the British zone itself, the aborted attempt had made it clear that there was no 

administrative apparatus the British could apply the principle of indirect rule to. As we shall see in 

the next chapter, they had to change their policy to one of building up German institutions from the 

ground up. 

Shadows of Morgenthau 

However, in the months after the end of the war, the Americans were not easily converted to British 

views on handling the German occupation and on reparations. If anything, they drifted further from 

the British positions as the Potsdam conference approached. There had been some successes during 

this early period in persuading the Americans to accept several of the British reservations regarding 

Soviet reparations demands. Since Morgenthau’s intervention, the Americans had accepted the 

British view that reparations should principally be centred on what the British termed economic 

security (i.e. the dismantling of heavy and war-making industries). They had also tentatively agreed 

to the First Charge Principle, though the Americans insisted that this should be extended from 

reparations from current production to also include dismantled machinery and other one-time 

deliveries. Likewise, they accepted that reparations needed to be balanced against the effects on the 
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German standard of living. However, their proposed upper limit was much lower than what the 

British wanted: the level of dismantling and other types of reparations they were willing to accept 

was closer to the Morgenthau plan and Soviet demands than those proposed by the British. 

 The selection of Edmund Pauley to lead the American delegation to the ARC, and his 

subsequent pressure to get the conference started by undercutting British foot-dragging even if it 

meant going ahead to Moscow without them, was a sign of the chasm. While the British were well 

aware of the differences on reparations policy, Pauley’s aggressive undercutting did not offer much 

hope to London. As one FO official put it, “we seem to have fallen out of the frying pan into the 

fire.”
30

 While subsequent literature has put most of the blame onto Pauley for the results of the 

Allied negotiations on the German levels of industry, he was following the briefing papers given to 

him.
31

 These briefing papers were close to the consensus view in Washington at the time: 

Morgenthau called them “wonderful” and his rival, Secretary of War Stimson, was “...entirely 

satisfied” with the instructions.
32

 

 The other sign that American policy in Germany had moved far from the British position 

was JCS 1067, the orders given to the military commander of the American zone. Signed by 

Truman in May 1945, this was, in many ways, a watered-down Morgenthau plan.
33

 The document 

made it clear that one of the main aims of the American occupation was to make Germans realise 

their collective responsibility for the war and the atrocities committed in their name.
34

 Germany 

was to be treated as a conquered nation, all political activity was to be banned until further notice, 

and the military government was to reconstruct the administration and economy from the ground up 

in an as decentralised manner as possible. Apart from this, the German economy expected to fend 

for itself, with the American military governor banned from interfering except in order to prevent 

hunger, epidemics, or general unrest.
35
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 The most important goal was, however, to restructure German industry in such a way that it 

could not again threaten the peace. This goal was to be reached in three ways: decartelisation and 

decentralisation of industrial concerns, the founding of democratic labour unions, and the 

previously mentioned industrial demilitarisation at the core of the Morgenthau plan. German 

industry was to be pacified and turned towards the production of consumer goods. So-called “dual 

use facilities”, industries that were either needed in war or could easily be converted into 

armaments factories, were to be closed down: “[the military government should] prohibit and 

prevent production of iron and steel, chemicals, non-ferrous metals (excluding aluminum and 

magnesium), machine tools, radio and electrical equipment, automotive vehicles, heavy machinery 

and important parts thereof...” Repairing factories or equipment in these industries was also banned, 

except when it was needed for the maintenance of Allied control or the prevention of sickness, 

starvation, and unrest.
36

 

 JCS 1067 remained in place until it was superseded by JCS 1779 in the summer of 1947. A 

statement of the principles underlying the directives had been written by an interdepartmental 

committee led by Morgenthau and approved by Roosevelt shortly before his death. The Americans 

tried to get this summary approved as a statement of Allied policy by the other members of the 

EAC.
37

 

 The British “re-drafting”, presented in early June 1945, showed how far the British and the 

Americans had drifted apart on vital questions about the level of industry to be left in Germany and 

the level of control over German industry. JCS 1067 was almost exclusively punitive in character, 

while the British wanted to include references to the rights of the Germans to free speech and 

religious and political freedom, as well as adding provisions about re-education. They also wanted 

to set the limit on the German standard of living markedly higher than the Americans. However, 

JCS 1067 proposed an upper limit on the German standard of living no higher than “in any one of 

the neighboring United Nations.”
38

 While the Americans advocated reducing German standards of 

living below that of neighbouring Poland (the poorest of Germany’s neighbours with the proposed 

new borders), Britain advocated a higher and more unclear goal of limiting the quality of life to a 

level no higher than that “...generally current for comparable categories of the population in 

liberated territories.”
39
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 However, while the Americans only wanted to control the German industry to decentralise 

and decartelise it, the British wanted more extensive jurisdiction in this area. This encompassed 

some of the security dilemmas that Morgenthau had sought to solve by setting German permitted 

industrial levels so abysmally low. By imposing such Carthaginian terms on Germany, industrial 

reconstruction would be very unlikely to evolve fast enough for Germany to pose a threat to peace 

in the short or medium term; meanwhile, Germany’s neighbours would have had time to build up 

competing industry. By proposing industrial levels high enough for Germany to still be an important 

element in West European trade, the British also had to secure themselves against a turn towards 

militarism by imposing stricter controls. Such a policy would also reduce British expenditures and 

might aid in the continuing war against Japan, which was expected to last for at least another half a 

year.
40

 

 

Potsdam conference 

The ARC so feared by British planners proved of little consequence. When the British delegation 

finally arrived in late June 1945 with orders to stall, they found the Soviet delegation also unwilling 

to commit to specifics. The Russians behaved much like they had done in the EAC, unwilling to 

commit too much. With the Potsdam conference approaching, there was little reason for Maisky and 

his delegation to put their head on line; Pauley spent considerable energy on trying to resolve Allied 

differences, but his efforts were in vain.
41

 

 At the Potsdam conference in July and August 1945, the discussions that had stalled in the 

EAC and the ARC were finally to be settled once and for all. One of the issues of contention, how 

to dismember Germany, had been put on hold by the Soviet change of heart in March. There was no 

agreement between the US, the USSR, and Britain on an administrative structure in line with the 

discussions at the EAC. There would be a central administration for the German economy and parts 

of German infrastructure. An Allied Control Council (ACC) would cooperate on preparing the 

ground for a weakened, demilitarised, and neutral Germany.  

 Allied cooperation at Potsdam did not last long, however. One question of contention was 

the treatment of Germany as an economic whole. The French, who had not been invited to the 
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conference, did not see themselves as bound by this agreement and would consistently veto any 

proposal in the ACC to prepare the ground for the German central administration. 

 The second contentious question was the Soviet demand for reparations. British scepticism 

of Soviet demands only increased with the surprise announcement of their unilateral decision to 

move the German-Polish border to the Oder-Neisse line. The Soviet Union and Poland had been 

promised the German enclave of East Prussia and industrialised Upper Silesia by Churchill and 

Roosevelt at the Yalta conference. This had also been a central assumption made in British and 

American planning on the industrial levels needed to keep German foreign trade balanced, a vital 

point in calculating reparations in general and the dismantling of industry in particular. Now Stalin 

not only demanded that the Polish border be moved to the Western Oder-Neisse line, but also 

implied that the rest of Germany could not necessarily expect agricultural goods from these areas 

due to war damage and lack of manpower.
42

 

 The opposition to moving the Oder-Neisse line and the high Soviet reparations claims are 

often seen as a reaction to the Soviet plundering of their zone. However, as I have shown earlier, the 

Soviet demands were a threat to British interests and policies in Germany. In this question, the 

Americans were in full agreement with the British. This was, however, not due to a shift in 

American reparations policies towards the British view, as Truman made clear in his diary from the 

conference: 

 

I’ve made it plain that the United States of America does not intend to pay reparations this 

time. I want the German war industry machine completely dismantled and as far as U.S. is 

concerned the other allies can divide it up on any basis they choose. Food and other 

necessities we send into the restored countries must be first line on exports before 

reparation. If Russians strip country and carry off population of course there’ll be no 

reparations.
43

 

 

While the American negotiators previously had a certain degree of sympathy with Soviet demands 

for large amounts of reparations, since their own calculations showed that Germany should be able 

to handle a larger reparations programme than the British claimed, the reports coming out of the 

Soviet zone caused concern. Ambassador Harriman commented that: 

When I saw how completely the Russians had stripped every factory they could get their 

hands on, I realized that their conception of surplus tools and machinery which could be 

taken from Germany was far tougher than we could ever agree on. The Reparations 

Commission had been meeting in Moscow before Potsdam, talking endlessly about 

percentages, and all this time the Russians had been helping themselves to everything of any 
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value in the Eastern Zone and in Berlin.
44

 

 

There were other problems. A definition of what constituted war booty, restitution, and reparation 

needed to be agreed upon. The Western powers feared that the Soviet definition of war booty would 

be so open ended that the armaments industries in the Soviet zone to be included in the industrial 

demilitarisation plans would be counted by the Russians as war booty, causing them to demand 

more reparations from the West to reach their own goal of $10 billion. In a somewhat prophetic 

statement on the Russian and French hunger for reparations, Pauley commented that “after they 

have looted their own zones, they will come around and ask for ‘their share’ of our zones. Is the 

horse being stolen?”
45

 

 These early reports, along with the Soviet decision on the Oder-Neisse line, were important 

in changing the American view on the target level of the German standard of living. Another reason 

was that the British and Soviet views on reparations were so different that the only hope of 

agreement was to find a compromise which they both could be made to accept without feeling that 

they had been ganged up on by the other two powers.  

 The British and the Americans agreed that a border at the Oder-Neisse line and heavy 

reparations claims would make it impossible for Germany to feed itself from its own agricultural 

production or to import food from abroad. Truman himself made this connection explicit at the 

conference: “I am concerned that a piece of Germany, a valuable piece has been cut off. This must 

be deemed a part of Germany in considering reparations and in the feeding of Germany.”
46

 Both the 

British and American resistance ultimately came from a reluctance to pay for feeding the population 

in their zones, which were reliant not only on an exchange of goods with the food-producing areas 

of Germany, but also on importing food from abroad. However, as shown earlier, their views on the 

future of German heavy industry was very different. 

 It is therefore not surprising that the way the conflict was solved by US Secretary of State 

James Byrnes was quite unpopular in the Foreign Office. Byrnes agreed with Molotov that, in 

return for accepting Polish and Soviet administration of the German areas east of Oder-Neisse, the 

Soviet Union would limit its reparations claims from the Western occupation zones. The Soviet 

Union would get one quarter of the reparations extracted from the Western zones. 60 per cent of the 

Soviet share would be given in exchange for food and raw materials to the Western Allies and 40 

per cent without any conditions. The rest of the Soviet demand for $10 billion in reparations they 
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would be free to extract from the areas under their control. Polish reparations claims would be 

covered by the Soviet Union.
47

  

 Byrnes’ deal finally set down guidelines that could be used to calculate the size of 

dismantling and reparations from current production. The German economy was to be weakened to 

a level where the German standard of living did not exceed the European average, excluding Britain 

and the USSR. German industry should be strong enough to supply a future state with enough food 

and necessities to avoid hunger and epidemics, but weak enough to make future warmongering 

impossible. This was a level closer to British demands than to American thinking before the 

conference. 

 At the Potsdam conference, American reparations experts estimated that the total value of 

industrial dismantling in the Western occupation zones would amount to about $1.7 billion, which 

would only leave plants amounting to about $425 million dollars for the Soviet Union.
48

 With the 

acceptance of the Byrnes settlement on reparations, the Soviet Union had in practice committed 

themselves to a reparations plan in the Western zones without any estimated value on the eventual 

size of the reparations. While mentioning reparations from current production, the settlement did 

not specify when and how these reparations were to be extracted. This would be the major point of 

contention between the Soviet Union and Britain: the Soviets wanted reparation from current 

production to start as soon as possible, while the British insisted on having a functioning German 

economy before such transfers were contemplated. 

 The end result, as far as reparations and industrial dismantling went, was a qualified success 

for the British delegation. While the Oder-Neisse line and Soviet reluctance to share agricultural 

products from their zone would undoubtedly lead to large expenditure in the short term. In 

exchange, the Russians had committed themselves to treating Germany as an economic unit in the 

longer term, which would be run on the principle of self-sufficiency at an agreed-upon average 

standard of living and where export earnings would be used “in the first place” to pay for approved 

imports.
49

 

 The Byrnes deal also meant the Western Allies were now free to focus their reparations 

policy on economic security instead of reparations from current production. The Potsdam 

agreement mentioned reparations from current production, but did not commit them to any 

deliveries. By reducing the level of permitted industry in the West German zones to the agreed level 

                                                 
47

 “Report on the Tripartite Conference of Berlin” in United States Dept. of State, The Department of State Bulletin, 

1945, 158; Otto. Nübel, Die amerikanische Reparationspolitik gegenüber Deutschland 1941 - 1945 (Frankfurt am 

Main, 1980), 196–201. 
48

 Mausbach, Zwischen Morgenthau und Marshall, 139–140; Carolyn Woods Eisenberg, Drawing the Line: The 

American Decision to Divide Germany, 1944-1949 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), 116. 
49

 Cairncross, The Price of War, 89. 



98 

of standard of living, there would be no room for a large amount of reparations from current 

production. In principle, this fitted both American post-Morgenthauan reparations policy and the 

British focus on economic security. However, in practice, the problems of how much should be 

dismantled and how the reparations policy would influence the economy in the different zones still 

existed. 

 The new Labour party government was moderately pleased with the Potsdam agreements. 

Their main complaint was the deal on reparations. Discussing the negotiations in Cabinet, Attlee 

lamented that “whatever your ideas the facts keep moving on – e.g. Poland’s W[estern] frontier. 

R[ussian] ideas of rep[arations represent the] same delusions as we had in 1918. Don’t care, either, 

what happens to W. Europe.” Bevin, who had attempted to minimise the amount of reparations the 

Soviet Union could claim from the Western zones, felt the Americans had gone too far to strike a 

deal. “On percentages [we] had to yield to R[ussian] pressure, largely because U.S. willing to make 

concessions.”
50

 Cairncross sums up the situation that the Attlee government faced in Germany 

succinctly: “with the Americans still talking of pulling out of Europe within two years and half-

disposed, none the less, to divide the world with the Russians, the prospect confronting Attlee and 

Bevin was a daunting one. They were likely to be left face to face with the Russians, bearing 

crippling debts that imposed on the UK a burden not very different from that which the Russians 

sought to impose on Germany. In a state of virtual bankruptcy, they would become the sole barrier 

to Russian expansionism...”
51

 

 

The first Level of Industry plan 

According to the Potsdam agreement, the Allies had six months to work out the details of industrial 

dismantling and the reparation programme in the Western zones in general. The work was supposed 

to be done by the ARC in Moscow, but the commission was wound down after a single meeting in 

August 1945 and its mandate transferred to the Allied Control Council (ACC), the governing body 

of the Allied occupation of Germany. Progress was slow in the beginning, since it took some time 

for the national governments, now including France (through their membership in the ACC), to 

work out their views based on the new formula.
52

 

 The British were content with using the framework for industrial disarmament developed in 
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the detailed industry studies done by the EIPS in 1944, and were therefore the first to present their 

proposals to the ACC. Other than approving this work, there was a remarkable lack of interest in 

Germany’s economic future in the new Labour Cabinet. After a discussion about the use of German 

POWs for farm labour and an approval of the EIPS framework for use in the inter-allied 

negotiations on reparations (both in September 1945), the issue would not be discussed again at 

Cabinet level until January 1946.
53

 

 The complex negotiations leading to the first Allied agreement on permitted levels of 

German industrial production is covered in depth by Cairncross.
54

 To briefly summarise the issues, 

the ACC was tasked with working out the levels at which industries capable of supporting the 

production of armaments could be reduced while maintaining a German standard of living at the 

European average and a balanced foreign trade. As the different national plans started arriving at the 

ACC, it was clear that this common framework still left considerable room for disagreement.
55

 One 

of the major sources of disharmony was the question of what constituted the European average 

standard of living. The plans also varied on their estimates of the German population, on which 

years the standard of living should be calculated from, and on the present state of German industrial 

capacity. The complex structure of the negotiations and the way they dealt with each industrial 

sector also meant that, while the national plans had been weighed against the Allies’ own definitions 

of this overall framework, the end result of the negotiations had little to no direct connection with 

either the standard of living goal or the export/import balance goal.  

 The complexity was mirrored in the ad-hoc negotiation apparatus set up to deal with the 

issue in the ACC. Each country sent technical staff to the ACC to work out a common framework. 

The many disagreements on both the framework and the permitted levels of individual industries 

were sent from the technical staff committee to the official Level of Industry committee. If they 

failed to come to an agreement, they would send the issue to the ACC Economics Directorate, 

which would defer to the ACC Coordinating Committee, which in turn deferred to the Allied 

Control Council itself. Consisting of the Allied military governors, it had the final say on any 

outstanding issues that could not be worked out on the lower levels. The level of expertise on the 

complex economic questions under discussion naturally decreased as issues went higher and higher 

up the hierarchy. On top of this, the negotiations were hampered by “...the lack of normal secretarial 

and statistical services and by repeated changes in the early months in the expert staff fielded by the 
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Soviet delegation.”
56

 The structure of the negotiation apparatus, as much as the complexity of the 

question under study and the different interpretations of it, helps explain how the negotiations 

turned into “horse trading” between the Americans and the Russians as the six month deadline for 

agreement approached.
57

 

 The dynamics of the negotiations were clear. In general, the British proposed levels of 

industry were about twice as high as the Soviet ones. The French placed their demands slightly 

above the American proposed levels, which were generally half way between the Soviet and British 

levels.
58

 The problem for the British negotiators was that, given that their proposed levels were so 

far from the proposed levels of the other powers and the American negotiators were most anxious to 

placate the Russians, the negotiations tended to turn into a haggling match between Soviet and 

American views. 

 In the question about the limits of steel production, which the Americans accurately saw as 

the core of the negotiations in general, the isolation felt by the British led to one of the most 

acrimonious conflicts of the negotiations.
59

 British planners had, since the working out of the 

detailed EIPS reports of 1944, aimed for a halving of German pre-war steel production to around 

eleven million tons per year; however, when they were confronted with the much lower limits 

proposed by the other allies, the British set nine million tons per year as the absolute lowest limit to 

which they could agree. The American view was significantly more draconian. The State 

Department had originally envisaged a level of 3.5 million, but, after a study conducted by a group 

of economists, they set their target at 7.8 million.
60

 The French asked for seven million, while the 

Soviet negotiators wanted 4.6 million. The Hoover report had decided on this level based on their 

calculations that the peacetime requirement within Germany was for about seven million tons per 

year. The remaining 800,000 tons per year would be designated for export to help with the export-

import balance. The French proposal did not allocate any German steel for export. In private, the 

British agreed that seven million tons per year was enough for Germany’s internal peacetime 

needs.
61

 Their problem was that, while the German economy as a whole might survive with steel 

production curtailed to such a level, the Ruhr area, where the vast majority of German steel was 
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produced, would be decimated under such a policy. This would not only lead to mass 

unemployment and reintegration problems in the British zone, but also make it very difficult for the 

British to make their area self-sufficient vis-à-vis the other zones.
62

 

  After much haggling, the British were brought to accept a limit of 7.5 million tons per year. 

However the Soviet negotiators were not willing to budge, leading the Americans to propose that 

the 7.5 million ton limit would be on German capacity, while they would be limited to 5.8 million 

tons of production per year. Initially agreeing to these limitations,
63

 the British delegation got a 

strong rebuke from London. The proposed steel levels would very likely lead to high 

unemployment and unrest in the British zone and would lead to additional expenditure for the 

British government to keep the Germans above starvation levels, especially, as the government 

increasingly feared, if Allied cooperation in Germany faltered. British frustration with the 

negotiations now reached boiling point. When asked by Robert Murphy, the American political 

adviser for Germany, why they were backing out of the previously agreed level, Strang replied that 

it was not only a question of German foreign trade, but also the increased expenditures the steel 

limits would entail for the British government. “You people don’t seem to mind this. You are going 

more and more in Morgenthau’s direction.”
64

 In a stormy meeting of the Coordinating Committee, 

General Robertson went on a frontal assault against the Americans, accusing Clay of feeling “... no 

obligation to guarantee a standard of living in Germany beyond trying to achieve a balanced 

import-export program. […] The British government could not agree to the premise that if 

starvation, misery and slavery were to result from demilitarization, they would have to be 

accepted.”
65

 

 Clay rejected the allegations, saying that “...he had never doubted British good faith in 

proposing a higher figure for German steel production, which had originally been done by the US 

delegation itself. His delegation had receded from its first position since [quadri-]partite Govt, like 

democracy, must work by compromise.”
66

 The compromise here was, of course, solely in relation to 

Soviet demands, given that the agreed steel levels were at the half-way point between the Soviet 

demands and the revised American levels. 
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 The debate was evidence of the deep gulf that still existed between the Americans and the 

British when it came to Germany, a gulf that baffled the British negotiators. As Robertson put it, 

“our long term interests and those of the Americans are so closely linked that it seems sheer folly 

that we have been unable to find common ground in our policy on German affairs.”
67

 

 The gulf also extended to a personal level, the British delegation members reported back to 

London. Clay told Robertson in a private conversation that “... the extent to which this Delegation 

mixed socially with the Russians was far greater than with the British, and that is a common saying 

among the Americans that they find the Russians much easier to get along with than the British.” 

The report concluded that the results of the level of industry negotiations were caused by the fact 

that: “a. Anglo-American co-operation in policy towards the Germany is virtually non-existent. b. 

Personal relations between the U.S. and U.K. Delegations in Berlin are bad.” 
68

 

 On 26 March 1946, agreement was finally reached on the reduction of German industrial 

capacity.
69

 The Level of Industry agreement proposed a reduction of German industrial capacity to 

50-55 per cent of the 1938 level.
70

 All industry that primarily produced weapons was to be 

removed, the factory buildings and non-movable assets destroyed, and the machinery destroyed or 

shipped out as reparations. Dual use capacity would also be cut sharply. This was meant to 

significantly weaken German heavy industries, like the chemical, electric, and metallurgical 

industries 

 The plan retained the American-Soviet compromise of a 5.8 million tons of steel per year 

production limit and a 7.5 million tons capacity limit. Cuts of between two thirds and a half of the 

1938 production level would also be made in the machine tools, heavy electrical goods, and other 

advanced industries. The production of light metals like aluminium would be banned completely, 

while other metallurgical industries and the chemical industry were to be cut considerably. The 

machinery in the affected industries was to be dismantled and shipped out for reparations where 

possible and destroyed where it was not. To replace the heavy industries, the Level of Industry Plan 

opened up the possibility for an increased export of light industrial goods and especially of raw 

materials. The core of German exports in the immediate post-war period would be coal to fuel the 

ambitious reconstruction efforts of Allied countries.
71

 In the light industries, the plan allowed for an 
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untrammelled increase in the furniture industry and in glass, ceramics, bicycle, and light motorcycle 

production. 

 The Level of Industry plan was undoubtedly draconian. However, the British delegation 

tried to put a positive spin on the results when presenting them in a report to the Cabinet, telling 

them that “... in the view of the British Delegation the plan represents neither a drastic nor a 

generous interpretation of the Potsdam Agreement but one that can be considered fair.”
72

 German 

industrial production had collapsed to a level of only 29 per cent of wartime production in the 

winter of 1945-46. This was about half of the lowest level of German production during the crisis 

years of the early 1930s. It was therefore theoretically possible to combine the reduction of German 

capacity while attempting to increase production. This was much harder in practice than in theory: 

the plans created not only howls of protests from the Germans but were also opposed by the local 

commanders in the American zone and at all levels of the British government and occupation 

apparatus. 

 With strong restrictions to be imposed on German foreign trade and industrial production, as 

well as the lack of inter-allied cooperation in Germany and a collapse in agricultural production, 

CCG(BE) was, together with its American sister organisation OMGUS (Office of the Military 

Government, United States), forced to import large quantities of food and other essential goods for 

the population. This had been assumed since the later phases of the war by British planners and had 

been one of the main reasons why the British negotiators consistently wanted lower levels of 

dismantling.  

 However, the situation turned out to be worse than the British had feared. There were 

several reasons for this. The Western Allies had underestimated the number of refugees from the 

Eastern zone and from the areas of Eastern Europe where the German populations were forcibly 

removed. They also overestimated how much West German agriculture would produce in the 

immediate post-war period. Agriculture lacked fertiliser due to the collapse of the chemical 

industry. The chemical industry had collapsed due to breakdowns in German infrastructure and coal 

production. On top of this, agricultural products were more profitably traded on the black markets 

that flourished after the end of the war than in the centralised food distribution system the Allies 

had inherited from the Nazi era. 

 All these factors had become increasingly clear to the British during the first harsh winter of 

the occupation: it was therefore not surprising that the results of the level of industry negotiations 

were met with unmasked hostility in London. However, given that the Americans and the USSR 
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had signed off on the agreement, and the French were about to, the Attlee government was not yet 

prepared to break with the Potsdam agreement on their own. Nonetheless, signing off on the 

agreement unconditionally would entail a collapse of the British position in Germany. The only 

alternative would be to depart early, like the Americans were planning to do. This would very likely 

leave the Soviet Union as the dominant force in Germany, a threat that was increasingly seen as 

more likely than a renewed challenge from the Germans.  

 Despite being highly critical of the agreement, the Cabinet felt forced to accept it. Attlee 

commented that “we were thrust into this attitude [towards reparations] by our Allies. Can't get 

away fr. it yet.”
73

 However, the acceptance was a conditional one. The conditions were based on 

some of the core assumptions underlying the reparations plan: 

(i) That Germany, with its present Western frontiers remaining unchanged, would be treated 

as a single economic whole; and that, in "the event of any alteration in the Western frontiers 

or of a decision against a centralised economic administration, the plan would call for 

revision.  

(ii) That the population of Germany would not exceed 66.5 millions.  

(iii) That exports would be possible to pay for imports to the extent envisaged in the plan, 

thus obviating a charge on the occupying Powers or other external assistance.
74

 

 

Periodic reviews should be held to make sure these assumptions were being met; if they were not, 

the allowed industrial levels should be revised to reflect this. All three assumptions, while accepted 

as valid by the negotiators in Berlin, were considered dubious by the Cabinet, so dubious in fact 

that one of the first questions Bevin got when presenting the plan and his proposed conditions was 

how quickly he envisaged the British could call for a reassessment.
75

 

 

Clay’s reparations stop, May 1946 

In this desperate economic situation, the Americans had gambled on fixing German economic 

problems by placating the Soviet demands for reparations from the Western zones so that they 

would cooperate on the economic fusion of the occupation zones. This hope quickly proved 

illusory. After two months of fruitless negotiations in the ACC, Clay had had enough and ordered a 

stop of dismantling from the American zone. The British and French followed suit.
76

 As Gimbel has 

argued, the decision to stop dismantling in the American zone was not primarily made to protest 
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Soviet policies.
77

 While Clay was undoubtedly disillusioned by the fact that Soviet intransigence 

had not decreased after the Americans expended so much energy on meeting their demands at the 

Level of Industry negotiations, the consistent blocking of central German administrations by the 

French was seen as even more important. This is supported both by Clay’s own writing from the 

period and the explicit exemption he made to the reparations stop for factories that had already been 

awarded the Soviet Union after the Potsdam conference.
78

  

 The French representative in the ACC had orders to veto any proposal on central 

administrative organs in Germany. Since the French had not been invited to the Potsdam 

conference, they made it abundantly clear that they did not feel bound by the Potsdam agreement 

and that they would continue to block the creation of a central German administration until their 

demands were met.
79

 The French veto was a shot across the bow for Clay. OMGUS was under great 

pressure to lower the costs of the occupation and to send demobilise and send home the US 

occupation forces in Germany: they were now trying to build up a German administrative structure 

as quickly as possible to achieve this goal. Their irritation also extended to the British, who, despite 

being opposed to French goals of putting the Ruhr and Rhineland under international control, 

seemed to be unwilling to put any pressure on the French to adjust their policy. Having been forced 

into conceding a dismantling plan they saw as dangerous, unworkable, and contrary to British 

interests, they had little desire to twist French arms afterwards to force them to the negotiation 

table. 

 

The British ultimatum 

For the British, Clay’s decision to stop dismantling came as a godsend. The collapse in industrial 

production caused by both German administrative and infrastructure collapse, the French veto of 

Allied cooperation in the economic sphere, and American and Soviet policies had great economic 

effects on the British zone. With their control over the industrial heartland of Germany, they now 

found themselves in control of over a million unproductive industrial workers and a rising tide of 

refugees from Eastern Europe. The costs of running the British zone and feeding the starving urban 
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population were enormous, and exacerbated the severe financial problems Britain found itself in at 

the end of a very costly war.
80

 

 By early 1946, opinions in the Foreign Office had also started to shift against the Potsdam 

agreement, which they now increasingly felt would be impossible to implement. The immediate 

cause was the Level of Industry agreement and French intransigence in the ACC. However, Bevin 

and the top officials in the Foreign Office had no intention of forcing the French to cooperate in the 

Control Council: 

I fear we must proceed on the assumption that the Soviet Government will continue to do all 

it can to ensure that the future German Government will be Communist and Soviet-

controlled. […] In these circumstances, we should be wise, I think, to prolong the present 

system of administration and government by zones and delay the setting up of a single 

German Government operating from Berlin. By this means we would gain time for the 

democratic parties to grow and for completion of our own arrangements in the Ruhr. But, on 

the other hand, so long as the zonal system continue we shall not be able to reduce the cost 

of our occupation, notably that of feeding the German population in our Zone.
81

 

 

A fierce opposition to sharing control of the Ruhr area with the other Allies, in particular the Soviet 

Union, complicated the relationship between Britain and the rest still further. The resistance is not 

particularly surprising: the Ruhr was one of the major British assets in Germany, so it would have 

been remarkable if they had failed to use access to the Ruhr as a carrot to tempt the other allies to 

move towards British views.  

 The plan for international control of the Ruhr that the Foreign Office came up with was 

shaped by these considerations. The Land of Nordrhein-Westfalen was created out of former 

Prussian provinces and the steel and coal industries were put under British control in preparation for 

the creation of an inter-allied control apparatus consisting of the Western European Allies and the 

US. The Soviet Union was only to be offered membership if they in exchange gave equal access to 

industry in the Soviet zone, The plans, which were defended as the easiest way to get German 

industry producing again and to ease its eventual transfer to international control, was approved by 

the Cabinet on 17 April 1946. This plan for the internationalisation of the Ruhr was open to the 

criticism from the other occupying powers (and the Germans) that it formalised British control over 

the largest industrial area in Europe in the uncertain hope of transferring it to an international 

control apparatus some time in the future. 

 The Ruhr question showed how Bevin and the Foreign Office had been pushed into a purely 

negative stance when it came to Allied policies in Germany. The French vetoes in the ACC and the 

subsequent reparations stop by Clay had given the British some breathing space. However, they did 
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not solve the underlying weakness and political isolation of the British position in Germany. There 

was little chance in the short term for economic cooperation between the zones. Even if the French 

gave up their obstructionism and the Soviet Union played ball, the agreed Allied economic policies 

were seen as so damaging to British interests that the cure threatened to be worse than the illness. 

The Americans had to be stopped from taking British acquiescence for granted in their attempts at 

courting cooperation with the Soviet Union. Unless British views were taken into consideration, the 

Foreign Office felt that the best option was a break with the Potsdam agreement and the setting up 

of an independent Western state, or, if they failed to bring the other Western Allies with them, an 

independent British zone.
82

 

 The plans to force a break with the Potsdam agreement developed at some speed in early 

1946. The Foreign Office, which had so far worked towards a unified Germany, revised their 

opposition to division. There was no point on the British side to agreeing “for the sake of peace and 

quiet in the Control Council in Berlin, to measures which will unnecessarily increase the 

disintegration of the economic life and social structure in our zone.”
83 

This time, however, the 

Foreign Office was not going to repeat the mistakes made when Churchill unilaterally tried to force 

a change in Allied policies immediately after the war. The groundwork would be laid properly and 

the Cabinet briefed about the situation and what the possible steps available were. In early May 

1946, the Foreign Office presented the options. The question was whether Britain should “... 

maintain and develop the present policy of Potsdam or to throw it overboard and organise our own 

zone as an independent unit according to our own ideas, bringing in the western zones as we can.”
84

 

 The possibility was, as we have seen, already discussed in the war years and incorporated in 

the occupation zone structure decided upon in the EAC. It had also been proposed by the chiefs of 

staff in their November 1944 report on German dismemberment, which concluded that “the spread 

of this [i.e. Soviet] influence to the rest of Germany, however, could more easily be checked if the 

remainder of Germany comprised two separate states each under the control of a western 

democratic state.”
85

 Montgomery, military governor of the British zone, had briefed the Cabinet on 
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the option of running it independently in January 1946. Holding views that were clearly very close 

to what I referred to as the conservative, Vansittartist line, he told the Cabinet that, from the military 

and administrative perspectives, running the zone independently would not entail a large change for 

CCG(BE).
86

 When asked by the Foreign Office whether a central German administration or a split 

with the Soviet Union was preferable, he replied that the Level of Industry agreement depended on 

a central German administration. If there was no central economic administration, he would prefer a 

western solution. However, he warned that “it would mean a first class row with the Russians.”
87

 When presented with the Foreign Office plan in May, the Cabinet received the idea with 

some scepticism. However, they agreed that the economic situation was desperate enough for a 

break with Allied policies to be necessary. A general feeling that British prestige vis-à-vis the other 

allies had all but collapsed pervaded the meeting. Herbert Morrison implored the other members of 

Cabinet to recognise the “... weak position in wh[ich] we’ve b[een] driven. […] We are being 

pushed around [and] must try & get the lead.”
88

 

 At the Paris Council of Foreign Ministers meeting in July 1946, Bevin sprung the British 

decision on his counterparts, presenting an ultimatum. Unless the other occupying powers opened 

up for coordinating economically with the British zone as envisaged by the Potsdam agreement, the 

British government would be forced to break with Potsdam and to organise their zone “... in such a 

manner that no further liability shall fall on the British taxpayer.” This demand for coordination also 

specified that trade between the zones should be paid in dollars, something Bevin assumed that 

Molotov would refuse.
89

 

 With the British zone economically prostrate due to a lack of Allied cooperation, Bevin was 

threatening to administer it as a British protectorate without any ties to the other allies. Together 

with the plans to put the Ruhr industry under public administration, the Foreign Office now had a 

feasible plan B should the Americans, at whom this ultimatum was really aimed, fail to agree to 

economic coordination. “I hope we can avoid the situation outlined by Mr. Bevin,” was Byrnes’ 

reply before inviting any occupation power willing to cooperate to merge their zones with the 

American zone, while preparing the creation of a central economic administration of Germany as a 

whole.
90

 The British immediately accepted, but the French and Russians refused. 
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 From both sides, the bizone, as the merger of the two zones would be called, was something 

of a “shotgun marriage” created to stop the other powers from running off and permanently 

overturning their respective goals in Germany and Europe. This ambivalence was also mirrored in 

the governing structure of the bizone. The Americans insisted on a large degree of decentralisation 

so as to not create the impression that a new central administration was being created to the 

exclusion of the other occupation zones. The British, on the other hand, were not happy with how 

the costs for running the bizone was to be divided between the two countries. There would be a 50-

50 split between the two occupying powers, something which led the Board of Trade to continue 

looking into the benefits of running the British zone on their own. In a report from the autumn of 

1946, they presented a plan for integrating the zone into British foreign trade, where Britain was to 

supply industrial goods to the Commonwealth while the industry in the British zone was to supply 

Europe.
91

 

 

Soviet policy in Germany 

The lack of access to Soviet sources put a damper on the historical research on Soviet policies on 

Germany and in their occupation zone. However, for a time in the 1990s, access to the Russian 

archives was relatively open. The most famous result of archival work completed during this period 

is Gaddis’ famous turn from post-revisionism to traditionalism in We Now Know.
92

 Less 

controversial and more directly relating to the dynamics of the Soviet occupation in Germany is 

Norman Naimark’s The Russians in Germany.
93

 

 While Gaddis focuses on Stalin’s somewhat utopian plans to win Germany over to 

communism through the ballot box, Naimark sees Soviet occupation goals as contradictory and 

badly defined. These problems the Soviet Union shared with the other occupation powers, as 

mentioned earlier. However, the Soviet dilemmas tied them to negotiating positions that were bound 

to create frictions with the West, and especially Britain. 

 The highest priority of Soviet policy in Germany was the fastest and highest possible 

extraction of reparations of all kinds from Germany. Given the enormous demands of reconstruction 

of the devastated European parts of the Soviet Union, this is hardly surprising. The Soviet Union 

also wished to gain access to the Ruhr coal mines and had, like the British and the Americans, an 
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extensive programme for the extraction of German military and industrial technology and know-

how. The political goals were less clear. The extent of demilitarisation, denazification, and 

decartelisation was in line with Allied agreements; however, due to the ideological differences, they 

were implemented quite differently in the Soviet zone. There is little reason to doubt that Stalin 

hoped to achieve a unified, communist Germany by consolidating communist power in East 

Germany and winning a “charm offensive” in the Western zones. The change of Soviet policy from 

a division of Germany to advocating a united Germany in March 1945 and the equally surprising 

lifting of the ban on political activity in the Soviet zone on 10 June 1945 undoubtedly fit into this 

pattern. This saw the German communist party (KPD) being founded as the first official post-war 

party in Germany. The Social Democrats (SPD), the Christian Democrats (CDU), and Liberals (the 

later FDP) quickly followed. This put the Western occupying powers in an awkward situation, as 

their occupation policy stipulated only a very gradual return to political activity. 

 However, using the Soviet zone as a beacon of communism in Germany was from the 

beginning fraught by a lack of planning, Soviet bureaucratic traditions, and conflicting goals. The 

behaviour of Red Army soldiers in Germany, with widespread raping and looting followed by 

ineffectual attempts at tightening discipline and covering up the atrocities, did not help either. While 

the British and the Americans quickly abandoned their planned policy of strict non-fraternisation, 

the Soviet Union had to implement it in their zone to keep their own soldiers in check.
94

  

 The Soviet military administration in Germany, SVAG (Sovetskaia Voennaia Administratsia 

v Germanii), had not received clear policy directives from Moscow. There were no documents like 

JCS 1067 for the American Zone or CCS 551 for the British. As in OMGUS and to a lesser degree 

in CCG(BE), the Soviet military administration was marked by bureaucratic infighting and the 

influence of local elites. In the Soviet zone, this was especially true of the German communists who 

had fled to the Soviet Union during the Nazi era and had now returned to Germany as heads of the 

reconstituted KDP. Their protests that they lacked influence over the German administration during 

the early Soviet occupation was difficult for SVAG officials to dismiss. In cooperation with 

“hardliners” within the Soviet occupation apparatus, they were the driving forces of the Soviet 

zone’s turn towards Stalinist communism more than any official policy, at least according to 

Naimark.
95

 

 Unlike in the Western zones, Soviet reparations policy was operated completely separately 
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from the occupation apparatus, which to a certain degree explains the differences in speed and 

extent between the Soviet zone and the Western ones. As in the Western military occupations, 

SVAG officials were highly critical of the focus on dismantling industry.
96

 The breakneck speed of 

dismantling in the first year of occupation made rebuilding the economy of the Soviet zone in the 

first year of occupation almost impossible. After Clay’s dismantling stop in May 1946, dismantling 

in the Soviet zone also all but stopped; from then on, reparations payments would mostly be 

extracted from forced German labour, reparations from current production, and part ownership of 

East German factories. However, in the short year between the end of the war and the end of 

dismantling as the cornerstone of Soviet reparations policy, about 26 per cent of the industrial 

capacity of the Soviet zone was removed.
97

 Along with the removal of the industrial centre of 

Upper Silesia to Poland, a bad harvest, and millions of refugees from the East, the Soviet zone was 

also pushed into a serious economic crisis in the early post-war period. This economic collapse 

makes the Soviet insistence on reparations before economic cooperation and central administration 

more understandable. There was simply very little to export to the Western zones, and any decision 

to coordinate the zones before reparations would, given the state of the zones, lead to reparations 

payments being pushed into an uncertain future. 

 Internally in the zone, the KPD, made powerful by their close connections with the Soviet 

occupiers, were in danger of suffering a devastating loss in the elections held in the autumn of 1946. 

The economic collapse and the behaviour of the Soviet military and the NKVD (the predecessors of 

the KGB) made these close connections into a problem for the voters. With the help of the SVAG, 

the Soviet zone SPD was forced into a socialist party together with the KPD. The Sozialistische 

Einheitspartei Deutschlands (SED) was created in April 1946 and would rule in East Germany until 

the fall of the Berlin wall. However, even with the help of the more popular SPD and pressure from 

the Soviet occupation apparatus that at times crossed the line into electoral fraud, the SED only 

managed to win a majority in the Soviet zone province elections of September 1946 by the 

slimmest of margins. The lack of support from workers in the big cities and women were especially 

troubling to the new party.
98

The SED leadership responded by tying themselves closer to the Soviet 

Union and by supporting the Stalinisation of the zone. The weak support of the party was, according 

to Naimark, discussed frequently in the Politbureau. This puts Stalin and Molotov’s repeated 

attempts at creating a united, neutral Germany into sharp relief. It must have been clear by the end 

of the 1940s that the possibility of a united Germany turning communist in the near future was 
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relatively low. 

 

French policy in Germany 

Like the British and the Americans, the French views on reparations were heavily influenced by the 

wish to avoid the dynamics of the Versailles peace treaty. However, while Anglo-American views 

focused on how Allied demands had weakened German finances and made them dependent on 

foreign loans without weakening their industrial capacity, France learnt that it was dangerous to 

weaken their resolve. Like after the Great War, they sought devolution of the Rhineland, 

international control over the Ruhr, French annexation of the Saar, and the decentralisation and 

demilitarisation of the rest of Germany to the maximum extent possible.
99

 De Gaulle, as the first 

post-war French president, was a sharp opponent of the Potsdam agreement. With veto power in the 

ACC and the Saar already part of the French zone, the French negotiators were in no hurry to give 

up their resistance against any ACC proposals that would move towards creating the embryo of a 

central German administration.
100

 

 However, the French scope of action was severely constricted. The French economy and 

infrastructure was in ruins, and the new government was dependent on resources from abroad for 

rebuilding. Truman tempered the end of the French-American Lend-Lease agreement in August 

1945 by promising large amounts of German coal to the French. The French need for coal in 

rebuilding would be a constant theme throughout the occupation. German coal was an integral part 

of French plans for industrial rebuilding after the war, most prominently in the Monnett plan from 

the autumn of 1946. The Monnett plan sought an aggressive policy of industrial expansion built on 

American credit and German coal, which would, among other things, double French steel 

production to about twelve million tons per year, thereby allowing them to replace Germany as the 

primary steel producer on the continent.
101

 The deliveries of German coal never reached the 
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requested levels: the British attempted to keep more of it to restart the industry and infrastructure of 

their zone and the French feared the effect this would have on their own plans. 

 French negotiators, with Foreign Minister Georges Bidault in the forefront, were also very 

explicit in their talks with the other Western Allies about their fear of Soviet influence.
102

 A strong 

French communist party was part of the coalition government in the first post-war years and had 

considerable popular support in the years that followed. French economic and political weakness 

would be an effective negotiation tool for the French in both the ACC and in negotiating US 

support. Geir Lundestad has termed this dynamic the “tyranny of the weak” due to the significant 

impact it had on American policy.
103

 However, the fear of communism was real in the French 

government, something which helps explain why they enthusiastically supported the new direction 

taken by the British and Americans after the founding of the bizone. The increasing chasm between 

the Soviet Union and the West solved the two main security problems for the French: the danger of 

a strong, unified Germany and Soviet influence in Western Europe.
104

 With these security problems 

solved, the French government went from principled resistance to a centrally controlled Germany to 

supporting the foundation of a West German state. How this was to be accomplished in practice was 

however still up for heated discussion. 

 

To split or make whole 

The creation of the Anglo-American bizone was no immediate success. The mixture of hope for 

French or Soviet participation (principally on the American side) and fear of French or Soviet 

criticism (principally on the British side) meant that the five organs of bizonal economic central 

administration were to be placed in five different cities, with strong limitations on their actual 

power over the Länder economies. 

 The bizone quickly came under pressure. Agricultural production was still low, and the 

coldest winter in 20 years meant the economic situation continued to be bleak with the start of the 

bizone in January 1947. Coal production in the Western zones was still only 60 per cent of the level 

agreed upon in the Level of Industry agreement and industrial production was only slowly rising.
105

 

British and American plans to make the bizone economically self-reliant by 1949 were starting to 

look unattainable. If the enormous costs of feeding and ruling the German population were to be 

reduced, the bizone needed to either join up with the other two zones or there needed to be a break 
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with the Potsdam agreement and the restrictions demanded by the Level of Industry agreement. The 

latter option would mean a break with the Soviet Union and a de facto division of Germany into at 

least two states. 

 In the months before the Council of Foreign Ministers in Moscow in March and April 1947, 

the Soviet Union was sending strong signals that they were willing to support a united Germany 

with increased industrial production in return for deliveries of reparations from current 

production.
106

 In the Truman administration, the attitudes towards Germany were also changing. 

OMGUS and Military Governor Clay were still working towards the goal of a united Germany in 

line with the Potsdam agreement and a renegotiated level of industry agreement. However, in 

Washington the mood had started to change even before the mid-term elections of November 1946 

changed the political landscape. The Republicans were now in political ascendancy and scepticism 

towards the Soviet Union was growing. President Truman had to adjust the administration’s policies 

in the light of the new political realities, and General George Marshall was brought in to replace 

Byrnes in January 1947. Marshall was a man without any real experience with diplomacy and his 

appointment came at a delicate moment in Allied negotiations on Germany. A decision needed to be 

taken either to break the deadlock in the ACC or to break with the Soviet Union and build up a West 

German state instead. Marshall was known as more sceptical of the Soviet Union than Byrnes. 

 For the British the forthcoming conference offered the opportunity to offer British policies 

and a break with the Soviet Union as a solution to stalemate in Allied negotiations over Germany. 

British reparartions policies, which had changed little since the war-time planning phase, were now 

brought back on the table. 

 

Moscow Council of Foreign Ministers 

Marshall's first main test was the Moscow Council of Foreign Ministers in March and April 1947. It 

would prove to be a pivotal moment in not only post-war German history, but also in the turn 

towards the Cold War.
107

 The failure of the conference to bridge the gulf between the Soviet Union 

and the Western Allies was quickly followed by a realignment of American occupation policy, a 

new and strengthened bizonal agreement, a new level of industry plan very close to British views, 

and, most importantly, the Marshall aid programme. 

 Marshall brought with him to Moscow a delegation which included several of the main 
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opponents of continued cooperation with the Soviet Union. Nonetheless, the delegation also 

included strong voices willing to consider the Soviet signals of readiness to cooperate on a more 

moderate policy in Germany. With Clay at the forefront, they were willing to accept deliveries of 

reparations from current production from the Western zones to the Soviet Union in return for 

Russian cooperation on creating a united, neutral Germany.
108

 

 Clay, who probably knew the situation on the ground in Germany better than anyone else in 

the American delegation, considered the danger of the communists taking control of the rest of 

Germany as slight, even with a central administration based in Berlin. He thought the communists’ 

influence in the Western zones was small and decreasing, and that their power in the East would 

crumble when they were exposed to the reforms that real Allied cooperation on Germany would 

entail. However, it was unclear whether the Soviet Union would actually be willing to cooperate if 

Washington were to continue the Potsdam line. There was little hope of the French supporting a 

German central administration, so Marshall would be dependent on British support in any 

rapprochement with the Soviet Union. 

 In a briefing to President Truman on 31 March 1947, Marshall presented the American plan 

for solving the German knot. He suggested the creation of a defence pact between the four allies 

against future German aggression, an increase of permitted German industrial production, and a 

reintegration of all or a large part of the agricultural areas in the East, which Stalin had surprised 

Truman and Churchill by demanding. This would make it possible to give the Soviet Union 

reparations from current production and to create a united Germany with a balanced trade and 

enough industrial strength to aid in the reconstruction of Europe.
109

 

 In defending the American demand for a renegotiation on the “German areas under Polish 

administration”, Marshall suggested that “an adjustment in connection with the provisional eastern 

boundaries to provide additional food for Germany and to reduce her present population density.”
110

 

The increase in German agricultural areas would mean that a revised level of industry plan would 

safely reduce the dangerous level of German heavy industry without endangering the new country’s 

foreign trade balance. 
111

 

 This suggestion got some support from the hardliners in the State Department, due to their 

view that the Soviet Union would refuse and that such a reasonable offer could therefore serve as a 
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useful propaganda tool. The American ambassador in Moscow, Walter Bedell Smith, was sure that 

the Soviet Union would oppose any border adjustment. However, the demand would put Stalin in 

an uncomfortable situation in relation to the SED and the Polish Lublin Government. Molotov was 

sending stronger and stronger signals that the Soviet Union would be willing to negotiate. In a 

surprise announcement on 22 March, he declared that he was open for Germany to be rebuilt along 

the lines of the old Weimar constitution, a significant shift from earlier Soviet policy and a de facto 

abandonment of their policy of strong SED support. At the same time, he stated that the Soviet 

Union would be willing to renegotiate the Level of Industry agreement if this led to reparations 

from current production. 

 What Marshall now needed was the go-ahead from Truman and the support of the British. 

Truman, who had just presented the Truman doctrine to Congress, was sceptical.
112

 The British 

delegation in Moscow was downright hostile. They needed American support for their own policy 

of causing a break with the Soviet Union. Bevin dismissed the proposal to renegotiate the Oder-

Neisse line. He concluded that Marshall was thinking as a soldier in his focus on land and put forth 

several demands that, in reality, made an agreement impossible. Like in Paris the summer before, 

Bevin proclaimed that they would veto any suggestions that would lead to “additional financial 

liabilities”. Later, the British delegation added a demand that they would only agree to Allied 

cooperation if all occupying powers shared the costs of occupation in the “past, present and future”, 

that eventual international control of the Ruhr also had to include international control of the rest of 

German industry, and finally that even under these conditions the British would not agree to any 

reparations from current production until the German economy had achieved a foreign trade 

surplus.
113

  

 Given that the British had spent by far the most so far in running their zone, while the Soviet 

Union and France had been running theirs with a slight profit, these demands were harsh. The 

Soviet Union would have to pay Britain for the costs so far in running the British zone and share 

control of industry in the Soviet zone in the hope that Germany would, at some time in the future, 

achieve enough of an export surplus to pay reparations from current production. This was clearly 

meant to derail any hopes of an agreement between the Soviet Union and the others. As a Foreign 

Office strategy memo for the conference put it, “we must be careful therefore not to get into 

detailed discussions which the public everywhere may expect to lead to a compromise.”
114

  

 Marshall now not only had to convince American hardliners of the need for a deal, but also 
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persuade the Soviet Union to move the de facto Polish-German border, force Britain to give up their 

policy of obstruction, and finally strong-arm the French into agreeing to German unity after having 

categorically opposed it since Potsdam. On top of these formidable obstacles, he had to convince 

Truman, who had just proclaimed what would be known as the Truman Doctrine in relation to the 

civil war in Greece, of the value of a deal with the Soviet Union in Germany.
115

 

 After having discussed the American proposal in private meetings with Stalin and Bevin, 

Marshall finally gave up on the American line in the first days of April 1947. The proposed quid pro 

quo of adjustments to the Oder-Neisse line in exchange for reparations from current production was 

never presented in the official meetings of the CFM. Morgenthau’s influence on American policies 

was finally abandoned completely. 

 Marshall made a decision that was in many ways already preordained: the US would, along 

with Britain and France, attempt to build up a densely populated and primarily industrial Western 

Germany. Clay left Moscow, reportedly in anger, when the turn the negotiations were taking were 

starting to become clear and wondered if the bizonal agreement with Britain could be broken up. 

Bevin, on the other hand, got acceptance for a wide array of British demands. These included 

British control of the Ruhr area for the duration of military occupation, a bizonal redrafting of the 

level of industry plan, which would take a steel level of around ten million tons per year as a 

starting point, and the centralisation of bizonal administration as soon as practicable.
116

 The French 

government remained non-commital to joining the Bizone arrangement, but left the door open 

should certain vital French interests be met, the most important one being a favourable agreement 

on French access to cheap German coal.
117

  

 The British resistance to a division of Germany had always been founded on the dangers 

that such a policy would imply for inflaming German nationalism and revanchism. Now that the 

Soviet Union and the Western powers were on a trajectory of founding two ideologically opposed 

German states, they could credibly blame the division on Soviet intransigence. For the Western 

zones, a move towards an ideological division of Germany meant that the agricultural areas of the 

East were no longer part of the equation of creating a healthy German economy and European 

security. The Western areas would be a large net importer of food, which would hinder the country 

from again threatening the peace by itself. The Western zones were now to be tied to the Western 

powers as a bulwark against the Soviet Union, something which demanded a much more 

constructive American involvement in the rebuilding of German industry and economy than had 
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been the case under the previous policies. 

  After the change of direction at the Moscow CFM, the quick reduction of US troop levels in 

Germany stopped and stabilised at about 100,000 men between the spring of 1947 and the summer 

of 1950.
118

 In July 1947, OMGUS finally received new policy orders from Washington. JCS 1779 

had circulated in the Department of State in different guises for years, but was only now given 

official support. The new American approach was not a complete break with earlier policies.  

 

Conclusion 

The Moscow Council of Foreign Ministers meeting was a pivotal turn in the series of attempts by 

the British government to regain the initiative when it came to Allied policies in Germany. While 

the London CFM meeting later in the year would work out some of the security implications of the 

new policy, the big decisions of the Moscow CFM would have lasting effects. On dismantling, it 

ended the stalemate and led to the restart of the dismantling programme along the lines of British 

wartime plans. 

 As was shown in chapter 1, they took the lead on planning during the war, but were thrown 

off track by the Morgenthau plan, which took British reparations planning to its logical extreme. 

The British found themselves isolated in the first post-war year. While they shared the same 

framework on reparations as the Americans, the scope of dismantling proposed by the US was such 

that it would turn the British zone into an economic wasteland, cost the almost bankrupt British 

Treasury hundred of millions of pounds, and undermine the British position in Germany 

completely. Even more worryingly, the Americans consistently ignored the warnings from London 

while attempting to court the Soviet Union so that they would join in the quadripartite control of 

Germany. The Americans wanted to set up Allied control and weaken Germany quickly and 

permanently so that they could leave as soon as conditions permitted. 

 The first major attempt at turning Allied policies back towards British concepts was 

Churchill’s hamfisted attempt to keep the Dönitz successor government in power after the 

surrender. The second major attempt was more successful, The British accepted the 1946 Level of 

Industry agreement only on the conditions which the agreement stipulated, but which the British 

were sure would never be fulfilled. These conditions were used first to blackmail the Americans 

into joining zones with the British and then in the Moscow Council of Foreign Ministers to 

encourage a break between the US and the USSR and the eventual setting up of a West German 
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state built on the economic and political framework the British had developed during the war. 

 Integral to this conception was a new bizonal level of industry plan, which was very close to 

the original EIPS proposals from 1944. The British had succeeded in convincing the Americans to 

follow a more lenient policy in Germany, but their arguments of impending economic ruin and 

communist infiltration in Western Europe would again drive American policy to the logical extreme 

of the British position. As we shall see in later chapters, the Marshall plan and its focus on 

economic rebuilding would lead to the Americans attacking the British for being too punitive in 

their focus on economic security through industrial dismantling in the years that followed. 
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Chapter 3: The early occupation: imperial influences and 
economic policies 

“Whatever verdict history may pass on the role played by Great Britain in the occupation of 

Germany I trust that it will say that we have been consistent. When we first occupied the 

country we set ourselves certain aims to achieve. We are pursuing these same aims today. I 

hope that we shall continue to do so until they are achieved and the last trainload of British 

troops leaves Germany. The pace at which we travel towards our objectives varies 

according to the success which we achieve from time to time. The methods which we employ 

are flexible in order that account may be taken of changing conditions. Our aims do not 

vary.” Military Governor Robertson in a speech to the German people, 1947.
1
 

 

This chapter seeks to put the dismantling programme in Germany in relation to British policies on 

the ground during the occupation and British experiences with controlling foreign territory. As 

mentioned in the introduction, there is a tendency in the historical literature to treat the different 

aspects of the British occupation as separate from each other and disconnected from earlier British 

experiences with controlling foreign peoples. The result has been to judge the British occupation as 

indecisive and inefficient, with confused and changing goals. As can be seen in the quote above, 

this view was certainly not shared by the head of CCG(BE). Also, when looking at what the 

different policy areas in the British occupation zone had in common, and how they shared 

commonalities with imperial patterns, the hands-off and rather inefficient control in their zone was 

part of a wider imperial ideology. 

 It is worth drawing a parallel with a notion popular in policy circles in Washington after the 

recent invasion of Iraq that the Americans had found a particularly successful way of doing 

“foreign-led nation-building”, where Germany and Japan were used as key examples. The most 

generous thing that can be said about the ripple of think thank studies and academic literature 

supporting this contention was that they succeeded in showing that there was indeed a particular 

pattern of re-shaping states under American occupation. This pattern held from the end of Theodore 

Roosevelt’s flirtation with formal overseas empire at the beginning of the twentieth century until 

today. It can be briefly summarised as occupying a country, stabilising it, instituting political and 

economic reforms as soon as possible, and then leaving.
2
 This is certainly what the Americans tried 

to do in Germany, until international developments bogged them down.  

 Another commonality in American occupations have been the belief that the societies under 

their control could be changed primarily through instituting structural reforms. This was also clearly 
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an unspoken belief among the American occupiers in Germany, which continuously prepared and 

executed new plans for reforming German society, without worrying too much about the attitudes of 

the Germans they were imposing them on.  

 The influence of the literature on the American occupation of Germany on the historical 

study of the British occupation was pointed out in the introduction. There has been a tendency to 

copy the most interesting areas of study and apply the framework of studies on the American zone 

to the British zone. Unfortunately, this has also led to the British occupation being used as a 

comparative case rather than being studied in terms of British history and ideology.  

 In this chapter, I seek to overcome this by placing the British occupation of Germany 

squarely within a British tradition. From this perspective, it becomes evident that while the 

Americans were goal-oriented in their occupation policies, the British were primarily process-

oriented. The process of changing German structures, and indeed German thoughts, was more 

important than the end goal, which the British thought should be to a large degree up to the new, 

reformed German elites. It must be emphasised that while the leadership of CCG(BE) was heavily 

influenced by imperial ideals, the ideas and attitudes of the personnel further down in the hierarchy 

was decidedly more mixed. 

 As mentioned earlier in this thesis, the planning of the post-war policies was divided into 

two main groups: one dealing with economics and reparations, the other with overall policy in 

Germany in general. The former was perceived as a positive policy of German political, cultural, 

and spiritual rebirth, while the latter was on economic security through the neutering of German 

military-industrial capacity. This divide is also clear in the early occupation period. As we shall see 

later in this thesis, the restart of dismantling in 1947 would lead these two main lines of policy to 

clash with increasing frequency. 

 

Economic collapse 

While the British were as horrified with the atrocities they uncovered at the end of the war as the 

Americans, British policy towards the Germans shifted much faster. While American policy in 

Germany is generally seen as having shifted from a punitive phase to a focus on rebuilding 

Germany with Secretary of State John Byrnes’ Stuttgart speech in September 1946, the British shift 

came significantly earlier. Already in the summer of 1945, British commanders in Germany as well 

as politicians in London rejected the punitive American line, as epitomised by the Morgenthau plan 

and the JCS 1067 directive to OMGUS.
3
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 As Volker Berghahn has pointed out, the early occupation of Germany was a period where 

the British were relatively free to impose their preferred policies in their zone.
4
 It quickly became 

clear, however, that the scale of the destruction caused by the war would itself impose severe 

restrictions on what could be accomplished in the near term in the British zone. The French veto on 

setting up a central German economic administration meant that the occupation zones had turned 

into “artificial economic frontiers”, with virtually no inter-zonal trade.
5
 

 The British planners had already realised towards the end of the war that the German 

economy was likely to collapse once hostilities ceased. As the British army marched into 

northwestern Germany, the scale of the destruction that met them went far beyond even what the 

most pessimistic plans had envisaged. Not only had the economic system completely collapsed, but 

the infrastructure was also in shambles and almost two thirds of residential housing had been 

destroyed or damaged.6 The biggest problem for the British, virtually bankrupted by the war, was 

the food situation in the zone. The British had fought, and won, the right to occupy the industrial 

heartland of Germany; however, with the economy in a state of ruin, the British zone was not able 

to use income from exports to pay for the necessary food imports. Up to two thirds of the very 

meagre food rations of the population of the zone had to be imported from abroad at the expense of 

the Treasury, leading to intense pressure to get the economy of the zone back on its feet as soon as 

possible. For the lack of food not to have an adverse effect on industrial production, the British 

estimated that the Germans needed between 2.500 calories per day for sedentary working men and 

3,000 for physical labourers. The actual rations for the Germans in the British zone slowly went 

down from around 1,500 at the end of the war to around 1,050 in 1946.
7
 

 The problem for the British was that fixing the problem was somewhat of a Gordian knot. 

To fix the economy, industrial output needed to be increased. To increase industrial output, the 

workers needed more food, the factories needed coal, and the infrastructure needed repairs. To fix 

the infrastructure, they needed industrial products. To increase coal production, they needed coal 

mining equipment produced by industry and an increase of food rations for the miners.  On top of 

this, a significant amount of coal was being exported to neighbouring countries, primarily France, 

thereby lowering the coal available for internal use.
8
 Even if the British had enough money to buy 

the food required to cut this Gordian knot, its effects on worker efficiency would still take years to 
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percolate through the system because of the other bottlenecks in the economy caused by the 

collapse. The British government and occupation apparatus were aware of this, but also knew that 

the money to import enough food for the Germans simply was not there. 

 The only other option they had to quickly solve the food problem was for the ACC to 

quickly put in place the Potsdam decisions for a central German economic administration, 

something that would mean that the British zone could exchange industrial products with food 

imports from the other zones. However, this would mean that the Soviet Union would gain 

increased influence in Germany in general and the immediate start of the Allied dismantling 

programme. This programme would hit the British zone the hardest, leading to mass unemployment 

and probable political unrest. 

 The British attempt to break with the other Allies and to run the British zone independently 

in the summer of 1946 must be seen as a way to break out of this economic straight jacket. By 

doing so, they could increase German industrial production without having to implement the 

destructive Potsdam decisions on dismantling: they could cut and control coal exports until the 

industry had recovered and thereby focus their attention on the internal economic problems of the 

zone. There were also sound political reasons for doing so.  

 

Administrative vacuum 

The terrible economic situation was exacerbated by the administrative vacuum that met the British 

when they started the occupation. The British wartime plans had called for a very short early 

military occupation, where the zone would be denazified and demilitarised. After this, a smaller 

civilian control organisation would be formed, marking the beginning of a long period of 

supervision over a German administration: democratic reforms would slowly be introduced from 

the ground up. Finally, there would be a period of supervision of a central German administration 

for 20 to 50 years. 

 The situation on the ground in Germany made this impossible, however. The economic and 

administrative collapse meant that the British could not immediately hand over the day-to-day 

running of administrating the zone to the Germans as quickly as they had wanted. The desperate 

attempt by Churchill to circumvent this outcome at the start of the occupation by maintaining the 

Dönitz successor government failed for political reasons; however, even if it had succeeded, it 

would have been a government in name only. The administrative apparatus that the Nazi 

government had relied on had melted away after the war.  

 Instead, the British had to take over the administration of the zone directly in the immediate 
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post-war period and build administration from scratch. The Soviet decision to allow the restart of 

political parties in their zone in the summer of 1945 also scuppered British plans to reintroduce 

political life at a leisurely phase. It would be politically impossible to allow political parties to 

develop in the Soviet zone while they were banned in the British zone.
9
 

 In order to fill the administrative vacuum that the British forces met in Germany, the 21
st
 

British Army Group, responsible for the early military occupation phase, quickly and haphazardly 

built up a massive military administration apparatus. By the time they had created something 

resembling a functioning occupation apparatus by the end of 1945, the order was given to turn it 

over to civilian control. This entailed exchanging most of the military officers that worked in 

CCG(BE) for civilian administrators.
10

 This transition not only led to the disappearance of most of 

the experienced hands in CCG(BE), but also meant that the organisation continued to grow in size. 

By mid-1946, CCG(BE) had a British staff of over 26,000 and over 30,000 Germans working for 

them, far more than any other occupying power.
11

 

 

British goals in Germany during the early occupation 

This vast, inexperienced bureaucracy was tasked not only with solving the Gordian knot of standing 

the economy back on its feet and rebuilding a German administration. They also had to implement 

the overall British goals for the occupation. Formally these were the goals set down by the Potsdam 

agreement: 

 

(I) to eliminate Germany as a potential military menace; 

(ii) to convince the Germans that they have been defeated and that they are responsible for 

their suffering; 

(iii) to destroy Nazism; 

(iv) to prepare for the eventual reconstruction of German political life on a democratic basis 

and for eventual peaceful co-operation in international life by Germany.
12

 

 

However, like the other signatories, the relative importance of the different goals differed according 

to their own perceived interests. When it came to what the British actually did in Germany, Donald 

C. Watt is on the mark when he states that “British policy [in Germany] was inspired by three 
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separate ideas: that of reparations, or to put it crudely, loot; that of preventing Germany from again 

becoming a threat to British security; and that of reeducation in democracy.”
13

 

 Between Churchill’s failed attempt to continue the Dönitz regime and Bevin’s decision to 

merge the British zone with the American one in mid-1946, there was little fear of an immediate 

German threat to British security and little interest in following Allied reparations policy. The focus 

was squarely on re-education and on what Watt somewhat flippantly calls loot, along with desperate 

attempts to get the economy of the heavily industrialised British zone back on its feet in order to 

reduce the immense subsidies needed to feed its starving population. 

 As mentioned in chapter one, the British planners, faced with a diversity of opinions among 

the Allies about what to do with Germany, had developed a flexible approach to the question. It 

entailed a balance between economically punitive and politically positive policies. Except for in the 

economic field, British policy focused on the political re-education of Germany, which would turn 

the country into a politically responsible member of the Western world. However, in British eyes, 

this policy would only be possible if Germany was economically stable and the Allies had sufficient 

time to change the political outlook of the German people. The kind of economic shock therapy the 

Americans, Soviets, and French had in mind at the end of the war would make such a policy 

pointless: 

 

If our policy is merely punitive and our desire is to make Germany an economic desert our 

stay should be as brief and as economical as possible. If, however, we regard our stay in 

Germany as a mission – to change the outlook and to create a new democratic spirit – our 

expenditure in the building up of machinery for education, culture and moral regeneration 

will be fully justified.
14

 

 

It is clear which of these options the British favoured. They spent the early years of the occupation 

setting up complex administrative machinery which focused on the re-education of the Germans, 

while doing little to nothing to set in motion the Allied reparations policies decided at Potsdam. 

 

Re-education 

Re-education was the primary tool for attaining British goals in Germany. Watt has called the 

British re-education programme “the centre of British occupation policy, the positive core and 
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inspiration of the Control Commission.”
15

 This view was widely shared in the British occupation 

apparatus. In an autobiographical account of the British occupation of Germany, Noël Annan tells 

that, in his travels through the zone, there was one theme that was invariably brought up in every 

discussion he had with British occupation officers: the policy of re-education and how feasible it 

was in practice.
16

 

 The importance of re-education was emphasised even more strongly by the leadership of 

CCG(BE). In an article written for the British Zone Review, a magazine produced for a general 

readership among the occupation apparatus, General Brian Robertson, the deputy military governor, 

emphasised in early 1946 that the focus of the occupation would now shift. With denazification and 

demilitarisation of the zone nearing completion, they would now turn to their positive work. This 

positive mission was not confined to economic reconstruction, since it would also include a 

thorough re-education of the Germans, a task he compared to educating a child.
17

 

 This rather patronising view on re-education was widely held. In a scathing critique of a 

historical article by David Welch on the re-education programme, Michael Balfour, an officer in 

CCG(BE) who, in his later years, turned to writing history, argues a similar view. Welch’s argument 

was that, during the early occupation, there had been a significant campaign to instil a sense of 

collective guilt for the crimes committed during the Nazi regime.
18

 Balfour argues, in a reply 

supported by both copious source material and one assumes his own memories from the political 

division of CCG(BE), that any focus on collective guilt in the re-education programme quickly 

disappeared in the very first months of the occupation. Instead, the focus was on what he referred to 

as instilling a sense of collective responsibility in the Germans. 

‘Guilt’ is a moral category, ‘responsibility’ an amoral one. Guilt arises where an act which 

most civilised people would regard as unethical is done by someone knowing it to be wrong 

or not caring whether it is or not. ‘Responsibility’ arises where someone takes an action 

which has unethical results, without realising that it might have such results (the assumption 

being that otherwise such an act would not have been done). It is the distinction between 

murder and manslaughter. Many Germans in the years-before 1945 had done and said things 

which contributed to the Nazi accession to and holding of power. Had they known what the 

results would be, some (but by no means all) would have behaved differently.
19

 

Despite its more moderate language, this description of German political culture has much in 
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common with Vansittart’s views. What Balfour is saying, if one cuts through the verbiage, is that 

the Germans could not collectively be proclaimed guilty, since it was not clear that they perceived 

their acts as unethical. They could, however, be proclaimed collectively responsible for the acts of 

the Nazi regime. Focusing on responsibility was a form of criticism of German political culture that 

“... could form the basis of a constructive discussion.”
20

 

 The need to find a way to make the Germans deal with their crimes while still maintaining a 

“constructive discussion” was undoubtedly at the core of why the question of guilt was quickly 

pushed to the background. The focus on responsibility, on the other hand, extended far beyond the 

need to get the Germans to deal with the past and would become the main goal of all the disparate 

re-education policies the British instituted in Germany. 

 The goal of instilling responsibility was itself inspired by imperial rhetoric. While the need 

to instill a sense of responsibility in the polities under their control was a laudable if somewhat 

vague goal, it rested on two underlying assumptions. That the polities were currently irresponsible 

and therefore would be dangerous to themselves or others if left to their own devices, something 

that led to the stereotyping of entire groups. Secondly, that the British would only feel safe to grant 

them independence when this vaguely defined goal had been reached. The focus on responsibility 

therefore often led to a strengthening of the stereotyping of the “locals”, and to a never-ending 

preparation for self-rule.  

 There has been a tendency in the historical literature to limit the study of re-education to the 

actual educational policy of the British. The British occupiers on the other hand, saw re-education 

as being an important element in their overall policy in Germany. As Robert Birley, educational 

adviser to CCG(BE), put it to a parliamentary investigation in mid-1947: 

I think that the our general policy in education here, taken in its widest form, is to influence 

the German mind and outlook as well as we can towards the creation of a democratic 

Germany which is ready to live at peace with the rest of the world. I think that can be done 

in these directions: first, by influencing the German system of education, [...] The second is 

by the Press and other methods of publicity; […] and thirdly by the general influence of the 

Control Commission on a very large variety of questions, such as the German political 

procedure and practice, their legal system and its practice; their methods of administration, 

especially perhaps local administration; the part to be played by women […]; and religious 

affairs – the churches.
21

 

 

Birley neglected to mention another important re-education programme, undoubtedly because it 
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was technically not part of the work of CCG(BE): the re-education of German prisoners of war in 

their camps. Except for re-education in the legal system, all of these areas have now been covered 

by existing research. However, given that these studies have only looked at aspects of the re-

education programme instead of the programme as a whole and have generally to focused on its 

shifting short- and medium term goals, it has become commonplace to see this policy as disjointed 

and ineffectual. This is most clearly expressed by Welch, who concludes that “because of its all-

embracing nature ‘re-education’ lent itself to a combination of high idealism, arrogant colonialism, 

and pragmatic improvisation. It did not, however, lead to a coherent and carefully coordinated 

programme of implementation and fizzled out as it deserved to do.”
22

 

 There are two main problems with this conclusion. First of all, since the British tended to 

see the entire occupation as schooling in democracy and responsible government, the shifting focus 

of the re-education programme, which Welch categorises as “guilt mobilisation”, “re-building the 

cultural links between Germany and the civilised world”, and “projection of Britain”, might not be 

evidence of an unfocused British policy, but of the different lessons the British wanted to instil in 

the German population. Secondly, Welch is seriously underestimating the influence of imperial 

ideology by counterpoising “high idealism, arrogant colonialism, and pragmatic improvisation” 

with each other as motives for the re-education programme. A mixture of high idealism and 

pragmatic improvisation were seen as essential ingredients to the success of the British Empire at 

the time.
23

 

 The clearest evidence of imperial ideology in the British occupation of Germany was in the 

one thing all the disparate areas of the re-education policy had in common: a framework of indirect 

rule. That the framework to be applied to the British zone was based on the concept of indirect rule 

was clearly laid out in planning documents and instructions in the early phase of the occupation. 

However, as the occupation continued, the terms of reference slowly changed, from ‘indirect rule’ 

to ‘indirect control’ to ‘advising and assisting the Germans.’ As will be made clear, this did not 

imply an overall change in policy: it was merely a more diplomatic use of language. British re-

education policy had, from its beginning, argued for the impossibility of changing the collective 
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German political imagination from above. The Germans needed to re-educate themselves, and the 

British could do little but help guide them through this process. 

 

The imperial influence on the British occupation of Germany 

The British re-education programme in Germany was quite similar to the concepts the British 

sought to introduce in their colonies during the 1940s. A speech by Oliver Stanley, secretary of state 

for the colonies, in the House of Commons in 1943 was virtually identical to the stated goals of the 

British re-education effort in Germany: 

Let me turn to what I consider even more important, and that is what we are going to do to 

prepare the Colonies, however backward some of them may appear to be at present, for 

political responsibility in the future. I want to develop two main themes—educational 

advance and economic development—because I regard these two as the twin pillars upon 

which any sound scheme of political responsibility must be based. […] The education I have 

in mind goes far beyond the classroom walls, far beyond the teacher’s voice. It cannot only 

be found in books. It cannot be learnt by heart. It does not end with schooldays. Sometimes 

it does not even begin until schooldays are over. The sort of education that we want as a 

basis for political development is education by life for life. It must, of course, include the 

more formal kind of literary education, and therefore I shall deal with higher and elementary 

education in the Colonies. I want, too, to deal with subjects which I consider just as 

important—education through local government, education through community effort, such 

as trade unions and co-operatives, and education through actual practice in administration.
24

 

 

The imperial influence on the British occupation of Germany has been noted by many of the 

historians who have written on the topic. With some exceptions, these references to imperialism 

have generally been limited to noting that there were certain elements of colonial thinking among 

the British occupiers.
25

 This is to a certain degree understandable. The vast British occupation 

apparatus drew its manpower not only from men with experience from the colonies, but also from 

the British civil service, industry, and other white collar sectors. All of them held widely different 

political conceptions and ideas about what the problem with Germany was and how to deal with it. 

This is reflected in the source material itself, where few direct references to colonialism can be 

found in the day-to-day correspondence. However, it is also a reflection of the historical literature 

itself. Since most of the historians study only certain aspects of the occupation and have little 

knowledge of the overall theme of British imperial ideology, there has been a tendency to miss the 

forest for the trees. 

 The idea of the British Empire as a civiliser of nations was, by the mid-twentieth century, 
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firmly ingrained, especially among Conservatives. It was an idea which was seen as applicable to 

the challenges the British faced in Germany:  

 

The nineteenth century witnessed the British confidently asserting that their institutions held 

the key to political stability and economic prosperity, and committed to the duty of 

transmitting the same to uncivilized or barbaric non-Europeans. Colonial rule was 

synonymous with education, development, and progress: when the process was complete 

decolonization represented the fulfillment of the imperialists’ purpose. … The timing of 

Britain’s withdrawal was to be explained largely as the result of conscious intention and 

planning.
26

 

 

In an interesting biographical study of the men at different levels of the British military occupation 

of Germany, Christopher Knowles has shown that while there was a wide variety of views and 

personal backgrounds at the lower level of the bureaucracy, views among the leadership were 

relatively similar. Most of them were from a similar background: they were army officers with 

public schooling who had spent most of their careers in postings around the empire and thus 

possessed an “... outlook of the world permeated with the ideals, values and prejudices of the 

British Empire.”
27

 In an epitaph on the British occupation of Germany, long after the end of the 

occupation and when the sun had all but set on the British Empire, Robertson was clear on the 

imperial influence: 

 

We clung onto the thing too long. We rather fancied ourselves as colonial administrators, I 

suppose, and we were pretty good at it. But we kept too many people there, and too long. 

And it led to quite a lot of trouble in the end.
28

 

That the British sought inspiration when occupying a foreign country from their own experiences 

with administering alien peoples is hardly surprising. All four of the occupying powers were 

influenced by their own earlier experiences with ‘regime change’ in occupied territories. This also 

applied to re-education. The four occupying powers all had their own re-education programmes in 

their zones and their own approaches to the problem. The British idea of re-education in Germany 

was in part influenced by new, relatively progressive colonial educational initiatives. However, 

Welch is correct in pointing out that there was no overall goal to the policy itself, which did indeed 

change both over time and from department to department within CCG(BE). 
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 If we take the colonial influence on the British re-education policies seriously, however, this 

problem is easily explainable. The British Empire was neither built nor maintained by carefully laid 

plans, but was formed through pragmatic improvisation. What was important was to maintain social 

control in the territories under British jurisdiction. If re-education was about schooling the Germans 

into becoming a responsible, democratic part of Western civilisation, it would be natural for the 

British occupiers to focus on what lessons they thought were the most important at the time, instead 

of harping on in the same vein regardless of the situation in Germany. However, while a school 

might have different lessons and classes, the relationship between the teachers and the pupils tends 

to be formalised. This is also true of all the different aspects of re-education in Germany. They were 

all built on the principle of indirect rule. 

 

Indirect rule as a governing principle 

The importance of the principle of indirect rule to the re-education policy is widely acknowledged 

in the literature. Indeed, it was considered a principle to be applied to the entire administration of 

Germany, as mentioned in chapter one. While the British were forced by the circumstances in post-

war Germany to set up a massive direct administration in the beginning of the occupation, their 

stated goal was to decrease direct involvement and to build up German administration from the 

local level up as soon as possible, and then merely guide the Germans in the governance of the 

zone. The speed at which this happened proved unsatisfactory, however, and a British parliamentary 

committee examining the costs of the occupation felt it was necessary to restate the need to speed 

up the transition to indirect rule in mid-1946: 

[It] is British policy to change the system of administration by progressive steps so that it 

becomes civil in character rather than military, and operates not directly but indirectly in 

supervising and controlling the German administration. The Germans know best their own 

country, their own people and their own internal problems, and it is clear that if they are not 

given an increased opportunity to manage their own affairs, the rising generation will not 

learn how to govern themselves. The British controlling authority remains in the background 

as a guiding influence, gradually and cautiously transferring more responsibility to German 

hands.
29

 

As Nicholas Pronay has pointed out, the concept of indirect rule was in itself a part of the re-

education process that was at least as important as educational reform and media propaganda. 

Indirect rule was a method to re-educate the elites in areas under British control. This education of 
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German elites focused on “character formation, values, soundness and manners” over technical 

expertise.
30

 In effect the British were seeking to instil in their local elites the values of the British 

upper class, as epitomised in the public school system. 

 Indirect rule was a particular British approach to ruling occupied territories, built on colonial 

experiences. In its most indirect form in the princely states of India and the Gulf states, a handful of 

advisors made up the entirety of the British colonial presence. By the mid-twentieth century, 

indirect rule had been formalised as a framework of colonial control. Lord Lugard’s book The Dual 

Mandate in British Tropical Africa became a de facto handbook for how to administer indirect rule 

in British colonies. When it came to the administrative framework in Germany and the relationship 

between occupier, local elites, and the local population, it is clear that Lugard’s framework was a 

strong influence. 

 In his book, Lugard reiterated a classical liberal British interpretation of colonialism as the 

dual mission of civilising the natives and preparing them for self-rule on the one hand, and using 

their natural resources “for the benefit of mankind” on the other.
31

 While notably cursory in its 

treatment of the economic benefits for the metropole, the book goes into great detail on the 

administrative structure of the British colonial apparatus, the preferred native administrative 

structures, the delegation of powers between the colonisers and the colonised, the power 

relationship between local elites and colonial administrators, and the way it was meant to gradually 

educate the natives towards self-rule. As in the British occupation of Germany, it was notably vague 

on the explicit lessons that were supposed to be conferred on the local elites through this guidance. 

 Lugard’s template differs only in one major respect from the way the British sought to 

implement indirect rule in Germany after the war. Lugard and his contemporaries saw the growth of 

a European-educated political elite as a threat. Asking polemically “... whether the path to self-

government alike among Oriental and African races may not better be sought by the education of 

their own rulers, and the gradual expansion of their powers, than by the introduction of an alien 

system of rule by British-educated and politically minded progressives”, Lugard came squarely 

down on the side of traditional elites. His concept of indirect rule was to be administered through 

traditional tribal chiefs, and he sought to minimise the influence of local progressives. By the mid-

forties, this focus was starting to change. With colonialism under pressure and a need to 

economically develop the colonies to make them productive parts of the British world system, it 
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became clear that it was necessary to develop modern local institutions in the colonies, including 

allowing and encouraging political parties, labour unions, and cooperative societies.
32

 

 The British administrative structure in Germany, with the military governor at the top, 

regional commissioners administering the Länder, and Kreis resident officers as the lowest point of 

contact between the British and the Germans, was analogous to the structure suggested by Lugard. 

The concept of indirect rule was to be applied to all the areas of administration of Germany except 

for certain reserved and excluded topics. Among the excluded topics were reparations and exports, 

to which we will return later. The rest were all to be transferred from direct control to an indirect 

rule framework. A Standing Committee on Indirect Control was set up in early 1946 to expedite this 

process, but the spiralling cost and size of CCG(BE) administration made the parliamentary inquiry 

visiting Germany in the summer of 1946 propose speeding up the process.
33

 

 When it came to the actual policy of rebuilding the German political apparatus, the most 

clear example of the colonial influence on British policy can be found in the efforts to restart local 

government and administration in their zone. The efforts were led by Harold Ingram, a former 

colonial administrator who, according to Christopher Knowles, was a convinced believer in the 

British imperial mission. However, in later years, Ingram had also been persuaded of the need to 

actively promote economic development and political reform over the more static and slower 

political project envisaged by Lugard.
34

 His plans envisaged restarting German political life by 

instituting Nominated Representative Councils, where the British would select community leaders 

from “religious groups, trade unions, political parties, farmers and industrialists, or geographically 

by residential areas.” These councils would be controlled through indirect rule, defined as “rule 

through indigenous authorities[,] one of the methods of teaching people to take responsibility in 

governing themselves.”
35

 He compared the job of the British officers overseeing it as similar to the 

work of district officers in British territories under indirect rule, and suggested to the Foreign Office 

that they recruit around 600 CCG(BE) officers with experience from colonial administration.
36

 

 Ingram was not without his critics. Noel Annan bitingly remarked in his autobiographical 

account of the occupation that “Ingram was apt to treat Germans as if they were a specially 
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intelligent tribe of Bedouins. Discussion in the shady tent was permitted until the Resident Officer 

struck the ground with his stick and gave his decision. This attitude exasperated the Germans. 

Schumacher, the most likely leader of the Social Democratic Party, thought the proposals 

disastrous. ‘Wir sind kein Negervolk’ (‘We are not blacks’), he once said to me.”
37

 Nonetheless, his 

plans for indirect rule on the local level were instituted, with the vast majority of rural Gemeinde 

and urban Stadtkreise having nominated councils by May 1946. Ingram’s department was of the 

opinion that these non-elected councils were already starting to be successful: “on the whole it can 

definitely be said that the meaning of British democracy is beginning to penetrate the dormant 

apathetic mind of the average German citizen.”
38

 

 Ingram was far from alone in his views on what British officers were to accomplish in their 

direct contact with Germans. The Kreis resident officer’s duties were so similar to the colonial ideal 

of the district officer that CCG(BE) headquarters received complaints from the Kreis resident 

officers that the handover of power to the Germans had left them with little to do. In a dismissive 

reply to E. W. C. Wace, a former Punjabi colonial police officer whose resignation letter complained 

about the pointlessness of his job, Deputy Land Commissioner Barraclough laid out the 

responsibilities of the office in a letter dismissing all of Wace’s complaints. The Kreis resident 

officer: 

... has to help in the development of self government by guiding the local government. […] 

There is a great need for him to do so because the Councils are very weak administratively 

and have no tradition of responsible government behind them. Where a British Council with 

aid of precedents and without much difficulty, would arrive at a correct solution, a German 

Council unaided tends instinctively to arrive at the wrong one. […] The average German 

finds it difficult to work WITH people. Generally, he understands only how to order and 

obey.
39

 

A letter from a fellow occupation officer discussed the practical problems of the job.  They needed 

to show proper initiative to be in constant contact with local Germans, to “maintain British prestige 

among the Germans” by being appointed a proper house where he could entertain, avoiding “female 

companionship”, and trading on the black market. 

 

On the general question of handing over responsibility to the Germans, I am afraid that it is 

not quite as simple as it sounds because I have found that our work is much more difficult 

now that we advise and assist and are seldom able to give a direct order. The Germans have 

not yet grasped the idea and they still come to us for every possible and conceivable 
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guidance. Whereas at one time we could say “go away and do this or that” we now spend a 

lot of time discussing, advising and persuading.
40

 

 

As Barraclough noted in his letter, the job of advising and assisting the Germans demanded the 

right men for the job. This view was mirrored by the parliamentary inquiry in the summer of 1946. 

If the occupation was not to be a short and destructive one, as the Americans advocated, the 

reduction of personnel implied by indirect rule over a longer period would need to be “balanced by 

a very high standard of quality” among the staff.
41

 This focus on the quality of the men was an 

integral part of the theory behind indirect rule. If the new Germans elites were to learn political 

responsibility by advice and guidance, it was of utmost importance that their teachers not only 

possessed the very qualities that the British sought to instil among the Germans, but that they were 

recognised by the Germans as possessing them. This ideal of the occupation officer, similar to the 

ideal of a colonial administrator, was somewhat of an obsession of the British during the 

occupation. It was usually discussed in terms of British prestige, which had a rather peculiar 

meaning in the late British Empire.  

 

The notion of British prestige 

The maintenance of British prestige was seen as vital both for retaining control in British control 

areas and accomplishing British goals. Even during the height of British industrial and military 

supremacy in the middle of the nineteenth century, imperial administrators had been well aware that 

while the power of the empire was massive, control at the local and regional levels was weak. For a 

large empire run on the cheap, it was necessary to maintain control with a minimum of personnel 

and actual use of force. As the relative strength of Britain weakened from the 1870s onwards, 

keeping the natives placid and maintaining the British position as the undisputed leader of the Great 

Powers became an obsession. It manifested itself in a language of maintaining British prestige. This 

was a constant theme of debate from the fleet race with Germany before the First World War until 

well into the 1960s.
42

 It was such a obsession that a common refrain among the defenders of the 

British Empire during this period was that “... British imperialists were driven by prestige and the 
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French by greed...”
43

 

 The most detailed description of prestige meant to the British during this time was written 

by the diplomat, politician, and early IR scholar Harold Nicolson in the late 1930s:  

 

It would be agreed I suppose that in its widest sense the word is used by us to signify, not 

glamour or glory [which Nicolson connects with French perceptions of prestige], not 

national honour [which he sees as the German perception of prestige], but national 

reputation. In a narrower sense it implies the extent to which subject races and foreign 

countries are prepared to believe in our power without that power having either to be 

demonstrated or exercised.
44

 

 

Nicolson saw this definition as so widely understood in Britain that any “average Englishman” 

would have come up with it if asked. According to Nicolson, prestige was considered almost as a 

political method with which “... we maintain our rule over subject peoples, not by the employment 

of power as much as by the general confidence inspired by reputation.”
45

 This reputation was built 

on past power and a reputation for fair dealings with other nations and colonial peoples.  

The English conception of policy is not in the least military. It is mercantile. [...] What we 

are after is a profitable deal. And we know from long business experience that no deal is 

profitable which imposes conditions which are incapable of execution, or leaves our 

customers devoid of all powers of purchase. This mercantile conception of policy carries 

with it an equally mercantile conception of prestige. Thus for us, the idea of prestige is not 

so much the exercise of power, as the maintenance of our reputation and credit at such a 

level as will render the exercise of power unnecessary.
46

 

 

This reputation was built not only on past behaviour, which Nicolson admitted was somewhat 

spotty, but also on national character. While the French did not confuse the private with the public, 

and saw national reputation as based on military capacity and culture, “for us – with our distrust of 

purely intellectual values and our irritating passion for confusing the ethical with the practical – 

reputation is based upon character and conduct. Whereas the French, with their great gifts of 

precision, are apt to regard power and reputation as two different things – the one belonging to the 

realm of fact and the other to the realm of feeling – we, with our preference for the imprecise, 

endeavour to fuse the two into that curious amalgam which we call by the name of ‘prestige’.”
47

 

 The British conception of prestige was embodied in the individual, not in as the German 

way of mixing the individual sense of honour with the honour and strength of the nation, but in the 
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sense that the reputation of the nation was embodied in the representatives of the state, whether in 

the colonies or in international affairs. Indeed, he started reflecting on the issue of prestige while 

touring the British African colonies, as he makes clear in his introduction:  

 

[Studying prestige] first occurred to me during a recent visit to Central Africa and the 

Sudan. How comes it, I asked myself, that we rule these dependencies with so modest an 

exhibition of the apparatus of power? How comes it that a mere handful of Englishmen – 

rare specks of foam upon a wide dark sea – can impose this habit of obedience upon so 

many millions? [...] And how comes it that what we carelessly call ‘British prestige’ is so 

different in quality from the various forms of national glory and honour which are 

worshiped and pursued elsewhere?
48

 

 

As Kathrin Tidick has shown in her Empire and the English Character, this British self-perception 

of the individual in the ruling class as embodying the spirit of the empire itself was widespread. 

Through the nineteenth century, the British experience of empire as well as the influence of 

Christian evangelicalism led to an ideology of the English as a ruling race.  

 

Evangelicalism’s political legacy was the idea of a society in which the governing classes, 

regenerated through Christian fellowship, inspired in the lower classes an obedience based 

not merely on duty – for this was not forgotten – but on love. That is to say, the evangelical 

belief in the changing power of personal example became conflated, in the political sphere, 

with a belief in its power to control. Such a conception of government was essentially pre-

modern. It involved indeed little more than the sanctification of the traditional aristocratic 

claim to ‘leadership’.48 

 

Knowles goes into some depth on the prevalence of this evangelical attitude among the leadership 

of CCG(BE).
49

 This view of the empire as being epitomised by the ruling individual had driven the 

image of empire from the start.
50

 The welding of the personal qualities of the individual and the 

qualities of British rule found its highest expression in “the glorification of ‘Indirect Rule’ and its 

elevation into an official doctrine of imperial administration” at the beginning of the twentieth 

century.
51

 

 The rise of the idea of indirect rule came as a British reaction to growing anti-imperialism 

after the international scandal caused by the atrocities in the Belgian Congo. It was, in theory, an 

imperialism of advice rather than command, of personal influence over force. “The beauty of 

Indirect Rule was that it created an administrative situation in which personal influence was, in 
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theory at any rate, the administrator’s only resource. Because the structure of native authority was 

supposedly maintained intact, the Resident [a colonial official] – supposedly – had to depend for 

whatever results he achieved by the sway he was able to exercise ...”
52

 

 According to Lord Lugard, the maintenance of prestige was of the utmost importance to 

maintaining the loyalty of the natives under indirect rule: 

 

It has been well said that a nation, like an individual, must have some task higher than the 

pursuit of material gain, if it is to escape the benumbing influence of parochialism and to 

fulfil its higher destiny. If high standards are maintained, the control of subject races must 

have an effect on national character which is not measurable in terms of material profit and 

loss. And what is true for the nation is equally true for the individual officers employed. If 

lower standards are adopted —the arrogant display of power, or the selfish pursuit of profit 

—the result is equally fatal to the nation and to the individual. Misuse of opportunity carries 

with it a relentless Nemesis, deteriorating the moral fibre of the individual, and permeating 

the nation [...] But if the standard which the white man must set before him when dealing 

with uncivilised races must be a high one for the sake of his own moral and spiritual 

balance, it is not less imperative for the sake of the influence which he exercises upon those 

over whom he is set in authority. The white man’s prestige must stand high when a few 

score are responsible for the control and guidance of millions. His courage must be 

undoubted, his word and pledge absolutely inviolate, his sincerity transparent. There is no 

room for “mean whites” in tropical Africa. Nor is there room for those who, however high 

their motives, are content to place themselves on the same level as the uncivilised races. 

They lower the prestige by which alone the white races can hope to govern and to guide.
53

 

 

In other words, prestige was maintained by keeping a proper distance and a strict protocol when 

dealing with colonial leaders. The ideal was to deploy personal influence to avoid the use of force.  

 The fact that British rule was nevertheless built on the threat of force was something that, 

according to Tidrick, often seemed to slip the mind of the British administrators: “A. C. G. Hastings 

was reprimanded by High Commissioner Girouard for using military means to effect the 

subjugation of the cannibal Tula tribe; to redeem himself he volunteered to subdue the equally 

unruly Awok without firing a single shot, and did so – by reminding them of the fate of the Tulas 

and giving them two hours to surrender their weapons. He spent the interval in full view of the 

enemy, drinking tea.”
54

 Hastings had gone from using force to using reputation, thus restoring 

British prestige and redeeming himself in the eyes of his peers.  

 An altogether less sympathetic reading of the way in which British prestige was conceived 

can be found in George Orwell’s Burmese Days.
55

 Based on his own unhappy experiences as an 
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officer in the Burmese colonial police, it tells the story of the struggles involved in getting a native 

member elected to the local club in a small Burmese city. Power for the lowly ranked British 

officials in this colonial backwater was defined by their ability to exclude and order about the 

natives. According to Ellis, the most outspokenly racist of the handful of British colonials in 

Orwell’s book, prestige was a code word for the maintenance of control:  

 

‘It’s all very well, but I stick to what I said. No natives in this Club! It’s by constantly giving 

way over small things like that that we’ve ruined the Empire. The country’s only rotten with 

sedition because we’ve been too soft with them. The only possible policy is to treat’em like 

the dirt they are. This is a critical moment, and we want every bit of prestige we can get. 

We’ve got to hang together and say, “WE ARE THE MASTERS, and you beggars”’ -- Ellis 

pressed his small thumb down as though flattening a grub --‘you beggars keep your place!’
56

 

 

This Orwellian quote had a strange corollary in Germany, showing how imperial attitudes not only 

shaped what the British imagined would be possible to achieve in their occupation zone, but also 

how imperial attitudes among the personnel of the CCG(BE) constrained these efforts. 

 In early 1948, in an effort to broaden social contact with leading Germans, Robertson 

proposed inviting Germans to British clubs in Germany. The Americans were already free to invite 

Germans to officers’ clubs in their zone. However, Regional Commissioner Alec Bishop in 

Nordrhein-Wesfalen reported back to Robertson that there were “serious objections” to his 

proposed scheme by some of the members of the British clubs. Inviting Germans to eat in British 

messes would be even stronger. The only solution Bishop saw was setting up specific Anglo-

German clubs, where British officers and leading Germans could mingle.
57

 A year later, a CCG(BE) 

memo to the Foreign Office reported that several of these new clubs were in effect bankrupt and 

that the best ones were barely solvent. Part of the problem was getting British officers to frequent 

them: “none of them would join these Clubs for pleasure: they do so as part of their job.” The best 

option, according to CCG(BE), would be to subsidise British membership in the clubs.
58

 The 

situation was especially dire in Kiel, due both to low British attendance and a decision by German 

leaders to not fraternise with the British as a protest against the dismantling of the torpedo research 

facility in Eckernförde.
59

 

 The German fraternisation ban in Kiel was one of the more inventive reactions against 

dismantling, turning the tables on the British for one of the more controversial aspects of the 

occupation, the early ban on fraternisation with the Germans, and the continued reluctance of 
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British officers, CCG(BE) staff, and especially, according to Patricia Meehan, their wives to 

socialise with the Germans.
60

 This was a problem for the British authorities, as all British people in 

Germany were considered ambassadors of the British way of life. As Attlee put it in a memorandum 

when approving family reunions for occupation officers in Germany: 

 

First and foremost, they [the wives] should be told they will be looked on by the Germans as 

representatives of the British Empire and that on their behaviour and that of their children, 

far more than that of the armed forces, the Germans will judge the British and the British 

way of life. Therefore they must be meticulously careful all the time to behave as they wish 

this Empire to be regarded: good mannered and tactful...
61

 

 

Non-fraternisation in its early, extreme form came from American proposals connected with their 

strict policy in Germany after the Morgenthau intervention. The British had already objected to it at 

the time. A staffer in the recently established CCG(BE) headquarters thought that the policy in 

effect made the British occupiers prisoners and the Germans free people. This would inevitably 

lower British prestige. It would be much wiser to encourage Allied personnel to go where they 

pleased and to encourage them to go to the best restaurants, use the best hotels, frequent theatres 

and operas, and so forth. Undesirable social intercourse could be avoided by reserving the best seats 

for the occupiers in these establishments.
62

 

 As the British moved from the early phase of direct control towards indirect control, the 

issue of encouraging social contacts became more important. CCG(BE) went from banning social 

contact between British and Germans to ordering it. It was especially important for British 

commanders to make social bonds with German officials and politicians “of comparable status”.
63

 

The preamble to the new orders laid out how the leadership of CCG(BE) saw the development of 

German democracy, British relations with leading Germans, changing the outlook of the Germans, 

and instilling respect among them for the British occupiers as all being interconnected: 

 

1. It is the policy of His Majesty’s Government that German self-governing institutions 

should be rapidly developed, and that Germany should join with the Western democracies in 

a common effort for the reconstruction and rehabilitation of Europe. 

2. Our relations with the Germans should be a reflection of this policy.[...] 

3. It will be our object to encourage the rebirth of self-respect among the German people, 

because this is essential to the policy of our Government. 
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4. It will also be our object to gain from the Germans respect for our own race and our ways. 

This demands that our individual behaviour be above reproach.
64

 

 

The new regulations were instituted after the initiative of Lord Pakenham, head of COGA. He 

advised CCG(BE) to scrap the last remains of the non-fraternisation rules and instead to encourage 

it: 

 

I should imagine that today there are few, if any, arguments from security for maintaining it. 

Nor do we acquire from it the right kind of prestige. I am sure you will agree that there is no 

question now of the Control Commission trying to overawe the Germans by the kind of 

prestige which it has sometimes been found necessary to maintain in colonial territory and 

for which there may have been certain arguments at the beginning of the occupation. 

Personally I have sufficient faith in British ideas and the members of the Control 

Commission to believe that the more the Germans see of our people and the closer the 

quarters at which they see them, the more they are likely to be impressed and affected by 

our influence.
65

 

 

As mentioned above, Nicolson explicitly mentioned the fuzzy delineation between the individual 

prestige of British representatives and the notion of British prestige in general. As I have shown, 

this was widely shared by the leadership of the British occupation in Germany.  

 At least when it comes to the occupation of Germany, British sources mention prestige in 

two ways, both negative; either British prestige is under threat or British prestige is already too low 

and needs to be strengthened. Also, when discussing the issue of lacking or flagging British 

prestige, there is rarely delineation between British prestige within a particular area and British 

prestige in general. This lack of demarcation between local concerns and the influence of Britain on 

a global scale goes some way to explaining continued British imperial expansion on the “unruly 

frontiers” of the empire in the late imperial period. Any victory against the British on the frontiers 

was considered a blow to British prestige in general. An example of this was the loss of the Khyber 

pass to Afghan tribesmen in 1897, which resulted in one of the costliest and largest military 

expeditions in colonial warfare.
66

 In defending the very costly campaign to retake the pass, Sir 

George Wolseley, the British general in command, defended it on the basis of the need to restore 

British prestige: “I recognise the difficulties in the way of an advance up the Khyber, still these are 

not insupperable and our defensive attitude is likely to encourage the Mullahs and the more 

fanatical among the tribesmen. We may lose men, but that is better than losing prestige and 

honour.”
67
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 The notion of British prestige itself, always flagging or in need of strengthening, must be 

seen as both a reflection of British fears about their power weakening in the world in general, as 

well as their sense that British control over their empire was a tenuous one. It can be seen as the 

British version of the domino theory so frequently raised by Americans during the Cold War. While 

the Americans feared that the fall of friendly regimes in their informal empire would lead to a 

cascade of collapses in neighbouring nations, the British concept of prestige feared a cascading 

collapse within the areas under formal British control. 

 The way British prestige was seen in the late imperial period therefore was a vital element 

of what they considered the empire’s positive mission as a civilising force working towards the 

betterment of mankind, which in Germany found its expression in re-education policies and their 

notion of re-educating elites through guiding the German leadership. However, it was also a wider 

question of security. If prestige fell, the whole delicate structure might collapse. As we shall see, the 

British primarily mentioned prestige in relation to how dismantling threatened re-education in 

Germany. Nonetheless, as resistance to dismantling hardened in the autumn of 1949, the notion that 

British prestige was so threatened that their control might collapse started gaining ground. 

 

Delegated and excluded subjects 

The British directives on the occupation up until and including the Occupation Statute of 1949 that 

regulated the relationship between the West German government and the Western Allies 

distinguished between unreserved and reserved powers. Unreserved powers were those that could 

be delegated to the Germans where the occupiers were to, in the language of indirect rule, “advise 

and assist.” On reserved topics, the occupiers had direct control, but worked through German 

administrations. Unreserved powers were widened as the occupation progressed, and the speed of 

building up the German administration and handing over powers to them increased with the 

decision to join the British zone economically with the American zone in mid-1946. Excluded 

subjects remained virtually unchanged until the founding of the Bundesrepublik. It included 

reparations and restitution, intelligence, trials against war criminals, foreign affairs, disarmament 

and demilitarisation, military government courts, and the handling of displaced persons (DPs).
68

 

 The new directive given to the military governor of the British zone in September 1946 

shows the continuity in overall British goals in Germany, despite the speeding up of reconstructing 

German administrations.  
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His Majesty’s Government’s long-term policy with regard to Germany is: (i) To establish 

political conditions which will secure the world against any German reversion to 

dictatorship and any revival of German aggressive policy. (ii) To establish economic 

conditions which will enable Germans and the world outside Germany to benefit from 

German industry and resources without re-establishing the economic foundations of an 

aggressive policy. (iii) To establish constitutional machinery in Germany which will ensure 

these ends and which will be acceptable to the German people and thus have the best chance 

of reasonable permanence. (iv) To encourage from now onwards the maximum 

responsibility for and interest in political, administrative and economic developments on 

democratic lines on the part of the Germans themselves.
69

 

 

When it came to handing over powers to the Germans, the directive connected this with British re-

education policies: “it is important to proceed swiftly not only in order to save British manpower 

and to give the Germans a vested interest and responsibility for their own affairs (the first step in 

political education) but also to encourage the more democratic parties […] and to set an example 

for the other occupying powers...”
70

 

 

Reparations and loot 

Up until the autumn of 1947, British extractions from their zone were dealt with strictly as an 

excluded topic that required minimal German involvement. While dismantling did not appear high 

on the list of British interests in Germany in the immediate post-war period, the idea of extracting 

some benefit from their position in Germany remained strong. The principal issue was to pay for the 

cost of the occupation at a time when the British economy was under considerable strain. However, 

the focus on economic security also implied that an economically secure Britain vis-à-vis Germany 

would hamper the latter from threatening the peace again.  

 As mentioned in the previous chapter, the British view at the first Level of Industry 

negotiations had been to work for as high a level of industry in Germany as possible. The British 

zone was heavily industrialised but economically prostrate after the war, leading to enormous 

British expenditures in their zone to feed the Germans under their control. When General Clay 

proclaimed a moratorium on dismantling in the US zone in May 1946 because of a lack of 

economic cooperation between the zones, the British readily followed. While the American decision 

was taken to a large degree in response to French resistance against German central administration, 

notes from the British Cabinet show that Ernest Bevin joined in the dismantling break to give the 

industry in their zone a chance to recover and to stop the transfer of plant to the Soviet Union.
71

 The 
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French also followed suit. 

 Most of the literature assumes that there was a break in dismantling between this decision 

and the revised Level of Industry plan in the autumn of 1947. This was not the case. Dismantling of 

plants scheduled for reparations before May 1946 continued, and, in November 1946, the Western 

Allies restarted the dismantling of industrial plants producing military goods. 

 This was, however, a break only in the official dismantling programme. There were many 

other programmes by the British to weaken the German threat and strengthen their own economy 

and security. German external assets in Allied countries were confiscated and divided by the IARA 

early on. There were massive programmes to exploit German natural resources like coal and timber. 

There was also a drive to take and procure German iron scrap to boost the production in a British 

steel industry that had sucked up all domestic scrap during the war. 

 When it came to industry, both military and civilian, there was also intense activity outside 

of the official reparations programme. According to Carl Glatt, the British alone had seven different 

programmes to access German machinery and know-how outside of the official dismantlement 

programme through the IARA, “namely ‘[war] Booty’, ‘the Prototype Scheme’, ‘Unilateral 

Deliveries’, ‘Advance Deliveries’, ‘The Shipping Programme’, the ‘War Plants Scheme’, the 

‘Multilateral Deliveries’ scheme [as well as] the final reparations programme.”
72

 Gimbel, writing 

about similar American intelligence and technology gathering programmes, concludes that “...the 

amount and the value are by no means insignificant. The $10 billion figure bandied about by the 

Russians and their friends and dismissed by State Department functionaries as “fantastic” is 

probably not far from the mark.”
73 

Glatt sees this massive intelligence haul as “the source of the 

longer run trend which left British spending on military R & D higher both absolutely, and in 

relation to GNP, than that of any other major European country,” and of its rise to being the third 

biggest weapons exporter in the world after the US and the USSR during the Cold War.
74

 In the US, 

German technology was vital to the development of nuclear missiles and the American space 

programme. 

 While there was an official halt to dismantling in general in the Western zones, all the Allied 

powers were scouring their zones for advanced industrial machinery. Much of it went directly into 

industrial production in Britain, France, the US, and, through the “multilateral deliveries” scheme, 

select IARA countries. When it came to this extraction of advanced machinery from Germany, the 

IARA was a constant voice of moderation. The organisation repeatedly protested against taking 
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machinery from the Western zones without going through its own allocation procedures. The IARA 

was not protesting against the taking of advanced German machine tools per se. After all, the first 

Level of Industry plan of 1946 was meant to not only reduce the total level of industry, but also to 

lower its efficiency while, at the same time, increasing the efficiency of the industry of recipient 

nations by putting the most modern, advanced factories and equipment in Germany up for 

dismantling. 

 The protests from the IARA were made because these schemes, and especially the 

machinery taken simply as war booty, were a type of reparation that was never properly quantified, 

and which overwhelmingly went directly to the zonal occupiers. There were also repeated 

examples, especially in the French zone, of the machinery in factories allocated to the IARA being 

switched for older, inferior gear.
75

 Because of this, the IARA insisted on detailed inventories of all 

factories allocated, a time-consuming and laborious process which was unpopular with the 

occupiers, and an end to taking machinery as war booty or through unilateral or advanced 

deliveries, something the British conceded first in the autumn of 1947. 

 Unlike the other main aspects of the British occupation of Germany, the extraction of raw 

resources, industrial know-how, loot, and reparations was done without involving the Germans. 

These were considered “reserved topics” on which the general policy of re-education and indirect 

control was not wanted. While many Germans worked in these areas, they were either clerical or 

manual labourers. When it came to extracting industrial know-how, most of the work was done by a 

special army unit known as the “T Force”, which worked outside of the CCG(BE) bureaucracy. The 

T Force worked with the Reparations and Restitutions division (RDR) of CCG(BE) on extracting 

war booty, and with the unilateral and multilateral delivery schemes. There were also major 

programmes to export lumber to Britain to aid with rebuilding and scrap iron to boost British steel 

production. Similar schemes were also run in the other occupation zones. 

 The multilateral deliveries scheme was itself a response to criticism from the IARA at the 

British cherry picking machinery from Germany to fill bottlenecks in British industry. The 

multilateral scheme was run through the IARA and it only entitled Britain to one quarter of the 

machinery being extracted. T Force and the RDR division ran their operations relatively 

independent from the rest of CCG(BE), which generally saw these activities as being counter to 

their own stated mission of re-educating the Germans back into democracy. The unilateral deliveries 

scheme ended in early 1946 and the T Force extractions and the multilateral deliveries was ended 

after pressure from the CCG(BE) leadership in mid-1947.
76

 The T Force was finally disbanded in 
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early 1948; with the restart of dismantling, the RDR division was put more firmly under the control 

of the Foreign Office and CCG(BE). 

 Of these programmes, only the raw materials extractions, mainly coal, timber, and scrap 

iron, involved a significant number of Germans, but then mostly as labourers. The extraction of 

machinery and know-how was conducted primarily by British personnel. None of these 

programmes led to more than local protests by the Germans in the British zone. This is not 

surprising, as the technology extraction and machinery removal programmes were small enough to 

not significantly hamper German industrial production, which was in any case only working at a 

fraction of capacity. Also, the German administration, political parties, labour unions, and industrial 

associations were still in an early phase of rebuilding and the press was under close control, making 

it difficult to organise a concerted campaign against the extractions. 

 

The Weir plan 

This early phase of the occupation was when the British were extracting the most from their zone 

purely for their own benefit. The gradual closure of T Force and the different schemes to extract 

industrial machinery from Germany coincided both with increasing American influence in the 

British zone through the bizone framework and the acceleration of handing over powers to the 

Germans in the name of indirect control. 

 With American policies towards Germany softening from late 1946 on, and with the 

possibility of long-term British control over their zone waning with the introduction of the bizone, 

the time had come for the British to push for their more limited concept of dismantling for 

reparations. One of the major stumbling blocks was how this new, smaller programme would be of 

assistance to the British economy. 

 The British planning for the new Level of Industry agreement in 1947 considered British 

commercial interests as a core factor, as the EIPS staff made clear in their position paper: “in our 

examination of this problem we have had in mind three desiderata, the requirement for security, the 

achievement of a German balance of payments, and the requirements of the United Kingdom for 

reparations.”
77

 However, it was becoming clear by early 1947 that any renewed dismantling 

programme would only offer a limited amount of machinery for the UK.
78

 

 The dismantling programme itself, with its cuts and restrictions in industrial production, 

would offer Britain some commercial benefit in relation to Germany over the short and medium 
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term, but since most of the factories being dismantled would be transferred to other IARA 

members, the economic benefits for Britain were not significant. What the new Level of Industry 

plan still promised to do, especially if the British succeeded in tying the allowed levels of industries 

in Germany into long-term agreements, was to weaken select industries needed as raw materials for 

armaments production. This would not only weaken the possibility of German revanchism in the 

future, but would also solidify the British position as the premier military power in Western Europe.  

 There was one area where British commercial interests still reigned supreme, however. Both 

the supply ministries in London and CCG(BE) were determined that Britain get the most modern 

and necessary factories from the dismantling list. At the IARA, the member states bid for factories 

and machinery as it was made available by the Western Allies. The bids were based on a scheme 

whereby each country was supposed to get a certain percentage of the total sum. The problem for 

Britain was that the halt to dismantling in May 1946, together with Britain being handed most of the 

German merchant fleet, meant that they had gotten reparations well above the 25 per cent to which 

they were entitled. This could only be solved by making available a large amount of factories to the 

IARA until the other countries had accepted enough reparations for Britain to be able to offer bids 

again.  

 While most of the immediate needs of the British economy had already been met, there were 

a few factories that the supply ministries in London considered absolutely essential. Most 

prominent were a few hydrogen peroxide plants, some chemical plants belonging to the IG Farben 

concern, and the massive Reichswerke steel plants in Salzgitter.
79

 As the Moscow Council of 

Foreign Ministers meeting was approaching and with no decision on the restarting of the 

dismantling programme on the horizon, the British need for reparation goods was a topic of high-

level discussions both in London and in CCG(BE). 

 A meeting of the Cabinet Overseas Reconstruction Committee on 3 February 1947 

discussed a EIPS memorandum proposing a way out of the dilemma: “... in the event of the 

discussions in Moscow proving inconclusive so that we achieve neither economic unity nor the 

temporary separation of the two Western Zones from the rest of Germany, we should regard 

ourselves as free immediately after these discussions to declare surplus the necessary amount of 

plant, if necessary from our own alone  and on a unilateral basis.”
80

 Sir Stafford Cripps, president of 
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the Board of Trade, suggested that Britain should unilaterally dismantle and ship the most necessary 

factories forthwith to avoid any further delays and to make sure they would get them, but the 

committee considered the foreign policy costs of such an action to be too high and that such an 

action could only be considered after the outcome of the Moscow CFM was known.
81

 

 However, in the weeks leading up to the Moscow CFM in March 1947, it was becoming 

clear that getting these plants would be very difficult should the permitted German level of industry 

be adjusted upwards, even if the British unilaterally restarted the official dismantling programme in 

their zone: 

 

[C]ertain Departments still expect it to be possible to fulfil the reparations requirements of 

the United Kingdom under the present policies and agreements. It must be stated with 

emphasis that it will not be possible to throw up a sufficient number of plants from the 

British Zone, nor from the Combined Area, to place the United Kingdom in a position 

whereby it can get what it wants on the basis of existing agreements.
82

 

 

Given that the supply ministries were mostly interested in very modern plants of considerable 

strategic and economic value, competition for them would be fierce if the bidding procedures of the 

IARA were followed. To have any hope of getting even some of the plants in which they were 

interested, they would have to assign a large amount of plants they were not interested in to the 

IARA so as to be able to successfully bid again. This would not only mean a long delay in getting 

these plants and machine tools shipped to Britain, but would also mean that they would probably 

only get some of what the supply ministries wanted.  

 Sir Cecil Weir, head of the economic sub-commission of CCG(BE), offered a way out of 

this problem which would also present the possibility of repaying some of the outlays on food that 

the British government had incurred during the occupation of Germany. The Weir plan, as it was 

known, was simple: “it is suggested accordingly that we should ask for a revision of the reparations 

agreement of Potsdam, whereby the United Kingdom may obtain, by purchase as exports, certain 

urgently required plants, which are clearly surplus to German peacetime requirements, and pay for 

them out of the credits that have accumulated as future charges against the German economy”.
83

 

 The proposal had been greenlit by Robertson and had the support of the Treasury, the Board 

of Trade, and the Ministry of Supply, but it was expected that the Foreign Office would be strongly 

against it, given that it would be a clear breach of the Potsdam agreement, might break up the 
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IARA, and cause friction with the other occupation powers.
84

 While the plan still had support after 

the Moscow CFM, the new direction that British and American policy took in Germany as a result 

of the conference made it impossible for the Foreign Office to risk the foreign policy implications 

of the Weir plan. 

 Consequently, the Weir plan was the last time British economic interests were the foremost 

focus of British reparations policy in Germany. With the new Level of Industry plan, the British 

planners were aware that the reparations apparatus, with the IARA at its core, was unlikely to 

deliver all of the plants and machinery needed by Britain. Economic considerations therefore took a 

secondary role to security and considerations of British standing among its allies and towards the 

Germans. 

 It also meant that the only hope British negotiators in the IARA had of obtaining plants 

urgently needed in Britain was to stack the assigned factories to the IARA in such a way that the 

most desirable factories would be put up for auction after a large amount of other factories had been 

assigned. This meant that British commercial interests were, after the publication of the new Level 

of Industry plan, mostly evident in the tactics used to make sure the British got machinery instead 

of the other members of the IARA. Secondly, the decision to leave the “prize plums” to last also 

had an effect on the German response to dismantling. Since CCG(BE) put as many of the factories 

in which they had no interest at the earliest phase of the renewed dismantling programme, they 

could plausibly claim that dismantling was not based on commercial interests. This stacking also 

meant that a lot of the factories at the start of the dismantling programme were old and of little 

interest to the Germans or IARA countries, or were war plants that had been shut down since the 

end of the conflict. The dismantling of war plants had been accepted by all responsible parties in 

German society, and the vast majority of them had no workers left to protest against dismantling. As 

we shall see, this tactical stacking would have unfortunate consequences as American and German 

pressure against dismantling started to grow. 

 

Conclusion 

The collapse of Germany at the end of the war was much worse than British plans had envisaged. 

The economy had collapsed, industry was at a stand still, the infrastructure was shattered, and 

German administration had all but ceased to function. This collapse led to the British military 

government quickly shifting from the punitive policies they had agreed to follow with the 

Americans towards what they saw as their positive mission in Germany. This also meant that there 
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was little interest in expediting the dismantling programme in the early period of the occupation. 

When Clay instituted a halt to dismantling in the American zone in May 1946, the British were 

happy to follow. Instead, they focused their attention on extracting technical know-how, advanced 

machinery, scrap iron, timber, and coal. This programme created little friction with the Germans in 

the British zone. German institutions and organisations were not strong enough to launch a 

coordinated effort against these programmes, they were, apart from raw materials exports, relatively 

limited in scope, and were run without assistance from the Germans. While these efforts were in 

principle supposed to aid the victims of Nazi aggression, in reality all but the coal exports, which 

mostly went to France, overwhelmingly benefited Britain itself. In early 1947, after the founding of 

the bizone, it was clear that a new, reduced dismantling programme was on the table. CCG(BE) was 

faced with how to proceed. The problem was that, given the reduced dismantling programme and 

that the British already had received a large amount of reparations through their share of the 

German merchant fleet, they were in a bad negotiating position in the IARA. The result of this was 

the Weir plan, which would dismantle the plants Britain wanted separately from the IARA 

machinery and leave the rest of dismantled plants to be distributed to other recipient countries 

through the IARA. This proposal, never acted upon, was the clearest example of British commercial 

interest in dismantling in Germany. After it was rejected, the Cabinet and CCG(BE) were aware that 

Britain would only receive a fraction of the plants they wanted from the official dismantling 

programme. 

 The positive mission the British wanted to accomplish in Germany was changing the 

outlook of the German people, through the German elites, so as to create a responsible, democratic, 

and westward-oriented state. During the war and the early years of the occupation, this was foreseen 

as taking at least a generation, with estimates ranging between 20 to 50 years mentioned. This goal 

was to be accomplished through the policy of re-education. As I make clear, this policy entailed 

much more than mere educational reform. A critical part of it was the gradual handing over of 

powers to the Germans. They would be free to develop new, responsible forms of organisations, 

administration, and government institutions under the tutelage of the British. This process was, as 

British planners and CCG(BE) made clear, explicitly built on the imperial ideal of indirect rule. 

 The British occupation of Germany has been criticised in the historical literature for lacking 

clear policy goals after the initial period of direct control. I argue that the model of indirect rule the 

British had chosen to apply in Germany precluded clearly formulated long-term goals. Apart from 

some general goals on the structure the British wanted the new German state to take, the Germans 

were to create their own organisations under the guidance of British occupation officers. However, 
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to succeed in guiding this process of building new German structures and creating new, more 

responsible German elites, the British needed to have the respect of the Germans. This led to a 

strong focus by the British on retaining and increasing their prestige vis-à-vis the Germans. The 

ebbs and flows of “British prestige” in Germany were a constant refrain. They related, at their most 

basic level, to the ability of the British to maintain social control in Germany and, at their most 

ambitious, to the winning of German elites’ respect for British superiority, thus assuring that they 

would take to heart the advice and assistance the British offered. 

 As we shall see in later chapters, CCG(BE) worried about the effect that the dismantling 

programme had on the positive mission of changing German hearts and minds. Both in London and 

Germany, the British worried about the programme had on British prestige because of German 

resistance and the increasing friction between the Allies on the question. 
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Chapter 4: Joint Anglo-German Dismantling Commissions 

 

As CCG(BE) was preparing to implement the new Level of Industry plan developed in 1947, their 

worst fears about the disruptive effects dismantling seemed to come to fruition. In the Holmag 

Works in Kiel, Schleswig-Holstein, the workers took industrial action when told that their plant was 

about to be dismantled. The factory, used during the war for the production of torpedoes for the 

Kriegsmarine, had been producing diesel engines since the end of the war. While this was not the 

first strike against dismantling in the British zone, it quickly developed into the most serious one. In 

a couple of days, the situation escalated from the workers refusing to participate in the dismantling 

of their own machinery to a general strike in the whole of the city, supported by the city 

administration, the trade unions, and even by the local German police, where two of the police 

chiefs subsequently had to be removed from their positions.
1
 CCG(BE) was forced to send British 

troops to regain control of the situation and the dismantling was put on hold.   

 The strike caused worried telegrams from the Foreign Office, and a complete reappraisal of 

the British approach to dealing with resistance against dismantling.
2
 The CCG(BE) was ordered to 

proceed as quickly as possible with dismantling; however, given the danger of continued industrial 

protests and their effects on building up a responsible German government under British and Allied 

auspices, the focus was now on avoiding dangerous disturbances. As we shall see, this involved 

detailed planning of what to do in case of industrial disruptions and offering the German elites the 

carrot of influence over the dismantling policy along with clear threats about what would happen if 

there was further organised resistance. 

 The greatest danger of disruption emanated from the Deutsche Gewerkschaftsbund (DGB) 

labour union federation and the leadership of the German administration. To keep them as close as 

possible, and to find a way to bridge the gap between the seemingly conflicting British goals of 

economic reconstruction and the dismantling programme, the CCG(BE) leadership decided to 

create joint Anglo-German dismantling commissions in the Länder of the British zone. To help 

these commissions, the British also invited experts from German industry. This chapter looks at 

British planning for the restart of dismantling, the responses of the Germans, and the developments 

within these Anglo-German commissions from their inception until the start of the Berlin crisis in 

June 1948.  

 There was general agreement among the German trade unions, political parties, and 
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2
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industrial interests that the Allies were within their rights to remove the German armaments plants, 

usually referred to as category 1 war plants. Of the 682 plants on the new dismantling list, 302 were 

armaments plants. In most of the Länder in the British zone, the majority of the plants to be 

dismantled were category 1 war plants. The exception was Nordrhein-Westfalen (NRW), home of 

the Ruhr industrial region. NRW was also the Land with by far the most factories up for 

dismantling. 294 plants were to be put up for dismantling here, only 43 of which were armaments 

factories.
3
 It is therefore not surprising that this was the Land where the British encountered most 

resistance to dismantling. For this reason, this chapter discusses the negotiations on dismantling in 

NRW in more detail than those in the other Länder of the British zone. 

 As mentioned in the previous chapter, there was a clear division between the views of the 

Atlee government and the Reparations, Deliveries, and Restitution division of CCG(BE) and the 

rest of the British military government in Germany when it came to dismantling. There were also 

different overall views on dismantling and its importance in relation to other political goals on the 

German side, especially among the DGB, the political parties, and industrial interest groups. This 

chapter starts by sketching these differences before discussing British planning on how to avoid 

disruptions due to the dismantling programme, the German reactions to the new Level of Industry 

Plan, and finally the work of the joint Anglo-German commissions. 

 

The views of German business associations 

Publicly, German business elites were unanimous in their condemnation of Allied reparations 

policies in general and the restart of the dismantling programme in particular. Reparations and 

dismantling were touted as prime causes behind the sluggish recovery of the collapsed German 

economy. However, in internal debates in business chambers and leadership circles, the issue of 

dismantling itself was of less importance than the restrictions imposed on German industry.
4
  

 The relationship between the British occupiers and business interests were strained in 

general. Not only did they look at the British support for industrial democracy with disdain, but the 

British were also publicly committed to the socialisation of heavy industry in the British zone.
5
 

Equally, the British attempts to rebuild the German economy through a high degree of control, thus 

effectively continuing the planned economy from the later parts of the war, came under strong 

criticism from the Germans because they saw the British as incompetent. 

                                                 
3
 Vereinigung der Industrie- und Handelskammern des Landes Nordrhein-Westfalen, Die Demontageliste für das 

Land Nordrhein-Westfalen und ihre wirtschaftlichen und sozialen Auswirkungen (Düsseldorf, 1947), 38, Anlage II. 
4
 Martina Köchling, Demontagepolitik und Wiederaufbau in Nordrhein-Westfalen (Essen: Klartext, 1995), 80. 

5
 See the section on labour union views later in this chapter for an overview of the push towards more industrial 

democracy. 
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 The planned socialisation of industry and the support for industrial democracy were, 

together with efforts at decartelisation, parts of a bigger package of reforms meant to weaken the 

power of the German industrialists. Their conservative, nationalist views were seen as an important 

reason for German aggressive foreign policy and for the rise of the Nazi party. However, while the 

British distrusted the business elites, they also needed them. Without their help, it was impossible to 

quickly rebuild the collapsed economy in the British zone. The policies the British sought to push 

through, such as the production ceilings of the Level of Industry Plan, socialisation of heavy 

industry, and decartelisation and dismantling for reparations, were an obvious threat to the 

managerial class on which the British now had to rely. Even before the new Level of Industry Plan 

of 1947, the business associations saw dismantling itself as the lesser of these problems. However, 

the dismantling programme was an easy issue for the business elites to take a stand. Unlike most of 

the issues facing them, the dismantling of factories was one where it was possible to gain popular 

support for their interests, both inside and outside of Germany. The visceral image of allied-ordered 

destruction of the livelihood of German workers in a land in ruins was an easy sell in a way that 

decartelisation, currency reform, and resistance against socialising industry and mining were not.  

 The industrialists were seen as tainted by their cooperation with the Nazi regime and their 

profiteering from war production. They were reviled among the German population, who, in the 

early post-war period, strongly supported the nationalisation of industry. [cit Merritt or Marshall?] 

These sentiments were supported by forces on the left, primarily the SPD and the labour unions. 

 The dismantling struggle therefore offered a set of unique opportunities for business elites. 

With the exception of forbidden industries, dismantling did not significantly threaten them. Leading 

the fight against it would help drive a wedge between the nascent power of the new labour unions, 

industrial workers, and the political parties. As Martina Krämer has shown, overstated claims about 

the massive scope of the dismantling plans and their effects for German competitiveness went hand 

in hand with demands for state-financed reinvestment in the affected industries, the so-called 

remontage programme.
6
  

 The main aims of the industrialists and the industrial associations when it came to 

dismantling was to tar the British, to put themselves at the forefront in the fight against dismantling, 

and to use this position to push for the renewal of industrial production in terms beneficial to 

themselves. As we shall see, they were quite successful in this, primarily because of their 

connections with the Bizonal Economics Council in Frankfurt and the lack of planning in CCG(BE) 
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about how to force obstructionist industrial associations to cooperate. 

 

The views of the German labour unions 

The new German labour unions, a majority of which quickly coalesced around the umbrella 

organisation of the DGB, were put in an even more difficult position. They were dependent on 

British support for industrial democratisation and socialisation, which made it very difficult to 

speak too critically against dismantling. However, at the same time, their position as middle men 

between the British occupiers, German political parties, and the industrialists also meant that they 

could use the struggle over dismantling to negotiate with the different sides so as to secure their 

policy of mitbestimmung (co-determination) over industrial policy on all levels of the German 

economy, from the factory floors to the national economic policy. Their central challenge was to 

maintain order in the often unruly workers councils in individual factories. Their leader, Hans 

Böckler, had stayed in Germany during the Nazi era, mostly under house arrest or in hiding, but had 

good relations both with British trade unions and CCG(BE). The heads of the zonal trade unions 

secretariat, Werner Hansen and Ludwig Rosenberg, had both been in Britain during the war. 

Together with Erich Potthoff, head of the DGB Wirtschaftswissenschafliches Institut (WWI), they 

would be the principal architects of the labour union response to the renewed dismantling 

programme.
7
 

 The trade union leadership had an ambitious goal in the British zone after the end of the war. 

Banned during the Nazi era and with only limited success for their overall political goals during the 

Weimar republic due to the concerted efforts of conservative industrialists, the British occupation 

was a golden opportunity to reshape industrial relations and democratise industrial power within 

Germany. In doing so, they were building upon and expanding ideas that had been important for the 

German labour movement since the late Wilhelmine era. 

 Works councils (Betriebsräte) were the main planks of industrial democracy in German 

firms. Originating in progressive firms in the mid-nineteenth century, they were made mandatory in 

certain industrial sectors during the late Wilhelmine era; in the early Weimar Republic, they were 

made compulsory for all firms with more than 20 employees. The Weimar work councils quickly 

restarted after the war and were formally recognised by the Allies in ACA Law Nr 22 in April 1946, 

although with a wider set of responsibilities and powers than had been allowed earlier. The works 

councils were in principle separate from the labour unions; in practice, however, they were the grass 
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roots of trade union activity. Often a thorn in the side of the DGB leadership, which considered the 

works councils as suffering from Betriebsegoismus, a focus on the interests of their own factories at 

the expense of a broader view of industrial relations.  

 The unpopularity of British industrial policies on the shop floors threatened to sharpen the 

disconnect between the grass roots and the DGB leadership. During the entire dismantling process, 

the works councils were at the forefront of the active resistance against dismantling, while the 

labour union leadership was reduced to trying to mend bridges between their irate workers and the 

occupation authorities they depended on to succeed in their overall policies.
8
 

 The basic dilemma of the labour unions when it came to dismantling was most clearly laid 

out in a planning document written by Ludwig Rosenberg. This pointed out that fomenting 

resistance would most likely mean prison sentences for leading members of the DGB from the 

Allied authorities. It was unlikely that the Allies would ban the DGB as an organisation, as this 

would lead to major disturbances and the possibility of violent resistance, but they could quite 

effectively stop the DGB from coordinating strikes by instituting sanctions against the DGB 

hierarchy. Additionally, the military occupation made it possible to render any strike pointless by 

bringing in strike breakers who would work under military protection. “An active struggle against 

dismantling therefore only makes sense when it is unified and run by labour unions willing to 

commit all their power and to take all the consequences resulting from it, together with a work force 

truly willing for sacrifices. These conditions can not be taken for granted.”
9
 

 To remain passive in the face of the dismantling programme would also be highly 

problematic. Absolute passivity would mean leaving the issue of resistance against dismantling to 

the workers. While this would not influence the dismantling programme, it would strengthen the 

influence of the workers councils vis-à-vis the unions among the common workers: “leadership is 

expected from us.”
10

  

 Rosenberg suggested two main solutions to this problem. The first would be to publicly 

proclaim that dismantling made it impossible for them to assume any responsibility for the 

programme and to refuse to cooperate with either the Allies or the German administration on the 

topic. Since the labour unions were not consulted in creating the lists, they would see no need to 

assist with the dismantling itself. The labour unions “... are not an industrial fire brigade, which one 

                                                 
8
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9
 “Ein aktiver Kampf gegen Demontagen hat also nur Zweck, wenn er einheitlich und von den Gewerkschaften als 
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can call when one starts stoking fires.”
11

 The labour unions should therefore officially declare that 

they were in opposition and not offer any assistance unless they were asked for advice on the plan 

itself. For this to work, there would need to be a propaganda effort abroad to make clear that the 

DGB was forced to take such a stand. Public pronunciations against dismantling would therefore be 

coupled with a policy of non-resistance against the programme and  a demand for a place at the 

negotiation table on the list of factories itself. 

 The second option for finding a middle ground would be for the labour unions to draw up 

their own list of plants that should not be dismantled. This list would mainly consist of plants 

included in the plans for socialisation. While they would do everything in their power to stop the 

dismantling of these works, they would do nothing to stop the dismantling of works in which 

“Nazis, Nazi supporters and capitalists have an interest.”
12

 “These gentlemen” could make their 

own pleas to the Allies to save their interests, since the labour unions could not guarantee that 

factories under their control would be used solely for peaceful purposes. This would put the 

representatives of industry in a squeeze. If they wanted the cooperation of the labour unions, they 

could do so by asking that their factories become socialised and by throwing out the Nazis in their 

leadership. Such a line would be easy to defend abroad and would concentrate the fight against 

dismantling on the most important plants on the dismantling list. 

 No matter what choice the DGB made, Rosenberg warned against letting industrial interests 

take a leadership role in the struggle to save the Ruhr industries, as “... only the nationalists profited 

[from this.]”
13

 The threat of a nationalist or even Nazi revival was highly troubling for the DGB; 

along with the threat of communist agitation against dismantling, it was what worried them most in 

their relationship with their member base.
14

 The problem of resisting dismantling was therefore 

intrinsically connected to this issue. Despite being in the most powerful position among German 

elites to resist dismantling due to their connection with the workers, the danger of agitation from 

both the far left and the far right, together with maintaining their relationship with their grassroots 

and the British, narrowed their scope of action when the new Level of Industry Plan was presented.  

 

The views of the SPD and CDU 

There were two political parties in the Western zones: the CDU (with its sister party the CSU in 
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Bavaria) and the SPD. The SPD’s concept of the economy was somewhat similar to the DGB 

vision. Unlike in most European countries, the SPD and the DGB were, however, independent 

organisations with no formal ties: the differences between the two in their views on economic 

controls emphasised this. They did have a common front from 1946 to mid-1947 under Victor 

Agartz, a prominent trade unionist and SPD member who was the first head of the Economic 

Administration of the British zone until new bizonal economic agencies were formed.
15

 However, 

the corporatist focus of the DGB on economic democracy, which centred on power sharing between 

industrial managers and the trade unions, was markedly different from the SPD vision, which 

looked for more direct political control over the means of production. 

 The CDU/CSU itself was split on economic policies, with a strong leftist faction, who had 

views similar to the left on industrial democracy, and a more conservative faction which wanted a 

return to a strong degree of market liberalism. While the core of the new CDU/CSU was formed by 

veterans from the Weimar-era Catholic Centre Party, which had its base primarily in southern 

Germany, the need to turn the party into a mass party on the moderate right meant that the leftist 

faction had a large influence in shaping early policies. However, with the election of Konrad 

Adenauer as party leader, the tide slowly started to change. The high point of leftist influence on 

economic policy was the Ahlen programme of February 1947, where the CDU of the British zone 

called for public ownership of coal production and the steel industry and the decartelisation of large 

concerns and firms having de facto monopolies. While this consensus would slowly be undermined 

over the next year, the Ahlen programme of “social market economy” was one of the first public 

expressions of the view that the dismantling programme was a way to strengthen the export 

industries of the Allies vis-à-vis the Germans.
16

 

 As mentioned above, the SPD was in overall political control of the German economic 

administration in the British zone. This changed in August 1947. The bizone had been virtually non-

existent up to this point due to American resistance against creating strong bizonal German 

administrations. As the repercussions of the Council of Foreign Ministers meeting in March and 

April 1947 started to reverberate through the occupation apparatuses and the planning for the future 

of Germany, the American thinking on this question changed.  

 For this reason, the weak, decentralised German organs of economic administrations were 

moved to Frankfurt in the American zone and a new governing structure was put into place. This 

                                                 
15

 Bernhard Koolen, Die wirtschafts- und gesellschaftspolitische Konzeption von Viktor Agartz: Zur Neuordnung d. 

westdt. Nachkriegsgesellschaft  (Köln: Pahl-Rugenstein, 1979), 110–122. 
16

 “Sie haben aber kein Recht, unter Hintansetzung der notwendigen Lebensbedürfnisse des deutschen Volkes, die 

deutsche Industrie so zu beschneiden oder so zu gestalten, wie es das Exportbedürfnis ihrer eigenen Industrien 

verlangt.”, quoted from “Das Ahlener Programm der CDU der britischen zone vom 3. Februar 1947, Publikationen,” 

Konrad-Adenauer-Stiftung, http://www.kas.de/wf/de/33.813/ (accessed March 25, 2014). 



160 

was the embryo of the central administration of the future Bundesrepublik. The Bizonal Economic 

Administration was run by representatives from the eight bizonal Länder. After a bitter struggle 

between the SPD and the CDU/CSU, the SPD decided to not cooperate in running the departments 

of the new administration. They chose instead to function as the official opposition. This would 

have considerable consequences for the future of the German economy. The SPD would stay in 

opposition until 1966 and the left side of the CDU would lose their primary ally in pushing for a 

socialised solution for the German economy. In full control of the German economic administration 

from this point onwards, the CDU/CSU steadily drifted rightward as more and more power was 

devolved to them by the Allies. When it came to the question of dismantling, the CDU was, because 

of the development of the Economic Council and the fact that they had none of the economic 

ministries of the Länder, in the fortunate position that they could keep a safe distance from the 

process whereby the British forced German elites to cooperate on dismantling within the British 

zone. They could criticise the process from afar and, as the power of the bizonal German 

administrations grew, step in forcefully as the process came to halt. 

 

British preparations for resistance against dismantling 

The British occupation authorities were quite aware of the dangers of the renewed dismantling 

programme. In the half-year lull between the Moscow Council of Foreign Ministers and the 

publication of the new Level of Industry list in October 1947, plans and strategies for dealing with 

German resistance were worked out. The occupation authorities had to find a way to combine this 

punitive and unpopular policy with what they saw as their positive mission in Germany. The 

question was how to combine industrial dismantling with attempts at strengthening the German 

economy and their missions of political re-education and indirect rule.  

The fear of industrial unrest was ever-present among CCG(BE) planners, so their initial 

policies centred on having a tough public line against dismantling strikes. This was coupled with 

promises of increased food rations, as well as rhetorically connecting the dismantling programme to 

Marshall aid.
17

 

 This early planning on how to manage German reactions to the dismantling programme was 

thrown into complete disarray by the Kiel general strike. It is difficult to overstate the effect this 

strike had on British planning. In a report to the Foreign Office, the whole British mission in 

Germany was portrayed as being in danger: “the present strike at Holmag is indicative of what is 

likely to be in front of us [and] we are likely to be faced with a trial of strength. To accept defeat 
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would be fatal for our position in Germany. To win through may mean that we may have to resume 

in large measure authority already handed over to the Germans and that we may have to deal 

drastically with individuals.”
18

 

  The dismantling plan, unpopular as it was among most of the CCG(BE) leadership, was 

now an unavoidable reality. A successful campaign against it would threaten to wipe out British 

prestige. Even if the British were to defeat a major anti-dismantling campaign, it would be a pyrrhic 

victory that threatened their positive mission in Germany: political re-education through a gradual 

move to an indirect rule framework. To safeguard British prestige and policy, strong measures were 

needed. The manpower division had been working on a detailed plan for dealing with dismantling 

trouble in the months before the Holmag disruptions. However, the plans had been stuck in limbo. 

In the report to the CCG(BE) leadership on the strikes, this solution was now sold as a general 

framework for dealing with dismantling disruptions.
19

 Swift and severe sanctions were to be 

imposed on strikers, strike leaders, and institutional support from labour unions and political 

parties; equally, control over the German police forces needed to be ensured: “by adjusting our 

plans in the manner proposed we should remove those aspects of it on which we are most 

vulnerable and we shall give ourselves the best chance of carrying through the plan without having 

to take measures of a nature to stultify all the constructive work which is our aim in Germany.”
20

 

 Individual German workers refusing to perform dismantling work should be ordered to do 

so in writing: continued refusal should be met with prosecution, since it was to be considered 

“resistance to the will of the Occupying Powers”. However, resistance among individuals was 

bound to be a less important problem than organised resistance. The focus was now on preparing 

for such an eventuality. An ordinance for declaring a state of emergency in case of civil unrest was 

circulated, and the morale and trustworthiness of the German police was heavily discussed.
21

 

 The German police in the British zone had been transferred from the control of CCG(BE) to 

the Länder in January 1947. This was in distinct contrast to the French and American occupations, 

where the German police were closely supervised by Allied military police. As Inspector General 

Halland of the Public Safety office of CCG(BE) explained, the British had focused on re-educating 

the German police before handing responsibility over to the Länder. This indirect rule framework 

was now being questioned. There were frequent reports of morale problems among the German 

police in the British zone, and CCG(BE) now feared they would disobey if ordered to intervene 

against dismantling protesters. The failure of the Kiel police to follow British orders during the 
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Holmag strikes was seen as a direct result of these morale problems. The police’s morale needed to 

be increased, and, if necessary, they would be put back under British control. In case of serious 

unrest, they would be bolstered with British troops.
22

 

 In addition to these reforms, there was also a need to deal harshly with any agitators. 

However, while the strongest possible pressure was to be brought to bear against resisters and 

agitators, including, as a last resort, the death sentence, it was imperative to act as far as possible 

through the “... responsible German authorities – political and trade union”. The leaders of the 

protests were to be exposed, warned to desist, and, if neither the pressure of German authorities nor 

British warning were enough, promptly arrested and prosecuted in military government courts.
23

 

 Types of organised protests like demonstrations could be allowed so long as they did not 

threatened to disrupt dismantling or the German economic recovery. The important thing was to 

keep dismantling going so as not to give the impression that protesting could sway British resolve. 

If ordinary German workers could not be persuaded to continue dismantling, displaced persons, 

prison labour, or ex-Nazis awaiting trial were proposed as substitute labour to keep the dismantling 

machinery going. 

 The role of German authorities in quelling trouble among the workers was of vital 

importance. The goal was to as far as possible to “avoid direct Military Government conflict with 

the strikers. Keep German authorities in the firing line as long as possible, consistent with avoiding 

an appearance of indecision on our part.” The Land government, political parties, and labour union 

leadership had to be made to understand that their duty as “responsible leaders” was to avoid 

confrontation with Allied policy: “It should be made clear, if necessary, that we do not expect them 

to adopt the British point of view as their own and that we have no objection to their describing 

their subsequent actions to secure performance of the work as being dictated by circumstances 

which leave them with no choice. We expect them, however, to take these actions in a vigorous and 

positive manner.”
24

  

 Forcing the German leadership to act as middle men was a way to keep up the pretence of 

indirect rule, thus avoiding an embarrassing rollback of formal responsibilities to CCG(BE). It was 

bound to be resented by the German elites affected. Nonetheless, CCG(BE) had orders to finish the 
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dismantling as soon as possible, so they could offer little in return for German obedience. In 

exchange for being placed “into the firing line”, the Land government and labour union leadership 

was to be informed and given some say in solving the practical issues of dismantling. This included 

issues such as local unemployment and failure to supply essential goods to the German population 

due to issues relating to dismantling. “In short, any help which can be given to the German leaders 

which will assist them to make their authority effective should be given them. Their representation 

on these matters should be met wherever reasonably possible.”
25

 

 To summarise, this framework for dealing with protests against dismantling was a relatively 

straightforward application of the British principle of indirect rule. While the commissions were 

presented to the Germans as platforms where the regional German and CCG(BE) representatives 

would work as equals in fulfilling Allied dictates on dismantling, this veneer of equality was 

quickly dropped in the actual negotiation. 

 What is remarkable about the case of dismantling is how little room for manoeuvre the 

German trade unionists and politicians were given in exchange for supporting an Allied policy with 

which they almost unanimously disagreed. The carrot of British support for socialisation plans lured 

the trade union leadership onwards, but the political leadership were pushed into cooperation 

primarily through the threat of sanction. For it to succeed, this plan for using German elites as 

mediators needed to make it clear that the dismantling policy was now set into stone and that the 

British authorities had the firmness and strength to see it through. Having committed themselves 

publicly to this line, it is no wonder that CCG(BE) and the British government were obsessed about 

the danger to British prestige when resistance against the dismantling programme started to grow a 

year later.  

 The campaign to neutralise industrial protests against dismantling by using German elites as 

middlemen was relatively successful over the next half year. There were, however, three major 

flaws with the strategy which eventually doomed it. Firstly, the plan implicitly discounted the 

relevance of non-disruptive protesting. The reasoning for doing so was relatively straightforward. 

The dismantling programme was supposed to be accomplished in a relatively short time period. As 

long as the protests did not disrupt the dismantling of factories, they would have little effect. After 

dismantling was finished, the Germans were bound to see that the limited amount of seized 

machinery did not significantly weaken the economy, despite the dire warnings of opponents. The 

second flaw was that the British relied on agreement among the Western Allies when it came to the 

dismantling plan. While the British did have the support of OMGUS, the support from Washington 
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all but vanished as the Marshall plan kicked into gear in mid-1948. Thirdly, there was no 

contingency for dealing with the German industrial elites, and the owners and managers of heavy 

industry in particular. As mentioned earlier, there was no real way to pressure them into complying 

with the dismantling programme. They would form the core of the resistance against dismantling 

and, as American support for dismantling weakened, their campaign to drum up support found them 

powerful allies in Washington and massive popular enthusiasm in Germany.   

 This fear of a general uprising against Allied dismantling policies was understandable, as the 

Germans labour unions and political parties had repeatedly warned of such a possibility in the 

preceding year.
26

 Immediately after the Holmag affair, where local SPD politicians and labour union 

leaders had been implicated, Robertson also received worrying intelligence reports of instigation 

against British dismantling policy on a zonal level from both groups.
27

 To make sure that the 

German political and labour union leadership would do their assigned roles, a series of meetings 

were scheduled between them and the top echelon of the British occupation apparatus. The goal 

was to make clear the unwavering intention to go through with the dismantling, to make the 

Germans see the sense in cooperating so that the process could get done as quickly and painlessly 

as possible, and to hint at the repercussions should the Germans not support it. As well as all the 

regional commissioners of the British occupied Länder meeting with their German counterparts, 

Robertson and Lord Pakenham, the new head of COGA (Control Office for Germany and Austria) 

made appeals for calm and cooperation. 

 Robertson, together with Military Governor Clay of the American zone, publicly presented 

the new Level of Industry list on 16 October 1947 before doing the rounds to the Länder 

governments, political parties, and labour union leaderships.
28

 The differences in the styles of 

control in the two occupation zones is readily apparent from the way the two military governors 

sought to gain German acceptance for the dismantling programme. Clay was blunt. In a comment 

on strikes against dismantling in the weeks before the publication of the new Level of Industry 

agreement, Clay stated that “any resistance by German workers must be construed as a declaration 

of war and be defeated as such, like in a war.” He also threatened to cut German food rations should 

they seek to halt the Allied dismantling programme through protests and industrial action.
29
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Robertson chose a far more conciliatory tone in his meetings with the DGB leadership, the NRW 

Cabinet, and the representatives of the political parties in the British zone.
30

 The three private 

meetings were used to present the British viewpoint and give the people he was leaning on the 

possibility of replying in an atmosphere shielded from the public gaze.  

 While admitting that dismantling was a somewhat unpleasant task Robertson emphasised 

that the policy was a political decision out of his hands: “...this plan is not my plan, and it is not 

General Clay’s plan… The policy behind the plan is the policy of H.M. Government and the 

Government of the United States of America and they will not change their minds.”
31

 Robertson 

focused on the unbending will of the Allies and the need for the German leadership to act 

responsibly as middle men between the occupiers and the German population while making veiled 

threats about the suffering that would ensue if negotiations failed. He made it clear that while the 

Germans were free to say what they wanted to the press, they had a duty to the German people to 

not actively foment disruptions. “The factories will come down in any case and I very much hope 

that no situation would arise that would force us to depart from the methods of patience and good 

temper, because it would only bring distress everywhere and the real consequences of such a 

situation would bear down upon the people in this Zone.”
32

  

 The problem of squaring this punitive policy with the positive goals of democratic and 

economic rebuilding in Germany was also on his mind. “You may find it rather difficult to believe, 

but it is a fact that I, and those who work with me, are greatly concerned to do our best for 

Germany. We are far more interested in the constructive part of our work here than in the 

destructive work we have to do, and this is not only because being human, we have great sympathy 

for the German people, but it is also because we believe that stability and peace in Europe depends 

upon a good sound relationship between your nation and ours.”
33

  

 Robertson also tried to defend the dismantling programme on economic grounds: “at the 

present moment the production of Germany is distributed widely over a great many factories, and 

some of these factories are on this list. Sir Cecil Weir [Head of CCG(BE) Economics Division] and 
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myself have often expressed the opinion that this is very wasteful and it would be a great deal more 

economical if production was concentrated.”
34

 This was a line of reasoning that would come back 

to haunt the military government. While it may have been true for some of the older, smaller 

factories on the dismantling list, the list itself had been prepared not with this in mind; rather, it was 

intended to maximise economic security. Some of the most important dismantling schemes were not 

intended for these smaller factories, but instead for the highly integrated steel mills at the core of 

the Ruhr industrial complex. They were meant to break up and decentralise the immense industrial 

power of the core of Ruhr industry, not strengthen it. The security aspect of the dismantling 

programme was not mentioned at all by Robertson in his talks. 

 The response to Robertson’s offensive was icy but resigned. The harshest criticism was 

levelled in the meeting with the political parties. None of the party leaders themselves were present; 

instead, they sent lower level party officials, many of them industrial managers, who were 

uniformly negative towards the new dismantling programme. The NRW cabinet meeting was more 

sombre. Picking up on the collaboration thread, Dr Noelting minister of economics, pointed out the 

exceedingly difficult situation the British framework put the NRW social democrats: “... we do not 

wish to become a Quisling party, and we may now become one.” Nevertheless, they accepted that 

they were forced to comply, since “we do not want to protest against reparations, such protests 

would be futile.”
35

  

 The labour unions, reliant as they were on British support in general, were the softest in 

their criticism. Both in this meeting and in a public statement published afterwards, Böckler 

mirrored Clay when asking the unions and workers to show caution in opposing dismantling, since 

Germany was still officially in a state of war with the Allies.
36

 In the meeting, the DGB leadership 

made it clear that they would stay loyal to Allied policies, but hoped all possible efforts would be 

made to ensure that unemployment due to dismantling would be kept to an absolute minimum.  

 The reaction from the cabinets of the Länder in the British zone was one of pragmatism and 

muted criticism. The criticism was harshest among the representatives of the political parties, who 

were judged to be “... rather a poor lot. Most of their representatives seemed to be industrialists 

more than politicians and their representations were of a somewhat detailed and parochial nature.” 

However, with the leaders of the political parties and the communist party notably absent and a 

recent inflammatory speech against dismantling by Adenauer, “... it would be unwise to assume that 
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we shall have no serious difficulties.”
37

 

 Political parties and trade unions had explicitly been given the freedom to protest in public 

against dismantling so long as they did not encourage resistance. This they all dutifully did.
38

 

However, the protests did not go further than rather muted public criticism. There was no sign of 

unrest or the encouragement of it. As one situation report put it,  “... everything is quiet in the 

industrial areas of the Land. The Public is somewhat apathetic regarding the D.M.G.’s [Deputy 

Military Governor Robertson] announcement in respect of the dismantling programme, but there is 

underneath a general feeling of relief that it is not as bad as was expected.” 
39

  

 A report on German morale after the publication of the new dismantling list saw the German 

people as apathetic, due both to harsh economic conditions in the zone and the lack of good 

information.
 
It was prepared by the British Public Opinion Research Office in Germany, an attempt 

by the CCG(BE) to mirror the public opinion research done by OMGUS in the American zone. 

However, while the American effort was built on modern quantitative methods, the British effort 

was a mix of quantitative and qualitative interviews with a generous dose of opinion. German 

apathy was explained in this report by “by the selfish behaviour of the Germans, which makes them 

spy on and denounce their fellows and criticise their rulers unconstructively, and by the negative 

approach to democracy. By contrast, there persists the traditional belief in the inferiority of women, 

the outward observance of religious form and the aggressive pride in German superiority in 

culture.” Among those interested in high politics, the view of Britain was turning more negative, “... 

above all dismantling have aided in the steady downward drift of British prestige.”
40

 This was 

exactly what the CCG(BE) leadership had feared, and British planning now turned towards 

mitigating these risks by mixing the carrot of cooperation with the stick of Allied dictate on 

dismantling.  

 

The start of the joint Anglo-German commissions on dismantling 

Apart from opposing the whole idea of dismantling for reparations, there were two major criticisms 

from the Germans on the list and the proposed procedure for seeing it through. North-Rhine 
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Westphalia had 294 of the factories up for dismantling on the new list and would thus be hit 

especially hard. Despite this, the Germans had been given no say in the shaping of the list and were 

only offered the opportunity to ask for the replacement of plants on the list for equivalents. These 

applications had to be handed in within 14 days of the publication of the list, an impossible 

deadline. Robertson emphasised the need for haste on the Allied side and that they had no wish to 

get bogged down in endless discussions about the specifics of the list. However, if the Länder could 

send a request within 14 days where they discussed the general issues at hand with a relatively short 

time table for getting through them, they would not be bound by the deadline. 

 The other main criticism related to the core industry of steel production. The Level of 

Industry plan took as its starting point that the bizonal area had 19.2 million tons of steel production 

capacity, which was to be reduced to twelve million tons, with a production roof of 10.7 million 

tons. Noelting claimed that this number was widely off the mark: there was only 12.8 million tons 

of steel production left. With the cuts proposed, production would be cut far below what the Level 

of Industry plan envisaged.
41

 Robertson promised that he would set down a meeting between 

British and German experts to explain this wide chasm in calculated steel capacity. 

  

The Economics Ministry in Nordrhein-Westfalen had an almost impossible task when it 

came to proposing replacement plants from their Land within the fourteen 14-day deadline. With 

almost 300 plants up for dismantling, they rushed to put together a preliminary list of suggestions, 

which was handed to the regional economics officer on 30 October. Not surprisingly, the 

Economics Ministry did not have time to consult with the firms in question before the replacement 

list was handed over to the British. The result was a storm of protests by industrial associations and 

right-wing parties in the Nordrhein-Westfälisches Landtag. During a session on 5 November 1947, 

Economics Minister Erik Nölting (SPD) came under severe criticism not only from opposition 

parties, but also by members of the CDU coalition partners in the Land government, several of 

whom were industrialists themselves.
42

 The result was a verbal rebuke and a demand that the list of 

replacement plants be withdrawn and that a future list be approved by both a parliamentary 
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committee and the respective industrial associations.
43

  

 After this verbal dressing down, Nölting was told by Regional Commissioner Asbury that if 

he could not handle his political opponents, he should contact Asbury directly so that the British 

could make it clear what was expected from them. However, to save what Asbury termed “a good 

start” on German cooperation with the new dismantling list, Nölting was allowed to submit 

amendments to his original list of proposed changes by 24 November.
44

 The whole process was 

finally finished on 16 December, when CCG(BE) approved 18 of the 50 substitutions either fully or 

partially. The result was undoubtedly a disappointment for the Germans, but was made worse by the 

fact that CCG(BE) subsequently announced to the press that they had now made an agreement with 

German authorities on dismantling.
45

 

 Nölting’s attempt to question the Anglo-American calculation of total German steel 

production capacity did not go much better. The Economics Ministry under Nölting had previously 

handed over the responsibility for collecting and preparing statistical data on dismantling effects to 

the industrial associations. In a meeting at the end of October, they were warned that their numbers 

needed to be believable. Pure fantasy numbers would only lead to the British discounting German 

complaints about the effect of dismantling.
46

 

 When the economics experts from industry presented their numbers for the total steel 

capacity in the British zone, Nölting was in for a shock. He had been informed, and had told 

Robertson in their meeting on 18 October 1947, that there was a difference of 4.5 million tons per 

year between the Allied and the German estimates of remaining steel capacity. In the steel capacity 

meeting on 30 October, the steel experts admitted that the difference was only 650,000 tons, 

350,000 of which came from using a different measure of tonnage. The real difference in Allied and 

German calculations was therefore only 300,000 tons out of 19 million tons of production capacity, 

or a bit over 1.5 per cent. He was now in the uncomfortable situation of having to explain how he 

could have been so widely off the mark. “The minister of economics stated that he had been under 

the impression that the difference between the figures prepared by the Allied and German sides was 

much greater.”  

 Despite this setback for the economics minister, the committee decided to set down working 

parties to continue studying the discrepancy and whether the production capacity of certain types of 
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steel products needed to adjusted.
47

  

 Along with the issue of replacement plants, the steel discussions would push the delay the 

planned start of dismantling of plants by almost one and a half months. For the Germans, who 

intended to delay dismantling as long as possible, this was a win in itself. As the British also knew, 

the longer dismantling dragged on, the less likely it was that it would be completed in full. 

 Due to the fact that a majority of plants to be dismantled in the British zone was in 

Nordrhein-Westfahlen, the NRW Land government was given the leadership role in coordinating 

German resistance against dismantling in the zone. In the American zone this role was given to the 

Bizonal Economic Administration (Verwaltung für Wirtschaft, VfW).
48

 

 The new dismantling office in North Rhine Westphalia had a rocky start. Unprepared for 

their sudden resumption of large-scale dismantling and the German response, they came under 

heavy criticism from the labour unions and the CDU.
49

 The problem was made worse by the British 

tendency to call meetings on dismantling at the last minute, giving the Germans no time to 

prepare.
50

 

 Having obliquely waved the stick at the German elites to stop any organised attempts at 

resistance to the new dismantling programme, they now sought to find a way to include the 

Germans. The solution was the setting up of Anglo-German dismantling commissions in each of the 

four Länder. The proclamation given by Robertson to the Germans on the setting up of the 

commissions mirrored the earlier promises that German opinions would be heard. The commissions 

were “... to advise jointly the Regional Commissioners and the Minister Presidents” on questions 

pertaining to the new dismantling plan, according to a memorandum sent to the German labour 

unions and the Land governments. The committees were to draw up a schedule for the removal of 

machinery from the plants on the dismantling list and to work on measures to mediate the effects of 

the dismantling programme, especially unemployment.
51

 

The amount of German influence would necessarily have to be limited. Given too much 

leverage, the Germans would inevitably turn the commissions into instruments for overturning the 

dismantling programme completely. The brief given to the commissions was therefore consciously 
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kept as limited as possible, dealing primarily with drawing up a schedule for dismantling plants and 

organising the packing, shipping, and labour disruptions relating to dismantling. The details of the 

first task were to be handled by industrial sub-commissions.
52

 The second task was to be handled by 

a deliveries sub-commission. Its main task was to act as a liaison between the RDR department of 

CCG(BE) and the German Land ministries and labour unions in order to expedite the valuation and 

dismantling of factories. The aim was not only to aid in the process of packing and delivering 

machinery, but also to make sure that plants and local labour union leaders were given advance 

warning about dismantling so that production could be stopped, labour trouble avoided, and 

German manpower put in place to do the dismantling work.
53

  

 Martina Köchling sees the British insistence on forming a joint Anglo-German dismantling 

commission as a way for the British to both undercut widespread German protests and as a tool to 

make the German elites sign on to a definite time frame for dismantling. The commissions would be 

an outlet for German frustrations, while at the same time being part of the official planning, which 

would render later interventions from within Germany and the US less likely to succeed.
54

 While 

this is correct, the vital point of including the Germans in the dismantling planning was to put 

German elites “... in the firing line”. By involving them in the planning phase in a limited capacity 

and threatening them with swift justice should they hinder it outside of the committee, they would 

be forced into the position of middlemen. The other goals were merely of secondary importance. 

 However, there is no doubt that the commissions were also meant by the British and 

perceived by the Germans as a carrot to the stick of CCG(BE) threats. As long as dismantling was 

seen as inevitable by all parties, it made sense for the Germans to support a joint commission where 

they would have some say in the timing and effects of the programme.
55

 

 The dismantling commissions were based on the underlying British argument that 

dismantling was a political matter decided by the British and American governments, and that 

CCG(BE) and the German Land governments were therefore equal in terms of their obligation to 

fulfil these orders. While technically true, the Germans were aware that the British occupiers had a 

large amount of leeway in both the pacing of dismantling and the selection of plants to be 
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dismantled, while the German side had much less. 

 The commissions encountered problems from the start. A problem internally in CCG(BE) 

that only intensified with time was that the RDR department was not present in the industrial 

subcommission responsible for the dismantling schedule. In a letter to the RDR headquarters, their 

representative on the Niedersachsen dismantling commission complained, after the first few 

meetings, that the regional economics officer and industry division representative, along with the 

German representatives on the commission, kept deciding on administrative procedures that in 

effect delayed the decision on when plants could be taken apart. This put the RDR representative in 

a difficult position: “we would be placed in the position of opposing the R.E.O. and Industry 

Division, in front of the Germans. This in my opinion would not be good policy. […] Personally, I 

fear some weakness on the part of Industry Division, and a desire to help the reconstruction of 

Germany at the expense of Allied Nations.”
56

  

 An example that caused some ire in the RDR division was a request for permission by the 

British chairman of the Niedersachsen commission to discuss the restitution of Allied property 

stolen by the Germans during the war. The suggestion was shot down by the RDR as being outside 

the competence of the commissions and a topic in which the Germans had no say. The same 

problem was evident in Schleswig-Holstein, where the joint Anglo-German dismantling 

commission kept requesting information well outside its brief. A request for details on the 

reparations list, including the recipient nations, was shot down by Whitham, head of RDR, as 

beyond its competence, but he emphasised that rejecting this request needed to be done tactfully so 

as to not disrupt the “close cooperation with the Germans.”
57

 

 In the RDR headquarters, the impression was forming that it was not only the Germans who 

were stalling, but also the local British administrations, which were more focused on getting the 

local economy up and running rather than expediting the unpleasant task of dismantling. Even when 

it came to armaments plants, the reports on their dismantling and shipping out “... were not coming 

in very well and the Anglo-German Commissions seemed to be slow in getting any results.” Many 

of them were being run for the benefit of the British occupation apparatus, which made the local 

commanders even less disposed to dismantle them by the agreed deadline of mid-1948.
58
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 The Germans sought to delay dismantling as a part of a wider strategy of derailing the entire 

programme.
59

 Some of the objections by the Germans during the first meeting of the dismantling 

commission in NRW were clearly connected with the wish to push the majority of the dismantling 

programme as far into the future as possible. The suggestion by August Halbfell (SPD), labour 

minister in NRW, that the whole question of unemployment caused by dismantling needed to be 

investigated before the Level of Industry Plan could be put into effect was one example. Nölting 

pointed out that any decision taken in the commission that involved the Land government had to go 

through the machinery set up by the NRW Landtag. The Landtag had established a dismantling 

advisory committee consisting of industry experts who reported to the Landtag select committee on 

political issues and the Economics Ministry on technical issues. All proposals the Economics 

Ministry could make in the joint Anglo-German commission were subject to review by the select 

committee. This cumbersome machinery needed to be kept in the loop, Nölting claimed, before he 

would be able to commit the Economics Ministry to helping the British with the phasing and 

execution of the dismantling programme.  

 The other main strategy for limiting dismantling was to try to move individual plants or part 

plants whose production was claimed to fill a bottleneck in German production off the dismantling 

list, or at least to move their dismantling date as far into the future as possible. Among industry 

owners and managers, the claim of doing essential production for different parts of the German 

economy would constitute the vast majority of protests against dismantling. However, the British 

held that this was not up for discussion in the NRW Anglo-German dismantling commission. Since 

the dismantling lists were part of an overall plan for an approved German level of industry, the 

removal of individual plants from the list would increase the German production capacity beyond 

the approved level and would need to be substituted with other German plants from the same 

industrial sector. Since the deadline for suggesting substitutions had already passed, “the Chairman 

[Regional Economic Officer Noel] stated that it was not part of the duty of either the main 

Commission or the Sub-Commission to consider the question of substitution”
60

 

 These early frictions between the British and the Germans on the administrative framework 

were most pronounced in Nordrhein-Westfalen. In Niedersachsen, the Land with the second-most 

factories up for dismantling, the joint Anglo-German dismantling commission agreed on its own 

terms of reference, apparently because the British regional commissioner never received the draft 

terms from CCG(BE) HQ. The Niedersachsen terms of reference were much less restrictive than the 
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suggested draft references. It gave the Niedersachsen commission more freedom when it came to 

phasing the dismantling programme, offered the commission the power to consider and decide on 

substitution of industrial plants, and, unlike in NRW, had a joint British-German chairmanship and 

secretariat. The smaller scale of the dismantling programme in the Land, along with the fact that by 

far the biggest part of the dismantling was to be done in the Reichswerke in Salzgitter, which had 

never been a privately owned business, also helped keep the conflict levels lower in 

Niedersachsen.
61

 As Kramer has documented, the work of the dismantling commission in Hamburg 

was also less confrontational than in NRW.
62

 In Schleswig-Holstein, where the vast majority of the 

plants to be dismantled were armaments plants, the cooperation was so good that the Land 

government protested against a request from the NRW government for common bizonal rules on 

restarting dismantled factories. They feared that doing so would make the cooperation with the 

British in Schleswig-Holstein more difficult.
63

 

 

Remontage – the Germans change tactics 

The attempt to get dismantled factories back into production with new machinery represented a 

shift in policy among the Länder governments in the British zone. As mentioned earlier, the initial 

struggle against dismantling had focused on arguing that German industrial capacity was already at 

a level close to that allowed in the Level of Industry plan and that it was therefore impossible to cut 

production capacity without reducing actual German capacity well below what was envisaged. The 

fact that the calculations done by both the Allied planners and the German industrial associations 

were relatively similar made this argument impossible to sustain.  

 On a fundamental level, it meant that the Germans went from accepting the Level of 

Industry Plan as a goal, but rejecting its calculations, to accepting the calculations for German 

industrial potential, but rejecting the allowed level of industrial production as too onerous for the 

economy. The shift is evidence of two things; first, that the German resistance against dismantling 

was resistance against impositions on German industry in general, and not just their onerous effect; 

and second, that the German elites had much less of an overview of the actual state of the economy 

in the first post-war years than the Allied planners did. This is perhaps not surprising, given that 

production was still only a fraction of the proposed Level of Industry in 1947 and that no one 
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excepted to meet the production levels of the plan until at least 1950. The Länder administrations of 

the British and American zones, along with the industrial associations, were working around the 

clock to even sustain this level of production against strong structural constraints. The studies 

conducted by the industrial associations and funded by the Länder of the British zone were 

therefore the first time the true state of West German industrial capacity after the war was known to 

the German elites. 

 In addition to trying to stall and limit the dismantling programme, the leaders of the Länder 

also had to consider its effects. The majority of the plants being dismantled were privately owned. 

That a relatively random selection of factory owners was to shoulder the majority of the cost of the 

dismantling programme was highly problematic; thus, in the winter of 1947-48, the Länder 

governments, together with industry groups, started working on ways to recompense the affected 

owners. It quickly became clear, however, that this programme could be used as a way to not only 

pay owners for plants and machinery dismantled, but also as a tool in the fight against dismantling. 

 The programme, which came to be known as remontage, had as its goal the restart of 

production in plants that had had their machinery removed. Initially, this was to be done by moving 

machinery from plants not on the dismantling list to plants where the machinery had been 

dismantled. Gradually, it also came to mean buying new machinery, especially in the American 

zone, where controls were more lax. This offered several opportunities for the German authorities. 

If the process was started as early as possible after dismantling was finished, it would minimise the 

problems of unemployment and economic dislocation that dismantling caused. It would also mean 

that the effects on industrial production could be quickly overcome. This would, however, be in 

direct breach of the intentions behind the dismantling programme. Getting British approval for the 

continuation of production had to be presented in a way that would, at least on paper, not breach the 

production limits in the Level of Industry agreement. 

 An early victory was won in Hamburg, where the military government approved the 

continuation of production in select dismantled plants as early as December 1947. Hamburg was a 

special case, however. There were only a limited number of plants up for dismantling in the city. 

Equally, the Germans were banned from building ships larger than small coastal vessels, meaning 

that there was no question of saving most of the large shipyards. It was therefore no real threat in 

Hamburg in agreeing that production could be restarted in other plants, as long as the overall level 

of industry agreed for the bizone was not breached.
64

 

 The Hamburg approval meant that the door had been cracked open: the British in 
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Schleswig-Holstein quickly followed suit. The focus was now on the more difficult case of 

Nordrhein-Westfalen, home to a vast majority of the non-armaments plants up for dismantling. Here 

the British regional commissioner resolutely refused to allow production in dismantled plants to 

restart. Nölting first went to the VfW and asked them to push for common rules on restarting of 

dismantled plants for the entire bizone. The proposal was only supported by the Niedersachsen 

representative, where the regional commissioner was following a similarly hard line as in NRW. 

Along with Hamburg and Schleswig-Holstein, all the Länder of the American zone objected, as 

they were afraid that such a request might lead to a significant hardening of the rules for everyone 

else.
65

 

 The Länder of the American zone did this because of the way dismantling was practised 

there. In the American zone, there was no attempt at cooperating with the Germans on dismantling. 

The dismantling schedule was set by OMGUS, which had been ordered to close down all plants on 

the dismantling list by the end of March 1948 and to dismantle them as soon as possible. This was 

done despite considerable misgivings from the local OMGUS commanders. The approval to restart 

production in dismantled factories had been given by the local commanders to mitigate the effect of 

this rush, and the Länder of the American zone feared that Clay might intervene and overturn the 

policy if an attempt was made to create common rules for the entire bizonal area by the VfW.
66

 The 

primary source material sheds no light on why the regional commissioners in Niedersachsen and 

NRW chose a harder line than in Hamburg and Schleswig-Holstein, but the fact that the two Länder 

were the only ones in the bizone with steel plants of any size is in my view that most likely 

explanation. 

 In Nordrhein-Westfalen, the question of restarting dismantled plants was seen as essential, 

since it had such a large proportion of its total industrial capacity up for dismantling. When it 

became clear that the British regional commissioner was opposed to it and that they could not push 

the question up to the bizonal level through the VfW, the decision was made to push the limits of 

German influence in the NRW joint dismantling commission. 

 It started with an ultimatum. In a letter to Regional Economics Officer Bishop, Nölting 

demanded an answer to the question of what to do about firms affected by dismantling: 

The legal status of a firm must not be affected by dismantling. Every firm mentioned in the 

dismantling plan should be entitled to continue its former production or to take up another 

permitted production with other machines, in particular with machines procured by 

exchange, provided that overall production capacity remains within the level set by the 

Level of Industry Plan. Therefore, the permit should not be withdrawn form the dismantled 
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plant.
67

 

 

Nölting felt there was no need to shut down production using the old machinery when the order for 

dismantling was formally sent to the factory, as the practice so far had been. Production should be 

allowed to continue until the actual machinery was removed and started up again as soon as 

replacement machinery was found. 

 The letter, written after heated debates in the industry and deliveries in the sub-committees 

of the joint Anglo-German dismantling commission in NRW, defended a stance based on the 

expressed British interest in keeping dislocations caused by dismantling to a minimum and the fact 

that the British negotiators did not support German wishes to delay dismantling in individual plants 

until its effects on the local economy could be explored in full. This point had been rejected by the 

British as a blatant delaying tactic. Unable to influence British policies either by significant delays 

or the removal of factories from the list, the German negotiators were now left with the question of 

what they could possibly gain from further cooperation. Nölting therefore made the question of 

continuation of work in plants to be dismantled into a requisite for further cooperation.
68

 

The letter started a flurry of meetings and correspondence between the British 

administrators and the German negotiators in the Commission. Regional Economics Officer Noel 

quickly gave way on the main point, saying that “it is agreed that the legal status of firms on the 

dismantling list is not affected.” As long as the restart of production of the firms did not lead to 

increase in capacity in breach of the permitted levels of industry, they would be free to do so.
69

 

 The following meeting of the main committee of the joint Anglo-German dismantling 

commission was tense. The British delegation started off the meeting with a series of complaints 

about German conduct in relation to the dismantling programme. The main issue was German 

delaying tactics. While 139 of the 298 plants in Nordrhein-Westfalen had already been cleared with 

a proposed date for dismantling through the industry subcommittee, these plants were in general not 

currently in operation and most of them were category 1 plants. 

 

The Chairman stated that the limiting factor on the British side was time, and that delaying 

tactics could not be tolerated. The Military Governor had made it quite clear that our decision 

was final and it was the duty of all concerned in the Land to proceed with the job.
70

  

Secondly, A. R. Radford of CCG(BE) industry department had serious misgivings about the 

committee leaking information to affected firms (their work was supposed to be confidential) and 
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about the Germans bypassing the commission and asking for removals from the dismantling lists 

through VfW to the bizonal Allied authorities in Frankfurt.
71

 

 After the CCG(BE) representatives had vented their frustrations, the meeting went on to 

discuss the main issue of the day, the ultimatum by Nölting and the practical implications of the 

British concession. Nölting pointed out that the removal of permits for production in factories to be 

dismantled would not only make it difficult to empty their order books, but would also cause 

significant disruption to labour. There needed to be allowances for continuous production up to and 

after dismantling: “[Nölting] pointed out the consequences which would automatically result from 

the withdrawal of the [production] permit which would mean that labour would also be withdrawn. 

It would accordingly become pointless to obtain machinery for such a firm.” The only way to 

accomplish this was by giving temporary permits for production as close to dismantling as possible 

and to move machines from other factories to those affected by dismantling: “The Minister of 

Economics stated that in most cases, the firm should be allowed to complete its orders. New 

machinery should be given to the firm to ensure continuous operation. He stressed the necessity for 

moving machines to labour; it was no use transferring machines to places were there was no 

labour.” This point was supported strongly by Böckler, who “... hoped that dispersal of labour 

would be confined to the minimum.”
72

 This was met by considerable sympathy from the British: 

 

Mr Radford said the firm had a legal entity and a right to continue in business. The method 

by which it did so was the responsibility of he Ministry of Economics who had an overall 

responsibility to ensure that any such firm worked only within the permitted level of 

industry. He felt it should be possible for intermediate permits to be issued to authorise 

production after the agreed availability date for the purpose of covering difficulties in the 

supply of important items which could not now be foreseen. These should receive the 

approval of Military Government and should be withdrawn immediately R.D.&R. were 

ready to dismantle. He suggested that 14 days was sufficient notice.
73

 

 

The new concession meant German wishes as expressed in the commission were almost met. 

Additionally, Radford made it clear that it was the responsibility of the Germans, not CCG(BE), to 

make sure that the production in the restarted plants were kept within the limits set by the Level of 

Industry agreement. 

 The concession on the continuation of production in firms up for dismantling was a 

significant one from the German point of view, and Nölting was determined to push their advantage 
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following the meeting.
74

 In a letter to Noel a week after the meeting, he asked for comments on the 

rights of firms already closed down for dismantling and what right they had to restart production. 

The discussion on when to close down plants and on permitting them to restart had so far focused 

on factories with filled order books and the problem of transferring these orders to other firms. 

 Nölting felt the fixing of dates for dismantling “... should not be made so strongly dependant 

[sic] on the possibility of a transfer of orders to other firms but more consideration should be given 

[of] when at the earliest the firms earmarked for dismantling will be able to commence their own 

production with substitute machines or have an Anschluss-permit. The further work of the Industry 

Sub-Commission and the Working parties is entirely dependant [sic] on the clarification of the 

above question.”
75

 British concessions along these lines would open up the possibility of restarting 

production on a limited level in virtually all non-armaments plants up for dismantling, since the 

question of renewed and interim production licenses would no longer be tied to the difficulty of 

transferring orders from one plant to another.  

 The British response was proof that the main goal of CCG(BE) was to speed up dismantling 

and keep the Germans at the table over the strict adherence to the Level of Industry plan. The 

German wish to be allowed to continue production uninterrupted up to dismantling in all plants was 

dismissed: “as a general rule, the date at which a plant is nominated for reparations action should be 

the date on which the permit to operate is withdrawn.”
76

 However, after the dismantling of 

machinery, it was up to the Germans to decide on whether production was to be restarted, and to 

make sure that total production in the bizonal area did not exceed the limits set under the Level of 

Industry plan.
77

 

 In a response letter signed by Ministerpräsident Arnold, the Germans asked whether it was 

really true that the decision on restarting plants and controlling their production levels within the 

plan was really “...a matter of the German economic authorities.” While formally asking for a 

clarification of what this meant, he laid out the German thinking of what this would mean in 

practice. 
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I understand your letter of 7 Feb to mean that firms of the restricted industries whose plants 

have been dismantled may reconstruct their plants and continue operation in their old line 

until the total production of all firms working in this branch has reached the maximum 

production allowed to this branch by the level of industry. […] Only when this has been 

achieved […] the question arises [of] how it can be prevented that the production will be in 

excess of the allowed level. I understand your letter to mean that the decision on this is 

exclusively a matter of the German economic authorities.
78

 

 

This interpretation would of course completely undercut one of the most important goals of British 

dismantling policies, the long-term tying down of selected German industries to “safe levels”. If the 

maintenance of the industry levels were exclusively up to German economic administrations, they 

would be free to measure the production levels in any way they saw fit. The interpretation that the 

Germans were free to restart and expand production to actual production, instead of the total 

production capacity, breached the limits laid down in the Level of Industry Plan was also 

significant. This would open the way for the German side to aggressively expand production 

capacity while maintaining pressure on the Allies to remove the limits imposed on them. Since the 

production limits were unlikely to be reached until 1950-1951, this would mean that the German 

side could focus on a steady rebuilding of lost machinery while waiting for the opportunity to fight 

the limits imposed by the plan at some point in the future. 

 Both of these points were contrary to British policy. The Germans were responsible for 

keeping track of their own production levels, as this was an area where responsibility was been 

handed to them. However, they were still to be under bizonal supervision. There was, of course, no 

interest among the British in allowing the Germans to increase capacity above the permitted levels. 

Given that Arnold had again threatened that continued German participation in the Anglo-German 

commission was dependent on the answers given to these German interpretations, it is perhaps not 

surprising that the British side chose to do as the Germans had done in general: stall. 

 The Germans got no written response to this letter. It was only on 2 April 1948, the next 

meeting of the main committee of the commission, that the Germans got an indication that the letter 

had even been read. Noel stated that while he was sure CCG(BE) would give Arnold’s suggestions 

“a sympathetic consideration”, he could not personally reply to them: “these were matters of high 

policy.” While he would forward the concerns to his superior, the regional commissioner of 

CCG(BE) North-Rhine Westphalia, he could not even guarantee that the regional commissioner 

would raise the question with Robertson.
79
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 While the British stalled on this question, the Germans stalled on dismantling availability 

dates. The working parties of the industrial subcommission, consisting of German and British 

industrial experts, had agreed on a dismantling schedule for all 295 plants still up for dismantling in 

NRW, except for eight. However, in the industry subcommission itself, 112 of these plants had been 

held up due to protests from the NRW Ministry of Industry and the DGB. The German delegation 

was not willing to agree on dismantling dates for these plants while the question of continuance of 

production was still not fully settled.
80

 

 The result was deadlock. Given this, it is somewhat surprising that this meeting of the 

commission was noticeably friendlier than the previous ones. Nölting noted that his industrial 

experts were becoming more optimistic about the industrial developments in NRW and Noel 

congratulated the Germans on their work and positive attitude. The reasons for German optimism 

were clear in an Economics Ministry report on the commission. While acknowledging that the 

negotiations had been hard, it noted that they had learnt that the original British plans for 

dismantling had envisaged completely shutting down all plants up for dismantling in the period 

from February to June 1948. For a significant part of the dismantling list, this schedule had been 

considerably delayed. The commission had also led to the Germans having advance knowledge of 

most aspects of the dismantling programme, making planning ways to minimise the effects of the 

programme much easier. Only the issue of continuance permits was still of major importance to 

everyone on the German side.
81

 On the British side, the commissions in all Länder were supported 

as a vital way to keep the Germans at the negotiating table so they could voice their grievances in 

private and to keep them in their position as de facto middle men. 

 However, while the stalemate between the Germans and the British seemed friendly on the 

surface, there were tensions within the two camps. In a conversation with Noel on 19 February 

1948, Nölting told Noel that the representatives of the industrial associations were threatening to 

leave the commission unless the British fully accepted their maximalist views on the continuance 

and rebuilding of affected industry. Noel warned of the severe reactions that could be expected from 

CCG(BE) should this come to pass, while praising the Land government and the labour unions for 

their cooperation. The underlying signal was that the economics minister needed to rein in the 

industry delegates.
82
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 Nölting and the DGB resisted the call of the delegates from the industrial associations to 

walk out of the commission in NRW not only out of a willingness to maintain the facade of 

cooperation with the British. One underlying reason was the shift in power among German political 

institutions in early 1948. The powers of the VfW were significantly strengthened in a bizonal 

reform in February 1948. One of the first laws the strengthened economics administration brought 

up for a vote in the Länderrat, the bizonal legislative body, was the Demontageausgleisgesetz 

(dismantling compensation law). The problem for Nölting, as well as every other Land economics 

minister in the bizone except for in Bavaria, was the wording of the law. The proposed law gave the 

newly appointed economics director of the VfW, the Bavarian CDU member Ludwig Erhard, sole 

power to decide which plants were to be restarted and how machinery was to be moved from active 

to dismantled plants when their production was restarted.
83

 For Nölting, the other ministers of 

economics in the British zone, and all members of the SPD, the increasing power of the CDU-

controlled VfW was a threat. The redraft of the law, handing over the administering of the law to a 

Länderrat committee, was finally approved by the military governors on 25 May 1948.
84

 

 The first Demontageausgleisgesetz had been one of the first manifestations of the shift of 

power from the SPD to the CDU that followed the SPD decision to go into opposition in the VfW in 

late 1947. On the horizon were further bizonal economic reforms led by the CDU, foremost of 

which was the currency reform. CCG(BE) was at this point the only significant ally the SPD and 

the DGB had in promoting their own economic policies. The conservative industrial associations 

were well aware of this, and their continuous attempts at forcing the commission in NRW to break 

up must be seen in this light.  

 After having gained concessions on production permits, there was little will among business 

interests to support the Land government and the DGB on labour issues, the last major issue not 

worked out in the joint dismantling commissions. This was problematic especially for the DGB, 

who in internal memos made it clear that minimising labour disruption from dismantling was the 

only significant reason for them to cooperate in the commissions.
85

 It was therefore a problem not 

only for the DGB membership, but also for the balance between the SPD and DGB on one side and 

the industrialists on the other when the attempts by the NRW Labour Ministry and the DGB to bring 

the question of labour problems to the table were dismissed out of hand by the British.
86

   

 The problem was that this question was really only of primary importance to the labour 
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unions and the Labour Ministry on the German side. Given that they were already the ones willing 

to go furthest in supporting the British dismantling plan due to their need of British support in their 

socialisation policies, threatening them about the effect of labour dislocations if they did not 

cooperate was somewhat superfluous. They could be made to accede simply by aiding them in their 

wider goals of industrial democratisation. Among the industrial associations there might be some 

concern for their workers, but, on a purely rational level, major labour dislocations and chaos would 

not necessarily be bad. It would give them ample scope to present themselves as victims of British 

destructive policies and it would throw into turmoil British plans for socialisation and Allied plans 

for the deconcentration of German industry. 

 For the political parties and the coalition government in NRW, a stop to the cooperation on 

dismantling would probably mean a pause in the handing over of power from CCG(BE) to the 

Länder governments and German bizonal authorities. However, it was vital for them to be at the 

forefront should a break between the Germans and the British happen for political reasons. This was 

especially important for the SPD, as they held all the economics ministries in the British zone. Any 

public German break with the British on dismantling not joined by the SPD could lead to them 

being labelled collaborators in destroying German industry, especially if the CDU, in cooperation 

with industrial interests, acted first. 

 

Negotiations break up 

The deadlock in the dismantling commissions was finally broken by outside events. The fourth 

meeting of the dismantling commission on 14 June 1948 was supposed to review the large group of 

engineering plants still held up by earlier disagreements.
87

 It quickly became clear that no 

agreement was possible on dismantling dates for the remaining plants on the list. Noel opened the 

meeting with strong criticism of the delaying manoeuvres on the German side: “it is now over nine 

months since the original Level of Industry Plan was announced […] Since then some progress has 

been made, but that progress, if indeed it can be called progress, leaves a good deal to be desired.” 

Noel believed that there was a fundamental misunderstanding on the German side about the reasons 

for the dismantling programme.
88

 

 It was by this point clear to all parties that the NRW dismantling commission was heading 

towards failure. However, in a courageous last stand, Noel sought to explain the rationale behind 
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the dismantling programme as the British saw it. Dismantling was seen by the German participants 

in the commission as a purely punitive policy, not as a question of security and compensation. 

While the term ‘reparations’ had been blackened by the heavy financial payments demanded after 

the First World War, it was nevertheless closer to what the Allies were asking from the Germans 

than the term ‘dismantling’. Noel therefore proclaimed that from now on the CCG(BE) would refer 

to the dismantling programme as a reparations programme and would not even answer letters using 

the term dismantling: “in doing so we shall avoid many of these continual bickerings raised very 

largely by industrial circles, who seek to make use of the present department of the Ministry of 

Economics which deals with reparations, for the sole purpose of delaying action in every possible 

way. These manoeuvres can only be described as an attempt to avoid the just payment of 

reparations, and to aggravate the occupation authorities into some action which may eventually be 

turned to some German benefit.”
89

 

 Nölting pointed out that it was the British who had named the committee to begin with and 

concluded that the turn to calling the programme a reparations programme would mean a change in 

policy. “Reparations can only mean that something can be made good. Making good, however, is 

only possible with things that can be utilised at other places, otherwise mutilation on our side does 

not help the other side.” He was referring primarily to the dismantling of large steel plants, where 

most of the structures around the smelters were to be removed, even though they could not be 

rebuilt in recipient countries. The interjection came from a different conception of war-supporting 

industries. While the Germans only considered armaments in this category, the British view had 

always been that the strength of the German war economy came from their large production 

capacities in heavy industries. Noel’s only response to Nölting was that he felt sure Nölting would 

want his comments entered into the minutes. 

 The meeting then moved on to what was the main business of the day, to clear the last batch 

of dates for dismantling availability. The 127 plants held up in mechanical engineering due to 

earlier disagreements were hammered through by Noel, over the protests of the DGB and the 

Ministry of Labour. They still wanted the labour consequences of the shutting down of the factories 

studied, but got no support from the members from the industrial associations, who were content 

with Noel’s promise that the British would not stand in the way of continued production permits. 

This only left two outstanding plants, the two large steel works belonging to Deutsche 

Edelstahlwerke in Krefeld and Bochum. Here the industry representatives and Nölting dug their 

heels in and refused to give any availability date; instead, they asked that both be removed from the 
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dismantling list because their products were so specialised. Noel promised to look into it, but since 

the German representatives refused to consider replacement plants, the decision on availability 

might have to be made by British authorities alone. 

 The reason for the lack of support from the industrial representatives for DGB and labour 

ministry demands would become clear a few days later. A wide-ranging political solution would 

undoubtedly be a compromise between trade unions, industry, and the labour and economics 

ministries under the leadership of SPD ministers. However, in the CDU-run economics 

administration in Frankfurt, the long-awaited currency reform was about to be rolled out. The 

change from the severely devalued Reichsmark to a new Deutschmark had been planned by the 

Americans since 1946; however, when it was finally announced on the 18 June 1948, Ludwig 

Erhard took everyone by surprise by going beyond the American plan and announcing an end to 

price controls in general. This was not only an unwelcome surprise to the DGB, the SPD, and the 

left wing of the CDU: it also took the British and Americans by surprise. However, it promised an 

easy solution to the labour problem for the industrialists. The workers would become unemployed 

and a free labour market would deal with the labour issues caused by dismantling.
90

 

 The German left and the Western Allies were not the only ones to react to the currency 

reform. For the Soviet leadership, the issue was not the free market provisions of the plans per se, 

but the fact that this was a definite break with even the pretence of continued Allied cooperation in 

Germany and a significant move towards a separate West German state. Their response was the 

Berlin blockade. That these two events would have serious repercussions not only in Germany, but 

also on the relationship between the Germans and the Allied powers, was immediately evident. The 

British and German elements both sought to use the changed circumstances to end the Anglo-

German cooperation on dismantling. 

 In the Foreign Office, the slow pace of the negotiations in the dismantling commissions in 

the British zone was a source of irritation. On the 21 June, three days after the announcement of the 

currency reform and on the eve of the Berlin crisis, the Foreign Office asked CCG(BE) about the 

dismantling commissions. The regional commissioners were ordered to immediately report on the 

work done so far and prepare for their early closure: “since the Commissions have already had 

much longer that was expected when the Reparations Programme was published, you should take 

whatever steps are necessary to bring their deliberations to an early close.”
91

  

 The reply from CCG(BE) headquarters was indicative of the view of military government in 
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general. It asked that the Foreign Office not contact regional commissioners directly in the future 

and warned that “the instruction [to shut down the dismantling commissions forthwith] is likely to 

cause serious political trouble at this very critical time, if carried out literally.”
92

  

 The replies from CCG(BE) to the requests from the Foreign Office were indicative of the 

basic divide in opinion within the organisation. While the RDR division was highly critical of the 

work of the dismantling commissions, the regional administrations were still trying to defend their 

existence due to their wider concern about the relationship between occupiers and occupied. The 

regional commissioners for Niedersachsen and Hamburg both asked that the commissions in their 

Länder be allowed to continue, since they provided a valuable forum for discussing dismantling 

issues.
93

 In Schleswig-Holstein, the commission was unceremoniously shut down a week after the 

telegram from the Foreign Office.
94

 In NRW, the decision took much longer. One possible reason 

might have been that Noel was out travelling and could not be reached for a decision.
95

 

 While the British decision on whether to disband the commission in NRW dragged on, the 

industrial association representatives on the NRW commission took the initiative. They had already 

threatened to leave the commission repeatedly. The head of the iron and steel industrial association, 

Karl Bungeroth, resigned his position in the commission in April.
96

 The new head of the industrial 

association refused to join the commission and their proposed new candidate was deemed 

unacceptable to the NRW Economics Ministry.
97

  

 A suitable candidate from the association was finally approved on 22 June 1948, a day after 

the telegram from the FO. By this time the industrial associations had had enough too, and the one 

contribution to the commission by the new steel industry representative was to help organise the 

withdrawal of the representatives of industry.
98

 The industry representatives informed the Land 

government and the DGB of the decision in late June 1948 and invited them to join in withdrawing 

from the commission and in signing a joint public proclamation of their withdrawal.
99

 The tactical 
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reasons for doing so were straightforward. A growing swell of criticism in the US against the 

dismantling programme, especially with regards to how it related to the Marshall aid, made this a 

perfect opportunity to force a break in the common front the two allies had so far shown on the 

question of dismantling.  

 There is no evidence that the Germans knew about the FO decision to close down the 

commissions. Given that the DGB was informed of the industry representatives’ plan on the same 

day as the Foreign Office sent out their orders to shut down the commissions, it is possible, albeit 

unlikely, that British intelligence had picked up on the German plans.
100

 Most likely this was a case 

of a concurrent realisation that things were about to change in Germany. 

 This unilateral decision by the members from industry came as an unwelcome surprise to 

the Land government and the DGB. As mentioned earlier, CCG(BE) had a set of sticks and carrots 

to bring them to the negotiation table; however, with the industrial associations, they had much less 

room to force them into compliance. The industrial associations were against the stated British 

policy of socialisation of German industry, their denazification efforts, and the proposed 

decartelisation of German industry. Economic controls over German industry had mostly been 

moved to the Bizonal Economic Council in Frankfurt in the last half a year, where all departments 

were run by the CDU with American support. The British could offer the industrial associations 

nothing they wanted without radically changing their policy in Germany, and the only stick they 

could wield was in punishing the industrial representatives on the commission individually. For the 

Land governments, the SPD, and the DGB, the situation was different.  

 When the DGB was told of the industry association’s plans for publicly breaking with the 

dismantling commission, it is therefore not strange that the reaction was highly critical.
101

 In a 

meeting between the DGB leadership and Neuruhrer, head of the NRW Economics Ministry’s 

dismantling office, the danger of doing so was emphasised. Stenzel, one of the DGB members on 

the industry subcommittee, pointed out the connection with the fight over reparations after the last 

war. The international reaction to the Germans refusing to help in a programme of reparations for 

war damages was pointed out.  Not only was it unwise in regards to the international situation, it 

was also another example of the industry association members attempting to avoid shouldering any 

of the blame for the dismantling programme. This would lead to a situation where they could brand 
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any Germans that continued working with the British as collaborators.
102

 Böckler supported this 

view, called the industry representatives egoistic, and foresaw a pointless destruction of industrial 

wealth if such a public break with CCG(BE) was made. A plea to the industry representatives to 

reconsider their planned action did manage to postpone a public pronouncement of their 

resignation.
103

 

 Nölting blamed the CDU and the Iron and Steel Association for the mess in the aftermath. 

They had been behind the call to break up the commission; now that they were leaving, he had no 

choice but to withdraw too, stating that he naturally “cannot continue working in a committee that 

does no longer exist.”
104

 The Foreign Office got wind of the threat to withdraw by the industrial 

associations a week later and asked for a report from Bishop.
105

 German notes from a meeting 

between Bishop and Nölting shows that Bishop knew about the plot by the industrial associations 

beforehand. However, he reported back to the FO that neither Nölting nor Ministerpräsident Arnold 

had given any indication of imminent withdrawals from the commission: “... no official information 

has been received from any government source. In fact, Noelting, when asked the question directly 

on 16 July, denied all knowledge of any impending withdrawals.” Despite supposedly not knowing 

anything specific about the threat, he was nonetheless able, within a day, to obtain from “... an 

unofficial and private source, a translation of several documents showing that the industrial 

members of the commission and its sub-commissions did, on 13 July, send to [the NRW] minister 

president a letter conveying their resignations...”
106

  

 Someone was clearly lying. Since there was no reason for the Economics Ministry to invent 

a conversation that did not take place in their own internal documents, it would seem logical that 

Bishop was hiding the fact that they had not reported to their superiors immediately when the news 

reached them of the planned withdrawal of the industrial associations from the commission. The 

most likely explanation is that the NRW military government was trying to keep the Germans from 

going public until they could order the end of the commission themselves. Given the brewing 

scandal, Bishop might have been waiting for Noel to return from his travels before a decision was 

taken; however, under pressure from both London and the Germans, he now had to act fast. On 27 
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July 1948, he officially informed Nölting that “it would appear that these bodies have now served 

the purpose for which they were instituted, and that their continued existence is no longer 

justified.”
107

 This was technically true: except for two large steel plants, availability dates had been 

negotiated for all the dismantling targets in the Land. However, the work of the deliveries 

subcommission had barely gotten off the ground, and the DGB and the Labour Ministry were now 

cut off from discussing the issue of labour disruptions. 

 On the British side, the closure of the dismantling commissions starkly brought out the 

differences of opinion between the London ministries and RDR division on the one side and the rest 

of CCG(BE) on the other. The latter saw bringing in the Germans as closely as possible on 

dismantling as vital so that the dismantling effort not to threaten their overall re-education and 

reconstruction goals. The former saw speed as essential and focused on getting the bizonal 

production capacity in controlled industries down to the levels prescribed in the Level of Industry 

plan.  

 The dismantling commissions had already caused significant delays to the programme in the 

British zone and given concessions which threatened the industrial limits of the Level of Industry 

Plan. Given this, it is not surprising that the RDR division HQ supported unconditionally the 

closure of the commissions and objected strenuously to their proposed continued existence in 

Hamburg and Niedersachsen. As soon as they heard of the wish, the divisional chief telegrammed 

CCG(BE) HQ, stating that “these commissions have been in existence for over six months and have 

been no help to R.D.R. action. It is considered that they should be closed immediately without 

detriment to R.D.R. remaining action. If they continue to function there is a possibility of their 

being more obstructive than helpful to the dismantling of reparations.”
108

 

 The commission in Niedersachsen was criticised especially harshly. The commission had 

worked out their own terms of reference and, unlike the other commissions, had a joint 

chairmanship between the Germans and the British. In a scathing letter to Mowat of the CCG(BE) 

economic subcommission, J. R. Dyer of the RDR laid out what the actual limits of German 

influence should have been in the dismantling commissions and how the Niedersachen commission 

was an egregious example of overstepping these bounds: “I still, despite all that is said, cannot see 

the advantage of retaining an officially authorised organisation by means of which the Germans can 

discuss, on equal terms, a reserved topic.”  

 It is not difficult to see the reasons for the RDR’s displeasure. The order for when the 
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dismantling programme was restarted was to aim for all plants on the list to close down by 1 

February 1948. Delays were only to be granted in exceptional circumstances. The final list of 

closure dates was far off the mark: Robertson’s chief of staff noted when receiving a report on them 

that “I do not feel that this report will be regarded as satisfactory” in London.
109

  

 Out of the 497 plants still up for dismantling in the British zone, there were 175 where 

dismantling had not yet started, 140 of which were in Nordrhein-Westfalen. There were also still 

plants on which no date for the start of dismantling could be agreed. While these were few in 

number, they did include some of the major steel plants. On the positive side, dismantling was all 

but finished in 172 plants. While the delays imposed by the joint Anglo-German commissions 

would come back to haunt the British later, they had been notably successful in one of their main 

goals. There were virtually no public disturbances during the time the commissions were operative. 

Both before and especially later, the problems of industrial and public protests plagued the British 

occupiers. 

 

Table 1. Status of dismantling as of early July 1948.
110 

 NRW NIE HAM SCH Total 

Already dismantled 49 66 32 27 172 

Being dismantled 103 24 2 13 144 

Dism. not started 140 24 9 2 175 

No reparation assets
111

 0 2 1 0 3 

Total 295 116 44 42 497 

 

While the results for the British in the dismantling commission were something of a Pyrrhic victory, 

the Germans were very happy with the outcome. In a report written for the bizonal Länderrat it was 

noted that, while in the British zone the joint Anglo-German dismantling commissions had given 

the Germans a good opportunity to push dismantling of selected plants into the future and to lessen 

the impact on the German economy, nothing of the sort was happening in the American zone. All 

German requests to postpone dismantling had been declined and a decision had been made to finish 

all dismantling in the American zone before 31 March 1948. The orders had to come from above, as 

the American leadership in the Länder all agreed with German reasons for pushing dismantling into 

the future.
112
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Conclusion 

As I have shown, CCG(BE) was ordered to institute the new Level of Industry plan as expeditiously 

as possible and with minimal interruption to their other work. What they actually did was the 

opposite: they created a structure meant to deal with dismantling in a way so as to create the 

minimal amount of disruption, but which opened up their dismantling programme to German 

delaying tactics. They succeeded in avoiding disruptions, but paid for this by letting the Germans 

disrupt and delay the phasing of dismantling. The clear limits to German cooperation within the 

joint dismantling commissions created considerable friction in itself. By the time the commission 

work ended in July 1948, dismantling in general was delayed by about half a year while there was 

no agreement at all on delivery dates on some of the most important steel plants. 

  The joint commissions were perhaps the clearest manifestations of the inherent 

contradictions between the different British goals in Germany. What the commissions showed was 

the immense difficulty of combining the goal of gradually handing over responsibilities to the 

Germans as a part of a “political re-education” process with an end goal of creating a pro-western 

democratic government, while at the same time seeking to put long-term limits on German industry 

so as to forestall any future threat to European security. To seek to combine the two by getting 

German cooperation on the dismantling programme was in hindsight bound to fail, although it is 

impressive that the British actually managed to keep the process going as long as they did. 

However, with the delays on the actual dismantling of factories that this process created, the British 

would later regret that they had not done the same as the Americans and the French and set their 

own dismantling timetable while only involving the Germans to mitigate the effects. By the autumn 

of 1948, the British were only one third done with the dismantling in their zone, while the French 

were finished with a majority of their dismantling programme and the Americans were all but 

finished. 

 With the twin developments of the CDU-led currency reform and the start of the Berlin 

Blockade at the end of June 1948, both the Foreign Office and German industrial interests pushed 

for an end to the Anglo-German cooperation on dismantling. The fight would now turn 

international, as both the Germans and the British tried to influence the Americans and foreign 

public opinion.
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Chapter 5: Dismantling and the Marshall aid programme 

 

The US midterm elections in November 1946 provided a landslide victory for the Republicans. 

With a stated goal of rolling back the excesses of the New Deal, they would be a thorn in the side of 

the Truman administration on domestic policy for the next two years. The 80
th

 Congress would 

oppose presidential position votes on domestic issues two thirds of the time in the Senate, and 

almost 90 per cent of the time in the House of Representatives.
1
 The conflict between the 

administration and Congress on domestic policy was so fierce that Truman would make defeating 

the “Do Nothing Congress” into one of his main re-election campaign themes in the autumn of 

1948. 

  On foreign policy, however, both the new Republican majority and the administration 

showed more willingness to cooperate.
2
 This cooperation led to few open conflicts, but helped 

move US foreign policy in Europe away from the line that had been followed under Secretary of 

State Byrnes. The slowly developing rift with the Soviet Union quickly widened under 

congressional pressure. 

 There was one major exception to this climate of cooperation. After the publication of the 

new Level of Industry agreement in October 1947, the 80
th

 Congress would launch a spirited 

campaign against dismantling in Germany. Assisted by an energetic PR campaign, the 

congressional Republicans threw the entire Allied reparations programme into turmoil throughout 

1948. Their main weapon was their control over legislation and funding for the Marshall aid 

programme. The congressional campaign against dismantling also garnered strong support among 

the departments of the Truman administration responsible for administering Marshall aid, which 

pitted them against the State Department and OMGUS, both eager to finish the dismantling 

programme as soon as possible. 

 The resulting crisis would severely test the relationship between the Americans and the 

British in Germany. It would force the Americans to rethink their entire strategy, help the French re-

balance their policy towards Germany, and cement a view among the Germans that dismantling was 

a policy based on British and French commercial interests, with the Americans  in opposition to it. 

The Allied disagreement over dismantling would only be solved with a general agreement in April 

1949. 
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A house divided – the Truman administration and German policy 

As mentioned in chapter one, the decision to make important elements of the so-called Morgenthau 

plan into official US policy in Germany came as much from disagreements between the Department 

of War and the State Department as from the clout and persuasiveness of Morgenthau and his 

subordinates in the Treasury. These disagreements between the State and War Departments would 

continue long after the shelving of the most draconian elements of the Morgenthau plan. Most 

important for the army, which against its will found itself in control of millions in southern 

Germany, was to hand over operative responsibility for running the American zone to the State 

Department as soon as possible.
522

 Clay’s continuous efforts to speed up the establishment of all-

German economic institutions under Allied auspices was vital for the army to finish their mission in 

Germany and to hand responsibility over to civilian agencies. The stalemate among the Allies in 

Germany frustrated these plans. They were now responsible for administering a starving occupation 

for an indeterminate amount of time.  

 The problems Clay and OMGUS had in reaching the Potsdam goals were exasperated by the 

American divisions of responsibility. OMGUS and the Department of the Army were responsible 

for administering the occupation, while the State Department was responsible for overall policy. 

John Gimbel has exhaustively documented the repeated attempts of OMGUS and the Department of 

the Army to get responsibility for the occupation transferred to the State Department and/or to get 

the State Department to exert more pressure on the Allied powers to break the impasse in the Allied 

Control Council (ACC).
523

 

 Instead, the State Department continued using the American presence in Germany as a 

bargaining chip to maintain US goals in Europe in general. The decision to merge the US zone with 

the British, taken in the summer of 1946, was received with suspicion in OMGUS. They were wary 

of British goals of long-term “indirect” occupation and focus on socialisation of coal and heavy 

industry, both for political reasons and because it threatened their aim of a limited, short occupation.   

 James Byrnes’ Stuttgart speech on 6 September 1946 was a sign of the changing situation in 

Europe.
524

 While celebrated among Germans as the first statement of US policy in Germany with 
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some clearly spelled-out positive goals, like a path to democratic self-government, Byrnes also 

signalled a significant change in US policy, committing the US to a continuing, significant military 

presence in Germany for the foreseeable future:  

 

Our proposal for a treaty with the major powers to enforce for twenty-five or even forty 

years the demilitarization plan finally agreed upon in the peace settlement would have made 

possible a smaller army of occupation. [...] Our proposal for the treaty was not agreed to.  

Security forces will probably have to remain in Germany for a long period. I want no 

misunderstanding. We will not shirk our duty. We are not withdrawing. As long as an 

occupation force is required in Germany the Army of the United States will be a part of that 

occupation army.
525

 

 

The positive reaction among Germans hid the fact that US policy in Germany, and in Europe in 

general, was in turmoil. In the first post-war years, the US focused on speedily and forcefully 

extracting war reparations from Germany and leaving as soon as possible while leaving the 

maintenance of peace to the newly-founded UN and international agreements. As the Allied 

stalemate continued, it was increasingly clear that these earlier policies in Germany had failed.
526

 As 

the rift between the Soviet Union and the Western Allies rapidly widened, the bargaining tool of 

concessions in Germany was increasingly used more towards France, Britain, and the lesser 

Western European allies to maintain a common front against the Soviet Union. 

 For Clay and OMGUS, this policy had two main problems. First, it made it increasingly 

difficult to accomplish the defined end goal of the US occupation, the creation of a German central 

administration, a goal which at least Clay thought was still possible despite Soviet intransigence. 

Secondly, US economic concessions in Germany, especially coal deliveries to France, and the 

collapse of interzonal and German foreign trade brought about by the lack of Allied economic 

cooperation meant it was all but impossible for OMGUS to build up the economy in their zone. 

Only by doing this could the military administration cut down on the costs of feeding the Germans 

in their zone and stop closely supervising the zonal economy, a job that was never supposed to be 

handled by OMGUS. 
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Herbert Hoover and Republican resistance to reparations 

Given this, it is hardly surprising that OMGUS and the War Department were quick to react to the 

results of the 1946 mid-term elections. According to Gimbel, the army was worried about getting 

the blame for the failure of US policies in Germany. The heavy cost of the US occupation in 

Germany was bound to come under attack with a Republican-led Congress and, since OMGUS and 

the DoA shared the view that the cost of the occupation was being inflated by the policies forced on 

them by the State Department, there was a clear incentive to reach across the aisle as the power 

balance in Congress changed.
527

 

 Days after the mid-term election, former President Herbert Hoover was invited to study the 

food situation in Germany in a move instigated by Clay to get the Army’s budget for Germany 

through the new Congress.
528

 Hoover quickly sought to expand his brief, however, making it clear 

from the start that he wanted to look at the entirety of the German situation. He defended this move 

as an attempt to forestall a coming showdown between Republicans in the new Congress and the 

Truman administration. Despite being warned by his subordinates that Hoover planned to expand 

his brief, War Secretary Patterson approved sending Hoover to Germany.
529

 

 Through the contacts between the members of the mission and the contacts they established 

in Germany, the Hoover mission would be the start of an international campaign against the 

dismantling programme and other restrictive policies imposed on Germany. However, more 

important was the report that came out of the mission itself. Rather than undercutting criticism from 

Republican members of Congress, the report would be the blueprint of a sustained attack on the 

direction of the administration’s policies that reached its peak in mid-1948.
530

 

 The report asked for an immediate stop to dismantling, the abandonment of restrictions on 

industry levels, and the opening up of German exports to other European countries, as this was the 

fastest way to rebuild the European economy and to lower US expenditures in Germany and 

Western Europe: 

Germany under the ‘level of industry’ concept, unless she is to be allowed to starve, will be 

a drain on the taxpayers of other nations for years and years to come.... To persist in the 

present policies will create, sooner or later, a cesspool of unemployment or pauper labor in 

the center of Europe which is bound to infect her neighbors. […] We can keep Germany in 

                                                 
527

 A point made very explicit in a memo from Clay to Secretary of State Marshall, 2.5.47, FRUS 1947 Vol. 2, 915-916. 
528

 John H. Backer, Winds of History: The German Years of Lucius Dubignon Clay (New York: Van Nostrand Reinhold, 

1983), 155–159; Gimbel, The Origins of the Marshall Plan, 179–180. 
529

 Gimbel, The Origins of the Marshall Plan, 180. 
530

 It should be emphasised that the Hoover report was by no means the start of congressional criticism of dismantling 

as reparations. Already in January 1946, a special committee of the House of Representatives had voiced its 

concerns over dismantling. However, the Hoover Report was the first influential counter-plan to the State 

Department’s German policies. Carolyn Woods Eisenberg, Drawing the Line: The American Decision to Divide 

Germany, 1944-1949 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), 202–203. 



197 

these economic chains but it will also keep Europe in rags.
531

 

 

The report, submitted in March 1947, was a sharp rebuke of State Department policy. DoS officials 

neither endorsed nor commented on the report publicly, but it found a receptive audience in the 

Army Department. Patterson informed Clay that the War Department would work along the lines 

outlined by Hoover, since “Hoover could secure Congressional approval for the Army’s 1947 

deficiency appropriations and for its 1948 budget request...”
532

 

 In a meeting with administration officials in mid-March 1947, Hoover also gained the 

backing of Secretary of Commerce Averell Harriman, Secretary of the Navy James V. Forrestal, and 

Director of the Budget James E. Webb.
533

 Together with Secretary of Agriculture Clinton P. 

Anderson and Secretary of the Interior Julius A. Krug, these would be the leaders of the block 

opposing the dismantling programme from within the administration.
534

 

 In Congress, Hoover’s new approach to the German problem was taken up by the House 

Select Committee on Foreign Aid, usually referred to as the Herter Committee after its chairman 

Christian A. Herter, a Republican. Set up despite Democrat protests, it sent research missions to 

Europe and Germany to investigate the economic situation, which produced recommendations in 

line with the Hoover Report.
535

 

 The problem for the State Department was that a change in policy would emphasise 

rebuilding Germany over rebalancing the European economy. This would undoubtedly be 

unpalatable to Britain and France, as well as potentially weakening European security by recreating 

a “German colossus”, as presidential assistant John R. Steelman put it. However, it was clear that 

something had to be done about European and German policy. In a memo to the president, Steelman 

remarked that “almost any action would be an improvement” on the policies currently being 

enacted.
536

  

 The State Department work on righting the ship started immediately after the publication of 

the Hoover report. Michael Hogan and John Gimbel have written extensively on how this planning 

work eventually led to the European Recovery Program (ERP), also known as the Marshall plan.
537

 

While there is little point in revisiting the whole tangled history of the Marshall plan, one point 
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needs to be made regarding the relationship between Marshall aid and Allied dismantling policies in 

Germany. The Marshall plan was never meant to replace the official reparations programme. The 

State Department planners were aware that the British and French governments would not agree to 

this, and also made this clear to the Europeans in discussions with them. 

 The Marshall plan was meant to end what Gimbel called unofficial reparations from 

Germany, such as the selling of German raw resources, especially coal, to European nations below 

cost, which was a major reason for the need for massive food aid to the bizone. On the questions of 

dismantling as reparations, the Marshall Aid package would help mollify the IARA member states, 

who were critical of the cuts to the dismantling list in Bizonia after the Moscow CFM in early 1947. 

Most importantly, it was a way to keep Congress and the West European powers at the negotiating 

table. These issues all came to a head during the Moscow conference. Joseph M. Jones quotes 

Marshall as remarking during the conference: 

 

It was so clear that the world was falling down around our ears, the Secretary said, that 

Congress would soon be demanding action, suggesting all kinds of bright and unworkable 

ideas in an effort to force the Department’s hand. […] Within ten days or two weeks he 

wanted from Kennan a paper containing an analysis of the problem of European 

reconstruction and recommendation for action.
538

 

 

That a revised reparations programme was to go hand in hand with Marshall aid was made explicit 

during the presentation of the new bizonal Level of Industry plan on 17 October 1947. Among DoS 

and OMGUS planners, continued dismantling was a question primarily of economics. Due to the 

weakened state of German manufacture, the country’s industry would not be able to fully use the 

extant industrial capacity until after the end of the Marshall aid period in 1951. Removing some of 

the excess capacity from Germany and placing it in countries where the machinery could be put into 

production as quickly as possible would therefore aid the general goals of the Marshall plan by 

increasing total European industrial production at a quicker pace.
539

 

 The majority of Congress was unconvinced by these arguments. During the negotiations of 

the ERP, the Republicans pressured the Truman administration to use Marshall aid to push 

European governments into reducing state planning and regulation of national economies. 

Dismantling was seen as an attack on private business to satisfy a supranational plan for 

redistribution of industrial capacity. Continuing dismantling after the start of Marshall aid was also 

attacked on purely economic grounds. The argument was a simple one: it was “economically 

senseless” to shower Europe with money to rebuild their industry, while at the same time reducing 
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the industrial base of Germany, the area in Western Europe with the most disastrous economic 

problems.
540

 

 During the negotiations on the Marshall aid package from late 1947 to late October 1948, 

the Republicans used dismantling in Germany as a weapon to pressure the Truman administration 

on foreign policy. The efforts in Congress were supported by a growing publicity campaign, closely 

aligned with the Republican party, that protested the dismantling programme and punitive American 

economic policies in Germany. The opening shot was made by Senator Styles Bridges, chairman of 

the Senate Appropriations Committee, who was on a visit to Germany during the publication of the 

new dismantling list in late October 1947. In a meeting with US journalists in Frankfurt, he made 

his opposition to dismantling clear and stated that he would ask for a delay on dismantling until 

Congress could study the reparations issue. He favoured leaving German factories in place and 

extracting war reparations from current production instead.
541

 

 

The international public relations campaign against dismantling 

Before returning to the dismantling fight in the halls of power in Washington, we will turn to the 

publicity campaign against dismantling. As noted above, both the Republican criticism of 

dismantling and the American publicity campaign originated with the Hoover mission in early 1947.  

 Hoover and his allies did not waste time in pushing for action in Germany. After the State 

Department had shelved his suggestions for policy change in Europe, he contacted John Taber, 

chairman of the House Appropriation Committee, and asked him to intervene to put Germany back 

on its feet and to end US outlays in Germany. Among Republicans in Congress, Hoover’s request 

found a receptive audience. After the breakdown of Allied cooperation at the Moscow Council of 

Foreign Ministers in March and April of 1947, the emergency military aid to Greece and Turkey, 

and the announcement of Marshall aid, dismantling became a symbol for what Republicans saw as 

dangerous economic mismanagement by the administration. Congressmen, having previously 

showed little interest in the American occupation, flooded into the bizone in the summer and 

autumn of 1947. Many of them publicly called for the rebuilding of the German economy on the 

spot. Others were treated to a barrage of information from Germans, OMGUS, and their contacts. 

The results were several congressional and governmental reports critical of the direction of 

American policy in Germany.
542

 While not all of the visitors to Germany were supporters of the 

Hoover policy of ending all restrictions on Germany, the ones that were publically were widely 
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cited in German newspapers and enthusiastically received by German elites. 

 OMGUS and the British tried to inform them of the reasons for the policy choices. However, 

they were contradicted by a growing cottage industry of writers, industrialists, and politicians, both 

German and Allied, which sought to paint the economic policies in Germany as Carthaginian and 

dismantling as senseless destruction. In Britain and the US, this cottage industry grew out of circles 

that had sought to gain public attention for the desperate food situation in Germany in the first post-

war years. From 1947 onwards, their focus shifted towards the economic problems in Germany in 

general and the dismantling programme in particular.
543

 

 In Britain, the main group protesting policies in Germany was the pacifist faction of the 

Labour party and the circle around publisher Victor Gollancz. After the war, Gollancz and Labour 

MP Richard Stokes had launched the Save Europe Now campaign, focusing on starvation in 

continental Europe and the urban poor in Germany, which numbered among its members such 

influential leftists and liberals as Bertrand Russell, the bishop of Chichester, and future Labour 

leader Michael Foot.
544

 While Gollancz focused most of his attention on starvation and illness in 

Germany, Stokes was the most outspoken critic of the dismantling programme. With extensive 

contacts in Germany, they would be a constant, albeit minor, thorn in the side of the British 

government on German policies. While they had some supporters in the Cabinet, such as Lord 

Pakenham and Aneurin Bevan, they only numbered about 20 MPs and had no discernible influence 

on government policy.
545

 

 In the US, similar groups had far more influence. Like in Britain, much of the impetus came 

from pacifists who criticised the terrible conditions in Germany after the war. The immediate reason 

for their greater success was no doubt the stature of Herbert Hoover, whose support gave them 

access to the Republican media machine. One of the redeeming qualities of Hans D. Ahrens’ book 

on the dismantling fight is his account of working as a contact between German business interests 

and the American anti-dismantling campaigners.
546

 

 Ahrens was in close contact with an important coordinator of this American public relations 

struggle, the Quaker and pacifist Frederick Libby. Libby had organised a diverse network of 

journalists, politicians, businessmen, and academics to protest American policies in Germany. After 
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the war Libby and his organisation, the National Council for Prevention of War, called for clemency 

and compassion for the vanquished. As in Britain, the focus was initially on the widespread 

starvation in Germany but, after the Hoover mission to Germany, the focus shifted towards 

economic questions and dismantling in particular. Libby was a personal friend of Hoover and in 

extensive contact with Fritz Baade, the unofficial coordinator of West German efforts to sway 

American public opinion.
547

  

 Baade was a German economist and social democrat with close ties to German labour 

unions. He had fled the Nazis for Turkey before the war and had then gone to the United States after 

the end of hostilities to fight against punitive policies towards Germany. In mid-1948, he would 

return to Germany and would become the SPD party expert and coordinator on dismantling 

questions.
548

 Baade was the co-author of a short book that is perhaps the clearest example of the 

network between prominent Germans and American politicians and opinion-makers. While in the 

US, Baade cooperated with the American journalist Christopher Emmet on Destruction at our 

expense. Published in late 1947 with a foreword by Herbert Hoover, it found an appreciative 

audience among the segments of the American population that had consistently opposed the 

economic policies of the Democratic party since the start of Roosevelt’s presidency and the 

beginning of the New Deal. While it had some effect on the American debate, it was much more 

widely read and disseminated in Germany itself. 

 The influence of Lewis Brown, Gustav Stolper, and Freda Utley on the American debate is 

clearer. All three were widely cited and debated. Lewis Brown was an American businessman who 

went to Germany in 1947 to study the German problem from a business perspective. Featuring 

interviews with Herbert Hoover and leading men from OMGUS and the State Department, his book 

called for a complete removal of the restrictions on the German economy. Gustav Stolper was an 

Austrian Jewish publisher of Der Deutsche Volkswirt, the German version of The Economist, before 

the Nazi era. He had accompanied Hoover on his mission in early 1947. His book on the German 

problem was published in 1948, shortly after his death.
549

 Freda Utley was a former Marxist who 

had turned fiercely anti-communist after Stalin killed her husband while they were staying in the 

Soviet Union in the 1930s. Her book, dealing mostly with the dismantling programme, was written 

after a visit to Germany in the summer and autumn of 1948 and contained a large amount of input 

from SPD politicians in Germany and interviews with a string of small business owners. It was 
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published in the fiercely partisan Regnery Press and dedicated to Joan and John Crane, a couple that 

had worked tirelessly for Republican Senator George W. Malone on gathering information on and 

fighting against dismantling.
550

 

 The three books also show the pattern of the debate quite clearly. The earlier criticism of 

Allied economic policies in Germany in general, and dismantling in particular, focused almost 

exclusively on the grave economic threat they posed both to Germany and the European economy. 

To claim that the West German economy was on the verge of imminent collapse due to dismantling 

and Allied mismanagement was more difficult to argue in the autumn of 1948. With the almost 

miraculous success of the currency reform, the West German economy seemed to be booming, even 

though the dismantling programme was significantly advanced at this point. It is therefore not 

surprising that Utley focused on the moral injustice of dismantling and on the suffering of small 

business owners and local communities. Another leitmotif in Republican criticism of dismantling, 

that it was the product of the “Morgenthau boys” trying to appease the Soviet Union, had also lost 

much of its force at this point. Instead, Utley mirrored the popular German criticism of dismantling 

after the start of the Marshall aid: that dismantling was driven primarily by the crass commercial 

considerations of Britain and France. While this had the benefit of being marginally closer to the 

truth, it severely weakened the possibility of using the issue as a political weapon against the 

Truman administration. It was one thing to bash the Democratic party for being communist 

sympathisers, but quite another to attack the two most important American allies for their policies 

towards former Nazi Germany. As I will show later, this was the result of a conscious strategy by 

the administration to place themselves in the middle between Republican critics and the French and 

British position. 

 The American campaign against dismantling was not only fought in books. Prominent radio 

commentators such as Pulitzer Prize winner Felix Morley at NBC weighed in on the issue. Staples 

of middle-class America such as Readers Digest and the New York Times also published pieces 

highly critical of the dismantling programme.
551

 However, there is no indication that the campaign 

had much of an impact among the American population in general. A debate on Allied policies in 

Germany was unlikely to inflame the passion of the average American, even when mixed with more 

popular red flags such as anti-communism and government waste. Among circles that were 

following the European and German situations closely, the campaign was more successful. Business 

elites, overwhelmingly Republican, protested the dismantling policies. The largest labour union, the 
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American Federation of Labor, similarly protested, focusing on the loss of jobs. Given that the 

campaign originated from within Republican circles, it is not surprising that it was most successful 

among the rank and file of the party. However, the criticism of dismantling also found an audience 

in parts of the Democratic party. Most important was, as we shall see later, the critics among the 

government departments brought in to aid the State Department in shaping and administering the 

Marshall aid package.
552

 

 The American publicity campaign rested on two main planks: German sources informing 

them of the conditions on the ground in Germany and how this fitted into a Republican narrative of 

government mismanagement and softness towards the Soviet Union. As contacts grew across the 

continent, American congressmen and decision makers increasingly got in direct contact with the 

Germans, thus cutting out the American middle men. The result was a torrent of publications and 

letters from Germans on all aspects of the dismantling programme. The large majority of them were 

letters asking for reconsideration of the dismantling of individual plants. These letters, which also 

carpet bombed Allied governments, occupation authorities, and the German Länder governments, 

overwhelmingly argued that the plant in question was vital to European recovery, that its closure 

would wreak havoc on the local economy, or frequently both. The Republicans in Congress were 

the only ones taking them seriously, repeatedly asking for justifications for the dismantling of 

specific plants based on the letters. The problem for the Germans was the sheer number of 

“exceptional cases”. Every German factory on the dismantling list could hardly be a vital and 

unique part of the European economy or the cornerstone of the local economy.  

 The German publications on the general question of dismantling suffered from a multiplicity 

of talking points. While the Germans were, consciously or unconsciously, seeking to drive a wedge 

between the Allies by focusing on how French and British commercial interests harmed the overall 

goals of the Marshall aid programme, the American campaign against dismantling originated in a 

criticism of the Truman administration’s economic policy in Germany. It is perhaps not surprising 

then that the American campaign against dismantling waned after the presidential elections in the 

autumn of 1948. However, while Congress fought to end dismantling, the connections between 

Germans and Americans created by the publicity campaign would be an invaluable source of 

alternative information for the opponents of dismantling in Washington. 

 On the German side, the American campaign ended up having a much more enduring 

influence. It would cement the view that the start of Marshall aid had led to a complete shift in 

American reparations policy and that they were now opposed to the dismantling programme. Their 
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efforts to end dismantling were primarily stymied by French and British intransigence. This view 

was almost universally held among the Germans until the end of the dismantling programme and 

lives on in much of the German historical literature on the subject.
553

 

 

The Collison mission 

The main fight against dismantling would not happen in the press, however, but in the halls of 

power in Washington. In a special session of Congress to discuss interim aid for US military 

occupations at the end of 1947, two resolutions were introduced by House Republicans. The first 

would have stopped dismantling and shipping of plants from Germany altogether by banning 

OMGUS from spending money on dismantling, while the second raised a number of probing 

questions about dismantling in relation to European reconstruction.
554

 Only the intervention of 

Senator Vandenberg, the powerful moderate Republican who, as Senate Majority Leader, was in 

close contact with the Truman administration on foreign policy, stopped the first resolution from 

being included in the interim aid bill. It had been added as a rider to the bill by Senator Styles 

Bridges, who only withdrew it after being promised that Congress “would undertake to review 

entire question [of] German reparations in connection [with] hearings on ERP.”
555

 The Bridges rider 

and its supporters closely followed the criticism levelled against US policies in Germany by 

Hoover: 

House Resolution 365, and the Senate debate on the Bridges Rider […] demonstrate that 

important elements in the Congress are hostile to the program of plant removals from 

Germany because: (a) removals are regarded as economically “senseless”; (b) removals 

interfere with the resumption of German production; (c) agreements regarding reparations 

have not been approved by Congress; (d) the program is based on the “Morgenthau Plan”; 

(e) Western Germany should not be unduly weakened in view of the present world situation; 

(f) the Soviet Union should not benefit further from plant deliveries from Western 

Germany.
556

 

 

The review Vandenberg promised the congressional hardliners would be based on the probing 

questions of the second resolution, which had passed through the House on 19 December 1947. 
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This resolution asked the State and War Departments for detailed answers to eleven questions on 

dismantling and how it related to ERP and European reconstruction, the goal of balancing German 

trade, and avoiding further US outlays to finance the German economy.  Finally the resolution 

asked that further dismantling be delayed while Congress reviewed the issue.
557

 

 In a series of hearings before the Senate Appropriations Committee, chaired by Bridges, 

officials from the State and War Department and the leadership of OMGUS were grilled for weeks 

on the dismantling programme. The end result of the intervention was an amendment to the April 

1948 Foreign Assistance Act, Section 115f, which opened up the removal of factories from the 

dismantling list “... if such retention will most effectively serve the purposes of the European 

recovery program.”
558

 

 While the State Department and War Department were still at odds on policies in Germany, 

none of them wanted to deal with the headache that a unilateral stop of dismantling would lead to 

among European nations: Congress was told in the clearest possible terms that it was impossible to 

do so. However, some concession had to be given. Deliveries to the Soviet Union were put on hold 

pending congressional approval, and the State Department informed Congress that they would ask 

Britain and France to do the same.
559

 

 The criticism of renewed dismantling in Germany also came from within the administration. 

In a Cabinet meeting on 23 January 1948, Secretary of the Interior Julius A. Krug and Secretary of 

Commerce W. Averell Harriman opposed continued dismantling of factories “on grounds that 

appeared to be almost identical with those expressed in the Congressional questioning of Secretary 

Royall”.
560

 Secretary of Agriculture Clinton P. Anderson also joined the dissenters, along with 

Secretary of the Navy Forrestal, who opposed the cuts in German steel production. Truman still 

supported the dismantling of German factories; however, to resolve the issue, it was decided to set 

down a technical committee to study the dismantling policy in relation to aid for Europe and the 

rebuilding of the bizonal economy.
561

 

 The technical committee consisted of representatives from the Departments of State, Army, 

Commerce, Interior, and Agriculture. With the State Department responsible for suggesting the 
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terms of reference and the majority of committee members coming from departments whose chiefs 

opposed dismantling, much time and energy was spent on discussing what they were to debate. 

After the representatives of dissenting departments unsuccessfully tried to add an additional term of 

reference to “cover reconsideration of the entire reparations program”, the State Department forced 

through as narrow a scope as possible. It would consider the removal of industrial machinery from 

the dismantling list in cases where “...if left in Germany [they could] make a substantial 

contribution to the world supply of critical items.”
562

 

 The British and French were briefed on these new developments during the London 

conference on Germany. The conference, consisting of the Western occupying powers and the 

Benelux countries, met because of the promise to the French to discuss questions relating to the 

future of Western Germany and, in particular, to come to an agreement on international control of 

the Ruhr area.
563

 Ambassador Douglas, the head of the American delegation, asked the British and 

French to put deliveries of dismantled plants to the Soviet Union on hold for the time being so as to 

quell some of the criticism from Congress. They were also informed of the US Cabinet committee 

studying the dismantling programme in relation to production of industrial goods with little demand 

on the world market. The US negotiators asked that the British and French suggest plants as 

substitutes for any factories found to be within this category and to suspend any dismantling within 

the scope of such an enquiry until the Cabinet committee had finished its work. 

 This was clearly an attempt by the State Department to avoid being squeezed between the 

demands from Congress and parts of the administration to cut back on dismantling and European 

demands for a continuation of reparations through dismantling. By substituting the plants most open 

to criticism at home with plants in other, less critical categories of industrial production, the total 

size of the reparations programme could be kept intact while robbing its critics in the US of their 

strongest argument for ending it. 

 This was a step too far for the British and the French. The French negotiators, while in 

principle open to a limited substitution, used the occasion to ask for an overall increase of 

dismantling to weaken German machine goods manufacture beyond that envisioned in the revised 

Level of Industry plan. The British pointed out that the new plan only encompassed German 

industries that were to be limited and that there was still no agreement on the industries that were to 

be banned completely. Such an agreement would be bound to increase the number of factories to be 
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dismantled.
564

 

 As for the question of halting the deliveries to the Soviet Union, both the French and the 

British were hesitant. The French thought that a unilateral decision by the Western Allies might 

destroy the last remnants of cooperation on the German occupation. The British went further; citing 

the views of Bevin, they pointed out that to stop deliveries would be a definite break with the 

Potsdam agreement. Therefore, it would be advisable for tactical reasons to keep up a “trickle” of 

deliveries to the Soviet Union.
565

  

 From earlier briefings by Bevin to the British Cabinet, it is clear that he saw a stop of 

deliveries to the Soviet Union as the first step in an American frontal assault on the whole issue of 

dismantling. As of early 1948, with the fight over socialisation of German heavy industry all but 

won by the Americans, the issue of dismantling was the last major area of contention between the 

two allies in Germany. On dismantling, Bevin was determined to stand fast, informing the Cabinet 

that even temporarily withholding the deliveries to the Soviet Union would be fought vigorously.
566

 

 As for the question of substituting plants producing products critical to world recovery, the 

British were bound by their promise to the Germans after the publication of the revised level of 

industry plan that there would be no additions to the list except for plants in prohibited industries. 

To go back on their word at this point would undoubtedly have adverse effects on their relationship 

with the German authorities in the British zone.
567

 

 After the American negotiators made it clear that the pressure was coming from Congress 

and that the issue was interfering with the passing of the Marshall aid bill, they set to work on 

finding a solution to these problems that would give the appearance of conforming to the American 

wishes without actually giving any real concessions. When it came to deliveries to the Soviet 

Union, it was decided that while the British government was not willing to suspend deliveries to the 

USSR indefinitely, they would be willing to suspend them for the time being and subject them to a 

monthly review.
568

  

 As for substituting plants on the dismantling list that produced industrial products in critical 

demand on the world market and halting such dismantling while the US Cabinet committee studied 

the matter, the British were adamant that they could not agree to any substitutions at this point.
569

 

According to Bevin, the issue of halting the dismantling of factories likely to be studied by the US 

Cabinet committee was a non-issue, since these factories were not scheduled for dismantling for 
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some time.
570

 However, the British insisted that any decision to halt dismantling could only be 

considered if the Americans submitted a list of plants, not only a list of industrial categories that 

were under study.  

 While the American negotiators promised to do so as soon as possible, the British never 

received it.
571

 There was therefore no real change in British policy from these lengthy discussions. 

They would continue holding off on new deliveries to the Soviet Union and they would not rush the 

dismantling of factories that might be up for reconsideration. However, there is no doubt that these 

were taken as concessions by the opponents of dismantling within the administration. The Cabinet 

committee studying dismantling dragged their feet on submitting the list of a small number of plants 

where dismantling was to be stopped, as the British had requested. The reason was simple. A 

majority of the departments in the committee wanted to cut the dismantling programme to the 

maximum extent possible. With Congress inserting Section 115f calling for a reappraisal of 

dismantling through the ERP, the Cabinet committee sought to expand its brief. 

 Instead of presenting a short list, they sent a technical mission to Germany to study the 

dismantling program in relation to the Marshall aid package. The Collison mission, as it came to be 

known, consisted of representatives of the Departments of Commerce, Agriculture, and the Interior. 

Despite being instructed to finish their work by the end of April, the mission did not complete its 

final report until June 1948. The reason for the delay is unclear; however, given that the delays 

seem to have started immediately after the passing of the Foreign Assistance Act, it is probable that 

the delay was connected with the Collison mission reappraising the dismantling question based on 

the congressional intervention. 

 The resulting report by the Collison mission came as a very unpleasant surprise to the 

administration: it recommended the retention of 332 out of 368 plants under study. Given how far 

dismantling had progressed, this would have meant all but an end to dismantling in Germany.
572

 

The report was presented to the US Cabinet in the last week of June 1948. Krug and the new 

Secretary of Commerce Charles Sawyer both recommended its approval while the State Department 

and the Department of the Army immediately repudiated it. According to DoS staffers, the mission 

had gone vastly beyond the terms of its brief. The report would overturn the 1947 Level of Industry 

Agreement, retain virtually all of the existing steel making capacity of Western Germany, and had 
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no chance of being accepted by the British or the French. Douglas thought that the maximum 

concession on plants to remain in Germany was closer to 60. Given that well over 300 of the plants 

recommended to be left in Germany were in the British and French zones, they feared this would 

lead to a serious rift between the Western Allies if it was accepted as American policy. The carefully 

worked-out compromise in the London conference had rested on the Level of Industry agreement: 

such a complete about-turn by the US at this point was bound to destroy the progress on finding 

common ground.
573

 Clay was equally acerbic in his comments upon reading the report. He focused 

his criticism on the fact that the problem in Germany was not one of Allied limitations on 

production, but a lack of raw resources, infrastructure, and manpower:  

[T]he large number of plants recommended for retention in Germany [by the Collison 

report] cannot be operated anywhere near to capacity within the next three to five years, and 

even limited operation will be at the expense of other industries deemed even more vital to 

Germany. […] I can only repeat that the retention of this large list of plants would keep 

capacity in Germany which would be idle for a number of years, and therefore, contribute to 

recovery nowhere, and that this would result in an immediate and unbelievable loss of good 

will in western Europe. It would not be accepted by either the British or the French unless 

we resorted to such strong governmental pressure as to make our cooperative venture in 

Germany extremely difficult.
574

 

 

There is no doubt that the report was a serious problem for the DoS and DoA. The Soviet Union had 

started the Berlin blockade just days before the report was delivered to Cabinet. Congress was still 

strongly critical of dismantling and, with a presidential election approaching, the matter threatened 

to turn into an election issue. The rift within the administration itself was also serious. 

 As with many of the other fights over dismantling, the Cabinet disagreement over the 

Collison report had deeper roots. The dismantling issue shared some remarkable similarities to a 

wider fight over how the Marshall aid package was to be administered. As Gimbel and Hogan have 

shown, there developed an early rift in the Department of State on the goals of the Marshall aid 

package between a free trade approach and an economic planning approach based primarily on 

increasing production. DoS planners had from the start tried to leave the initiative on how to shape 

the aid package to the recipient nations, only offering general guidelines and assistance to them in 

the early negotiations, while trying to entice them into opening up their national markets to 

international trade and to coordinate their rebuilding efforts. The result had been a dismal failure in 

American eyes, with European nations presenting bloated requests for funding based on competing 

national aims for recovery.
575

 The Americans had sought to use the promise of aid as an enticement 
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for Western European economic and political integration. However, with the failure of the 

Europeans to agree on anything that could move towards this goal, the Americans had to change 

their strategy. European governments were understandably unwilling to open their industries to a 

common market and to international free trade as long as those industries were uncompetitive 

internationally. The focus of the Marshall aid therefore shifted towards the planners who sought to 

first increase the competitiveness of European industry through a focus on increasing industrial 

productivity. This entailed a much closer cooperation between state and business and drew upon the 

lessons learned from the New Deal era in the 1930s. 

 The eventual American approach to Marshall aid reforms was a compromise between 

emphasising increasing production and removing economic bottlenecks as steps towards economic 

integration and the removal of trade barriers, with the ultimate goal being to “refashion Western 

Europe in the image of the United States”.
576

 This approach necessitated close cooperation between 

government departments, university experts, labour unions, agricultural interests, and, most 

importantly, business leaders. This cooperation had started early in the planning of the Marshall aid 

package, most importantly in the Committee on Foreign Aid headed by Averell Harriman.
577

 The 

non-State Department members of this committee would come to dominate the American 

government agency set up to administer the Marshall aid package, the Economic Cooperation 

Authority (ECA).  

 Due partly to congressional pressure and partly to pressure from Harriman’s Commerce 

Department and Anderson’s Department of Agriculture, the ECA acted as an independent agency 

run along the lines of a business. The Departments of Agriculture and Commerce would retain 

control over export allocations. The State Department wanted control over the foreign policy 

aspects of the ERP programme, but had no interest in being in control of the day-to-day running. 

After a protracted interdepartmental power struggle in late 1947 and early 1948, where the State 

Department sought to get this arrangement into law while being opposed by Krug’s Department of 

Interior, Webb’s Bureau of the Budget, and congressional Republicans led by Vandenberg, the State 

Department won.
578

 

 However, the DoS’ attempt to put one of their men as head of the ECA failed. Congress 

vetoed the two first candidates proposed as head of ECA; instead, Paul G. Hoffman, the president of 

the Studebaker corporation and a member of the Harriman Committee, was selected after an 

intervention by Vandenberg. Harriman himself stepped down as Secretary of Commerce to become 
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the ECA special representative in Europe.
579

 Norman Collison was appointed head of the ECA in 

Germany.
580

 

 While the primary material does not explicitly spell this out, it seems natural to assume that 

the controversy over the Collison report was a continuation of this bigger interdepartmental power 

struggle, where the ECA and the State Department sought to establish where the limit between 

foreign policy and the ECA mandate lay. The disagreement over continued dismantling in the US 

Cabinet consisted of similar coalitions. There was no doubt that the question of dismantling in 

Germany was seen as directly connected to the ERP goal of economic recovery and reform in 

Western Europe. 

 Because of the State Department’s unwillingness to take operational control of the Marshall 

aid programme, they had, at least in the case of dismantling, managed to create the same dynamic as 

in their troubled relationship with OMGUS and the Department of Army. It is therefore not 

surprising that the newly formed ECA sought to get gain autonomy from the State Department, 

especially in the case of dismantling. Just as OMGUS had to do, the ECA had to go to Congress to 

get funding for their mandate; however, with Congress in uproar over the dismantling programme, 

it is hardly surprising that they sought to wrestle control of the issue away from the State 

Department so they could take a harder stance. 

 As pointed out earlier in this chapter, while the Americans in public were not particularly 

swayed by the public relations campaign on dismantling, this was not so for the business elites with 

interests in Europe or for the government departments which had to deal with the problems in 

Europe and the collapsed German economy. For an ambitious new organisation with large amounts 

of money to transform Western European national economies, the main defence by OMGUS and the 

DoS for continued dismantling, that it was impossible for these plants to be effectively used for 

European recovery over the next three to five years, seemed like premature capitulation. Equally, 

the wealth of German statistical material flooding American decision makers seemed to contradict 

this. 

 When the Collison report came up for discussion in the US Cabinet in July 1948, the ECA, 

with the support of Congress, pressed for as large a cut to the dismantling list as possible. As 

mentioned above, the Collison report had put the Departments of Army and State in a very difficult 

position vis-à-vis the Europeans. At first they sought to limit the damage from within an ad hoc 

cabinet committee set up to consider the report, but without much success.
581

 Their calls to rewrite 
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the report based on the briefs given to the mission by the State Department were ignored. 

Opponents responded to this pressure by proposing to end the committee and transfer the 

responsibility for studying the dismantling question to the ECA. While these negotiations were 

ongoing, the DoS and DoA did their best to keep the report secret, but were stymied by pressure 

from other government departments and Congress. The attempt to suppress the report was leaked to 

the press, increasing the pressure significantly on the DoS and DoA and threatening to turn 

dismantling into an issue during the presidential election.
582

 Thus, the committee eventually agreed 

to cut the recommendations of the Collison report roughly in half and suggested a list of 163 whole 

plants and one part plant for retention to President Truman in mid August 1948.
583

  

 

The Humphrey committee 

Before the ink was wet on Truman’s signature, Congress intervened. In informal discussions with 

the House of Representatives’ Foreign Affairs Committee, ECA chief Hoffman had been instructed 

that Congress saw the question of German dismantling as falling under the responsibility of the 

ECA due to Section 115f of the Foreign Assistance Act.
584

 For this reason, Hoffman told the State 

Department that he would have to set up an ECA review of the dismantling programme: “Mr. 

Hoffman further referred to the letter […] to the President, requesting that the release of the 160 

plants be dealt with as a matter of priority. He said that he was anxious to do this and to get on with 

the program generally, but that the heat of Congress made it impossible for him to release of the 160 

plants without being responsible himself for the conduct of an investigation.” In order to “find some 

buffer between him and the Congress”, he therefore proposed to set down an ECA advisory 

committee on reparations consisting of American industrialists: it would be headed by George 

Humphrey of the Hanna Company.
585

 

 US policy on Germany had been a tug of war between the State Department on one side and 

the Department of the Army and OMGUS on the other: the emergence of the ECA made at least the 

economic policies even more fractured. While the State Department was stoic and possibly even 

relieved to have the responsibility of studying and negotiating the dismantling cuts taken out of 

their hands, the ECA increased the coordination problems in Washington.
586

 For OMGUS, the 
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problem was worse. The start of the Marshall aid programme would see Clay and OMGUS 

increasingly being sidelined. While there had been frequent clashes between them and the State 

Department, the relationship between OMGUS and the ECA turned out to be considerably worse. 

Clay’s dire warnings about the Collison report cited earlier in this chapter were not listened to. 

When OMGUS prepared a list of 90 plants they thought would be acceptable to the French and 

British for retention in Germany, it was ignored. Worse, the ECA had sent a mission during the 

summer of 1948 to study the German steel industry. Consisting of executives from prominent 

American steel firms and headed by George W. Wolf of United States Steel, they advocated a 

complete stop of dismantling in the steel industry, a curtailing of labour union influence on the 

industry, and the return of the steel plants to their old owners. Clay was furious at the study. He 

thought that should the recommendations be carried out, it would create such an adverse reaction 

among German workers that it threatened the goal of creating a stable and democratic West German 

state. However, his most pointed criticism came from feeling deceived about the purpose of the 

Wolf mission. He thought the report would only be for internal use by the bizonal occupation 

authorities, presumably believing its conclusions could be used to pressure the British away from 

any policies connected with socialisation. However, after accepting the mission, he was told that the 

report was to be used by the ECA in their work and would also probably be sent on to Congress. 

Given that he had told Robertson of CCG(BE) that the Wolf mission report would be only for their 

use, he believed that the British would rightfully feel deceived. Given that the vast majority of steel 

plants were in the British zone, any public pressure on them based on the findings of the Wolf report 

would undoubtedly have a very negative effect on bizonal cooperation.
587

  

 These disagreements came on top of a strained relationship in general between the ECA and 

OMGUS. The issues were numerous and complicated, having to do with issues concerning bizonal 

export credits and trade deals with Western European countries. The main issue was, however, 

OMGUS’s protests against available ERP funds to the West German occupation zones. The bizone 

would only receive a third more than they had with the previous funding through the army budget 

and, unlike all the other recipient nations, this would all be in the form of loans.
588

 

 There is little doubt that Hoffman’s stated reason for the new study on dismantling was the 

main one: trying to keep Congress from cutting funding to ERP because of Allied dismantling 
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policies in Germany. However, given that the ECA was dominated by businessmen and government 

departments opposed to dismantling, there were also strong institutional pressures within the 

organisation for an end to dismantling. Thirdly, the ECA drive to cut the dismantling list would also 

help to still German criticism of the small amount of ERP funds made available to them. What 

seems clear is that the opponents to dismantling in Washington did not seem to realise the strength 

of British and French misgivings to large cuts to the dismantling list.
589

 

 When Hoffman informed the French and the British embassies about the new Humphrey 

committee study on dismantling, he tried to strike a conciliatory tone, stating that “in his judgment 

the importance of dismantling program with respect to recovery had been grossly exaggerated”, and 

that he would have preferred to not deal with the issue at all, but Congress had forced his hand. 

However, the number of plants that would be under study by the Humphrey committee was even 

bigger than the Collison report had suggested for retention. On top of the 323 plants proposed by 

the Collison report, the Humphrey committee also examined some of the largest steel plants in 

Germany, making a total of about 350 plants.
590

 Hoffman saw it as imperative that there be a pause 

in dismantling while the Humphrey committee did their work. After strong protests by the French 

and British, Hoffman concluded by stating that they were of course free to do as they wished in 

their occupation zones, “... but in his judgment their cooperation [was] absolutely necessary for 

continuation [of] ECA appropriations.”
591

 

 While the British and French had had some inkling of congressional pressure against 

dismantling rising, they reacted with shock when they were informed of the scope of the new 

Humphrey committee study of dismantling. In a letter to Marshall, Bevin stated he was “profoundly 

disturbed” by the proposal, which would have “very far reaching consequences outside the 

economic field”. 

 

The Germans do not want to pay reparations, although they are at the moment carrying out 

the dismantling programme with a fairly good grace. But once we falter, all the German 

politicians who have been appealing against dismantling over the heads of the Military 

Governors and our two Governments, will believe themselves to have beaten us; and they 

will be right. With the formation of a Western German Government a few months hence, 

German resistance to reparations can be counted upon to harden. It is therefore not the future 

of certain plants which is now in question but the whole reparations policy of the three 

Western Powers. By far the greater part of the dismantling still to be done is in the British 

Zone. Please believe that the position is as I describe it. If I accept Hoffman's proposal and 

there is a further three or four months’ delay, reparations are finished once and for all. We 
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must face that fact and its implications.
592

 

 

Bevin pointed out the British position had been “consistent and moderate” while the Americans had 

gone from the extreme of Morgenthau to their current position, which threatened to end reparations 

completely. Bevin had no wish to “rush to the other extreme”, especially considering the views and 

needs of France and the other IARA countries, as well as the pressure from the Soviet Union such a 

policy change would entail. One of the most important security precautions against Germany would 

be lost and the respect for the occupation authorities would be severely weakened among the 

Germans: “German politicians and publicists will flatter themselves that they have induced us to 

abandon our intentions; the whole German people will be encouraged to think that if they complain 

loud enough they will be able to get away with anything; and the prestige and authority of the 

Occupying Powers will suffer a serious decline.”
593

 

 This heartfelt plea by Bevin for the Americans to reconsider their demand to stop 

dismantling during the Humphrey committee studies was the first prominent mention of what was 

to become a leitmotif of British defence of the programme from now on: a focus on how British 

dismantling policy was an example of their consistency and moderation and how giving in to the 

Germans on dismantling would be an intolerable blow to both British and general Allied prestige in 

Western Germany. 

 These two arguments for continued dismantling in Germany were significant in two ways. 

First of all, they were, unlike the other arguments raised, not conductive to negotiations and 

compromise. That British policy was the most modest policy possible to secure lasting peace with 

the least disruption to German industry was not something that could be either disproved or 

negotiated around. Nor was the British preoccupation with prestige as a measure of influence over 

the Germans something the Americans could solve or probably even understand. As discussed 

earlier in this thesis, the British conception of prestige was a product of a particular imperial 

dynamic which the Americans did not share. The Americans did not see German pressure against 

dismantling as threatening their standing with the Germans. For them, it was completely natural that 

the Germans objected to dismantling: the question was whether their complaints should be listened 

to or not. Secondly, these British arguments were so different from American concerns that they did 

not even grasp the significance of them for the British. While they did at times note the British 

rhetoric on maintaining prestige, they never seriously considered it to be a real argument, focusing 

their attention instead on the materially quantifiable arguments surrounding security, politics, and 

economics. That the British had been remarkably consistent in their reparations policies since they 
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were developed in 1944 was not considered as admirable steadfastness by the Americans, but 

obstinate stubbornness. An OMGUS background briefing saw the British insistence on their 

reparations goals as a significant hardening of their position since the start of the occupation.
594

 

 Given the significant concessions given by the Americans economically and security-wise, it 

is no wonder that they found Bevin’s hard line attitude on dismantling baffling. In American eyes, 

security against the war production capacity of German industry could be solved by other 

arrangements in Germany and Western Europe. The economic effects of curtailing dismantling 

could, and was, solved to a large degree by American largesse through the ERP programme. 

Relations with the Soviet Union were already at a low point due to the Berlin crisis and the end of 

deliveries due to them was unlikely to change it. The members of the IARA that were not part of the 

Marshall aid programme were either Commonwealth countries with minuscule quotas in the IARA 

or communist block countries, so the IARA was unlikely to raise too much trouble for the Western 

Allies if dismantling was curtailed. In any case, protests raised by the IARA would undoubtedly be 

targeted at the US, not Britain, so the foreign policy implications for Bevin were bound to be 

limited. 

 Bevin ended his letter to Marshall by imploring his colleague to wait with a decision on the 

Humphrey mission until they could both get the security implications of a stop to dismantling 

studied by the Allied chiefs of staff, to involve the French in discussions, and to discuss these issues 

together before the Americans forged ahead with a plan “that may have incalculable 

consequences.”
595

 The French did not immediately respond to the American request due to a 

government change, but, in the beginning of October 1948, they informed the State Department that 

they were in agreement with the British view.
596

 

 The situation was a serious one for the State Department. Hoffman had informed them that 

the Humphrey committee was not willing to start working unless it got assurances from the British 

and the French, and that they would have to officially declare their reasoning if this came to pass. 

Additionally, the congressional pressure was increasing, threatening the next round of ERP 

funding.
597

 With a presidential election only weeks away, dismantling was potentially explosive for 

the administration. 
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 After a heated series of letters and meetings between Bevin, Marshall, and their staffs, little 

had been accomplished. Only when Hoffman, “profoundly disturbed” by British intransigence, 

personally flew to Europe in mid-October to discuss the issue with Bevin was an agreement 

hammered out. Supported by Harriman, he informed Bevin in very clear terms the threat the 

continuation of the dismantling programme posed to congressional willingness to fund Marshall 

aid. The House Foreign Affairs Committee had, according to Hoffman, prepared a report on British 

dismantling policies which was a “blistering denunciation of the British attitude in the matter.” He 

had been able to withhold its publication only on the promise that he would be able to hammer out 

an agreement with the British himself. In his view, it was a concession to the European countries 

that the ECA was willing to study the issue at all, instead of just confirming the conclusions of the 

Collison report and the additional recommendations of the Wolf report and congressional 

committees. This would mean the removal of 373 plants from the reparations lists in the West 

German occupation zones. The issue of stopping dismantling during the proposed Humphrey study 

was a matter of additional urgency because Congress and the American press had erroneously been 

under the impression that British dismantling had been on hold due to the Collison study since early 

June. The fact that British dismantling had not stopped, but had actually significantly increased, was 

not widely known in the US and now threatened to turn into a significant embarrassment to the 

administration. Bevin reiterated his strong reservations to a complete stop of dismantling in the 

British zone during the Humphrey mission, but invited the Americans to discuss a compromise 

solution with his subordinates.
598

 

 The compromise worked out during a couple of days of intense negotiations entailed a 

“rolling stop” to dismantling. All dismantling on plants on the Humphrey committee list would 

stop, except for those plants where dismantling was all but finished and those already allocated by 

the IARA. The Humphrey mission promised to keep in close contact with CCG(BE), to work with 

the utmost speed in their studies, and to release on a rolling basis plants no longer considered vital 

to the ERP programme. A joint press statement would be published emphasising that the British and 

French had promised that dismantling in their zones would be “of such a character that it would not 

prevent the eventual retention in Germany” of plants proposed should for removal from the 

dismantling lists. A further statement would be made pointing out the limits of the Humphrey 

mission and “that, subject to its findings, the reparations programme is unaffected and will be 

brought to a speedy a conclusion as possible.”
599

 

 On his return back to Washington, Hoffman presented the results of the London discussion 
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as a successful agreement with the British and French foreign ministers to the new study of 

dismantling, where they had “promised to give the fullest cooperation to the Humphrey Commitee”. 

The reality was nearly the opposite. Hoffman had only managed to get agreement with the British 

by promising the complete cooperation of the Humphrey committee in keeping the disruption of 

dismantling to a minimum during the study. The one major concession the British had given was 

that they had promised not to dismantle machinery under study that could not easily be put back 

into production if it was decided to retain it in Germany. This was most significant in the steel 

industry, where the dismantling of furnaces in effect meant destroying them.  

 On 27 October, in the final days of the presidential election campaign in the US, the three 

allies issued an official communiqué on the Humphrey study.
600

 The election was a close one for 

Truman, but it was a landslide victory for the Democrats in Congress, turning a Republican 51-45 

majority in the Senate and a 245-185 majority in the House into a Democratic majority of 54-42 in 

the Senate and 263-171 in the House. This signalled an end to the close congressional supervision 

of the ECA dismantling negotiations and was undoubtedly partially responsible for the relatively 

smooth relations between the Humphrey committee and the British and French occupation 

authorities in Germany over the next couple of months. 

 By the beginning of December, the Humphrey committee had finished their technical studies 

and had already released 152 plants for dismantling from their initial list of 381. In addition, the 

French had, on their own accord, decided to remove 43 plants from the dismantling list in their 

zone, leaving 184 plants proposed for retention in Germany. After considerable discussion in 

London, this was whittled down to 167 plants by the Humphrey committee. The British and French 

counterproposals were for the retention of about 117 plants in total, although they disagreed 

somewhat on which plants should be retained in Germany.
601

 

 The Humphrey committee left for the US without getting agreement from the British and the 

French on dismantling. The number of plants proposed for retention in Germany was close to the 

number that had been hammered out in the Cabinet committee studying the Collison report during 

the summer of 1948, which had been seen as unlikely to be accepted by the Europeans. The 

American negotiators were nevertheless disappointed that they had not managed to get the British 

and French to sign off on their list of plants proposed for retention. Part of the reason for this was 

that, apart from a handful of steel plants which had been added to the Humphrey list after the Wolf 

steel mission, the list of plants proposed for retention was not particularly important production-

wise. In an early part of their study, the ERP mission estimated that the 240 plants left on the list 
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were only worth $40 million.
602

 

Bevin forces the Americans to discuss prohibitions and limitations on 
German industry 

As the threat of Congress holding Marshall aid hostage over the continuation of dismantling 

receded after the elections, the fronts hardened between the Allies. The question was not primarily 

over how many plants were to be retained. There was some disagreement on the steel levels, where 

powerful interests in the US wanted to increase German capacity, on which the British and the 

French were not willing to budge.
603

 However, the most important difference of opinion did not 

relate to the number of plants to be retained in Germany per se, but to a major difference of opinion 

between the US and the Europeans as to the purpose of the whole dismantling programme. 

 Fearing that the Americans had given up any notion of security against Germany in the 

future and were now solely focusing on rebuilding German economic strength, Bevin laid out some 

clear conditions for giving further concessions in the question of dismantling beyond the 117 plants 

they had already offered. If the Americans wanted further discussions on the Humphrey report, they 

would need to agree to concurrent discussions on the Ruhr Authority and to limitations on German 

industrial production. If they refused, the British, with French backing, would not be willing to 

move beyond cutting the dismantling list beyond the 117 plants they had already offered.
604

 

 As the British had expected, it was impossible for the Americans to agree to only cutting the 

dismantling list by 117 plants. On the Ruhr Authority, the Americans were more than willing to be 

accommodating, as finding a framework for dealing with the Ruhr would remove one of the last 

blocks for the French to join the bizone, thus paving the way for West German self-rule. A tripartite 

agreement on the Ruhr Authority was therefore agreed upon relatively quickly.
.605

  

 Getting the Americans to agree to discuss prohibited and limited industries (PLI) would 

prove much more difficult. Prohibitions and limitations on German industry had been an integral 

part of the first Level of Industry plan from early 1946. However, Clay, on instructions from 

Washington, had resolutely refused to agree to any restrictions on bizonal industry during the 

negotiations on the second Level of Industry plan in the summer of 1947. The only restriction the 

Americans would agree to was the limit on German steel production at 10.7 million tons per year in 
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the bizone. While they had committed themselves to discuss the issue at a later date, they were well 

aware that time was on their side. They preferred to stall and let events make the case for 

prohibitions and limitations recede as the Cold War intensified and European reconstruction picked 

up pace.  

 They therefore thoroughly disapproved of Bevin trying to strong-arm them into discussing 

the issue by tying it to the negotiations on the Humphrey report. Given their stated need to cut the 

dismantling list to keep congressional funds flowing to the Marshall aid programme, tying the two 

issues together would give the British and French significant leverage in the negotiations on 

prohibited and limited industries, since the Americans needed to show Congress that their pressure 

to cut the dismantling list was being taken seriously.
606

 American opposition also came from what 

they thought the British and French wanted in the PLI negotiations. The State Department believed, 

erroneously, that the British, with French support, were attempting to force the Americans to agree 

to permanent limitations on German industry.
607

 They also distrusted the stated reason for the 

suggested limitations, seeing them as not being driven by security concerns but by the wish for a 

competitive advantage against resurgent German industry.
608

 

 The issue of prohibited and limited industries had first been brought up for discussion 

among the military governors in December 1948; however, after sounding out the other military 

governors, Clay had pushed for the discussions to be moved to the governmental level. He 

personally disapproved imposing limits on German production and had been given instructions that 

he should only make a deal on PLI if he could get agreement on a narrow list of industries with 

clear security implications. However, when the British and French responded by putting forward 

proposed restrictions on a broad range of German industries, he repeatedly reported back to the 

DoA that his instructions gave him no room for negotiations.
609

 If there was to be any concessions 

in this area, he preferred that the State Department deal with it itself, and that any negotiations be 

moved to the intergovernmental level.
610

 

 The ongoing discussions on the Humphrey report in London were the natural place to 

discuss the issue of prohibited and limited industries. However, Douglas, heading the negotiations 

for the Americans, was instructed by the DoS to refuse to discuss prohibited and limited industries 

in connection with the negotiations on the Humphrey report. As the British and French refused to 
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discuss the report unless the two issues were connected, the result was a deadlock on discussing 

both a cut to the dismantling list and on PLI, one which lasted over three months.
611

 

 The length of the break in Allied negotiations shows the importance the two sides gave to 

the question of PLI. According to the new American Secretary of State Dean Acheson, the 

“...differences between us and Brit and Fr on prohibited and restricted industries are substantial and 

raise extremely important questions of overall policy.”
612

 If there was one thing Bevin could agree 

with Acheson on when it came to PLI, it was the importance the question had for his own policy in 

Germany. The British idea behind using dismantling as reparations from Germany had from the 

start been seen primarily as a mean to reduce German industry to a “safe” level and to put 

restrictions in place to ban them from expanding beyond these limitations. Without an agreement on 

PLI, there could be no economic security against Germany. 

 As the standstill in negotiations continued, Acheson instructed Douglas to play hardball. 

Douglas was to make it clear to the British that if they insisted on pressing for concurrent talks, they 

could expect Congress to intervene and “blow up entire reparation issue and result in final US 

position which goes far beyond Humphrey Report in plant retention and would result in cut in 

[Marshall Aid] funds allocated countries receiving reparations equipment.”
613

 Bevin responded by 

stating that the question was of such importance to them that they were willing to accept lower 

Marshall aid funding if that was the only way to get an agreement on the issue.
614

  

 Only after Douglas instructed the DoS that he was getting nowhere and that his instructions 

were too limited for any possibility of agreement did Acheson back down. Douglas was instructed 

to start concurrent negotiations on the Humphrey list and PLI “... with understanding that it be made 

clear to Brit and Fr that such negotiations slhd not extend longer than 4 or 5 days.”
615

 If no 

agreement could be reached, the remaining questions would have to be resolved when the foreign 

ministers met in Washington in early April to sign the Atlantic Pact. Douglas was instructed again 

on the necessity to tread carefully and not offer too many concessions: 

 

Our PLI position arises out of our desire to go cautiously in committing ourselves to long 

term restrictions on Ger economy. We feel US must not commit itself to restrictions which 

prevent economic progress and capital development except where absolutely necessary for 

security purposes. We are certain if we did so our Congress and people wld not endorse the 
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decision and wld eventually have to revise or abandon it. We cannot contemplate a repetition 

of our experience with Congress on reparations.
616

 

 

In relation to these negotiations, he was instructed that American policy focused primarily on 

avoiding any long-term limitations on German industry. If this meant that the Humphrey committee 

list of plants was reduced, it was a price worth paying for avoiding hampering the German economy 

in the long run.
617

 

 When the negotiations finally started, the Americans found that their fears of the British and 

French wanting permanent restrictions on German industry were unfounded. The Foreign Office 

had already started to move away from their earlier positions in mid-1948. In accordance with this, 

they suggested a significant cut in the industries to be prohibited and limited. While the agreement 

on prohibited industries was to be in place until a German peace treaty, with the understanding that 

they would be the default Allied negotiation position for permanent restrictions later, industries to 

be limited would be up for review if any of the three Allied powers asked for it.
618

 

 After the drama of getting the Americans to the negotiating table, the actual negotiations 

went more smoothly. In reality, the differences between the Allies were not as big as the Americans 

and the British feared. Part of the reason was that the French were softening their position under 

Schumann, the new French foreign minister. Equally, the British and American negotiation 

positions on the duration of restrictions were closer to each other than both had expected. A total of 

13 industrial categories that had been in the original PLI agreement from 1946 were removed 

completely from the list. The 10.7 million ton production limit on steel was kept without any Allied 

disagreement.  

The two issues of discussion were the duration of restrictions and shipbuilding. On the 

former, the Americans originally sought to limit the restrictions, if there was no peace treaty in the 

interim, to the end of the Marshall aid programme in mid-1952. Any extension of limits on German 

production thereafter had to be approved by unanimous tripartite agreement.
619

 The British had 

originally sought to keep restrictions and prohibitions for five years unless a German peace treaty 

was negotiated before then.
620

 After considerable discussion, this difference was narrowed down to 

agreeing to keep limitations in place until the end of 1953, unless they were renewed by agreement 
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in late 1952.
621

 

 On the negotiations on what restrictions would be imposed on the German economy, the 

issue of German shipbuilding was especially problematic, and the British negotiators had to soften 

their position considerably.  A number of other industries, where the Americans proved to be less 

opposed to restrictions than the British had feared, were also to be constrained. The most important 

decision was to re-affirm the production limit on steel production. “The prohibition of synthetic oil 

and synthetic rubber […] means that we have gained our most important security objectives in these 

fields; and the prohibition is not without commercial significance.”
622

 

 The concurrent negotiations on the Humphrey Report saw the American negotiators seeking 

to claw back some of their concessions on prohibited and limited industries. The British negotiators 

were quickly pushed from their suggestion of retaining 117 of the plants on the Humphrey List, to 

being pressured on five major steel plants they thought absolutely essential to dismantle if the 

proposed steel production levels were to last. Five of them were of such importance to the British 

that they could not possibly agree to their removal from the dismantling list, since they possessed 

“such a measure of war potential that their retention in Germany would be both incompatible with 

our basic policy of demilitarisation and damaging to our prestige.”
623

 The biggest of them, August-

Thyssen-Hütte in Hamborn, was alone valued at 30 per cent of the entire Humphrey list and would, 

if retained, increase bizonal steel capacity by two million tons per year. The British and French 

position on these plants eventually won through. Of the big steel plants on the Humphrey list, only 

Deutsche Edelstahlwerke in Krefeld was saved. In addition to the steel plants removed, three 

chemical plants belonging to IG Farben in the French zone were also removed from the Humphrey 

list, reducing it to 159 plants and part plants.
624

 

 While the British were quite relieved at how far their views had been met during the 

negotiations, the State Department was less happy with the concessions. Douglas had to defend 

himself at length against accusations that he had “gone native”.
625

 Trying to regain control, Acheson 

sought to use the same trick Bevin had used. He proposed withholding final agreement on PLI and 

dismantling until agreement on two other outstanding issues relating to Germany had been agreed: 
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the negotiations on a new occupation statute and trizonal fusion.
626

 The proposal was only dropped 

after Douglas wrote at length about the tense atmosphere in which the ongoing negotiations were 

being held, concluding that “the scars that insisting combining talks on occupation statute and 

fusion would leave here, even if their introduction did not lead to a break-down of our nearly 

successful negotiations, would embitter our relations French and British, not only in relation to 

German matters but generally.”
627

 While the State Department was unhappy, Clay and the 

Department of Army were furious. Clay had responded angrily to the London negotiations even 

before they had started, telling his superiors that if he had been given the same instructions as 

Douglas, he would have been able to get agreement. “So again and for the fourth or fifth time 

during the last year, we are placed in the position to have been more unyielding than our 

government which of course means that our negotiating position here is once again undermined.”
628

 

After the negotiations were finished, Clay was even more acerbic, feeling that Douglas went far 

beyond his already too lenient briefs. “My examination just completed of Douglas’ proposals […] 

tells me we are paying a tremendous price for reparations agreement on plants of comparatively 

little value. The commercial smell is so strong I would expect Congress to raise hell about it. […] 

What are we, Tracy [Vorhees], men or mice? Are we financing a Germany to be the prey of Tom, 

Dick and Harry or because we want our influence felt in proportion to our aid?”
629

 

 The London negotiations on the Humphrey report and PLI helped cement a growing view in 

Washington and OMGUS that American policy in Germany was in chaos, that the different 

negotiations and issues were being dealt with in a piecemeal fashion, and that the British and 

French were fully coordinating and cooperating with each other to counter the overwhelmingly 

strong American financial, political, and military position. To show whether there was any truth to 

this, we must delve into the overall German policy of the three Allied powers in early 1949. 

 

Dismantling and its place in overall Allied policies in 1949 

On the specific issue of dismantling and its relation to PLI, the reason for the American refusal was 

due to one of the few fundamental differences in opinion on German policy between the two 

occupying powers. While the Morgenthau plan had envisaged permanent restrictions on German 

industry, the American negotiators on the 1946 Level of Industry plan had already started to move 
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away from a focus on permanent restrictions.
630

 The American view, which was relatively constant 

from then on, was that restrictions would only be imposed during the occupation and that the 

German economy should be free of restrictions other than on its armaments industry after the peace 

treaty or the establishment of a new German state. Reparations from dismantled industrial plants 

were solely an economic question, a means to extract reparations from Germany, not a part of a 

wider policy of economic security. This became official American policy with Byrnes’ Stuttgart 

speech in August 1946.
631

 They were also apt to see the British and French position as emanating 

from commercial considerations. However, American fears that the British wanted permanent 

restrictions and that these proposed restrictions emanated from commercial interests were only 

partially true.  

 While the original British plans from the end of the war had envisaged industrial limitations 

for 20 years or more, this was to be concurrent with a long but limited Allied occupation. Any 

prohibitions and limitations decided at this point, except for armaments and steel production, would 

only be in effect up until the signing of a peace treaty with Germany. While the Americans thought 

the British would seek to extend these restrictions into the future by advocating that they be added 

to the peace treaty, the British believed, like the Americans, that long-term or permanent restrictions 

on German industry would be counter-productive.
632

 However, their scepticism at such long-term 

measures did not stem from the same concerns. While the Americans were sceptical of limitations 

on German industry primarily because they would disrupt the German economy and trade balance, 

the British scepticism came from their belief that the Germans would never accept draconian, 

permanent restrictions on their economy and that to impose them would inevitably give rise to 

antagonism between the Germans and the Western powers, thus endangering re-education by giving 

ammunition to nationalists and communists.  

 While the British negotiating position on the issue was defended on security grounds, the 

position paper Bevin presented to the Cabinet before the proposed negotiations with the Americans 

shows that their position was the result of a delicate balancing act between economic self-interest, 

security, and the need to support German democratic forces.
633

 On the question of dismantling and 

PLI, British expert opinion was not as clear as their diplomatic stance indicated. Bevin had asked 

the British chiefs of staff to study the problem from the perspective of military security. They 
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reported that they no longer considered “... continuing restrictions on the production of industries 

needed for war but also essential to the German economy and European recovery […] as essential 

on security grounds.”
634

 Additionally, they emphasised the difficulty of cleanly separating industrial 

production that would constitute a security threat from production needed for the German economy. 

Using armed force or economic sanctions against a German government to force them to comply 

would therefore come at a very high political cost. 

 Due to the input of the chiefs of staff, the position paper laid out the principle that 

prohibitions and limitations should be structured so that they were as limited and easily enforceable 

as possible while maximising security. The British proposals for prohibited and limited industries 

were drawn up after consultations with the Board of Trade, Ministry of Supply, and Admiralty with 

the interconnected issues of economic self-interest and security in mind. The significant cuts in the 

proposed limitations from the summer of 1947 had come in areas where there were fewer 

entrenched departmental interests. These cuts were nonetheless important and the Foreign Office 

hoped they were significant enough to make the proposals palatable for the Americans and liveable 

for the Germans. When it came to convincing the Americans, the British could also take comfort in 

the fact that the French position was considerably harder than the British and that any compromise 

between the three allies was likely to end up close to the British position. 

 The importance of PLI in relation to dismantling was also evident from the effect the 

inability to come to an agreement had on the dismantling programme itself. Up until January 1949, 

dismantling had continued on German plants that had not been considered by the Humphrey 

committee; however, the impasse brought on by the British ultimatum meant that they were running 

out of plants to dismantle from the list. The British had also agreed to suspend deliveries to the 

IARA during the Humphrey review. Statistics shows that dismantling slowed down considerably in 

the winter of 1948-1949. The longer the stalemate in Allied negotiations continued, the longer 

British dismantling efforts would be effected.
635

 All sides agreed that the longer dismantling 

dragged on, the stronger German reactions would be: this in itself shows the utmost importance the 

British saw in an agreement on prohibited and limited industries as connected with dismantling. It 

was a question that went to the core reasons for dismantling.
636

 

 Given the extremely tough line the British took on the question and its possible 

repercussions, it is very unlikely that the British position was based primarily on commercial 
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considerations or purely on the limited security concerns over industrial capacity in the relatively 

short period these restrictions would be in force.
637

 It is true that in the discussions in Cabinet on 

prohibited and limited industries, both commercial and security interests were brought up. 

Farquharson has argued that the Cabinet decision made on 8 February 1949 that “... no aspect of our 

reparations policy should be influenced by the consideration of protecting British industry against 

fair competition from Western Germany” meant that commercial interests stopped playing a role at 

this time.
638

 The recently released Cabinet Secretary’s notebooks show that this is only partially 

true. Harold Wilson, who proposed the decision, continued by stating that Germany was at the 

moment engaging in “unfair compet[ition] due mainly to price fixing : valuation of mark : wages of 

Germans too low.” The implication was that as long as Germany had an unfair competitive 

advantage, Britain should still look after their own commercial interests. Farquharson is, correct, 

however, in stating that the German belief that Britain sought limitations on German industry 

primarily for commercial reasons was wrong. 

 Beyond commercial, security, and political calculations, the underlying issue on the 

questions of dismantling and limitations, as well as the wider issue of British policy in Germany 

was, as the Foreign Office saw it, the uncertain state of world affairs. While it was clear that 

tensions with the Soviet block were steadily increasing, the Cabinet was uncertain of how a new 

West German state would react to this. Would they play nice and seek to tie themselves to the 

Western Powers against Soviet pressure, or would they, as several members of the Cabinet feared, 

succumb to nationalism or communism and seek to cooperate with the Soviet Union to undermine 

Allied controls?  

 In British eyes, their two western allies did not see how potentially dangerous this situation 

was. Bevin saw American policy as consisting of setting up a West German state as free from Allied 

controls and limitations as possible, while the French policy was one of focusing so strongly on 

hampering the new German state with limitations that it was bound to create resentment. The 

American approach was gambling on the hope that democratic, pro-western forces would win out 

among the West Germans after the formal occupation was over. The French position was even 

worse in his eyes, as it was so punitive that the German reaction against it would undoubtedly bring 
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into being what the French feared the most. 

 The goal was, according to Attlee, to find a middle road between these two extremes that 

was both to be able to get Allied agreement and also give the Germans generous enough terms that 

they would be cooperative: “weak and depressed G. might offer herself to Sov. Russia. To get her 

into W. Europe economy she must have some strengths. But if she gets over-fat, she will kick.”
639

 

The suggested British middle ground therefore consisted of relatively soft policies while retaining 

as many formal powers as possible to keep the West Germans from straying from the path towards 

Western democracy.  

 The overall goals of Britain’s policy in Germany should, according to Bevin, be summarised 

alongside of the practical measures of maintaining a long-term occupation, continued 

demilitarisation, and finding a middle ground between French and American views: 

 

(i) to secure the association of Germany with the West rather than the East and to 

incorporate Germany into the comity of Western nations; 

(ii) to pay due regard to the sentiments of the German people, but without creating the fatal 

impression that we are bidding against the Russians and going to Germany hat in hand...
640

 

 

The Foreign Office was clear that the questions of dismantling and limitations and prohibitions on 

German industry were an integral part of this overall policy. As Bevin explained to the Cabinet, 

British policy necessitated the continuation of important controls over the Germans in order to keep 

the reins on future developments: “unless we retain control, we may get wrong kind of policy 

emerging in Germany.”
641

 These controls would be softened only when the Germans moved in the 

direction the Western Allies wanted, not when they complained the most. 

 Connecting these overall goals to the issues of dismantling and limitations on German 

industries, it is clear that they were of vital importance to the British not only from stand point of 

security, commercial interests, and the commitments made to recipient countries, but also to keep 

control over German developments. The British government wanted control over German 

production levels as an extra lever of control on German developments in general.  

 When looked at from this vantage point, the obsession with British and Allied prestige in 

relation to the dismantling programme becomes clear. This policy of controlling German 

developments only worked as long as the Germans, willingly or unwillingly, accepted Allied policy 

in Germany as legitimate, and that any change to it had to be negotiated. If Germans attacked 

specific Allied policies by claiming that it was illegitimate or unjust and got them overturned by 
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protests instead of negotiations, it would threaten Allied policy in general and strengthen elements 

in Germany that had no interest in cooperating with the West. 

 It is therefore not surprising that, from late 1948 onwards, there was a growing consensus in 

London and CCG(BE) that German intransigence on dismantling was a contest of strength with the 

Allied powers and that giving in to German demands would mean an unrecoverable loss of prestige. 

A Foreign Office background briefing to the press laid out this thinking in frank terms: 

 

What Germans are required to surrender by way of reparations is only a minute token 

payment towards the damage sustained by other countries. If they show themselves 

unwilling to do even this it does not provide much evidence of any change of heart. […] We 

think that one of the worst things that can happen to the Germans is to be told that they 

cannot have something, and then when they make a fuss and highly unscrupulous 

propaganda in order to get it [we were] to give way to them and let them have it. Therefore, 

on purely political grounds, the Allied Governments, having taken a stand, the more the 

Germans agitate the less we feel inclined to yield.
642

 

 

When it came to dismantling and the limitations on German industry, the connection between 

American policy on these issues and overall American policy in Germany was much less clear, as 

State Department planners realised when the British ultimatum forced them to consider it. Part of 

the reason was the administrative confusion in the American government on the German question. 

What was in theory a straightforward division of responsibilities for the American occupation of 

Germany had turned into a constant struggle between OMGUS and the DoA on one side and the 

DoS on the other. OMGUS focused primarily on building up the West German economy as quickly 

as possible, the State Department sought to use concessions in Germany to maintain a unified front 

in Western Europe against the Soviet Union, and the ECA sought to cut dismantling and permanent 

restrictions on the German economy to keep Congress and business interests content. The issue was 

made worse by the close cooperation between Britain and France on German questions. American 

negotiators, given narrow and often out-dated briefs in negotiations, were forced to either improvise 

or stonewall. When the Americans stonewalled, the British and French would inevitably ask that the 

negotiations be taken up at a higher level, and since the State Department, most open to 

compromise in European questions, was the final authority on policy, this led to a never-ending 

series of escalations and delays, at least according to Clay.
643

 

 As usual, most of his ire was directed at France, which “has finally succeeded in that 

apparently anatomical impossibility of making the tail wag the dog. It has discovered that by protest 
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it can stop the adoption of bizonal economic legislation”. The British were guilty of the same, 

especially in the case of dismantling and limits of industry. They were not willing to take a stand 

against French tactics out of “their desire to have French support to use restrictions on industry to 

reduce competition with British industry.” Despite the Americans paying virtually all the expenses 

for the three zones, they were close to losing all control over Allied policies in Germany. Clay 

recommended immediate action in working out a common American policy on Germany and to 

threaten the British and French by withholding funding of their zones unless they played ball.
644

 

Part of the problem for Clay was undoubtedly that, with the start of the ERP programme, OMGUS 

had gradually lost their autonomy in Germany, as more and more decisions, especially in the 

economic field, were now taken elsewhere.
645

  

 His worries were also shared by State Department staffers, who lamented the lack of 

coordination in American policy in Germany. It was impossible to separate the different parts of 

German policy and operations into “watertight compartments”, since they were all interrelated. This 

had become clear during the negotiations on the Ruhr Authority, where the discussions had moved 

into all of the major areas of contention in Germany. In a DoS memorandum that would set in 

motion a complete reappraisal of American policy in Germany, Wayne G. Jackson pointed out that 

the American practice of dealing with the different outstanding issues on Germany as “water-tight 

compartments” was not tenable. There was an urgent need to coordinate the different agencies and 

efforts in Germany, as well as to connect them to the Marshall aid programme. Only then could a 

satisfactory compromise be found with the British and French. “Unless they can be convinced that 

we not only have a consistent German policy but that we will carry it out, they will continue to grab 

all the controls they can get from time to time while at the same time remaining prey to every rumor 

or propaganda story which pictures the U.S. as more interested in German recovery than in Western 

Europe as a whole.”
646

 

 That American policy in Germany was in turmoil was a view shared by the new Secretary of 

State. When briefed on the developments in Germany in March 1949, Acheson was astonished to 

learn that the Western Allies were mere months away from granting the West Germans self-

government. “The Secretary indicated that he did not understand […] how we ever arrived at the 
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decision to see established a Western German government or State” and wondered if this had been 

“the brainchild of General Clay and not a governmental decision.” It is indicative of the chaos in 

American policy making that there was no clear answer to this. Murphy, who had been political 

advisor to Clay when the decisions were made, could only offer that “in his opinion” it had been a 

governmental decision and that, as far as he understood, Marshall had agreed to it at the time.
647

 

 To work out a new overall policy in Germany that would take into account the developments 

in American policy in Europe in general and the almost complete break with the Soviet Union, the 

National Security Council (NSC) were instructed to work out a new approach under the leadership 

of George Kennan and Robert Murphy. Time was of the essence because of Allied negotiations on 

the major issues of the German occupation were all ongoing and there was a real danger of far-

reaching decisions being taken while the NSC was still working out a new policy.
648

 

 This American compartmentalisation of the different issues relating to the occupation was 

clearly present in the discussions on prohibited and limited industries. The Americans saw the issue 

of prohibited and limited industries, along with the entire dismantling programme, primarily as an 

economic problem. For the Americans, dismantling was one the agreed-upon methods of extracting 

war reparations from Germany. Over an extended period, this would harm German recovery and 

distort international trade to the advantage of Britain and France. Only with the NSC reappraisal of 

German policy were the European views on the security benefits of dismantling and limitations on 

Germany taken seriously by American planners as a valid, negotiable part of the wider question of 

security in Western Europe.
649

 

 The NSC’s study sought to overcome the compartmentalisation of policy in Germany. 

Instead of dividing up the outstanding questions into matters of economics, Allied politics, and 

security, the goal was to find an overall solution to the German problem that weighed all of these 

considerations up against each other. The motivation was clear. The compartmentalisation of policy 

in Germany had resulted in the State Department being stuck with one position based almost solely 

on economic reasoning. This was a problem when in negotiations with the British and French, who 

generally sought to discuss all outstanding issues in Germany as interlocked questions of security, 

politics, and economics. Since the American negotiation positions were a hodgepodge of different 

instructions from the State Department, OMGUS, and ECA taken at different times since the start of 

the occupation, retrenching to a new position that still reflected American policy when they were 
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met by a common front from the British and French was almost impossible. 

 The most significant effect of the NSC studies was that the issue of security against 

Germany was again taken seriously on the American side, especially in questions relating to the 

German economy and politics. As George Kennan saw it, the British and French fear of a West 

German state turning into a loose cannon on the continent was real. By being too fast in granting the 

Germans full independence, nationalist elements would be free to exploit the situation and would 

likely try to strike a rapprochement with the Soviet Union to regain the East German states. 

However, imposing strict conditions for too long on a provisional West German government also 

posed a great danger, as German resentment would inevitably grow immensely under such 

conditions.
650

 

 This was an analysis of the dangers of resurgent German nationalism that was remarkably 

similar to the views in London. However, the proposed solution was rather different. While the 

British sought to guide the West Germans towards being a full member of the “western club” of 

nations by an elaborate mix of sticks and carrots, the American dismissed such efforts as bound to 

cause German resentment. The answer lay in rewriting the rules of the “western club.” 

 Supranational organisations, proposed through the Marshall aid programme as a way to 

create a more efficient and self-sufficient United States of Europe able to withstand Soviet 

encroachment, were now repurposed to also control the Germans. By including the West German 

state in supranational institutions, the problem of granting them the full benefits of statehood would 

be neutralised. Since all states would be giving up the same amount of control to these 

supranational organisations, the Germans would have no reason to feel discriminated against, but 

the organisations would still impose controls on West Germany that would constrain it from acting 

against the interests of the Western block and its neighbours. Together with an American 

commitment to strict controls on West German military potential, this would lay to rest most of the 

security concerns of the Western Allies. 

 

Experience has shown that if a segregated, centrally organized Germany were created, 

imposed limitations on armaments, industrial production and the use of resources might well 

prove to be impractical and create merely a delusive sense of security. […] Since a Germany 

separate from Western Europe and with freedom of action presents the dangers described 

above, the most fruitful long-run approach seems to be to try so to integrate the economic 

and strategic interests of Germany with those of its Western neighbors as to diminish the 

incentives and opportunities for separate disruptive action.
651
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This finally harmonised American policy in Germany with the overall goals of the Marshall aid 

programme. While ideas of integrating Germany, and especially the Ruhr industries, into 

supranational institutions had been discussed at different times in the preceding years, the NSC 

studies were the first to make this the cornerstone of American long-term policies in Germany. The 

American planners fully realised the difficulty of getting the British on-board with such a policy. 

The French were, on the other hand, proving receptive to the idea. 

 French policy on Germany had quietly shifted, especially after Robert Schuman took over as 

foreign minister in the autumn of 1948. Schuman, a native of Alsace-Loraine, was fluent in German 

and believed that lasting peace with Germany could only come from cooperation, not by weakening 

it by punitive policies. His apparent moderation in questions relating to Germany was so great that 

when Clay had a meeting with him in early 1949, he “... characterized the conversation as the most 

satisfactory which he had ever had on Germany with any French official.”
652

 It was also becoming 

clear to the French that their earlier policy of maximum restrictions and decentralisation of 

Germany was counterproductive. Disturbances in the French zone in the summer of 1948 had ended 

with two Land governments resigning because of the dismantling programme.
653

  

 The French had also been much more supportive of American efforts at setting up 

supranational organisations in Europe than the British. While the British had spent considerable 

energy robbing the OEEC of any supranational powers in its founding phase, the French had 

impressed the Americans with their support for such powers.
654

 However, the apparent French shift 

was far from absolute. American frustration at Anglo-French machinations on German policy came 

as much from French as British intransigence. Nonetheless, unlike the British, where the Foreign 

Office made sure British negotiations on all levels followed a consistent line, the French under 

Schuman followed a strategy of seeking to maximise measures to control and weaken Germany at 

the lower levels of negotiations and then soften up as stalemated issues moved up the chain of 

command. When issues eventually ended up in the hands of Schuman himself, he sought to usurp 

the British position of holding the reasonable middle ground between opposing views. A clear 

example of this was the negotiations on prohibited and limited industries, where Schuman pointed 

out in his meeting with Clay that the problem did not lie with France but with Britain.
655

 The French 

more or less admitted that this was a conscious strategy when confronted by Caffery, the American 

                                                 
652

 Caffery to Secretary of State, 22.3.49, FRUS 1949 Vol. 3, 118. 
653

 Klaus-Dietmar Henke, “Politik der Widersprüche. Zur Charakteristik der französischen Militärregierung in 

Deutschland nach dem Zweiten Weltkrieg,” Vierteljahrshefte Für Zeitgeschichte 30, no. 3 (1982): 500–537. 
654

 John Gillingham, Coal, Steel, and the Rebirth of Europe, 1945-1955 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 

1991), 145–148. 
655

 “Secret meeting with Schuman”, 21.3.49, Smith, The Papers of General Lucius D. Clay, Germany, 1945–1949, 

2:1057. 



234 

ambassador in Paris, on the obstructionism of French Military Governor Koenig in negotiations on 

the Occupation Statute. According to Paul de Leusse, German policy chief at Quay d'Orsay, 

Schuman had smiled when informed about Koenig’s attitude and said “... if Koenig says no on 

Monday, there is no reason why I can't say yes on Tuesday.”
656

 Schuman left it unsaid that he could 

also continue saying no on Tuesday, should this better protect French interests. 

 The French move towards rapprochement with the Germans was still in its initial stages in 

early 1949. However, ideas about using supranationality instead of direct controls to control the 

new West German state were still embryonic. The most important example of this French dualism is 

undoubtedly the negotiations on the occupation statute. After Koenig had pushed for over half a 

year for the most extensive controls possible over the new German state, the French foreign 

ministry turned around at the last minute. Mirroring British and American criticism of the document 

as cumbersome, unclear, and potentially giving the occupying powers control over all aspects of 

German administration, Schuman’s deputy Francois-Poncet informed Kennan that Schuman wanted 

to throw away the whole document. Instead, the French now proposed a small civilian commission 

overseeing the new German state, where the guiding principle would be that the Germans were free 

to exercise all the powers of an independent state, except for limited areas such as security and 

foreign policy. Unlike in the proposed occupation statute, the commissioners would not directly 

govern in these areas either, but simply exercise a control function, intervening only when the 

Germans breached the occupation statute or their own Basic law.
657

 

 This French turnaround was taken up with enthusiasm by American planners. After having 

hammered down a new overall policy in regards to the emerging German state, they were now 

looking to make last minute changes to the already mostly completed triparty agreements on 

Germany. On dismantling and the agreement on prohibited and limited industries, there was little 

room for change. However, the NSC study reaffirmed their commitment at keeping any restrictions 

limited to areas clearly connected to military security and that the restrictions would be as limited as 

possible, both in scope and in time. The main focus was on producing a radically simplified 

occupation statute for Germany along the lines of Kennan’s discussion with Francois-Poncet. 

Secondly, they proposed to end the stalemate between the military governors and the constitutional 

assembly in Bonn. Clay and Koenig had vetoed the draft Basic Law painstakingly negotiated by the 

German representatives, since they wanted a more decentralised West German governmental 

structure. Both were issues of utmost importance for the Germans, while at the same time being the 
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areas where it was easiest to get approval from the French and British foreign ministries.
658

 

 All these issues were settled when Bevin and Schuman met with Acheson in Washington in 

early 1949 for the signing of the Atlantic Pact. Before the signing, the foreign ministers finally 

settled the disagreements on the occupation statute, trizonal fusion, the Basic Law, dismantling, and 

PLI.
659

 The meeting ended on a high note. Bevin undoubtedly mirrored the general perception that 

the three allies had come very far in overcoming their differences on German policy: 

 

Mr. Bevin declared that he, Mr. Acheson and Mr. Schuman had just concluded a highly 

successful and gratifying series of meetings at which they had reached complete accord on 

Germany. He said that it was remarkable that in two days he and his French and American 

colleagues had been able to come to this agreement after years of no agreement. Never had 

there been such accord between France and Britain. All suspicion had been wiped out and 

relationships now between the two countries were better than they had been even during the 

war.
660

 

 

The agreements made in Washington on German policy were undoubtedly a relief for Bevin and the 

Foreign Office after a year of uncertainty and chaos. The British had managed to get the Americans 

to tie the dismantling programme to industrial production restrictions and the Americans and French 

had backed down on modifying the Basic Law. This had come at the cost of a slightly larger cut to 

the dismantling list than the British wanted and slightly less control over the Germans through the 

proposed new Allied High Commission. However, the compromise had only been possible because 

of the French move towards the American position on German policy, a development that was 

received with some alarm in London.
661

  

 The British policy of maintaining as much control over German developments as possible 

was under threat. Worse, their negotiating position, based on maintaining a middle ground between 

soft American and hard French policies, was in tatters. Due to the French shift, the Foreign Office 

had ended up as the advocate of the most hardline position both in the prohibited and limited 

industries negotiations and in their response to the American call for a simplified occupation statute. 

 Underlying the difference between the British and American positions was a profound 
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philosophical difference on the nature of resistance. The Americans saw it as only natural that the 

Germans would react strongly against any policies they saw as unfair. The occupiers should 

therefore try to avoid imposing controls and restrictions that aggravated the Germans and instead 

seek to control them through supranational machinery. The British saw resistance against the 

occupying powers as a sign of political immaturity. As the Foreign Office explained to Acheson 

later in the year, it was the British view that it was necessary to maintain restrictions on Germany 

until such a time as the German political leadership were willing to follow diplomatic protocol and 

negotiate. Any attempts at flouting or overturning Allied dictates needed to be dealt with swiftly, 

and the Allies needed to make it clear that these actions would do nothing but hurt German chances 

at gaining concessions. The time to include them in international organisations and what the British 

liked to refer to as the “western club” was when they had shown that they were willing to negotiate 

instead of fomenting resistance in the German population.
662

 

 As we shall see in the next chapter, the German reaction to the settling of the dismantling 

question and the publication of the prohibited and limited industries agreement would give 

CCG(BE) and Foreign Office reason for concern. The situation was made worse by the large 

amounts of plants left to be dismantled in the British zone. With the Americans finished dismantling 

and the French close to the end, the British would take the brunt of German criticism. With German 

resistance developing exactly as they feared, they were left calling for Allied unity on the 

dismantling programme to stop the snowballing German protests. However, with the Americans 

seeing German protests as quite natural and French busy building up links to the emergent German 

state, the British occupation authorities would face the brunt of the storm alone. 

 

Conclusion 

The Americans and French approached the gathering storm against dismantling with pragmatism. 

Seeing the protests increase against dismantling, they started looking for a way out of the dilemma 

in late 1948. The Americans were helped by the fact that OMGUS had been moving fast on 

dismantling, having all but finished their programme by mid 1948; thus, cutting the remaining 

plants from the dismantling list was not a major problem for Clay, despite the fact that he had 

wholeheartedly supported the policy throughout most of the occupation. The French, having gained 

most of their security objectives in Germany through Allied agreements, also changed tack, cutting 

dismantling in their zone above that suggested by the Humphrey committee. This left the British 

bearing the brunt of criticism from Germans and anti-dismantling forces abroad from early 1949 on. 
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Given that this would inevitably sour their relationship with the new Bundesrepublik, it is pivotal to 

get an understanding of why they nevertheless chose to continue. 
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Chapter 6: Towards a negotiated end to the dismantling 
programme 

 

The strongest protests against the dismantling programme happened in March 1950, after the 

Petersberg agreement of November 1949 was supposed to have solved the issue as a political 

problem. The former Herman Göring steel plant, now called Reichswerke, in Wattenstedt-Salzgitter 

was the only major steel plant to not be removed from the dismantling list at the Petersberg 

negotiations.
1
 Thousands of workers went on a rampage after the British started preparing to 

dynamite the foundations for the steel foundry after the foundry itself had been dismantled. The 

trouble started 2 March, when 2,000 workers rioted against the British demolitions squads, trying to 

overturn a car belonging to CCG(BE) officers and slashing its tires when they failed. The British 

first ordered German police to intervene, but the crowd managed to hold the policemen off with a 

barrage of snowballs.
2
  

The protests grew even more violent in the days that followed. On Monday 6 March, a 

crowd of 3,000 workers thrashed and overturned the cars of Belgian and Yugoslav IARA 

representatives, attacked two dismantling officers, forced their way into one of the factory halls 

where the British planned to blow up foundations and tore out the fuses, destroyed a crane used for 

dismantling. They then descended on RDR office in the plant, smashing it and throwing office 

equipment and documents out of the windows. The German police remained passive during the riot, 

and the Land commissioner ordered five companies of British infantry and a squadron of armoured 

cars to secure the plant.
3
 The day after, the situation reached a critical point. During the renewed 

demonstration, a British armoured car crashed into a parked vehicle. It was quickly surrounded by 

hundreds of angry German workers, throwing stones at and “insulting” its crew. With the crowd 

growing increasingly hostile and the crew of the armoured car in danger, the British commander 

ordered the 500 troops to assume battle positions with live ammo. The German crowd was told by 

loudspeaker that if they advanced against the British, they would be shot. The situation was only 

defused when Heinrich Wegener of the works council convinced the workers to disperse and the 
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soldiers to lower their weapons.
4
 

 The troubles brought out some of the old wounds from the height of the dismantling 

programme. When Böckler held a speech at the plant a few days after the riots calling for calm, he 

was cat-called and booed by the workers.
5
 The British were not exempt either. Max Willy 

Rademacher, a FDP member of the Bundestag, was indicative of the continued ill will against the 

British due to the dismantling. In a statement to the press, he cited the British publisher Victor 

Gollancz saying that the “mad explositions” at Salzgitter were due to the ‘idiocy’ of the British 

Military Government. The Federal Minister of Transport, Hans-Christoph Seebohm of the Deutsche 

Partei, “... said that the British Government was evidently determined to leave an indelible 

impression upon the minds of the German people.”
6
 The SPD, on the other hand, blamed the 

Adenauer government, saying that it had sacrificed the Reichswerke to safeguard the steel mills of 

the Ruhr.
7
 

 The British response to the riots and protests was, as had been their modus operandi during 

the late phases of the dismantling programme, to talk tough to safeguard British prestige, while 

calling on German authorities to find a negotiated solution behind closed doors.
8
 The Adenauer 

government, which had promised to expedite the remaining dismantling programme during the 

Petersberg negotiations, called publicly for calm in Salzgitter. The feeling that the steel plant had 

been sacrificed by Adenauer to save Ruhr steel magnates persisted. When limited production 

restarted in the summer of 1953 during the electoral campaign for the second Bundestag elections, it 

was opened by Adenauer himself. The Land government, dominated by the SPD, boycotted the 

event. They felt that Adenauer, after having sacrificed the plant at Petersberg, was now trying to 

claim ownership of all the work they had done to save parts of the plant and to get it back in 

production again.
9
 

 This chapter deals with the period from the end of the joint Anglo-German dismantling 
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commissions in mid-1948 up to the Petersberg agreement of November 1949. With the agreement, 

dismantling ceased to be an issue of significance in the relationship between the Allies and the 

German government. As the Reichswerke riots made clear however, the fight and the emotions that 

it had created, especially among common people in the hardest hit areas, would continue for some 

time after the end of dismantling as a political issue. 

 The British authorities, which had pushed so hard for a continuation of dismantling up until 

the founding of the Bundesrepublik in August 1949, instead moved towards a negotiated end to it, 

partially to avoid exactly the kind of dangerous situation that happened in Reichswerke. As 

mentioned in the previous chapter, the reasons for continued dismantling had been significantly 

reduced in internal British debates by the end of 1948. The commercial and security benefits of 

continued dismantling was considered relatively insignificant, and the production limits the British 

wanted to impose on German industry were unlikely to last much longer than it would take the 

Germans to reach them as their economy expanded. The main issue was one of maintaining Allied 

(and especially British) prestige by not being moved by German propaganda and special pleading. 

 As this chapter shows, the German position on dismantling in 1948 was based on a wealth 

of statistical material, much of it highly exaggerated, and on their belief that dismantling would end 

soon due to pressure from the American Congress. The announcement of the Ruhr Authority in 

December 1948 and the Washington agreement of April 1949 came as a shock to the Germans, and 

the common line the German political and economic elites had followed in late 1948 splintered. The 

dismantling question would become more and more connected with the question of how to relate to 

the Ruhr Authority and how the new German state was to relate to the Western world and the 

Eastern zone. The CDU and the DGB sought to open negotiations on ending the dismantling of 

select plants in exchange for a German commitment to Western European and Atlantic institutions. 

The SPD under Schumacher used protests against dismantling as part of a wider, increasingly 

nationalistic campaign to keep the door open for reunification with the Eastern zone, traditionally 

the heartland of the SPD, and opposed attempts at Western integration, as such would threaten this 

goal. 

 As we shall see, the electoral victory of Adenauer’s CDU and his intense wish to tie West 

Germany closer to France meant that the British push for a negotiated end to dismantling was a 

success in the short run, but would ultimately work against British policy in the long term. The new 

British line was originally meant to encourage the West German government to act responsibly in 

the international arena, to increase its prestige with the West German population, and to restore the 

tattered relationship between the British occupiers and the German elites after the bitter dispute over 

dismantling. However, the new Adenauer government had, as we shall see, little interest in restoring 
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the ties with the British and sought with increasing intensity to turn the negotiations about ending 

dismantling into an opening for French-German rapprochement and the reformulation of the Ruhr 

Authority into a steel and coal authority encompassing Germany, France, and the Benelux. 

 

The German hope for an end to dismantling 

Before the tumultuous end of the joint Anglo-German commissions on dismantling in the British 

zone, the Germans were relatively happy with Anglo-German cooperation on dismantling. In the 

British zone, the joint commissions had made it possible for the Germans to push dismantling of 

important plants as far into the future as possible and to lessen the impact on the German 

economy.
10

 

 However, the attitudes of German economic and political elites were to take an abrupt turn 

against dismantling in the summer of 1948. Part of the reason for this shift was undoubtedly the 

currency reform instituted at the end of June and the subsequent Berlin blockade. In the historical 

literature, this shift is seen as emanating from the perceived incompatibility of the Marshall aid 

programme, where the Western zones of Germany were to be included, and industrial dismantling. 

While this was certainly claimed by the Germans themselves as resistance against dismantling 

ramped up from mid-1948 onwards, there is little evidence of a direct connection between the two. 

In April 1948 Ludwig Erhard, as the new economics director of the VfW, mirrored the rhetoric of 

Clay and Robertson on the connection between Marshall aid and dismantling by stating that there 

was no conflict between the two. Given that German industrial capacity could not be fully utilised 

in the near future, removing excess capacity would not in itself hurt German rebuilding.
11

 

 It was not Marshall aid itself that heightened resistance against dismantling, but the 

realisation that the US Congress and parts of the administration were against the programme. 

Information about this dribbled in during the early parts of 1948, but turned into a veritable flood of 

commentary in the summer and autumn. The seemingly miraculous success of the currency reform 

in its first few months, along with the perceived unconditional support of the West Germans during 

the Berlin blockade, massively changed German beliefs in the possibility of ending the dismantling 

programme. While there had earlier been no reason to doubt the assurances by the Western Allies 

that dismantling would be carried out no matter what the Germans did, the belief now quickly 
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spread that the Americans would force through an end in the near future.
12

  

 This change in attitude worried the British greatly, with the Foreign Office wondering what 

this would mean to British influence in Germany: 

 

The Germans accepted our reparations programme in October 1947 with something 

approaching relief at its moderate character. But they have been quick to make use of the 

differences between the Allies which have since been disclosed, and have for some time 

been conducting a campaign of misrepresentation against what they choose to call 

“dismantling”. Acceptance of a cut in reparations at what the Germans will regard as 

American pressure may harm in some measure our prestige as an occupying power. But a 

continuance of the present impasse until after the formation of a Western German 

Government might have even more serious consequences.
13

 

 

In a letter warning CCG(BE) about the coming struggle, Robertson told his staff that “hopes have 

arisen in German minds that the reparation list is a dead letter.” He asked them to put “any doubts 

and hesitations they might have aside” to finish the dismantling programme so that they could 

return to “... more constructive fields.”
14

 

 This new belief that the Americans were about to force through an end to the dismantling 

programme to accomplish the goals of the Marshall aid programme would temporarily unite all the 

different factions in Germany. The prospect of an imminent end to the dismantling programme 

through American pressure meant an end to the bickering between political parties, Land 

governments, industry, and trade unions.
15

 They now all concentrated single-mindedly on assisting 

the American opponents of dismantling to end the programme as soon as possible.
16

 

 They hoped to accomplish this through barraging the Western Allies with memorandums, 

resolutions, reports, talks, speeches, and letters that set out in excessive detail the dire threat that 

dismantling posed to German and European reconstruction. While the Germans had infrequently 

sent requests to the Allies for reconsideration of the dismantling programme before, the flood of 

communications in the summer and autumn of 1948 was unprecedented, driven as it was by a 

German sense that time was running out. The ECA funding bill promised a formal end to 

dismantling, but the longer it took to do something about it, the more plants the Germans would 
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lose.
17

  

 Fritz Baade, the German dismantling lobbyist in the US, informed the NRW government in 

July 1948 that his work influencing American labour unions and politicians was progressing well, 

but that it would take time. He proposed that the people working on ending dismantling in Germany 

should contact Harriman and Hoffman of the ECA and other sympathetic ears on their own, sending 

them as much relevant material as possible to hopefully speed things up.
18

 By the request of Erhard, 

these initiatives to influence the ECA were coordinated by the VfW to make sure that they were all 

speaking from the same script. It was especially important that the different initiatives did not 

present different estimates of German industrial capacity.
19

 Wildly different numbers would 

understandably weaken the German claim that they possessed better statistical material on German 

industry than the Allies. 

 The opening shot of the campaign at the end of June had no references to alleged 

commercial interest. Given by Oberdirektor Pünder of the VfW, the letter informed the military 

governors in that the Bizonal Wirtschaftsrat were asking for an immediate end to dismantling due to 

it being in conflict with the stated goals of the Marshall aid package. They asked to meet the 

Military Governors to discuss setting up a  committee consisting of the Allied powers and German 

representatives  to reconsider the programme, based on Section 115f of the Congressional funding 

bill for the Marshall programme.
20

 

 In what would turn into a pattern for protests against dismantling, Clay took the lead in 

rejecting the German proposals. Clay had little sympathy for the constant demands for an end to 

dismantling. In a telegram to Draper of the Department of the Army, he professed bafflement at the 

US bothering to argue with its allies about the few remaining plants not agreed to on the Humphrey 

list: “politically in Germany the number to be retained is so small that it will not offset the 

continuation of the reparations program which the Germans have deluded themselves into believing 

in opposition to ECA policy.”
21

 The dismantling programme was out of the hands of the bizonal 

military authorities. The congressional act meant that the matter was now between ECA 

Administrator Hoffman and Allied governments. When asked if Clay would be willing to forward 

the letter without comment to Hoffman, he informed the Germans that he would do nothing until 

instructed to do so by the ECA and “the nations concerned.”
22
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The watchmaking scandal 

It did not take long for German authorities to renew their efforts, however. Protests against 

dismantling were boosted further by two connected dismantling scandals that inflamed resistance 

during the summer of 1948. By far the most serious one was the French decision to speed up 

dismantling in their zone during the summer of 1948. This was the final straw for the Land 

governments of Baden and Württemberg, disaffected by perceived French misrule and 

exploitation.
23

 Both resigned in the beginning of August 1948.  In Südwürttemburg-Hohenzollern, a 

general strike was organised the day after the resignation of the government protesting the French 

dismantling programme. The protests were mainly against the dismantling of South German watch-

making companies. The dismantling plans were taken as a prime example by the Germans of how 

the dismantling of peaceful industries had little to do with security. 

 The second scandal was closely connected to this strike. The Land government protests and 

the general strike seemed to have been, at least partially, caused by public outrage at an editorial in 

the July 1948 edition of British trade journal Jeweller and Metal Worker.
24

 The editorial celebrated 

the future prospects of the British watch industry due to the influx of machinery and reduced 

German competition because of dismantling. 

 

It is pleasing to be able to record that the final result has been to reach agreement that the 

German industry is to be reduced to 50 per cent of the 1938 level. This result is what we 

wanted to achieve; and although there can be no doubt that the Germans will ultimately re-

develop their horological industry on a strong basis the present position means that the 

British industry has been given a certain amount of breathing space in order to become 

organized on a sound basis. […] Following upon this, the contents of a number of German 

factories are to be thrown up for reparations, and Mr. W. W. Cope has recently made an 

inspection of these factories, as also of certain other machines which are available to this 

country.
25

 

 

As has been mentioned, the view of dismantling as affording at least some breathing space for 

British export industry was widely held in British government circles, but they had the sense not to 

say so publicly. The members of the German anti-dismantling campaign no doubt sensed that the 

frank remarks by the trade journal were a small part of such a wider British pattern of gaining a 
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competitive advantage for their exports. From the time the scandal over the editorial erupted, the 

Germans would refer to it incessantly as proof of bad faith when it came to dismantling. 

 In itself, it is surprising that the Germans would put such weight on such a miniscule export 

industry. However, the focus on the watch industry had one major advantage; in German eyes, there 

was absolutely no way to defend cutting down the production of watches for security reasons. The 

only reason for it was to weaken German competition. Due the publicity the editorial got in 

Germany, the view quickly took hold that French and British dismantling policies were driven by 

crass commercial considerations.
26

 

 There were two main problems with this theory. First of all, the French were not bound to 

the bizonal Level of Industry agreement of 1947. The dismantling of the watch industry in the 

French zone was decided unilaterally: the only thing the British were guilty of was asking the 

French to do it. Also, the British had good reasons for asking the French to reduce the German 

watchmaking industry. According to Carl Glatt, the German watchmaking industry had been busy 

during the war producing precision and timed fuses. Their technological lead in this field, along 

with the more primitive state of the British watchmaking industry, led to major problems during the 

war, as the British watch-making industry had relied on German industry for machinery and spare 

parts.
27

 The expansion of British watchmaking was to avoid having to deal with such a critical 

bottleneck in any future conflict. Given that the German watchmaking industry had been involved 

in war production, it was disingenuous of the Germans to claim that this was dismantling of purely 

civilian production. For natural reasons, this was a point that it would be quite embarrassing for 

British authorities to admit to after the war; the PR campaign against British support for dismantling 

in the German watchmaking industry therefore went unanswered. That an obscure trade journal 

would be the causal factor for the resignation of two Land governments and a general strike shows 

both the popular discontent in the French zone at the time and how the dismantling programme 

inflamed German sentiments. However, it also had more far-reaching consequences.  

 The troubles were a wake-up call for the French, who over the next few months started 

reforms in their zone to cut down on the programmes of economic exploitation and to institute 

reforms giving more power to the Germans.
28

 This shift coincided with Schuman becoming foreign 

minister, which was seen as an encouraging sign by the Germans.
29

 He encouraged the reforms and 

sent Francois-Poncet to the French zone to keep tabs on Military Governor Koenig and his staff 
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later in 1948.
30

 On dismantling, Schuman sought to give the impression that the French now had a 

more moderate line. In a press conference in Koblenz in October 1948, Schuman stated that “in 

opposition to Britain, France isn’t interested in the dismantling of German plants”, and that the 

dismantling of the watch industry was done purely to fulfil French international obligations.
31

 

Given that Schuman had sent a letter to Marshall less than a week before advising him against a 

dismantling stop during the Humphrey mission, this was undoubtedly an attempt at placating 

German public opinion.
32

 However, it did have the intended effect, as German opinion of the French 

as primarily interested in dismantling for commercial reasons would quickly soften towards the end 

of 1948.
33

 

 

German anti-dismantling lobbying campaign 

The shift in German rhetoric caused by the French dismantling troubles was almost immediate. A 

few days after the resignations of the Länder governments and the general strike, Pünder renewed 

the attack, this time asking Clay and Robertson for a reconsideration based on the effects the 

renewed French dismantling programme would have on Marshall aid goals.
34

 The day after he sent 

a letter to Hoffman, focusing in particular on the dismantling of the steel plant Hüttenwerke Hoerde 

and the effects on the Marshall aid programme.
35

 Pünder got a curt response to these letters one and 

a half months later by the economic advisors of the two military governors. They had been 

instructed by Clay and Robertson to tell Pünder that they were not prepared to discuss these issues 

with the VfW, that it was inappropriate of Pünder to contact the ECA administrator directly, and that 

any question about French dismantling policies had to be directed to the French occupation 

authorities.
36

 

 At the end of August, the minister president conference of the three Western zones tried to 

raise the question of dismantling with the military governors with reference to the dismantling crisis 

in the French zone.
37

 Stock was informed that the issue was now in the hands of Allied 

governments, and therefore “... it would not be within our purview to discuss the matter with 
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you.”
38

 Before the bizonal military authorities had time to reply, the Germans got wind of the 

American negotiations with the British and French on reconsidering the dismantling programme in 

the three zones: Stock sent out a new letter protesting the speeding up of dismantling in the Western 

zones and asking that dismantling instead be postponed while negotiations were ongoing.
39

 

 In concert with these efforts by the VfW and minister presidents, the political parties, the 

labour unions, and industrial associations also voiced their opposition to continued dismantling. The 

CDU organised a demonstration against the dismantling of August Thyssen-Hütte in Duisburg, and 

Adenauer sent out telegrams on behalf of the party protesting dismantling to the military governors 

in late August.
40

 The DGB made a proclamation against dismantling at their yearly conference in 

mid-August.
41

 In early September, Schumacher joined the protests against dismantling at the SPD 

Parteitag.
42

 In October, Barisch, head of the steel and iron industrial association, and Freitag, head 

of the IG Metall labour union, both held speeches opposing continued dismantling in the steel 

industry during a visit by Clay and Robertson to the Ruhr.
43

 In unison with these efforts, the 

German letter-writing campaign now ramped up significantly, aided by the encouragement and 

coordination of the VfW. The Germans used a carpet bombing approach when it came to these 

letters, inundating all military government and Western Allied ministries connected with economic 

policy in Germany.
44

 The RD&R division of CCG(BE) was so inundated by these letters that they 

were forced to ask the NRW Land government to stop forwarding them. Since they were an 

operative department with no control over the dismantling list or the timing of dismantling, these 

letters should be forwarded to the regional economics officer instead.
45

 

 None of these efforts had any immediate effect on the Allied powers. Even worse, in 

German eyes, dismantling continued unabated in the three zones, and had been sped up in the 

British and French zones.
46

 For the VfW and the Länder governments, the delay in the start of the 

Marshall aid reappraisal of dismantling seemed excruciating. Believing that the ECA would all but 

end dismantling in their study, the Germans were forced to wait as week after week went by, with 

                                                 
38

 Clay to Stock, 20.9.48, NARA AG 1948 Box 183 Folder 1. 
39

 Stock to Clay, 11.9.48, NARA AG 19948 Boz 183 Folder 1; The Germans found out about the imminent ECA 

reappraisal through a New York Times article on 1 September. German translation of article: BRE 3R.1.m. Nr. 151 Q. 

7 I. 
40

 Adenauer to OMGUS and Bercomb, 24.8.48, NARA Polad 795 Nr. 2. 
41

 Article in Telegraf, 21.8.48, BA Z12/21. 
42

 Hamburger Allgemeine Zeitung, 13.9.48, copy in BA Z12/20. 
43

 “Address by Direktor Barisch” and “Address by Herr Freitag”, 12.10.48, NA FO 1030/68. 
44

 Most of the content of the CCG(BE) files at the National Archive ,as well as OMGUS and Land government files 

relating to dismantling, are filled to the brim with letters asking for reconsideration of dismantling orders for 

individual plants. The vast majority of them follow the pattern laid out by the VfW above. 
45

 RD&R to NRW Economics Ministry, 21.6.48, NRW NW 203 Nr. 21, 14. 
46

 The dismantling in the American zone was almost finished at this point. VfW memo “Neuester Stand der 

Demontagen”, 30.9.48, NRW NW 53 Nr. 645, 187-188. 



249 

more and more plants being dismantled and shipped out of the Western zones. 

 Despite the dismissal by the military governors of their earlier efforts to put forth German 

views on the dismantling programme, the VfW and the Land governments decided to make another 

attempt. This time they reached out directly to those who had pushed for the reappraisal of the 

dismantling programme, the US Congress and Hoffman. The Office of the Minister Presidents of 

the three Western zones prepared a “petition of rights” for Congress, where they asked them to 

pressure the administration into following section 115f and push for a full stop in dismantling while 

the study by the ECA was being completed. A similar request was prepared for Hoffman. A report 

laying out the German views on how dismantling was hurting German and European reconstruction 

was to be included with both. However, these efforts also ran into problems. In a talk with W. B. 

Lochleng, a representative for OMGUS Political Advisor Murphy, members of the Office of the 

Minister Presidents aired their proposed “petition of rights”. Lochleng informed them that, while he 

was no legal expert, he doubted if any petitions not sent by American citizens could be presented to 

Congress. In any case, Congress was not in session, so they would not be able to deal with the issue 

until the new session after the presidential elections. Lochleng felt that any correspondence should 

be directed at the Western Allied governments.
47

 

 The Office of the Minister Presidents followed Lochleng’s advice and sent the report on the 

effects of the dismantling programme, along with a new cover letter, to the governments of the US, 

Britain, and France through the military governors, as they had been instructed to do by Clay.
48

 At 

the same time, the VfW sent the same report to Clay with a request to forward it to Hoffman.
 
Clay’s 

response to these new efforts was even more blunt than his previous retorts. He pointedly refused to 

hand over the report to Hoffman, stating that the military government was the final authority in 

Germany in matters relating to the ECA and that it was up to them to choose what to share with the 

organisation.
49

 Pünder ended up personally smuggling the report to Hoffman in a meeting in 

Frankfurt.
50

 

 The Minister Presidents fared even worse. During a Minister President Conference with the 

Military Governors on 29 Octobe., Ministerpräsident Hermann Lüdemann of Schleswig-Holstein 

asked if the report was being dealt with by Allied governments, and what Hoffman's view on it was. 

Again, Clay took the lead, telling the Germans that in his view, they lost ten to twenty factories for 

every memorandum they wrote the Allies. Clearly taken aback, Lüdemann asked whether they were 

to understand that it was better if they did not send reports or memos on the issue of dismantling at 
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all. Clay replied “Yes.” After a very tense discussion where Robertson tried to mediate between 

Clay and the Germans, Clay laid out his reasons for why taking unused capacity from Germany 

would not hurt the economy. Clay warned that the Minister Presidents should not make the mistake 

of thinking that the great majority of the plants now being studied would be retained in Germany: 

“For these reasons I am of the opinion that you do not think about this question realistically.
”51

  

 None of them found out whether the military governors had sent their report or what 

Hoffman felt about it. Neither did Robertson, who, a couple of months later, asked Clay what he 

had done about the letter and report. Robertson had sent it on to the British government, and had 

been told not to give any reply to it. Clay informed Robertson that he had done nothing with it. In 

his view, his response to their first letter from 31 August was clear enough.
52

 

 If the heated conference with the minister presidents had not killed off the belief in German 

political circles that dismantling was about to end with the ECA study, the news that reached the 

VfW on the Humphrey mission must have done so. The Allies had come to a “gentleman’s 

agreement” on reduced dismantling instead of a complete stop during the study.
53

 The idea that had 

underpinned the unified German lobbying effort, that dismantling was all but dead due to the 

congressional intervention, was now shown to have been hopelessly optimistic. Given that they 

were offered clear signals that their input was not wanted on the Humphrey study, the German elites 

were therefore forced to wait for the results of the mission and Allied negotiations. 

 

The German arguments for ending dismantling 

The problem for the German lobbying campaign, apart from the points made so forcefully by Clay 

in the October meeting, was that the German estimates of the size of the dismantling programme 

differed drastically from the studies done by the Western Allies. With the benefit of hindsight, it is 

clear that the Allied estimates of the effects of dismantling was closer on the mark when it came to 

the effects on the value of dismantled plants, on the German economy, and on European 

reconstruction. For understandable reasons, the Germans were not privy to these studies. Their own 

studies were partially done by the industrial associations, which had a vested interest in overstating 

the damage that dismantling would cause..
54

  

 The main source for German statistics on the dismantling programme and estimates of its 
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effects was, from the beginning of 1948, not the industrial associations, but a work group 

established by the VfW after the end of the Moscow conference in the spring of 1947.
55

 The group 

was led by Gustav Harmssen, a senator in Bremen
56

 and presented their first comprehensive report 

on the effects of dismantling and other Allied policies on German economy in early 1948.
57

 In a 

briefing letter to a new edition prepared for international consumption during the German lobbying 

campaign of autumn 1948, Harmssen laid out the goals of the study: to find out what productive 

capacity was left to the German people and the obstacles in the way of economic recovery.
58

 

 The report, published as a four-volume collection of statistical material and economic 

analysis, came to some stunning conclusions. According to the Harmssen report, the Allies were far 

off in their estimates of industrial capacity in the Western occupation zones. While the stated goal of 

the bizonal Level of Industry agreement of 1947 was to reduce industrial capacity to a level where 

the Germans could maintain the same standard of living as in 1936, the new dismantling 

programme would reduce the bizonal economy far below this limit. There were two main reasons 

for this. First of all, the bizone had increased in population by 25 per cent after the war due to the 

arrivals of expelled Germans from Eastern Europe and immigration from the Soviet zone, 

something the Harmssen report claimed had not been considered in the new agreement. Just based 

on the increased population level, the Level of Industry agreement would reduce bizonal standard of 

living to 25 per cent below the level in 1936. On top of that, the Allies had not correctly calculated 

the destruction of German industry during the war and the effects of Allied dismantling. The 

Harmssen report was, in essence, stating that the new, reduced level of industry agreement would 

have the same punitive effect as the first, draconian plan from 1946.
59

 

 Even more sensational was the Harmssen report’s calculations of how much the Germans 

had already paid in reparations to the Allies. According to the report, the Germans had already paid 
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$71.1 billion. This number was based on the estimated value of territory taken over by Poland and 

the Soviet Union, other German internal assets, deliveries from current production such as 

mandatory coal and timber exports, other deliveries such as trade secrets and German patents, the 

value of forced labour by German prisoners of war in Allied countries, and, most controversially, 

the value of the confiscated assets of Volksdeutsche, the German-speaking minorities living in 

Eastern Europe who had been ethnically cleansed and sent to Germany after the war. 

 While the dismantling programme was small in value compared to this number, the 

Harmssen report reported the value of machinery on the new dismantling list at $5 billion and the 

costs for the Germans associated with dismantling at $3.2 billion. The loss in production capacity 

and of German assets in general would mean that the German economy would not only struggle to 

reach an acceptable standard of living, but also would be barely able to feed its own population. If 

the industry levels in the dismantling plan were made into permanent limits, the German economy 

would be unsustainable.
60

 While the calculation of how much had been extracted from the Germans 

after the war has not held up particularly well and was widely ridiculed by international critics at 

the time, the Harmssen report did dig up a large amount of very embarrassing information on the 

removal of machinery and the export of raw resources by the Allies outside of the official 

dismantling programme during the early days of the occupation. These programmes were all but 

over in the bizone by the time the Harmssen report came out and had only caused scattered and 

local protests. However, with the Harmssen report, the Germans finally had an overall (if highly 

inflated) estimate of the extent of these programmes. 

 The Harmssen report was well received by the German press on its publication in February 

1948.
61

 Outside of Germany, however, the reception was icy. The Economist called it “a Minor 

Mein Kampf”, and accused Harmssen (not wholly without reason) of fanning the flames of a 

nationalist revival in Germany. It declared that the Harmssen estimates were pure fantasy. To 

include the return of gold stolen by the Germans from occupied countries as a reparations cost was 

distasteful and to use the confiscated personal property of the Volksdeutsche could only seriously be 

made by people sharing the Nazi concept of Greater Germany.
62

  

 Cecil M. Weir, the head of the economic subcommission of CCG(BE), focused his criticism 

on the validity of the German claims about the value of reparations: “I entirely share the view of 

‘The Economist’ that the best answer to a report of this kind is a positive and constructive economic 

policy. At the same time, we must be ready to expose the gross inaccuracies of the Harmssen report 
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in respect of the value of those things which have been removed from Germany since the 

occupation.”
63

 While it was virtually impossible to put a price tag on the German industrial secrets 

and patents that the Allies had extracted, and he did not have any numbers on the real value on the 

German shipping fleet handed over as reparations or the confiscation of German external assets, he 

was certain “that Harmssen’s figures are wrong and that they can be easily rebutted.” However, he 

did agree with Harmssen that the value of the machinery being dismantled was much higher than 

the worth reported through the IARA; nonetheless, the Harmssen report values were too high. That 

the German statistics on dismantling and the German economy were overstating its effects was also 

admitted by some Germans, albeit in private.
64

 However, diplomatic historians keep citing the 

Harmssen report rather uncritically to this day.
65

 

 That the IARA values for dismantled plants were too low was well known among all the 

occupying powers. In CCG(BE), it was considered a matter of no particular importance, since the 

valuations were only used in calculations of the reparations accounts of the members states of the 

IARA in the bidding on machinery. Since the members of the IARA were promised a certain 

percentage of the total dismantling programme, the under-valuation of machinery had no practical 

effects as long as all the machinery was roughly equally valued.
66

 

 The VfW, while happy with the statistical work and conclusions of the Harmssen report, was 

aghast at the reception abroad. Harkort wrote to the Harmssen work group about the uniformly 

negative responses he had gotten from foreigners. The tone of the report was such that even well-

meaning individuals found it off-putting. They had considered the attempt to frame the issue of 

dismantling as a breach of international law especially distasteful, given recent German history.
67

 

 The Büro für Friedensfragen worked most closely with the Harmssen group.
68

 They were 

worried about the very negative responses the report had gotten abroad. They had tried to defend 

the author against international critics, especially seeking to still claims about Harmssen as a 

nationalist. However, they also wanted Harmssen to tone down his rhetoric for the next edition of 

his report. They also wanted him to get rid of some of the arguments in the report that had raised the 

most criticism abroad: namely, the stolen gold, the story that German war prisoners were working in 
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British mines, and the issues surrounding the Volksdeutsche. In terms of the latter, it was especially 

important to avoid again claiming that the confiscation of their property should be counted as 

German war reparations. When Harmssen defended his inclusion of these categories, Eberhard of 

the Friedensbüro snapped and sent back an itemised list of which points in his report that were false 

and/or demagogic.
69

 

 Despite these caveats, the Harmssen report was seen as very useful by the VfW. It provided 

a vast amount of statistical material, all pointing towards the fact that the Germans had already paid 

immense amounts in reparations to the Allies, and that continued dismantling and controls of the 

German economy would cripple it. After having cleaned up some of the offending passages for the 

next edition, an unnamed staffer at the Friendensbüro was baffled at the harsh criticism the report 

had gotten abroad. Referring to the campaigns in the US and Britain against dismantling, he pointed 

out that most of the arguments raised had already been brought up by foreign critics.
70

 As late as 

October 1949, the VfW was opinion that there was no better source on the effects of dismantling on 

the German economy, informing a professor in Britain asking about the dismantling programme that 

“by and large, the Harmssen report still remains the main source” on the costs of reparations in 

Germany.
71

 

 The findings of the Harmssen report clearly influenced the German lobbying campaign 

against dismantling in the summer and autumn of 1948. However, another, more important lesson 

the German elites learnt from the international reactions to the Harmssen report was the danger of 

engaging in nationalist rhetoric when it came to discussing German economics in relation to Allied 

policies. There were three main reasons for this. One reason was purely practical. There was no 

point in putting off the intended audience by expressing German views in a way that made the 

Allies react with horror and disgust. Secondly, and more importantly, a majority of the factions 

working to end dismantling were themselves very concerned about nationalist rhetoric. They found 

the thought of the campaign to end dismantling turning into a rallying point for nationalists and 

communists terrifying. Thirdly, the growing focus on membership of the West German zones in the 

European Recovery Programme (ERP) and the strong pressure from the US Congress to use the 

funding of the Marshall aid as a tool to end dismantling meant there was a way to re-frame the 

German argument. Instead of focusing on how much dismantling would hurt the German economy 

(an argument that was bound to only find limited sympathy in the countries attacked by the 
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Germans during the war), the focus turned towards how the dismantling programme was so punitive 

that it would make European recovery impossible.  

 The result of this shift was a clear change in not only German rhetoric on Germany and its 

place in Europe, but in the German public debate and opinion too. Earlier German critiques of the 

economic policies of the Allies usually did include a reference to German, and especially Ruhr, 

industry being a vital part of the European economy. However, with the advent of the Marshall aid 

package and the political fight over dismantling, the role Germany would play in European 

reconstruction became the main argument. When it came to European reconstruction, what was 

good for Germany was good for Europe. 

 The report the minister presidents had tried to send to the Western Allied governments and 

to the ECA administrator was a clear example of this. It used the Harmssen report’s statistical data 

and conclusions, repackaged as a defence of the Marshall aid programme: 

 

European economic recovery is impossible if Germany’s economic situation does not enable 

her to achieve a reasonable standard of living, at the same time placing her in a position to 

contribute an important share to European reconstruction by deliveries of her high-grade 

industrial products. […] The question now arises whether, after the scheduled dismantlings, 

Germany would still be able to play its part in European reconstruction and whether it would 

still be in a position to achieve a decent standard of living. Detailed investigations have 

supplied a negative answer.
72

 

 

It is hardly surprising that the report did not raise any accusations of commercial interests as driving 

dismantling, given its intended recipients. The petition intended for Congress did do so, mentioning 

in particular the dismantling in the watchmaking industry as an example of this.
73

 

 The intervention of Congress into the dismantling question, along with the Harmssen report 

and the studies done by the industry groups, had shaped a common narrative for the German 

campaign against dismantling and a unified approach to fighting it. That the highest American 

representative in Germany would take the lead in shooting the efforts at getting the US to shut 

dismantling down came as a blow to the Germans. More would follow. The announcement of the 

Ruhr authority in December 1948 came as a shock to the Germans, and their reactions to it would 

split German unity. The conclusions from the Washington talks would divide the Germans even 

more. The cut to the dismantling list was smaller than the Germans had expected, and the Prohibited 

and Limited Industries agreement that came with it revived the worst German fears about the 
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danger of long-term restrictions on industry. 

From protesting to disrupting dismantling: the Bochumer Verein case. 

By the end of October, with the expected start of the Humphrey mission and the pause in 

dismantling still not formally announced and reports of the British occupiers speeding up 

dismantling, workers in plants on the dismantling list were getting restless. When dismantling was 

ordered of the Mülheimer plant of Rheinischen Röhrenwerke, the workers refused to let the firm 

contracted to dismantle the plant start with their work. After a discussion between the workers of 

the plant and those of the dismantling contractor, the latter also joined in the refusal to work.
74

 

 The dismantling stoppage quickly spread to other plants. CCG(BE) was in a difficult 

situation, with orders to speed up dismantling as much as possible while they themselves were 

waiting for the results of the negotiations on the American request for a dismantling pause during 

the Humphrey mission.
75

 The situation was made even more difficult by a proclamation from the 

metal workers union, IG Metall, that they would stand by any of its members who ended up in 

trouble as a result of refusing to assist in dismantling.
76

 Furiously trying to put out the fires on the 

local level before the protests spread even further, CCG(BE) called the IG Metall leadership in to 

apply some pressure. The trade union explained that it was impossible for them not to support their 

own members protesting the loss of their jobs. However, they would not assist in any action 

contrary to military government orders. Given that there would shortly be a review of the 

dismantling list, an agreement was reached between the trade union and CCG(BE) that the former 

would not be expected to step in to get dismantling started again until it was clear that the plant had 

been freed for dismantling by the Humphrey committee.  

 After the CCG(BE) intervention, this delay now applied to four plants, the most important 

one being the Bochumer Verein steel works. The British suspected that the workers had been 

encouraged to disrupt dismantling by the employers. In the case of the firm Geldbach in 

Gelsenkirchen, the employer had failed to inform the workers of the orders for dismantling until the 

day it was to start, and then encouraged them to resist. He was promptly fired. In others, the 

workers were unwilling to dismantle machinery when there was a clear possibility that the 

Humphrey review would remove the plant from the dismantling list in the near future.
77

 

 Bochumer Verein, being a major steel production plant, was by far the most significant of 
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the factories where the workers had stopped dismantling. Given its importance, the Foreign Office 

felt a firm stance was needed in this case: “we cannot allow the labour troubles at [Bochumer 

Verein] to stop the dismantling of equipment […], since once the Germans feel that they have 

scored a success we may very well find a large part of our dismantling programme endangered.”
78

 

 CCG(BE) decided to make an example of the plant if passive resistance continued. Each 

individual worker would be given orders by military government to commence work. If they did not 

do so, they would be prosecuted immediately. The workers doing the dismantling would be under 

police protection. If this failed to get dismantling to get started, “... the only solution would appear 

to be the use of force.” IG Metall was to be informed about this procedure beforehand so they could 

tell its members about the effects continued resistance would have.
79

 The NRW Land government 

was informed that, given the “strike actions” at Bochumer Verein, the British would now insist on 

the dismantling of this plant, and that any plant where similar resistance happened in the future 

would be treated the same way.
80

 At the same time, the Americans were asked for assurances that 

the plant would be released by the Humphrey mission as soon as possible, so dismantling could 

commence. The State Department informed the Foreign Office that, while they were sympathetic to 

the British request, it would be difficult to overrule the Humphrey committee at this point in time.
81

 

With the Foreign Office and the Americans involved, the stakes were high. CCG(BE) HQ issued 

instructions to Regional Commissioner Bishop to order IG Metall to not take any steps to hinder 

dismantling and to inform its members of CCG(BE) policy on dismantling of plants where there 

were labour troubles because of the reparations programme.
82

 

 The British had to wait a month for the final decision of the Humphrey committee on 

Bochumer Verein. It was freed for dismantling on 24 December, but, on 3 January 1949, the 

Americans informed the British that they had changed their mind.
83

 The Americans wanted to retain 

part of the plant after all. Instead, the Americans proposed that the part they wanted to keep be 

exchanged on the dismantling list with another plant owned by the Bochumer Verein company in 

Wismar.
84

 This was completely unacceptable to the British. It would be an embarrassing climb-

down both from their promise to the Germans that they would not consider any more substitutions 

of plants on the dismantling list and their stated assurances that dismantling would go through when 

it came to Bochumer Verein and other plants. The Foreign Office informed the Americans that to go 
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along with their request “... might give the Germans the impression that their resistance had borne 

fruit [and] might well endanger the bulk of our dismantling programme and by seriously 

endangering our prestige as an occupying Power might well weaken in some respect Military 

Government throughout Germany.”
85

 

 The British military government decided to commence with dismantling forthwith. Given 

that they could never agree to the retention of the plant, they were prepared to face disagreement 

with the Humphrey committee. Since the workers of the dismantling contractor at Bochumer Verein 

had abandoned their posts en-masse every time the British had tried to restart dismantling in the 

past, the British appointed a new contractor and ordered an immediate restart. 

 Given that the NRW government and IG Metall had been informed one and a half months 

before that the British would not back off on dismantling of Bochumer Verein, there was ample time 

for this information to trickle down to the management and workers of the plant. With their fate 

sealed, they had little to lose by escalating the situation. When the new dismantling contractor tried 

to restart dismantling on 4 January, the workers of the plant surrounded the machinery and 

convinced the dismantling crew to stop working. After being informed of this, the regional 

commissioner ordered that the plan from November 1948 was to come into effect. An example was 

to be made of the plant.
86

 Written orders were given to the dismantling workers and notifications 

were sent to the Bochumer Verein works council, making it clear that if dismantling was disrupted, 

the disruptors would be prosecuted. Police protection would be given to the dismantling crew. If 

they refused to work, a contingent of displaced persons was at the ready to take over.
87

 

 When the new dismantling procedure was to start on 10 January, the dismantling contractor 

and the CCG(BE) officers on site were met by 30 members of the press. The management of 

Bochumer Verein had organised a press conference on the same morning, ostensibly to declare that 

they had sent a telegram to President Truman asking for the plant to be spared from dismantling.
88

 

When the dismantling gang entered the factory floor to start their task, they found themselves 

confronted by a large group of workers from the plant: German police were watching and the press 

were taking pictures from the side lines. Klever, a member of the IG Metall executive, intervened 
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“at some personal risk” and was able to get the workers of the plant to stop their blockade. After a 

complaint from the dismantling gang, the German police and the press were also made to leave by 

the British officer present, and the dismantling of the machinery finally started. However, seven 

men from the dismantling gang also left, despite the orders given by CCG(BE).
89

 

 Given the clear orders the workers had received and the amount of press the case had gotten, 

CCG(BE) decided to prosecute the workers in a military court for disobeying a direct order. The 

court case quickly turned into a debacle, mostly because of their defence counsel, Eugen Budde. 

Budde, an expert on international law, was a highly controversial figure in the German anti-

dismantling camp. Arguing that the dismantling programme was a clear breach of international law, 

he had become a well-known figure in Germany by writing long and detailed op-eds for German 

newspapers. His greatest victory was getting his views on dismantling prominently covered in the 

Harmssen report. However, for the Germans working seriously on limiting the scope of dismantling 

in the Western zones, he was seen as a dangerous nuisance. They considered his claims about 

dismantling in relation to international law shaky. They also knew very well that for the Germans to 

raise the issue of international law in an attempt to try to stop war reparations would be very badly 

received abroad.
90

 

 The legal proceedings quickly turned into a farce, as Budde dragged the case on by bringing 

in an excessive number of witnesses and focusing more on his own theories of international law 

than dealing with the specifics of the case, which was done, according to a CCG(BE) observer, “no 

doubt with the sole object of attracting publicity.”
91

 CCG(BE) had wanted to be lenient on the 

workers, both to calm the waters and because they thought the workers were only pawns being used 

by others. However, by focusing almost exclusively on the issue of international law, Budde made it 

impossible to clear the seven workers: 

Budde argued that the Military Government order issued to the accused was illegal because 

our dismantling policy is contrary to international law. He claimed that our dismantling 

policy is contrary to the provisions of the Hague convention and that it violates the Potsdam 

agreement. He also claimed that it is contrary to the decisions in connection with forced 

labour taken at the international tribunal at Nuremburg. If the defence had adopted a line on 

smaller and purely logical issues the Magistrate might well have taken a more lenient view 

than in fact he did. As however the defence was based on issues of the widest possible 

significance any apparent weakening of Military Government at this stage might be 
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interpreted as an admission at least of doubt on some of these important issues.
92

 

One man was acquitted, based on the technicality that he had started work before leaving. The other 

six got jail sentences of two months. The result was a veritable storm in the German media, where 

the common theme was surprise at the tough sentences. Budde went on record saying that every 

legal means for revision of the verdict would be sought. Heine of the SPD Central Committee 

deplored the verdict and hoped it would be revised. Adenauer felt the verdict was “very regrettable 

from political viewpoint” while industrialists criticised the sentence as too harsh, since the prisoners 

“were only scapegoats”.
93

 Although the DGB did not agree with the industrialists interviewed by 

the press on who the people doing the scapegoating were, Böckler voiced a similar sentiment in a 

letter to Robertson calling for the six men to be released. According to Böckler, the men were only 

pawns being used by others, and punishing them would be unjust.
94 

 
The verdict against the six was overturned on appeal, this time based on the case itself.

95
 

However, while the court case was going on, the dismantling contractor reported to CCG(BE) that 

he was the victim of a discrimination campaign. He had had the power cut to his workshop without 

warning, was asked to return some machinery Bochumer Verein had lent him, the tax authorities 

had demanded a complete statement of his financial affairs since 1946, the denazification board had 

asked him to prove he was not a Nazi, the phone company had refused to install a line in his 

workshop and he had been under constant attack in the press, all in the space of a few days.
96

 

 The Bochumer case was the most public and longest running dismantling scandal the British 

occupiers had had to deal with so far. CCG(BE) came out of it bruised, but succeeded in setting an 

example. Few of the later disruptions and protests against dismantling went as far as the Bochumer 

case, up until the Reichswerke riots. While the Germans did not succeed in saving the parts of 

Bochumer Verein that were up for dismantling, it is doubtful whether they really expected to. What 

they did succeed in was testing the limits of how far they could go in opposing dismantling directly 

before the occupiers put their foot down. The pattern of industrial workers blocking dismantling for 

short periods of time, dismantling contractor workers failing to show up for work, and Arbeitsamt 

bureaucrats aiding them would slowly grow through the year. It could not stop dismantling for long; 

however, by extending the start of dismantling by a week here and a week there, the end result was 

further delays for the entire programme in the British zone. The worst hit were the dismantling 

contractors, who were targeted by German harassment campaigns that the British would find very 
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difficult to counter. 

 

German reactions to the Washington agreement 

By the time of the Bochumer Verein trial, news was starting to trickle into Germany about the likely 

recommendations of the Humphrey mission. They were not as far-reaching as the Germans had 

hoped. In the economics committee of the Länderrat, Schmid of the VfW reported that they could 

expect a removal of about 150 plants from the dismantling list, but that the Western Allies had also 

started to discuss the issue of prohibited and limited industries, which would add to the list of plants 

to be dismantled. According to Schmid, the British were being particularly difficult and the German 

argument that they had no surplus capacity to dismantle was not being heard, since the 

“propaganda” for continued dismantling focused only on the question of security.
97

 

 The preliminary news of the disappointing results of the Humphrey study was reported at 

about the same time as the Germans were notified about the Ruhr Authority and a growing crisis in 

the Parliamentary Council. There was a growing political fight between the CDU and SPD in 

preparation for the federal elections.
98

 On the Ruhr Authority, a storm of protests against 

international control over the Ruhr was tempered somewhat by a growing minority which hoped the 

Authority would be the first step towards European integration.
99

 

 These conflicts spread to the issue of dismantling and how to react to it after the 

announcement of the Washington agreement in April 1949. The German factions had been unified 

in the dismantling question by the belief that the Americans were about to put a stop to it through 

the Marshall aid programme and congressional pressure. The Washington agreement shattered these 

beliefs, and German anti-dismantling strategies now started splintering off in different directions 

based on the political and economic interests of the different groups. 

 There were two main reasons for German disappointment. First of all, the agreement on 

prohibited and limited industries not only set production limits on important German industries. It 

also meant that sizeable number of new plants were now put up for dismantling, significantly 

reducing the effect of the cuts agreed in the dismantling list from 1947. A report from the 
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Friedensbüro called the PLI agreement a “third level of industry plan,” and interpreted the time 

limitations of the agreement to mean that if there was no peace treaty by mid-1952, they would 

remain in force.
100

 

 The Washington agreement removed 159 plants and part plants from the dismantling list.
101

 

The prohibited and limited industries agreement retained the limit on steel production of 11.1 

million tons of year in the Western zones, however. With the production capacity only increased 

marginally by the agreement to about 13.5 million tons per year, steel production was now clearly 

the sector of the German economy hit hardest by the dismantling plan. Steel production was 

scheduled to be reduced to 72 per cent of the capacity from 1936, or 56 per cent of total German 

capacity standing after the war.
102

 The agreement would shift the focus of the German anti-

dismantling campaign on attempts to halt this massive reduction of the steel industry. 

 In a speech to the Wirtschaftsrat, Punder related the results of the Washington agreement. 

Punder thanked “Mr. Hoffman and the members of his and President Truman’s commissions and 

committees, that undoubtedly did their best.” Without explicitly singling out the British, he implied 

that the new prohibited and limited industries list was based on commercial interests. The core of 

the problem with the PLI agreement and dismantling was the limitations it would mean in the steel 

industry.
103

 By dismantling steel plants and imposing a production limit of 11.1 million tons per 

year, the German economy would have a permanent limit of steel production of 115kg per 

capita/year, as compared to 537kg in the US.
104

 The eight plants that the Humphrey committee had 

asked to be retained but the British and French did not agree with were by far the most significant 

ones. These steel plants had a production capacity three times higher than the rest of the steel plants 

on the Humphrey list, and their reparation value was two thirds of the value of all the 159 plants the 

Allies had agreed to retain in Germany. The August-Thyssen-Hütte alone had a capacity of two 
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million tons per year.
105

 

 The factories that the Allies could not agree on were, along with August-Thyssen-Hütte, 

Klöckner-Werke in Düsseldorf, Deutsche Edelstahlwerke, and Bochumer Verein in Bochum, which 

had been included by the British because of the dismantling protests. The British had insisted on 

keeping them on the reparations list since keeping them in Germany “... would be both incompatible 

with our basic policy of demilitarisation and damaging to our prestige”.
106

 The remaining three 

were large IG Farben plants in South Germany the French had refused to remove. 

 Among the Allies, the Washington agreement was seen as a chance to get back on track. In 

the British zone, the last holds on dismantling plants were lifted in May 1949: steps were taken to 

significantly increase the speed of dismantling and the Germans were told not to try to get the 

decision to dismantle overturned on plants on the final list, as it only turned international opinion 

against them.
107

 The Americans, who at this point were finished with dismantling in their zone and 

considered the whole dismantling debate an unwelcome distraction from their decartelisation efforts 

in Germany, also closed ranks. With the congressional challenge to the Truman administration 

defeated by the election results, the VfW got no help when they talked to representatives of 

OMGUS and ECA to find out why the results of the Humphrey mission had been so disappointing 

and how they could proceed now. A representative of the VfW was told by Mervin K. Hart of the 

National Economic Council that “Administrator Hoffman was far from as friendly in his attitude 

[when it came to supporting German views on dismantling] as some in Germany had believed.” It 

would probably be better to communicate with McCloy, the successor of Clay.
108

 This was a 

diplomatic way to tell the Germans to go through official channels. The personal opinion of 

Norman Collison, the ECA representative for the American zone, was that dismantling the eight 

plants the Allies could not agree on was uneconomical. However, since all American attempts at 

convincing them of this had failed, there was nothing he could do. The Germans needed to discuss 

this issue with the British and the French directly. The best thing for the Germans to do, in his view, 

was for them to accept the dismantling programme, wait a year, and then push for an increase of 

allowed industrial potential and an end to PLI regulations. He was in essence asking the Germans to 

do what the Americans were planning as their negotiating position according to the German policy 
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worked out by the National Security Council prior to the Washington Agreement.
109

 

 The stonewalling by the Americans and the British put the Germans in a difficult situation. 

Unlike the 1948 lobbying and the delaying campaign in the joint Anglo-German dismantling 

commissions, there was no obvious line of action they could unite around. The belief that they 

could convince the Allies that dismantling needed to stop before most of the machinery was 

removed now seemed unrealistic, but the German leaders still needed to show that they were 

opposing dismantling. Everyone agreed that it was not right to demand that the workers and low-

level bureaucrats of the Arbeitsamt carry the load of working against dismantling alone, as Stenzler 

put it.
110

 

 The problem was what to do. With the first federal elections nearing and no consensus on 

how to proceed against the dismantling programme, there was an increasing tendency to use 

dismantling to take pot shots at political opponents. Stenzler’s comment had been an attempt to get 

the industrial association to take a stand by also asking its members and plant engineers to join in 

passive resistance against dismantling. So far they had done little. The remontage programme 

offered them a fair chance of getting through the dismantling campaign strengthened, with state 

funding to reinvest in new, modern machinery as soon as production limits were removed and the 

slack in German production capacity ended. According to the DGB, factory owners and 

management seemed to be more interested in criticising the labour unions for not fighting against 

dismantling than fighting against it themselves.
111

  Industrial interests were using workers and low-

level bureaucrats by encouraging them to engage in passive resistance against dismantling, both to 

fight the battle of opposing dismantling for them and to cause a rift between them and the trade 

unions. Both were right. For employers, DGB and SPD initiatives on the socialisation of heavy 

industry and industrial democracy, along with American decartelisation pressure, was seen as more 

important than the dismantling programme.
112

  

 According to Böckler, the enemies of the trade unions were trying to use dismantling to 

pressure and weaken them. He saw no reason why the trade unions should “pick the chestnuts out of 

the fire” for their opponents.
113

 Trade union goals were wider than fighting against dismantling. 

They were aiming for a new type of economy and society through the socialisation of coal mining 
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and the steel industry and the democratisation of industry and business in general. What the trade 

unions had to be careful of was that the fight against dismantling would not end up dismantling the 

trade unions.
114

 Apart from the criticism from the employers and their attempts at driving a wedge 

between the workers and work councils and the trade unions, the DGB also reported that they were 

systematically being cut off from the CDU-dominated VfW. With American support, the trade 

unions had been blocked from joining the newly formed industrial advisory committees of the 

VfW.
115

 To make matters worse, reports were reaching the DGB that high-ranking bureaucrats in 

the VfW close to the labour unions were being systematically pushed out.
116

 

 Robertson, after a meeting trying to mend the rift between the two factions, concluded that 

“to the trade unions all employers are Nazis. To the employers all trade unionists are communists. 

The politicians attach themselves to one side or the other.” The military government was trying to 

guide (i.e. re-educate) them towards a better working relationship, but “all three parties have much 

to learn before true co-operation between them is established.”
117

 In a report on the rift, the 

CCG(BE) manpower division hoped that the situation would get better with the new federal 

government, since the increased power given to the Germans would force them to act more 

responsibly: “it may well be that our greatest opportunity to offer continuous effective guidance will 

then occur.”
118

 

 The problem for the British was that while the different factions in Germany might be 

highly suspicious of each other, when it came to the tactics and sincerity of opposing dismantling, 

they still opposed to a programme that they saw as being continued mainly due to British 

commercial interests. Böckler, maybe the closest ally the British occupiers had among the German 

political and industrial elites, was clear on where the blame lay for the continuance of the 

dismantling programme. While thankful for the help CCG(BE) had given in building up the trade 

unions, he still felt that the latter needed to speak out when Allied policy was unfair and made no 

sense. Combining Marshall aid with dismantling meant giving with one hand and taking with the 

other. Böckler laid the entirety of the blame for the Washington agreement on Bevin, feeling that, in 

this question, he was trapped by only seeing the question from the viewpoint of the suffering Nazi 
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warfare had caused.
119

 Böckler laid out a strategy for convincing Bevin that would try to avoid 

turning the dismantling question into a contest of prestige and authority between the Germans and 

the British.
120

 To get through to Bevin, the DGB was trying to contact him, not as foreign minister, 

but as another trade union man. Likewise, they were trying to mobilise trade unions in Allied 

countries to come out against the dismantling programme.
121

 While they did not expect any 

immediate results from this, Böckler was optimistic about the effects such a strategy would have. 

As a DGB newsletter informed its local leaders, they felt confident that “steady drops would hollow 

the rock” eventually.
122

 For the DGB, ending the dismantling programme was important not 

because of the economic effects, which since they were manageable.
123

 Their main concerns were 

the social effects, mainly local unemployment and displacement of labour, and the political 

repercussions. The dismantling programme, due to its hostile reception among the German 

population, was seen as feeding nationalistic rhetoric and political posturing, thus strengthening the 

forces on the far right and left.
124

 

 The Arnold government in Nordrhein-Westfahlen had the most inventive strategy when it 

came to trying to limit dismantling. Karl Arnold had already in January 1949 raised his idea for an 

international authority controlling not only the Ruhr industry, but also the coal and steel industry of 

France and the Benelux countries. He had tried to get the other minister presidents in the Western 

zones to agree on a proclamation that the Germans would accept the Authority if it was extended to 

include other industrial centres in Western Europe.
125

 The proposal had been presented to the other 

minister presidents as a good way to avoid German resistance to the Ruhr Authority being seen by 

the Allies as emanating from German nationalism.
126

 What Arnold was really aiming for seemed to 

be to use the fear among the German political leadership of being branded as nationalists to get 

them to publicly support the start of a project of European integration. 

 By the summer of 1949, the French government had already formed the first tentative links 

with Germans about economic cooperation.
127

 A committee had been set down in Frankfurt, which 
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consisted of industrial interests who were mostly interested in furthering trade links. In a letter to 

Böckler, Arnold told him that he was putting together a competing committee in Düsseldorf, which 

would try to push for wider, political cooperation, and asking the trade unions to join.
128

 After the 

announcement of the Washington agreement, Arnold would attempt to use the fight against the 

dismantling of the Ruhr industry as a tool to accomplish his goals.  In January 1949, rumours were 

being reported in the German media that sources in the NRW Economics Ministry had informed 

them that there were in negotiations about turning the heavy industry of the Ruhr on the dismantling 

list over to the Allies so they would be under international ownership instead of being removed. 

When the VfW asked the NRW government for an explanation, they denied that anyone from the 

Economics Ministry had talked to the press of such a plan and that no negotiations were ongoing.
129

 

However, if no such plan had existed, the press reports seemed to have given the Arnold 

government ideas. In the summer of 1949, Arnold made a similar suggestion, this time on the 

German chemical industry, to Regional Economics Officer Bishop.
130

 The most serious attempt, 

approved by the Land government and presented to Bishop in June 1949 by Arnold and Nölting 

personally, involved turning the August-Thyssen-Hütte into an “international youth centre”, as the 

Manchester Guardian put it.
131

 The plan was somewhat more serious than the Manchester 

Guardian’s presentation. The NRW government was offering to turn the steel works over to an 

international holding organisation dedicated to educating European youth “into a democratic 

mindset and win them over to the idea of European reconstruction.”
132

 The internationalisation of 

the plant would be “in accordance with Allied wishes, the first step towards a widened European 

cooperation in one of the most important parts of the economy.”
133

 The strengths of the plan, that it 

managed to hit the major policy aims of all the Western Allies was of course also its greatest 

weakness. It attempted to reconcile the Allied fear of resurgent German nationalism due to their 

reaction to dismantling, British and French fears about security, the American (and Karl Arnold's) 

goal of European integration, the French goal of international ownership of the Ruhr industry and 

the British goal of reeducating the German youth. But by trying to find a common ground between 
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such diverse interests, they ended up with a somewhat silly end product that was promptly rejected. 

The Foreign Office dismissed it as an “extremely phony offer”.
134

 

 In the meantime, the VfW moved towards confrontation. The method was, in a continuation 

of the lobbying campaign of autumn 1948, letters and proclamations sent to the military governors. 

The first letter to the military governors of the bizone in May 1949 was relatively diplomatic. 

Pointing out the immense value of the steel plants the Allies had not been able to agree to in the 

Washington negotiations on the Humphrey report, the Wirtschaftsrat of the VfW asked that their 

dismantling be halted and that they be put under the control of the Ruhr Authority. When the Ruhr 

Authority was operational, it could decide on whether continued dismantling of the plants was 

needed. This should calm any security concerns the Allies had and make sure that the Germans 

could make a meaningful contribution to the European reconstruction.
135

 The Bipartite Control 

Office replied in a similar vein to the earlier responses to VfW initiatives: “This is to confirm that 

the matter is one reserved to Military Government and beyond the competence of the Economic 

Council [the Wirtschaftsrat]. The matter has been decided at the governmental level and no further 

discussion is possible.”
136

 

 The rejection by the military governors was met with defiance from the VfW. Pünder asked 

them to send the request on to Allied governments and to ensure that they were given a proper 

response. If this did not happen, Pünder noted that he personally felt that the common Allied 

assurances that there were no commercial interests behind the dismantling programme would no 

longer be believed by the Germans.
137

 This was an “arrogant and nonsensical” position according to 

an OMGUS staffer.
138

 

 The harder rhetoric of the Germans was a result of the start of the election campaign for the 

first federal elections ramping up in the Western zones, something at which the second resolution by 

the Wirtschaftsrat hinted. The resolution, supported by all parties except for the communists, 

bemoaned the increased speed of dismantling weeks before the Bundesrepublik was to come into 

existence. The resolution juxtaposed the dismantling programme with the democratic wish of the 

German people, not only for a new German nation, but to become an integral part of Western 

Europe. Dismantling should be stopped to give the West German population reason to believe in a 
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new European order through industrial democracy.
139

 This focus, which painted the Allies, and 

especially the British, as hurting the “European idea” while the Germans were seeking to build it up 

through the unfettered reconstruction of their industry was widely disseminated in the German press 

at the time.
140

 

 This insistence that German opposition to dismantling was based on their belief the 

“European spirit”, as the resolution put it, was somewhat tarnished by a separate initiative by the 

VfW to protest the PLI list. The VfW focused on the more marginal issue of the banning of the 

Fischer-Tropsch process and dismantling the plants left producing using the technique. The Fischer-

Tropsch plants had gotten famous during the war for producing synthetic fuel for the German army 

and had been considered essential for continued German warfare after they lost access to most 

natural fuel towards the end of the war. The six Fischer-Tropsch plants built in the late 1930's were 

heavily damaged by the war, but two of the plants were brought back into production in 1947 as a 

stop-gap measure by the British to fill German needs for ingredients for soap and detergent products 

and gasoline. An uneconomical process that had proven vital to the German war effort at the later 

stages of the war, the Fischer-Tropsch plants were a somewhat surprising choice for the post-war 

Germans to focus on. The main driving point behind the campaign to save the plants was a belief 

that the British were trying to get them removed for commercial reasons.
141

 

 In trying to convince the rest of the VfW to take action to save the plants, the economic 

committee of the Wirtschaftsrat claimed that the plants were not primarily fuel production plants, 

since they only produced 20 per cent gasoline of low quality, the rest was the commercially 

significant kogasin liquid and paraffin wax.
142

 This was at best a half-truth. While the gasoline 

produced from the plants was sub-par, it was never only one fifth of the total output. After the war, 

when the plants were re-started under British orders, the production of gasoline was minimised and 

the focus was on producing other products. Nevertheless, gasoline production amounted to around 

40 per cent of the total output in the years after the war in the bigger of the two plants. During the 

war, gasoline production topped out at over 80 per cent in 1939, and total fuel production was never 

below 60 per cent.
143

 German complaints about the dismantling of the plants of course also 

completely neglected to take into account that the only reason the plants were built in the first place 

was to assure German fuel supplies during warfare. 
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 What gave the campaign against the dismantling of the plants a whiff of economic 

nationalism was the argument made of why the British wanted the Fischer-Tropsch plants 

dismantled. According to Heinz Niedelmann, the head of the Coal-Chemical Trade Association, the 

British wanted the plants gone because it was in the interest of foreign oil companies. The argument 

therefore boiled down to keeping inefficient German owned plants in place to stop foreign-owned 

plants in Germany from taking over the domestic market. These quite weak arguments for retaining 

the Fischer-Tropsch plants found such wide acceptance in Western Germany that they would be 

supported first by the VfW and later by the Adenauer government in negotiations with the Allies, 

which speaks to the very strong mistrust of British motives for insisting on continued 

dismantling.
144

 It was also not really consistent with German claims that they were only interested 

in what was best for the European economy as a whole in their opposition to dismantling. 

 

Dismantling as an election campaign issue  

The German political leadership of the bizone had shown a common line during the summer of 

1949, with a gradually harder tone taken against the Allies as the first federal election approached. 

The tone, especially towards the British, would harden significantly more as the campaign started in 

earnest.  

The way dismantling had turned into a campaign issue baffled the DGB. According to Böckler, the 

political parties had been relatively passive earlier in the year. When he had proposed that the final 

session of the Parliamentary Council in May 1949 issue a statement against continued dismantling, 

the politicians had done nothing. Now they were trying to “cook soup” on the issue, which was 

unhelpful if the actual goal was limiting dismantling. Böckler and the DGB had been forced to 

reassure their international contacts that the heated language against dismantling was not a sign of 

rising nationalism in Germany. The electoral campaign had, however, shown how strongly Germans 

felt about the issue, and Böckler felt that the extremist parties on the left and right might gain from 

public anger at the dismantling campaign.
145

 

 The parties on the far left and right did try to use the dismantling campaign to gain votes. 

The KPD, for instance, accused the Nordrhein-Westfahlen government of having helped the Allies 

with the dismantling list. As the Economics Ministry dryly noted, given the communists’ 
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unconditional support for the Soviet Union, it was difficult to see how they could accept the far 

wider dismantling in the Soviet zone while attacking the programme in the Western zones.
146

 While 

there is no evidence that the KPD gained much from their criticism of the dismantling programme, 

parties on the far right had some success in areas where dismantling had led to high unemployment. 

Their greatest victory was in Wattenstedt-Salzgitter, home to the Reichswerke steel plant, where two 

minor radical right-wing parties got 25 per cent of the vote.
147

 

 Among the major political parties, the SPD went the furthest in attacking the dismantling 

programme in their election campaign. The CDU under Adenauer was clear that they did not accept 

the dismantling programme and would fight to have it changed after the elections; however, they 

generally stayed clear of inflammatory language.
148

 The SPD, on the other hand, used the 

dismantling question shamelessly to try to attract the nationalist vote for the elections. The shift in 

SPD rhetoric was so strong that one CDU-controlled newspaper mused on whether there might be a 

conspiracy between SPD and the British Labour party, where the British were pushing for 

dismantling so the SPD could gain votes by playing on German nationalism.
149

 The SPD was not 

below using dismantling to attack their opponents either. Erhard’s comments a year earlier about the 

dismantling programme and Marshall aid not being in conflict with each other were now dug up by 

SPD politicians to attack their most important opponent on economic policy.
150

 

 The British and the other occupying powers watched the growth of dismantling as a 

campaign issue with the utmost scepticism. Their hope that the rhetoric against dismantling would 

calm down after the election on 14 August 1949 was quickly proven wrong. In an SPD-organised 

protest at the August-Thyssen-Hütte in Duisburg, Schumacher, Nölting, and Baade spoke out 

against dismantling in early September 1949. In Schumacher’s speech, widely reported in the 

German press, he proclaimed that the worst type of human he knew were dismantling contractors. 

Interrupted by loud shouts of “Hang them!”, he continued to say that “no more disreputable job 

exists than to profit from destroying the German national wealth under the protection of foreign 

bayonets.” The new German republic could not stand this state of affairs for much longer without 

raising its voice in protest.
151
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 The comments shocked the newly appointed Allied high commissioners, who had taken over 

from the military governors of the occupation zones. Robertson, now high commissioner, noted that 

“the people who are causing real trouble are the SPD led by Schumacher who has made some quite 

outrageous remarks lately.” According to him, Francois-Poncet, the new French high commissioner, 

had noted that “if they carry on with this it will be the one thing which alone will make it certain 

that the dismantling programme will be carried through to its bitter end.”
152

 

 The SPD lost the election to the CDU, which was busy during late August and early 

September negotiating a coalition government with other right-wing parties. Given the election loss, 

the SPD’s continued campaign against dismantling must be seen as a way to put pressure on the 

coming Adenauer government. If the CDU-led government managed to end or limit dismantling, 

the SPD could claim to have been the most outspoken proponent for this course of action; if they 

did not, they would be left wide open to an attack by the SPD for aiding in the destruction of West 

German industry. 

 

Aggressive passive resistance  

The speech was not only an indication of the SPD playing with nationalistic rhetoric to gain support 

among a population now riled up against the dismantling programme. It was also a reflection of a 

darker tendency. The German elites had increasingly turned on each other after the Allies closed 

rank behind the Washington agreement in April 1949. By the summer of 1949, this search for a 

domestic scapegoat had ended up centring on dismantling contractors. Because of the 

disreputability of the work, the British offered high rates for dismantling factories: the contractors 

that accepted were desperate, since they lacked the business contacts required to get less 

controversial work. While the British occupation authorities contracted out the work, the Land 

governments were obligated to pay the bill for dismantling, something that had created friction 

between the Land governments and CCG(BE) from the start. 

 The passive resistance campaign against dismantling that had started in the autumn of 1948 

and created the crisis leading to the Bochumer Verein trial continued throughout 1949. The German 

authorities, labour unions, and business interests had learnt how far they could go before the British 

would step in and force through dismantling. It included blocking off the access of dismantling 

firms to plants up to the point where they got formal orders from the British to desist, and a very 

lackadaisical approach by the German Arbeitsamt in assigning workers to the dismantling firms. 

Despite the high unemployment that had followed the currency reform, they were unwilling to 
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assign unemployed workers to dismantling work unless they were pressured directly to do so by the 

military government. They were also insistent that any worker who wanted to quit their dismantling 

job be allowed to do so, regardless of whatever order the British had given.
153

  

 However, this did was only enough to delay dismantling, not to stop it. As dismantling 

ramped up after the Washington agreement, CCG(BE) reported that “... the resistance campaign 

against dismantling is tending more and more towards the intimidation of dismantling contractors 

and workers.”
154

 In several instances this intimidation turned violent. Workers at the Dortmunder 

Parrafinwerke, a Fischer-Tropsch plant, were responsible for the most notorious attack. Like the 

dismantling contractor at Bochumer Verrein earlier in the year, a contractor at the Parrafin-Werke 

had been recalled to the local denazification board at city hall after accepting the dismantling 

work.
155

 Once there, he was physically attacked by 16 workers from the Parrafin-Werke who had 

been waiting for him. Due to inaction by the local police and prosecutors, CCG(BE) put the 

attackers on trial in military court for causing public unrest and hindering the work of agents of the 

military government. Their defence centred on arguing that they had not attacked the contractor for 

his dismantling work, but because he was an old Nazi. They also noted that attacking him in city 

hall was not technically public unrest, since their intent was not to cause such a result. The military 

court was unconvinced of these arguments and sentenced six of them to two months 

imprisonment.
156

 On appeal, three were let go, two got reduced sentences, and their ringleader got 

his sentence increased to five months imprisonment. Adenauer would later in the year write to the 

high commissioners asking for leniency. Robertson rejected the plea, stating that the man was 

fortunate to have only gotten a five-month sentence.
157

 

 The workers employed by dismantling contractors were also under intense pressure. In one 

instance, a gang of workers for a contractor attacked the manager of the plant they were dismantling 

because he was walking around taking photographs of them. They were promptly picked up by the 

German police and interrogated before British dismantling officers intervened and freed the men, as 

they saw the manager’s actions as a clear attempt to intimidate the dismantling workers.
158

 

Dismantling contractors were also the targets of a concerted propaganda campaign. Anonymous 

letters were sent to prominent Germans listing and shaming the owners of dismantling 
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contractors.
159

 The shouts from the crowd during Schumacher’s speech at the August-Thyssen-

Hütte were mirrored in posters plastered outside of plants about to be dismantled. One poster, 

reproduced by Ahrens, proclaimed “Traitors at the plant!”, with a picture of a gallows and the 

names of assorted dismantling contractors.
160

 

 The poster campaign was topped when Regierungspräsident Baurichter in Nordrhein-

Westfahlen gave large fines to a handful of dismantling contractors for not conforming to German 

licensing laws. CCG(BE) saw it as a purely political decision, taken only to punish the contractors 

for taking dismantling work. The NRW government defended Baurichter, claiming it was a question 

of work place safety.
161

 Bishop wanted to fire Baurichter for hindering the work of CCG(BE), but 

was informed by the legal department that the political consequences of such an action meant it had 

to be approved by the high commissioners. The fines would result in protracted discussions between 

the NRW Land government and CCG(BE), which only ended in April 1951, when Minister 

President Arnold finally waived the fines.
162

 

 The Baurichter intervention was followed by a massive campaign of anti-dismantling 

posters in his district. The German police had been ordered to take the posters down and to 

apprehend the men behind it, but the British were having trouble getting them to do so. Some 

policemen refused the work and the police president who had told them to do so based on a British 

order was reprimanded by the Land government. Eventually, they had to send troops out to tear 

down and paint over the posters.
163

 When the newspaper Westdeutsche Rundschau printed a picture 

of one of the posters on their front page with the names of dismantling contractors clearly visible, 

the British had had enough. When the editor was called in for an explanation, the deputy Land 

commissioner in NRW reported that he was “petulant to the point of insolence.” The editor called 

dismantling contractors traitors and stated that it was every German’s duty to “fight dismantling by 

all means in their power.”
164

 

 In a report to Robertson about the dismantling troubles, Bishop reported that the Arbeitsamt 

offices in NRW was recruiting workers to dismantling work under “an increasing hostile 
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atmosphere” and that the British could not rely on their half-hearted support much longer. When it 

came to dismantling itself, he reported that “the tension in some factories is nearing breaking 

point.” He expected that dismantling workers would soon refuse to work or lash out “... with 

violence upon those who seek to intimidate them.” The only bright spot was that the DGB was 

acting responsibly, although the trade unions most affected by the dismantling programme, IG 

Bergbau, IG Chemie, and IG Metall, were growing restless. The only effective counter-measures to 

German passive resistance was to threaten to close down whole plants which were only to be 

partially dismantled and to send in troops.  

 So far the dismantling was going according to plan in NRW; however, given that they 

expected an imminent change to the dismantling programme, they were focusing on plants where 

they expected the least resistance.
165

 Nonetheless, to shape the remaining dismantling programme 

around expected resistance led to a different problem, a problem in the message it sent to the 

Germans. The German campaign of passive resistance worried the British not only because of the 

threat it posed to actual dismantling, but also because of the reaction it caused in Germany. As 

discussed earlier, the continuation of the programme was defended by the British on prestige 

grounds; from the Washington agreement onwards, this had turned into one of, if not the most, 

important reason to continue. In a report from the manpower adviser to Robertson during the 

October dismantling troubles, a detailed account was given of “... the damage being done to our 

prestige.” 

 

As long as public men in Germany are able to incite defiance without any kind of rebuke or 

retribution, our stock must continue to sink. Although we may at the end of a greater or 

lesser period succeed in removing all we want we may well in the process gain nothing but 

the contempt of the Germans for having shut our eyes to their open defiance. 

Psychologically the Germans may be getting greater satisfaction out of cocking polite snoots 

at us than in saving bits of machinery. It feeds their egos.
166

 

 

The dismantling campaign was a battle of wills, where any weakness shown by the British would 

result in the Germans losing their respect for the British occupation apparatus: “we may expect 

them to dislike the removal of their property but the German, being what he is, would be more 

likely to respect us if we were doing it firmly and not as it appears to him now erratically and 

almost sheepishly.” 

 

I am in no position to judge the real need elsewhere of the machinery we remove or its value 

or the security aspects of the matter. All I am conscious of is our ever-weakening prestige. 
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[…] We are rapidly getting into the position that we shall be unable to stop dismantling even 

if we would for fear we shall present the Germans with a shattering victory which will leave 

us with no goodwill at all. From our point of view if any concessions were made it would be 

good to see it related to the Trade Union representations. It would raise their prestige 

enormously.
167

  

 

The state of the dismantling programme in autumn 1949 

It is important to put these dire warnings about the imminent collapse of the dismantling 

programme and its effects on British prestige in relation to how far dismantling had progressed at 

this point. In tonnage, dismantling steadily grew from the Washington agreement to November 

1949. The British had dismantled 20,500 tons in May; by November, they reached 76,000 tons.
168

 

 By the end of October, the British had dismantled nearly a million tons of industrial 

equipment from Germany out of a projected total of around 1.34 million tons.
169

 However, the 

policy of slowly building up the tempo of dismantling in individual plants was almost destined to 

lead to increased protests.
170

 The problem for the British was that, by autumn 1949, the majority of 

the equipment left to be dismantled was in large steel plants, or in plants where dismantling had 

been postponed because of production needed for the West German economy. These were exactly 

the plants the Germans were the most insistent on keeping. In August 1949, Whitham, head of 

RDR, reported to Robertson that 510,000 tons remained to be dismantled from the 1947 

dismantling list. 380,000 tons of this was in the three biggest steel plants: August-Thyssen-Hütte, 

Reichswerke, and Krupp. Whitham also confirmed a long-standing claim by the Germans, that 

much of the machinery dismantled from the steel plants could not be re-erected elsewhere, and 

would therefore end up as steel scrap. When it came to all other plants except for the ones 

mentioned above, he estimated that probably only half of the 150,000 tons to be dismantled could 

be re-erected in recipient countries, as this equipment consisted of a large quantity of aging and 

damaged steel furnaces.
171

 

 

Ending dismantling on British terms 

There was general support from the Cabinet and the Labour party for Bevin’s line of continuing 

dismantling during the earlier American intervention. However, by the summer of 1949, the 
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growing Cold War, the lack of any material benefit for the British, and growing German resistance 

had severely eroded the enthusiasm for continued dismantling in London. The British Trade Unions 

Council, invited on a fact-finding mission to Germany by the DGB in late 1948, informed the 

Foreign Office in January 1949 that they opposed the dismantling programme.
172

 In early August 

1949, the Labour party leadership invited the SPD to write a report on the dismantling problem, no 

doubt laying the ground for concessions to Schumacher should he win the first federal elections.
173

 

In government, the prime supporters of continued dismantling, the supply ministries, had supported 

a continuation in the hope of getting access to German machinery. This hope had not been realised 

and, by mid 1949, the British were mainly accepting unworkable machinery and other types of 

scrap steel from Germany. However, by May the RDR was reporting increasingly strong German 

reactions to “dismantle for scraps” and they advised an immediate end to it: 

 

I think the time has come to abandon what amounts to taking scrap for reparations. To 

continue doing so is I think publicly indefensible, and, in view of all the difficulties with 

which we are faced in justifying, and publicly presenting, our reparations policy, I do not 

think it is ‘worth the candle’ to take anything for reparations except for usable equipment.
174

 

 

Hynd, the first government minister responsible for German questions, called the dismantling 

programme “a complete farce” in late 1948.
175

 Lord Pakenham, who succeeded Hynd as head of the 

Control Office for Germany and Austria was, according to his autobiography, kicked upstairs due to 

his accommodating policy towards the Germans in general and his opposition to continued 

dismantling in particular.
176

 In his new position as minister of civil aviation he would be a constant 

voice of moderation towards the Germans in the Cabinet.
177

 Pakenham warned about the danger the 

continuation of dismantling: 

 

In the circumstances, no Germans, and few British with first-hand knowledge, will deny that 

this wretched question of dismantling bids fair to poison Anglo-German relations 

permanently. In particular, it is going for to undo all the splendid work accomplished by the 

Control Commission and your own broad policy in seeking to build up in the German eyes a 
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standard of British justice. It renders infinitely more difficult, and if continued may render 

impossible, the laudable efforts of the good Germans to persuade their fellow countrymen 

that might is not right in international affairs, and that they must seek in British conduct a 

nobler model to imitate in the future.
178

 

 

Pakenham, both in his job as head of COGA and as minister of civil aviation, was a lone voice far 

down on the totem pole. On the other hand, his views were widely shared in CCG (BE). The 

dismantling programme had never really been popular among most of the brass of the British 

military occupation. Robertson frequently referred to it as a “disagreeable task”. Economics Advisor 

Weir had advocated an end to the British dismantling programme after the publication of the 

Harmssen report, not because of the report itself, which he felt was grossly inaccurate, but because 

such a shift “... would have an immense and beneficial psychological, moral and practical effect in 

Germany.”
179

  

 By August 1949, the German department of the Foreign Office was starting to worry about 

the effects continued dismantling would have after the founding of the Bundesrepublik and the 

election of a West German government. The German section was particularly worried about 

renewed interest in Congress. However, they also thought reappraisal of the dismantling programme 

should be considered to forestall adverse effects on the relationship between the new German 

government and Western Allies or an increase of “physical resistance to the execution of the 

dismantling programme.” Pressure from Parliament or “a serious economic depression in Germany” 

might also force a change to the dismantling programme. However, this reappraisal needed to be 

carefully considered so as not to conflict with overall British goals in Germany: 

 

Ideally, therefore, it seems necessary to seek for some solution which broadly enables the 

Occupying Powers to fulfil their commitments to the I.A.R.A.; meets their most vital needs 

with respect to security; does not give the Germans more opportunity than is strictly 

necessary to hail Allied action as a surrender; and enables the dismantling programme to be 

completed in the shortest possible time, say, early 1950.
180

 

 

One easy way to deal with the commitments given to the IARA was to hand over part or all of the 

dismantled machinery that had been earmarked for the Soviet Union. This machinery had been 

rusting away in storage in Germany since before the start of the Berlin crisis. However, other than 

that, the Foreign Office was unclear on how to proceed. Weir, who had been briefed on the new 

initiative while in London, stated that “I must say that I find no clear view on the subject in the F.O. 

They are feeling their way towards a new approach to the Secretary of State who is not, in his 
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present mood, very approachable on anything that may be represented as concessions to the 

Germans.”
181

 Whitham, head of the RDR, had been called to London to inform the Foreign Office 

of the current state of the programme.
182

 They also wanted the view of the chiefs of staff on the 

security implications of a cut in dismantling and the views of CCG(BE). Weir promptly wrote to 

Robertson and told him to prepare a report on the issue. 

 Robertson was eager to move away from punitive dismantling and focus the British effort in 

Germany on re-education through indirect rule, as he made clear in a speech a month earlier to the 

Imperial Defence College. In his view, British policy was driven too much by fears of German trade 

competition and heavy-handed rhetoric: 

 

If we want the Germans into the Western Club we must start to treat them as potential fellow 

members and cease to treat them like Borstal boys. You cannot do the two things at the same 

time. By precept and example we must nurse this German government through the days of 

its adolescence in the hope that it will be reasonably house-trained when the time comes to 

accord it full sovereignty.
183

 

 

Robertson focused on how British policy in Germany needed to be brought into sync with overall 

British policy for Western Europe, which was to create a prosperous, democratic bulwark against 

communism. 

 

There would be no safety in allowing any rebirth of German strength while there remained a 

risk that it might be wielded by the hands of the wild men. On the other hand, once Germany 

has been firmly attached spiritually to the West, the sooner she is rearmed the better. […] 

The Western Powers are incapable of holding the Russians either on the Rhine or anywhere 

else in continental Europe. A German army fighting on the side of the West is the only 

solution to that problem: there is no other.
184

 

 

In other words, the dismantling programme needed to be seen in the context of this Cold War 

calculation. Due to the uncertain situation in Germany, Robertson felt that dismantling of war plants 

and destruction of military facilities still had merit. However, the Germans were not reacting 

vociferously to that, but to the dismantling of the industrial plants “that have quite legitimate uses in 

peace-time though they add to Germany's military strength in war. I believe that the political and 

psychological objections to a continuation of dismantling in this field are so strong as to outweigh 

the rather doubtful advantage to security obtained by removing them.” 

 The main uncertainty in a British decision to halt dismantling would be the reaction in other 
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countries. The Americans would obviously welcome it. France was more uncertain. While there 

would undoubtedly be a public outcry in France should dismantling end; however, “while we must 

take account of France's feelings we are not thereby justified in adhering to a policy which we 

believe to be neither in our interest or hers.” There was evidence that at least the Western European 

members of the IARA were losing interest in the dismantling programme, so there was no real point 

in continuing dismantling on their behalf either. However, if the programme was to be ended, it was 

important it was done in such a way that it directly aligned with the overall British goal of building 

up Western Europe as bulwark of anti-communism. The manner in which the Germans were invited 

into the Western framework was more important than the invitation itself.  

 

We must prove to the Germans that they will be welcome and not merely grudgingly 

admitted. We must let them see the very real advantages to themselves. We must require that 

they make their contribution and make them understand that concessions cannot be all on 

one side. It is a common mistake among Germans to suppose that good relations between 

themselves and the Allies can be achieved alone by concessions on the part of the Allies. It 

is quite time that we asked them to make some concessions. If we decide to discontinue 

dismantling because we find it to be no longer in harmony with our policy, then we can 

rightly expect that the Germans should make some important advance towards us in return.  

 

This bargain would, on the side of the Western Allies, mean an immediate halt to all dismantling of 

non-armaments industry, and promised to support the German government and encourage it towards 

aligning with the West.
185

 The Germans, on the other hand, would have to publicly accept the 

controls on Germany decided in the Washington agreement. They would have to accept the 

Occupation Statute, accept and join the Ruhr Authority, accept and work with the Military Security 

Board, make an agreement with the US to join the Marshall aid framework, and “make public 

assurances […] of their good intentions towards ourselves and the other countries of Western 

Europe.”
186

 

 The document advocated a major shift of British policy in Germany, Bevin’s quick 

acceptance of it is extraordinary given the lengths he had gone in the past to defend the dismantling 

programme.. Bevin immediately ordered it rewritten as a draft statement of foreign policy to be 

presented to Cabinet and got Attlee’s approval of the policy change. Given that the proposed 

strategy relied on the acceptance of the US and France, it was decided to wait with presenting it to 

the Cabinet until the two Allies had been sounded out to avoid any premature leaks.
187 

For 

Robertson, the ideas presented in the paper were less of a radical change. It meant returning to what 
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he saw as the constructive mission of Britain in Germany, to help shepherd the Germans towards 

becoming responsible, democratic members of the European community of nations, albeit at a faster 

pace than originally envisaged. It did mean a complete reversal of Foreign Office security policy 

towards Germany, however. In relation to security against Germany in general, and the dismantling 

programme in particular, the strengthening Cold War had been remarkably absent from the British 

policy and pronouncements up to this point. The closest the British government had come to 

connecting the two issues was Bevin’s earlier claims that dismantling should continue, since a 

communist takeover of Western Germany might mean that the industry with war potential would be 

used against the Allies. It had always been a weak argument, since a communist takeover of 

Western Germany would, in the eyes of Allied military leadership, mean that the rest of continental 

Europe was about to fall too. It made no difference if the industrial centre of Europe was in Ruhr or 

Alsace-Lorraine if the Russians crossed the Rhine. It was also the first acceptance by Bevin and 

Attlee of the need to allow the Germans to rearm in the future, although the rewritten Foreign 

Office paper based on Robertson’s report pushed such a decision into the future.
188

 

  The scheme had similarities to the standard tactic in British decolonisation when 

negotiating a climb-down from an apparent position of strength before local forces were able to 

secure a change on their own terms, as seen in the British withdrawals from India and Ceylon. The 

core British belief underlying the proposal, that the Germans only understood strength, also had 

colonial parallels. 

 These beliefs were behind the view of the Foreign Office and Robertson that speed and 

secrecy were of the utmost importance when it came to putting their initiative into action. In a letter 

informing Robertson of the rapid acceptance by Bevin and Attlee of his report, Sir Ian Kirkpatrick 

was afraid of the rapidly worsening rhetoric from the Germans: “The Germans are their own worst 

enemies and they may be relied upon to damage their own cause as well as the efforts of other 

people to help them. It seems to me that the prospect of a Government and the exercise of increased 

power is going to their heads.” If the Germans continued to act irresponsibly, it would turn public 

opinion in Western Europe against them. “A liberal policy can only be adopted and put into effect if 

public opinion is satisfied that the Germans can be trusted not to abuse our liberalism. [I]t would be 

very helpful if we could find some excuse for jumping on the first Nazis and rabid nationalists who 

raise their heads. Germans are impressed by strong action.”
189

 Robertson shared Kirkpatrick’s 

exasperation at growing signs of German nationalism and informed him that CCG(BE) was 

working on stiffening reactions against nationalist agitation. He again urged the Foreign Office to 
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act with all possible speed: “... with the passage of time the position on either side will tend to 

harden so that our proposal will increasingly assume the appearance of an Allied retreat and a 

German victory.”
190 

When it came to making an example out of someone, Robertson feared that that 

someone might be the head of the SPD: “[T]he man of whom I have the greatest fear is 

Schumacher. I dread lest at any moment he may come out with something quite as bad as that for 

which we put Reimann [a KPD leader] in prison.” Robertson hoped to accidentally bump into him 

on purpose “at Hannover on Thursday” to subtly hint to him to keep his rhetoric down over the next 

few weeks.
191

 

 The British chiefs of staff was informed of the new initiative in the beginning of September. 

They reiterated the view they had expressed in 1948 that an end to dismantling of civilian industry 

would not have any adverse effects on security for Britain. In a concurrent development, Robertson 

informed the Foreign Office that he had been told by Adenauer that Schuman had contacted him. 

Schuman had communicated to Adenauer that he would raise the question of continued dismantling 

during the upcoming meeting between the foreign ministers of France, Britain, and the US in 

Washington.
192

 

 

The French veto to ending dismantling 

When Bevin brought up the issue of dismantling in Washington, Schuman vehemently denied that 

he had made Adenauer believe that he would bring up the question of dismantling in Allied 

discussions. “He had had a letter from Adenauer during the German election campaign, asking him 

to raise the dismantling question in Washington. He had replied that […] he thought it unlikely that 

it could be reopened now.” Bevin veered off the script immediately after having been told this and 

presented a much more cautious proposal for a reappraisal than had originally been envisaged.  

 

Mr. Bevin said that he was anxious to bring the Germans into the Western European orbit, 

but felt that it was necessary to move very carefully. If one made concessions to the 

Germans one day, they were inclined to demand something more the next. […] He had been 

inclined to think that if the new German government was prepared to accept its obligations 

with regard to the Military Security Board, Ruhr Control, E.C.A., &c., the three High 

Commissioners might consider whether they could afford to take greater risks on industry. 

[…] If its attitude was reasonable they might consider whether it might be worth while to 

give up the dismantling of plants on which work had not yet begun.
193
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This was far from the bold steps envisaged by the Robertson report and the Foreign Officer paper.  

 Schuman was of the opinion that “... there was something artificial about the present 

agitation. During his recent trip to Germany he had had discussions with members of the 

Governments of two of the Länder in the French Zone and they had not even referred to the 

problem. He recognised, of course, that the situation was different in the British Zone. […] M. 

Schuman concluded that it would be a great mistake for the allies to yield from their present 

position. It would make the Germans think that they could gradually whittle away the edifice which 

had been set up since the end of the war.”
194

 In another off-the-cuff moment, Bevin suggested that 

the Allies continue the dismantling programme as agreed in April, and “have a review of the 

situation in three or four months’ time”, which was accepted by Acheson and Schuman.
195

 

 Bevin’s improvisation had, in the view of Foreign Office staffers and Robertson, put the 

British in exactly the situation they were trying to avoid. They were now forced to push through the 

dismantling programme at full speed against mounting German opposition. Given that the British 

had insisted during earlier negotiations that it was imperative that the Allies show a common front, 

lest the prestige of the occupation authorities be weakened, it was also very difficult to make it clear 

that the main reason that dismantling was continuing was the French.  

 Attlee was also very apprehensive about the agreement made in Washington. Apparently 

unaware of the part Bevin had played in scuppering the new initiative, he bemoaned Schuman’s 

difficult attitude. The important thing now was to stiffen resolve to continue the dismantling 

programme in preparation for a proper review in three or four months.
196

 

 Meanwhile, the situation was deteriorating quickly in the British zone. In a report from 

Nordrhein-Westfalen, an assistant commissioner reported a “very great increase in the anti-British 

feeling amongst Germans […] 95% of the damage can be attributed to dismantling.” Despite the 

dismantling programme being an Allied decision, the British were getting all the blame for it.
197

  

 

Dismantling as a political issue in the first months of the 
Bundesrepublik 

It is unclear whether Adenauer’s claim about French willingness to reconsider dismantling at the 

meeting in Washington in the middle of September was due to a misunderstanding or a lie. 

Schuman did not mention that he had also sent Schuman a letter after the election, in addition to the 
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one that had been sent during the electoral campaign. This letter had, according to German 

documents, been personally handed over by Alfred Grosser to Schuman, who, in a private 

conversation, told Grosser to inform Adenauer that while he did not have time to discuss the issue 

before the meeting of the foreign ministers in Washington, he would bring Adenauer’s proposal to 

the attention of Secretary of State Acheson and get his opinion on it. Grosser had gotten the 

impression that Schuman supported Adenauer’s proposal privately but would not commit himself 

until he had the Americans on his side.
198

 

 The letter itself consisted of the standard German complaints about the eight massive steel 

works that the Humphrey list had proposed to retain but the British and French had vetoed. While 

Adenauer had no illusions that the dismantling programme as a whole would be ended, he was 

especially interested in finding a solution for the August-Thyssen-Hütte, the biggest steel works in 

Europe. Mentioning the Arnold plan to internationalise it, he asked that it be spared, not as a youth 

education centre, but as the core of a new international cooperation on coal and steel, which he saw 

as vitally important for future French-German cooperation.
199

 When Adenauer heard about the 

results of the discussions in Washington, he sent a letter of apology to Schuman. Obviously of the 

opinion that he had been misinformed about Schuman’s views, he blamed the miscommunication 

on discussions with a man close to Bidault.
200

 

 The considerable energy Adenauer spent on mending the relationship with France in the first 

months of his chancellorship was the culmination of what had been a goal for Adenauer during his 

entire career. He told the High Commission in his first meeting with them that he had worked 

tirelessly on German-French rapprochement since the 1920s.
201

 Adenauer made it clear that this was 

one of the foreign policy goals of the new West German government. Among the other goals of the 

new government was a call to end the dismantling programme and their willingness to take part in 

steps towards Western European integration.
202

 

 On dismantling, Adenauer himself had frequently condemned the programme, but rarely 

gotten involved in efforts to end it himself. However, the SPD, with almost as many representatives 

in the Bundestag as the CDU/CSU, was not about to give up on one of their main campaign issues. 

Schumacher brought up the question of dismantling in the first session of the new Bundestag.
203
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The SPD under Schumacher was sceptical of European integration and completely against German 

membership of the Ruhr Authority or initiatives to internationalise the Ruhr in general, seeing them 

as attempts to stop the socialisation of heavy industry. The Adenauer government was in a difficult 

position vis-à-vis the SPD due to the socialist wing of the CDU, led by Arnold. They had wanted a 

coalition with the SPD after the election, which would have secured a large majority for their wish 

to socialise heavy industry and follow a more social market economic model along the lines of the 

Ahlen programme of 1947.
204

 Instead, Adenauer had cobbled together a coalition of CDU/CSU and 

a handful of smaller right-wing parties that was only approved by the Bundestag by a few votes.
205

 

Given that the left wing of the CDU in general supported joining the Ruhr Authority, hoping as 

Adenauer did that it would lead to wider regional integration, the dismantling question was in 

practice one of the few foreign policy questions of such importance that it could be used to topple 

Adenauer in a constructive vote of no confidence, laying the ground for a grand coalition where the 

left wing of the CDU and the SPD would be in the majority.
206

 The hard line from the SPD, in 

essence demanding that the dismantling programme be ended without any serious concessions from 

the German side, was on the face of it a clever one. If the government did nothing or made 

concessions to end it, they could be attacked by the SPD for collaborating with the Allies. If they 

took a hard line against dismantling, they would wreck the relationship between the government 

and the Allies, make rapprochement with France a distant hope and open themselves to criticism 

from the left for playing the nationalism card. 

 Stuck between the machinations of SPD and the hardening French line, Adenauer focused 

fully on finding a solution that would placate the French. Adenauer was widely considered by the 

British to be an Anglophobe. While he vehemently denied this himself, his actions in regards to the 

British on dismantling in the first months of his chancellorship certainly gave no indication that he 

was prepared to meet the British. In a letter to a British friend, he stated that he considered himself 

an Anglophile, but that his problem was that the British were supporting the SPD over the CDU in 

West Germany.
207
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 The general sentiment of Adenauer and his close associates seemed to be that the British 

were working as a brake on the aspirations of the new West German state. While the Adenauer 

government was working towards tying the West German state as soon as possible into Western 

European and Atlantic institutions as an equal partner, the British were maintaining the view that 

the march towards full West German statehood should be slow and steady. On dismantling, the 

Adenauer government was of the opinion that the British were hiding their commercial interests 

behind the genuine security concerns of the French government.
208

 On European integration, 

Adenauer considered the British “extremely reluctant to assume a leadership in the closer 

organisation of Europe […] Apart from this is the sudden and apparently uncoordinated decision to 

devalue, and in the continuance of dismantling, the average German was given the impression of a 

profoundly anti-European attitude by the British.”
209

 

 The sudden British decision to devalue the pound by 30.5 per cent in early September had 

caused consternation in Europe. The West Germans, who had mulled a devaluation for some time, 

suggested a 25 per cent devaluation of the D-Mark in response.
210

 For Adenauer, the issue of 

devaluation and dismantling were connected. He rejected the idea that the new government should 

consult with the High Commission before deciding on a new rate for the D-Mark to make the point 

that he was not controlled directly by the military occupiers any longer. At the same time, Adenauer 

continued, they should protest continued dismantling, which had just been reaffirmed by Schuman 

and the British Labour party.
211

 

 That the devaluation was lower than the British one was a conscious choice. According to 

Wilhelm Vocke of the Bank deutscher Länder (the future Bundesbank) industrial circles were 

clamouring for a similar devaluation to the British, but he warned about the dangers of doing so. 

According to him, the greatest danger when reacting to the pound devaluation was that it would 

make it seem like they were part of the sterling bloc. “Those who follow, are in. [W]e will no longer 

be what we currently are, an exponent of American policy, but we will be controlled from London. 

[…] We should above all avoid the impression that we automatically follow the British.” Adenauer 
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agreed and repeated the last sentence as the line the German government was to follow.
212

 

 This policy of non-engagement was also extended to the question of dismantling. While 

Adenauer was bombarding the Americans and, to a lesser degree, the French with proposals for a 

negotiated end to dismantling, the only thing he sent the British were complaints about dismantling 

in the British zone. Lord Henderson, who had taken over for Pakenham as head of the Control 

Office for Germany in London, visited Bonn shortly after the formation of the new government. He 

talked to the leadership of the DGB, the SPD, the CDU, Adenauer, and the federal president during 

his week-long visit. The longest meeting was with the leadership of the SPD. Kurt Schumacher 

primarily wanted to talk about the dismantling programme with Henderson, and had invited several 

experts on the topic to the meeting. This included, among others, Dr Nölting, and Professor Baade: 

 

Economic, employment, political and psychological arguments against dismantling were 

advanced, and Professor Baade added that, as a result of dismantling, at no time since the 

beginning of the Occupation had such tension existed between the British and the Germans. 

Dr. Schumacher referred to the support the SPD were receiving in their fight from 

democratic organisations in Great Britain, the United States and France, and stated that they 

proposed to carry on with their campaign. I formed the impression that Dr. Schumacher 

intended to make dismantling the first major issue in the Federal Parliament, and that he 

would press the Government to raise the matter with the High Commission at an early date. 

He seemed confident of rallying the support of political, trade union, parliamentary, press 

and Church forces abroad in his campaign.
213

 

 

Henderson, unfazed by this, reiterated the standard British line that the Western Allies were in full 

agreement on dismantling, and “that in concentrating on dismantling, which was a diminishing 

factor, the SPD were in danger of underestimating the constructive developments in Germany 

which we had helped to bring about and which were expanding and increasing in importance.” 

Adenauer, on the other hand, did not mention dismantling at all during Henderson's meeting with 

him. The rather reserved and faintly hostile undertone to the meeting on both sides is perhaps best 

shown by quoting Henderson’s introductory sentence: “I have always considered Dr. Adenauer a 

wily customer (I still so regard him) and have had little reason hitherto to think him favourably 

disposed towards us.” His meeting was the first of a high level Allied official with the new 

chancellor and had a more diplomatic tone than the meeting with the SPD leadership. In a general 

discussion about the Anglo-German relationship, Lord Henderson, in a rather self-congratulatory 

tone, noted: 
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The very fact that we had played a leading part in giving practical form to the conception of 

a Federal Parliament and Government in Germany was a reflection of the confidence which 

the British people were ready to grant to the new Republic, provided that Germany by her 

actions gave cause for confidence.
214

 

 

In response, Adenauer quoted from the Bible: “Ye shall know them by their fruits.”
215

 

 

Dismantling and the Ruhr Authority 

While the British were being ignored, the Adenauer government was hard at work coming up with 

proposals for limiting dismantling that would also open the door for German-French rapprochement 

and a start to European integration. The first attempt at doing so had been the renewed attempt at 

saving the August-Thyssen-Hütte by internationalising it.
216

 The British government was in 

principle not against this. In a Foreign Office memo, they stated that the initiative for proposing 

internationalisation should come from the Germans, however, and should only be accepted by the 

British if they had already decided to give up or cut down on dismantling “with the least possible 

loss of face.”
217

 

 Robertson, having seen his preferred option of ending dismantling from a position of 

strength crumble in the hands of a wavering Bevin, was not about to give up on his initiative to tie 

an end to dismantling to German commitments to Allied controls. However, given that the decision 

in Washington tied the hands of Allied governments during the most dangerous phase of the 

remaining dismantling programme, it was clear to him that the initiative now had to come from the 

German government. He got approval from the American and French high commissioners to make 

such an opening a couple of weeks after the Washington decision. The high commissioners felt that 

it would be very unwise to tell Adenauer the actual outcome of the talks. If the Germans were told 

that dismantling would continue according to plan for at least three to four months, it would “draw a 

very bad political reaction.”
218

 Based on a proposal by Robertson, the high commissioners 

suggested that the Allies agreed to put forth a statement on the general principles behind the 

dismantling programme, slow down dismantling, and inform Adenauer that the high commissioners 

“would always be ready to welcome [...] any proposals which he might wish to submit to them [on 
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negotiating an end to or reduction of dismanting].”
219

 This was agreed on by the foreign ministers, 

except for a veto by Schuman on any slow-down of dismantling. This would need the approval of 

the French government. 

 The problem was how to get Adenauer to present the right kind of proposals. Robertson 

thought the major problem was to get Adenauer to agree to joining the Ruhr Authority in exchange 

for an end to dismantling, but that “it would be a very different matter if the scope of the authority 

were widened to include e.g. Lorraine or the Benelux coal and steel industries.” He was informed 

by the Foreign Office that this view was in conflict with their policy.
220

 They had decided in 

September that they would oppose any attempt at using the Ruhr Authority as a step to Western 

European integration: 

 

It would never have occurred to anyone to establish a Ruhr Authority with the sole objective 

of securing industrial integration between Germany and Western Europe. Without French 

demands for a special regime for the Ruhr the question of control of German industry in its 

security aspects would have been dealt with presumably through the Military Security 

Board, while the economic “integration” of (Western) German with Western Europe would, 

subject to overriding security considerations, have been dealt with in the normal course of 

development through the O.E.E.C and at a later stage, perhaps, through the Council of 

Europe.
221

 

 

Given that the British had run a relatively successful campaign in both the OEEC and the Council 

of Europe against any definite steps towards European integration, this was in essence a firm stance 

against integration in general. 

 The refusal to offer any type of deal on European integration was difficult for Robertson. He 

was now in a position where he was trying to get the German chancellor to offer up a deal so that 

the British could end dismantling, a deal which had to include German membership of the Ruhr 

Authority. However, the easiest way to accomplish this, by supporting the German wish to use it as 

a stepping-stone towards European integration, was now closed off. And Robertson was not allowed 

to inform the Germans about the British position, or indeed that the British wanted to end 

dismantling, out of fear for British prestige. 

 In a private meeting with Adenauer on 6 October, Robertson told him that the high 

commissioners were hoping for a German proposal on the dismantling question.
222

 On the plan for 
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the internationalisation of the August-Thyssen-Hütte plant in return for an end to dismantling, 

Robertson was sorry to inform Adenauer that the Foreign Office had turned this down. Blankenhorn 

noted in his diary how friendly and understanding Robertson had been to Adenauer’s concerns, and 

that the high commissioner had emphasised that the decision had been against his advice.
223

 

Robertson's position was an almost impossible one: he was trying to steer the Adenauer government 

towards the preferred British position, but without being allowed to tell the Germans what this 

position was or that the British were willing to give up on dismantling in general as a concession. 

 The issue was complicated by the fact that before the high commissioners could inform the 

German government of this veiled request for them to present proposals that could turn the current 

impasse around, Adenauer presented a note to them asking for a complete review of the dismantling 

programme and an immediate halt to dismantling while these negotiations were ongoing.
224

 The 

result was that when the high commissioners presented the results of the Washington talks, along 

the line of the British suggestion, it sounded more like a rejection than an attempt at opening the 

doors for negotiations. Adenauer certainly did not get the British message. In his first meeting with 

the High Commission a week later, he presented an even more grandiose plan for 

internationalisation of the Ruhr Industry in exchange for ending dismantling.  

 The position for Robertson was not made any easier by the French position. When 

informing Adenauer of Allied policies on 14 October, Adenauer asked again that dismantling be 

slowed down, but was told that the high commissioners could not give an authoritative answer to 

this. Schuman had not been willing to go along with a slow-down until he had discussed it with the 

French Cabinet, but the Queuville Cabinet had resigned on 9 October, due to domestic issues and 

bitterness at not being informed beforehand of the British devaluation.
225

 Francois-Poncet, on the 

other hand, made sure to point out that the French were actually slowing down dismantling of the 

Borsig plant in Berlin, in German eyes the most important plant left on the French dismantling list. 

Adenauer said he was aware of this and that he was mainly criticising the British speed-up of 

dismantling at the August-Thyssen-Hütte plant.
226

 

 Adenauer made it clear in the meeting that he primarily saw continued dismantling as 

relevant only as far as it was an attempt to solve French fears for security against Germany.
227

 With 

the lack of a French government, he would hold off on offering any direct proposals in exchange for 
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ending dismantling, but he was willing to present, in confidence, an idea on how to fulfil French 

security concerns in regard to West German heavy industry. Adenauer explained that he had stated 

repeatedly during and after the election campaign that he would be willing to join the Ruhr 

Authority under the condition that it would be a first step towards Western European integration of 

heavy industry and rapprochement with France: “I’m of the opinion that common economic 

interests are the best basis and the most permanent basis for cooperation between nations. For many 

years I have worked towards the aim of establishing not only friendly relations but economic 

interests between the French and German industries.”
228

 

 To build this relationship, he now offered a deal that went far beyond his earlier ideas about 

internationalisation. Given that the German heavy industry was in dire need of capital and that the 

French government needed strong security guarantees to allow German heavy industry to recover, 

he thought it might be a good idea if the US government supplied capital to the French to buy 

shares in German industry. Adenauer also gave a notably vague offer to the British to join, without 

specifying how they would be part of this plan if “... the English Government, for reasons of 

conviction, would not have objections to that itself.”
229

 He encouraged the Americans to use their 

economic power to force Western European nations towards integration. He hoped that his 

suggestion would satisfy French security concerns as well as initiate a process of European 

integration.
230

 American High Commissioner McCloy stated the official American line at this point, 

that “the relations between France and Germany are the kernel of the concept of European 

confederation.” However, in an obvious reference to the conspicuous absence of any important role 

for Britain in the plan, he added that “I think that we don’t make great progress, at least around this 

table, in referring to the attitude of one country rather than the other countries.”
231

 

 In the next meeting with the high commissioners, Robertson complained about the German 

proposals on dismantling so far. They only involved individual plants: the Allies were hoping that 

the West German government would present an overall proposal to the dismantling question. 

Adenauer retorted that they were working on it, but that he was not willing to present their ideas 

until a new French government was formed. Adenauer again repeated his request that dismantling 

be slowed down at the August-Thyssen-Hütte, so that the British government would not be 

“accused of having taken advantage of an accidental delay” due to the French governmental crisis 

to destroy it.
232
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 The Foreign Office had rejected a request from the CCG(BE) to slow it down, as this would 

tip the Germans off that the British were willing to negotiate; however, this seemed to be based on 

the understanding that dismantling was continuing at a steady pace.
233

 RDR had in fact, seemingly 

unbeknownst to the Foreign Office and Robertson, significantly increased the rate of dismantling in 

the British zone since August 1949. The speed-up of dismantling was meant as a short-run effort to 

avoid the worst effects such a stop would have on partially dismantled machinery, but the orders 

were never countermanded.
234

 The result was a rapid increase in the tempo of dismantling, from a 

rate of 42,000 tons in September to 76,000 tons in November.
235

 The problem for the British was 

that this mix of increased dismantling and subtle hints in diplomatic channels that they were ready 

to negotiate had an effect completely opposite of what they wanted.
236

 

 German scepticism of British intentions and French mixed signals were not the only 

problems for the British. McCloy sought to help the Germans to the negotiating table with a couple 

of newspaper interviews that would rustle the feathers of the Foreign Office. McCloy voiced his 

opinion that German acceptance of the Ruhr Authority might be the start of a European heavy 

industry confederation, which was unwelcome to the Foreign Office. He also raised the possibility 

of exchanging dismantling of plants for reparations from current production, a policy which had 

been repeatedly rejected by all three Western powers over the last few years. Even worse, he hinted 

that the British were willing to negotiate an end to the dismantling programme, and that Robertson 

shared some of his views. The American charge d’affairs was called in to the Foreign Office for an 

angry rebuke at McCloy’s “disastrous press incursion into the dismantling controversy”.
237

 

 Meanwhile the British representative in the Ruhr Authority was trying to stem the tide 

towards turning into a tool for European integration. This work had been made considerably more 

difficult by the surprise decision by the Adenauer government to send an observer. According to the 

British representative his appearance: 

 

… brought to a head the latent Allied differences on the subject of “integration” with the 

Americans, Belgians and the German delegate on one side, and the French, Dutch and 

ourselves on the other. (The position of the Luxembourg representative – the dormouse to 

our Mad Hatter’s tea-parties – was not clear. [… But there were consistent rumours that the 

                                                 
233

 Foreign Office Minute, Stevens, 6.10.49, NA FO 371/77140, CJ 6258. 
234

 Only by speeding up the work of dismantling would the British avoid massive problems of half-dismantled 

machinery being left in Germany, while recipient nations only received unworkable parts of machinery. Foreign 

Office to CCG(BE), 12.9.49. NA FO 1030/230. 
235

 Kramer, Die britische Demontagepolitik am Beispiel Hamburgs, 1945-1950, 416. 
236

 Ahrens probably mirrors the view among Germans at the time when he refers to the constant streams of leaks from 

Britain in September and October 1949 that they wanted to end dismantling as nothing but a trick. Ahrens, 

Demontage, 261. 
237

 FO to Washington, 21.10.49, NA FO 1030/230, 78a. 



293 

French were preparing] for the widening of the scope of the Ruhr Statute. Obstinate 

opposition came from London only.
238

 

 

The Adenauer government was getting indications from the French that this was true. Francois-

Poncet had in a confidential talk with Adenauer at the end of October told him that it had been his 

life-long goal to create a new relationship between Germany and France: now that Nazism had been 

defeated, he thought the time was right.
239

 In a conversation with Vice Chancellor Blücher, the 

German representative in the OEEC, the recently reappointed French Foreign Minister Schuman 

went even further a week later. In a long personal talk, Schuman said that he had an incompletely 

formed idea of transforming the Ruhr Authority into an organ for European economic 

cooperation.
240

 

  Robertson, who clearly saw which way the wind was blowing when it came to German 

membership of the Ruhr Authority, feared that British refusal to consider integration would scupper 

the plan to bring the dismantling programme to a negotiated end. In a letter to the Foreign Office, he 

asked for an explanation for the British refusal to consider integration. The responding document 

concluded that “the objection(s) to all these forms of integration are obvious.” Robertson went on a 

counter-offensive against this view: 

 

It remains a fact that the objections are not obvious to the Americans and Germans, and are, 

according to the paper itself, apparently not fully appreciated by the French, the Secretariat 

of the I.A.R. [the Ruhr Authority] itself and by a section of public opinion at home. If I am 

to play any useful part in this battle, I feel that I should be better prepared for it than this. 

What I sought to find out, when I made my request was our real reasons for our attitude. Do 

we fear prejudice to our own coal and steel industries, and if so, how? Do we fear that our 

arrangements of Imperial Cooperation will be upset? Would like to have these views 

informally if they cannot be put into an official dispatch.
241

 

 

The fines given to the dismantling contractors in Nordrhein-Westfalen happened during this period, 

when it was becoming clear to the German government that the British were the main opposition to 

the Adenauer goal of turning the Ruhr Authority into a tool for economic integration. At this point, 

the German government was throwing thinly veiled accusations to the British of exploiting the 

French government crisis to hasten their dismantling programme. 

 On 27 October, during the next meeting between the high commission and Adenauer, the 

chancellor came with bitter recriminations against the British. He stated that dismantling was still 
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speeding up, that a British colonel at Gelsenberger Benzin had stated that the orders to do so came 

directly from London, and that the decision by Land Commissioner Bishop in Nordrhein-Westfalen 

to cancel the fines on dismantling contractors “had deprived Germany of her guaranteed rights.” He 

was not willing to offer any counterproposals from his government on dismantling however, before 

a new French government was formed.
242

 

 

The Petersberg agreement 

The day after, the new French government, again led by Bidault, was finally formed, and the long 

tortured impasse on negotiating an end to dismantling was over for the British. On the same day, 

Bevin sent an impassioned plea to the French and American foreign ministries, asking them for their 

support for an immediate negotiated solution to the dismantling problem. In the letter he laid out his 

support for the upcoming initiative by the West German government, roughly along the lines of the 

earlier Foreign Office report from August. Allied prestige was in decline in Germany because of 

dismantling and “in my view we cannot afford to wait until our whole dismantling policy falls about 

our ears, and the Western Powers are publicly humiliated in front of the Germans. We have got to 

face and deal with the situation.” Bevin urged Schuman and Acheson to act with all haste when the 

West German proposals were ready, and to give authorisation to the High Commissioners to 

negotiate a settlement on dismantling.
243

 Schuman and Acheson gave their consent to this action, 

with the French foreign minister defending the change of French position on the basis of the rapidly 

deteriorating situation in the British zone due to the dismantling struggle. 

 For Robertson, Bevin’s turnaround came in the nick of time. The results of continued 

dismantling that he had been warned about in August seemed to be coming true, German resistance 

to dismantling was increasing by the day, and British prestige was at a nadir as the latest wave of 

protests against the dismantling programme spread through the British zone. On October 31, three 

days after Bevin’s letter, Robertson invited Adenauer for a private talk in his residence. This time 

there would be no mistakes made about what the Allies expected from the Germans in the upcoming 

dismantling negotiations. In the talk, Adenauer did not ask what the British wanted from the 

negotiations. His focus was solely on the French position: “The Chancellor himself raised the 

question of dismantling. He said that he had been working on his proposals but he wanted some 

advice as to what he could offer to the French to ease their minds regarding security.”
244

  

 Robertson stated that the French position was similar to the British. They wanted the West 
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German government to commit to the Allied controls over Germany, including the military security 

board, occupation statute, and Ruhr Authority. Adenauer said that, on the question of the Ruhr 

Authority, he was being strongly pressured by Schumacher and the SPD not to join it, so it would be 

inadvisable of him to put membership of the Authority into his proposals. “If, however, in reply to 

his proposals a request should come from the Allies regarding the Ruhr Authority, that would make 

it much easier for him.”
245

  

 The German proposal, sent to the high commissioners the day after, was very close to the 

outline presented by Robertson, and was for this reason somewhat vague on the issue of joining the 

Ruhr Authority, proposing in general terms to cooperate with any organisations that were working 

to control German war potential. Instead of any concrete suggestions relating to the Ruhr Authority 

or European integration, it asked the Allies to set up a committee to study dismantling in relation to 

security and international economic questions, and hoped that the work of this committee would be 

a substantial step towards European cooperation.
246

 

 To McCloy, the German proposal was somewhat of a disappointment, as he had hoped for 

more concrete suggestions in relation to European integration.
 
It stuck closely to the rather vague 

advice given to Adenauer by Robertson, with the exception of the suggestion to mention German 

joining the Ruhr Authority.
247

 A week after the German proposal, Robertson reported to the Foreign 

Office that the Americans were pressuring Adenauer to be more concrete in his proposals for 

integration, asking him to include his ideas presented the month before for the forthcoming 

negotiations on dismantling. The French were also shifting their rhetoric rapidly, according to 

Robertson: “With both French and Americans playing up to the Germans here as they are, I would 

not like to revert once again to position of stumbling block. At present, despite French efforts there 

is a belated but universal recognition that they now occupy this particular role.”
248

 

 Adenauer jumped at the opportunity the new French rhetoric gave him to seek to turn the 

dismantling discussions into a forum for expanded German-French cooperation and European 

integration. In a note sent to the Francois-Poncet on 7 October, he notified the French government 

that, in the interest of German-French rapprochement, he was willing to accept German 

membership in the Ruhr Authority, close cooperation with the Military Security Board, opening up 

for foreign investment in West German factories, and West German participation at the earliest 

possible time in closer economic cooperation with France, Benelux, and Italy.
249
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 The German proposal was, despite American misgivings, adequate enough for the high 

commissioners and foreign ministers of the three Western Allies to discuss and to formulate a 

common negotiation position in Paris on the 9 and 10 November. The British and the Americans 

wanted a full stop to dismantling of all but category 1 war plants, and the British also for the first 

time offered significant concessions on German shipbuilding. Schuman, initially sceptical, was 

friendlier when informed of the limited amount of additional capacity a full stop of dismantling 

would leave in the steel industry. The steel industry had already been dismantled to such a point that 

remaining capacity was primarily to be found in the Reichswerke and August-Thyssen-Hütte plant. 

Both of them together had, due to dismantling, less than a million tons per year of steel capacity 

left. After having been given assurances that the allowed steel production level and PLI limitations 

would remain, Schuman agreed to a common position which he would present to the French 

government for approval.  

 The Allied proposal for reduction of the dismantling list consisted of 25 plants only, but 

these were some of the largest factories in Germany. Schuman refused to allow dismantling of this 

plant to stop. In return for these concessions, the German government would have to agree to join 

the Ruhr Authority and to cooperate closely with the Allied military security board. It would also 

have to give its commitment to cooperate closely with the Allies in the execution of the 

decartelisation law and to make assurances that it would use its influence and authority to ensure 

that the rest of the dismantling programme was carried out. The negotiations were a clear victory 

for Bevin, which had managed to stop the drift among the Allies towards supporting the German 

wish for expanding the Ruhr Authority into a tool for economic integration.
250

 

 When Adenauer wrote the high commissioners on 11 November asking what the Allies had 

decided, Robertson wasted no time and invited the chancellor to discuss dismantling with the High 

Commission on their return to Bonn.  

 The negotiations were held at Petersberg in the stately hotel overlooking Bonn and the 

Rhine Valley where the High Commission had its headquarters. Robertson, as chairman of the 

meeting, gave Adenauer a rough outline of the Allied negotiating position. Clearly interested in 

reaching a deal as soon as possible, he informed the chancellor about the modifications to the 

regulations on shipbuilding as well as the decision to slow down dismantling of some of the key 

steel plants while the negotiations were ongoing. Robertson reported that Adenauer was initially 

cautious and evasive, but that he warmed up considerably when the scope of Allied concessions 

became clear.
251
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 In a speech to the Bundestag later in the day, Adenauer presented an outline of the 

negotiations, celebrating it as an important step towards including the Bundesrepublik among the 

Western European community of nations. After giving a brief outline of what the high 

commissioners had presented, Adenauer ended his speech with a few words for the French: 

 

The question of German-French relations is clearly one of the core questions in European 

history. From many visitors that have been to France as well as many foreign journalists I 

am told that there is a honest wish among wide swathes of the French people for ending 

German-French hostility once and for all. I want to assure the French people and the public 

opinion of the world that the same wish exists among a clear majority of the German 

people.
252

 

 

The British were not mentioned once in his speech. The negotiations continued over two more 

sessions during the next week. An outline of the concessions the Allies were willing to give on 

dismantling, which included all synthetic fuel plants, all the major steel plants on the Humphrey list 

not freed by the Washington agreement except for Reichswerke at Salzgitter and parts of IG Farben, 

was given.
253

 Despite his overtures, the french high commissioner was not in a mood for giving 

additional concessions based on flowery speeches. During the final day of negotiations, on 22 

November, Adenauer protested that the part dismantling of IG Farben would still leave West 

Germany with too little fertiliser capacity to supply the agricultural sector, and thus asked that the 

entire remaining fertiliser production capacity be retained. Francois-Poncet retorted that Adenauer’s 

estimates were clearly wrong and that the decision to stop dismantling of parts of the IG Farben 

plant had been a French decision. If Adenauer kept questioning Allied calculations of remaining 

capacity, he was of the opinion that the plant should be left on the dismantling list: “It is a very 

difficult business to try and make gifts to Germany, they are so ungrateful.”
254

 

 Throughout the negotiations, Adenauer had tried to keep the door open for a future change 

to the Ruhr Authority Statute in order to safeguard against the Authority being used to push Allied 

dictates upon the Germans and to open the door for his stated goal of turning it into the seed for 

Western European economic integration. Robertson steadfastly refused to commit to such an action 

at this point, preferring instead to give vague assurances that the statute could be changed in the 

future. After a marathon session on 22 November, the negotiations were finished. The agreement 

reached was almost identical to the position hammered out between the Allies at the Paris meeting 

two weeks before, with the additional concession of allowing the West German government to 
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begin building up a new foreign service. Adenauer had refused to sign a public pronouncement that 

the West German government promised to fully support the remaining dismantling programme, but 

promised to deliver a confidential note to the Allied governments with such a promise.
255

 

 Adenauer did not manage to extract any promise for economic integration during the 

negotiations. The negotiations ended with a long-drawn out debate on a last-ditch effort by 

Adenauer to get at least a vague promise of a future goal of integration into the concluding 

paragraph of the agreement. It was a question of “a political matter of the highest importance” to 

him. However, Robertson rejected this based on the somewhat vague premise that the word 

“integration” raised philosophical rather than practical questions and Francois-Poncet opposed it 

based on his opinion that it would be difficult to translate into French.
256

 

 

Aftermath 

The Petersberg agreement was hailed by the German press as a turning point for the new republic, 

which was now on a path towards an equal status as a Western European power. Adenauer sent the 

Allies his promised note to not interfere with remaining dismantling and was quick to stomp down 

on the protest campaign against dismantling after the agreement.
257

 In an angry response to steel 

industry complaints about continued dismantling at Bochumer Verein, he accused them of 

“Demontage-Hysterie”.
258

 

 In the Bundestag, the SPD reacted with shock to Adenauer’s presentation of the Petersberg 

agreement during a marathon session on 25 November. The SPD, having worked hard in their 

campaign on ending dismantling and with Schumacher undoubtedly hoping to get some credit for it, 

had not been included in the deliberations of the West German government since late October, when 

a Bundestag committee had worked out a very different proposal for ending dismantling.
 
This 

proposal entailed offering newly produced machinery in exchange for the remaining machinery to 

be dismantled. The CDU committee members had already at the time warned that it was  unlikely to 

be accepted by the Allies, who wanted security guarantees. That a reduction of dismantling had 

been traded for membership of the Ruhr Authority and the Council of Europe, both opposed by 

SPD, was a high price for ending dismantling for Schumacher and the party leadership. 
259
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 SPD members of the Bundestag, supported by the communists, demanded that the 

Petersberg agreement be put to a parliamentary vote, but Adenauer refused. This led to accusations 

of Adenauer being in breach of the new constitution by trying to close the Bundestag out of decision 

making, which they considered an authoritarian move against democracy.
260

 The SPD tried to get 

the Bundestag to vote on a motion of no confidence against the government This did not succeed.
261

 

 After a long session of recriminations against the government, Adenauer stepped in and read 

out a press statement by Böckler. In it, Böckler congratulated the Adenauer government on joining 

the Ruhr Authority and supported the decision. Schumacher reacted with shock. First he insisted 

that the press statement was false. When associates of Adenauer managed to rouse Böckler’s 

secretary out of sleep to confirm it over the phone, the chancellor went on the counter-offensive. It 

is not the job of an opposition party to always be in opposition to everything, he stated. If the SPD 

had their way in refusing to join the Ruhr Authority, the authority would still continue to do their 

business and dismantling would continue in full until finished. Adenauer continued stirring the 

water by saying that he could only conclude that the SPD was prepared to let the entire dismantling 

programme continue until it was finished. An SPD member interrupted Adenauer by shouting out 

that these were outrageous accusations. A member of the parties in government shouted back that 

“your English friends are losing!”, a statement which made the SPD clamour about the tactlessness 

of the government. Adenauer was not about to stop hammering on the SPD, however, and 

continued: 

 

The question is […]: Are you prepared to send a representative to the Ruhr Authority or not? 

And when you say no, then you know from the statement General Robertson has given that 

dismantling will continue until it is finished in full.
262

 

 

Schumacher cried back that this was not true, at which point the Bundestag descended into a chorus 

of calls from both sides of the aisles. After the president of the Bundestag had used his bell to calm 

the representatives down, a yell from the left side of the Chamber asked: “Are you still a German? - 

Are you speaking as the German Chancellor?” before Schumacher uttered four words that would 

throw the Bundestag into chaos: “Der Bundeskanzler der Alliierten!”  

 In effect, Schumacher was calling Adenauer a collaborator. There was no doubt that the 
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Bundestag members got the allusion: the president of the Bundestag sharply rebuked him before the 

chamber was thrown into turmoil. While the bell frantically tried to call the assembly to order, 

members of the opposing parties left their benches and started loud shouting matches, while the hall 

filled with shouts and recriminations. As the chaos increased, Adenauer was asked to leave for his 

own safety, the Bundestag Ältestenrat (Council of Elders) was called to discuss sanctions against 

Schumacher for his comments, and the session was paused. It had lasted until three in the morning. 

When they reconvened the day after, the Ältestenrat repeatedly tried to get Schumacher to apologise 

for calling Adenauer the chancellor of the Allies. He refused, and the Bundestag president therefore 

declared that the Ältestenrat saw no other option but to ban the leader of the SPD from the 

Bundestag for 20 days due to his having “grossly violated the rules”.
263

 According to Adenauer’s 

memoirs, Schumacher apologised for his comments the day after. A resolution by the SPD to 

boycott the Bundestag while Schumacher was suspended was overruled by Schumacher himself.
264

 

 Dismantling in the 25 plants affected by the Petersberg agreement was halted on the evening 

of 22 November.
265

 Of the remaining plants to be dismantled, the programme was all but finished 

by early 1950, except for in the Reichswerke, the only major steel complex where dismantling 

continued after Petersberg.
266

 While the Adenauer government was publicly proclaiming the 

Petersberg agreement as a German triumph against the Allied destruction of German industry, the 

amount of machinery saved by the end of dismantling was actually quite limited. German experts 

estimated that there was only one million tons of yearly steel producing capacity left in the steel 

plants freed from dismantling. More capacity was left in the synthetic oil plants, but were somewhat 

restricted by the PLI agreement. The Fischer-Tropsch plants were in any case seen even by German 

politicians as being uneconomical to run, for this reason they had considered not asking for them to 

be removed from the dismantling list at all.
267

 The concessions the Allies had given the Germans on 

dismantling was therefore mainly of a psychological nature, the actual effect of ending dismantling 

so late in the programme was rather limited.  

 What the debate itself clearly showed was that the British attempt at salvaging their 

influence by offering a deal on dismantling had all but failed. The British plan to offer an end to 

dismantling from a position of strength in August 1949, had by mid November turned into a last-

ditch attempt to forestall an imminent collapse of dismantling in the British zone and to stop 

German-American attempts at using the Ruhr Authority as a stepping stone towards European 
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integration. 

 Dismantling did not end with the agreement, which only covered 25 of the biggest and most 

important works in West Germany. But with the exception of the dismantling of the Reichswerke 

plant, which would continue until the beginning of 1951 and create massive local unrest, the British 

dismantling programme wound up over the next half year.. With the agreement, dismantling as a  

political issue, which had haunted the relationship between the British and the Germans since the 

1947 Level of Industry Agreement, was over. 
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Conclusion 

This thesis is an amalgamation of two quite different stories. One is the history of the dismantling of 

German factories as reparations after the Second World War. The other is how the dismantling 

dispute was shaped by two different strands of thought behind British policy in occupied Germany 

after the war, one conservative and imperial, the other socialist and egalitarian. While the original 

plan was to write both parts of the story from the perspective of British decision makers, this 

quickly proved impractical. Like the British, whose policy on dismantling was influenced by their 

overall occupation goals, the views of the other parties to the dismantling dispute were also 

connected to wider considerations, all of which were not always immediately obvious to Bevin’s 

Foreign Office. In this thesis I therefore switch focus at different times between the actors in the 

dispute over dismantling, particularly the British, Western German elites, and the Americans, and, 

to a lesser degree, to the French, the Soviet Union and the IARA. 

 In evaluating the reasoning on the different sides on the dismantling question, I have chosen 

the factors on which to focus in accordance with a simple logic: Would this factor, if absent, have 

led to different choices? This is of course a question that is easier to raise than to answer. I have 

sought to answer it by looking at the main reasons given by the different sides in the conflict for 

their policy choices, and evaluating the strength of those arguments based on the general situation at 

the time. Based on the admittedly strict criteria laid out in the introduction, only the British can be 

said to have clearly moved beyond economic and security considerations in their reasons for their 

stance on dismantling, especially from late 1948 onwards. These concepts revolved around a British 

conception of power and control derived from their imperial experience, a perception of British 

culture, and a dim view of the German national character. These views coalesced into an influence 

on British dismantling policy which was “irrational” by the model outlined in the introduction: the 

reasons were not based on commonly shared views about economic or security rationality, and the 

end result was not what was expected by the actor holding these views. 

 While I am certain one can find that cultural and ideological factors had a decisive influence 

in other areas of contention in the four occupation zones of Germany, both on the Allied and the 

German sides, this is not so with the dismantling dispute. While it is possible to draw connections 

between cultural and ideological notions of actors in the dismantling conflict and their overall 

policy on it, it is difficult to claim causality as long as these views also conformed to economic or 

security interests. That is to say, American ideological notions about market liberalism and cultural 

notions of the United States and Europe clearly shaped the Marshall Aid programme and through 

that the dismantling dispute, but it also had clear economic as well as security benefits. This mix of 
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motives, as well as its perceived success, makes it difficult to cleanly separate the different Primat 

der Innenpolitik reasons for the programme. Likewise, the German response to the British 

dismantling programme was full of cultural stereotyping, especially towards the end. But it is 

doubtful that all Germans mouthing this kind of criticism actually believed it. Playing on 

stereotypes of Perfidious Albion was after all just a way to increase the pressure on the Allies to halt 

dismantling. Therefore I argue that only in the British case did such considerations influence the 

dismantling programme in such a way that it can be clearly distinguished from economic and 

security considerations. Specifically, imperial notions of power, prestige, and re-education through 

indirect rule shaped the British policy on dismantling in two major ways. 

 When the British occupation apparatus restarted dismantling in their zone in late 1947, they 

invited German elites to participate in the planning and organising in an effort to blunt German 

resistance to the programme. By pointing out that the programme would go on whatever the 

Germans did, they offered the carrots of influencing how the programme was to be accomplished, 

and ways to mitigate its effects. This fit into general British thinking on indirect rule in the 

occupation, and its focus on training Germans to become politically responsible. But had the British 

followed the American tactic of dismantling as quickly as possible and dealing with the resistance 

to it later, the British dismantling programme would not have been so hopelessly delayed by the 

time American and German resistance to the programme coalesced in mid 1948. 

 Secondly, by late 1948 it was clear to the Foreign Office and the British occupation 

apparatus that the changing international situation had rendered moot the most important arguments 

for continued dismantling and limitations on German industry. These centred around the British 

concept of economic security, which tied together the economic and security benefits of weakening 

German strengths in strategic industries in the long term, and rebalancing the strategic capacity of 

European nations in general by moving German industrial capacity to countries that had been the 

victims of Nazi warfare. The most important of the factors that led to this concept becoming 

obsolete were the burgeoning Cold War, the Marshall Plan, and the solidifying of the division of 

Germany. By late 1948 it was clear to the British decision makers that it would not be possible to tie 

West German industry to production limits in the long term, that the major military threat in the 

short and medium term was the Soviet Union, that continued dismantling would offer little benefit 

to British industry, and that the Germans were blaming them, not the other Allies, for the 

continuation of the dismantling programme. Nevertheless the Foreign Office doubled down on 

dismantling, focusing on the threat to British prestige if they were to capitulate to the growing 

German anti-dismantling campaign. 

 Both of these effects rested on a common set of British ideas about power and resistance 
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with roots in the British imperial experience. The problem was seen as one of homogenous German 

cultural and political immaturity and irresponsibility, which could only be cured by long-term 

supervision and guidance. The failure of German political and economic elites to act responsibly 

during the earlier planning phase was proof that they were still irresponsible. The later publicity 

campaign, with its elements of nationalistic rhetoric and special pleading, was further proof that the 

German national character was still suffering from the ailments that had led to the two world wars. 

To show weakness in the face of irresponsible German behaviour would only encourage them to 

push for more in the future. 

 This stereotyping of the Germans explains why the British response to criticism of the 

dismantling programme was so unified despite the different ideological backgrounds of the main 

British decision makers. While Bevin did not share General Robertson’s strongly held beliefs about 

the civilising mission of British imperialism, he did have a very dim view of the Germans. As he 

told Robertson during the occupation, “I tries ‘ard, Brian […] but I ‘ates them.”
1
 

 As I have shown, many in the West German political elites, as well as the labour unions, 

shared the British concern about resurgent nationalism because of the dismantling programme. The 

attempts to frame the opposition to the dismantling programme as a question of Western European 

recovery was in reality an attempt at hiding the fact that the pressure to oppose it came from 

parochial special interest groups. The publicity campaign against dismantling mainly failed for 

structural reasons, however. The Germans in the Western zones did not have the capacity to 

objectively analyse the effects of the dismantling programme, leading them to overstate its effects, 

and they did not have a good understanding of the international mood regarding dismantling, 

leading to ineffective messaging and diplomatic initiatives. That the German views on dismantling 

was more fractured than the British perception supposed is readily apparent in the way the political, 

labour union, and industrial groups sought to fit opposition to dismantling into strategies to 

accomplish wider political goals. During the early period, where the British sought to control 

German responses to dismantling through the Joint Anglo-German dismantling commissions, this 

was most readily apparent in the differing attitudes of the DGB on the one hand, which sought 

British assistance in accomplishing their goals of a socialised, democratic, and industrialised 

economy. On the other hand were the industry associations, which sought confrontation with the 

British to forestall left-wing or Allied control over the economy. In 1949, after the German publicity 

campaign to end it had failed, the differing political goals of the two main political parties in the 

West German zones would shape their responses to dismantling, especially during the run-up to the 
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first Federal elections in August 1949. The SPD sought to forestall German division by using the 

dismantling struggle to attack the western occupying powers in general and the British in particular. 

The CDU sought to tie opposition to dismantling into wider goals of European integration and 

Franco-German rapprochement. 

 On the American side, I have shown that the State Department and OMGUS supported the 

renewed dismantling programme, primarily to keep the French and British happy. The change in the 

American position was because of the pressure of the Marshall Aid programme, where demands 

from the Republicans in Congress and other departments in the Truman administration led to a turf 

battle over European policy in 1948. While the State Department and OMGUS did not seeing much 

purpose in dismantling after the start of the Marshall Aid programme, they did not consider it to be 

a threat to European recovery either, as it mainly just removed unused industrial capacity from the 

Western German zones, which could be used more efficiently elsewhere. They supported it, despite 

intense Congressional pressure, up to the Petersberg agreement in November 1949. It was not the 

dismantling programme per se to which the State Department and OMGUS objected, but the wider 

British and French goal of limiting West German industry in the long term to the level imposed by 

the dismantling programme. This battle over control of American economic policy threw not only 

the entire Western Allied dismantling programme into turmoil in 1948, but also overall American 

policy in Germany. American plans on Germany were not solidly anchored into the wider European 

aims of the Marshall Plan until March and April 1949, partially because of the political infighting in 

Washington and partially because of Military Governor Clay’s penchant for independent 

policymaking as head of OMGUS. With his resignation and an overall plan, the Truman 

administration started to push for a rapid handing over of powers to a new West German state, 

which would now be controlled through economic and security integration with other Western 

powers. 

 For the French, the logic of economic security in relation to Germany loomed even larger 

than it did for the British. The security threat of a resurgent Germany was more immediate, and the 

economic benefits of the dismantling programme was also tied much more closely to the French 

policy of industrial rebuilding after the war. This did not only include the need for dismantled 

machinery from Germany, but more importantly relied on German coal to increase French steel 

production. The French industrial goals as envisioned in the Monnet plan, in particular that of 

superseding German steel production by 1950, relied on access to German coal. The reduction of 

German steel capacity in the new dismantling plan would not only remove a very competitive rival 

industry from the export market, but would also free up large amounts of Ruhr coal for export to 

France. The Marshall Plan and strengthening American security guarantees freed France from 
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following a purely punitive policy in Germany. To assure a continued supply of German coal for 

France, the French now went away from their plans to separate the Ruhr area from Germany, and 

moved towards international control over the Ruhr, a control apparatus where the Germans would 

be included as equal partners after regaining self-rule. Nevertheless, the French government was 

eager to embrace whatever controls and benefits that the Americans and British could offer them in 

relation to the Germans. This led to a somewhat contradictory stance on dismantling after Robert 

Schuman took over as foreign minister. While publicly distancing himself from the dismantling 

programme to the Germans, he closely aligned the French position with the British one in 

negotiations. Between August and November 1949, it was the French that opposed the British plan 

to end dismantling in exchange for guarantees from the Adenauer government. 

 With this outline of the various explanatory factors behind the dismantling dispute, it is 

possible to succinctly answer the research questions raised in the introduction: How did the 

dismantling programme affect the relationship between the British and the Germans? The 

dismantling campaign from 1947 onwards had an adverse effect on the relationship between the 

British and the Western German elites mainly in the late phases of the programme, from late 1948 

to November 1949. The British occupiers saw German protests as emanating from latent German 

nationalism and a refusal to act responsibly. The Germans, rightly saw the continuance of 

dismantling during the same period as being mainly the result of British pressure, and somewhat 

more questionably, as emanating purely from commercial interests in stifling German competition. 

As we saw in the last chapter, the practical effects of this German antipathy towards Britain was 

only seen after the founding of the Bundesrepublik.  

 What were the positions of the other occupying powers in Germany and West German elites 

on dismantling, and how did they influence each other? As discussed above, the dismantling 

programme became a proxy conflict for wider internal political conflicts in the United States and in 

the embryonic Bundesrepublik. The French, with their small zone and independent policy in 

Germany, did not have a decisive influence on the dismantling programme until towards the end, by 

which time they were being courted both by the West Germans and the Americans to take the lead 

in European integration. The Soviet Union quickly faded from view after Clay’s reparations stop 

following the first Level of Industry Agreement in May 1946. By the time of the second Level of 

Industry Agreement in October 1947, which restarted dismantling in the western zones, the Soviet 

Union had very little influence over the programme. The IARA, which has been raised as an 

additional pressure group in the secondary literature, had in my view only a very minor influence. 

The question of how they influenced each other is best explained by discussing who was the driver 

behind the renewed dismantling programme. This thesis argues that the British developed the 
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concept of dismantling as reparations during the Second World War. Morgenthau’s intervention on 

the American side led to a radical change in the scope of proposed dismantling at the last minute, 

which the British never accepted. However, from the renewed dismantling programme of October 

1947 onwards, dismantling in the Western zones conformed relatively closely to the British plans. 

Despite immense American and German pressure, the British managed to hold onto these plans 

relatively intact until after the first Federal elections in August 1949, when it was finally realised 

that the time for concessions had come. The dismantling campaign is therefore a clear example of 

British influence on Western Allied policy in Germany still existing after the founding of the Bizone 

and the start of the Marshall Plan. This influence rested to a large degree on the somewhat fickle 

support of the French government, however, which would cause significant trouble towards the end. 

 How did the dismantling programme relate to the other goals of the British occupation of 

Germany? As mentioned above, the renewed dismantling programme fitted somewhat 

uncomfortably with the wider goals of the British occupation. The Joint Anglo-German dismantling 

commissions had been an attempt at bridging this gap. Their failure made the British fear that their 

prestige in Germany was dangerously on the wane, and that the only way to save face was to 

continue dismantling. As the CCG(BE) and Foreign Office realised after the Federal elections, this 

was a costly miscalculation. Rather than safeguarding British prestige, their uncompromising stance 

in the later phase of the dismantling programme had severely hurt their standing among the Western 

German population and political elites. 

 Which brings us to the last research question, where I, focusing on the British occupiers, 

seek to uncover their cultural conception of how power and influence should be wielded, and to 

what extent it aided or limited their goals. As I argue in chapters one and three, the overall approach 

to the British occupation of Germany rested on cultural notions of Britishness and of what was 

wrong with the Germans, as well as a whole practical-ideological framework for re-educating a 

people originally developed for the British Empire. Despite its imperial origins, the German elites in 

the British zone seems to have suffered little more than hurt pride from this approach. One could 

argue, given that the core of the largest West German parties and labour unions coalesced in the 

British zone, that the British focus on indirect rule gave the Germans in their zone more freedom to 

organise and rebuild than in the more restrictive American and French zones. This freedom was not 

without its negative consequences of course. The lacklustre denazification programme in the British 

zone can be traced back to British stereotypes about the Germans and the quick shuffling of 

responsibility for it into German hands. But only in the case of the dismantling programme is it 

possible to see these imperial conceptions about power coming back to hurt British influence in 

Germany directly. While I have argued that these conceptions were flawed and even illogical, 
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primarily because of the way they rested on a stereotyped conception of the German other, the main 

reason why these miscalculations had such an effect clearly has more to do with timing. After 

having run what was by all accounts a politically softer occupation policy in their zone than in the 

other occupation zones up until the middle of 1948, whatever goodwill they had built up with the 

Germans were all but gone by the end of 1949. If the British had proceeded with their dismantling 

programme with the same speed as the Americans did in their zone, they would have not been in 

such a difficult situation later on, with immense pressure from the US Congress and growing 

discontent among the Germans. 

 This thesis has shown that the political repercussions of the dismantling programme in 

Western Germany were greater than its economic effects. As shown in the last chapter, the British 

insistence on continuing dismantling had a direct effect on the economic policy of the new 

Bundesrepublik. The Adenauer government took explicit steps to distance themselves from the UK 

and to seek closer bonds with France in connection with the dispute over dismantling. In the 

security domain, the British government would only regain some of their influence after the failure 

of Franco-German attempts to create a European Defence Community, which left the door open for 

a British initiative to accept West Germany into NATO in 1955. On economic policy, the British 

influence over West Germany was weakened significantly by the Schuman Plan of May 1950, 

which led to the Coal and Steel Community. By refusing to join the community, British influence 

over the Ruhr was all but over. Influence over overall economic developments in West Germany 

faded just as quickly, as the formal powers of the Western Allied high commissioners over West 

German affairs were gradually reduced between late 1949 and 1955, when West Germany gained de 

facto independence. Only with British admittance into the European Economic Community in 

January 1973 did the British regain some influence over West German economic affairs. But by this 

time the West German economy had clearly outgrown the British, and German-French cooperation 

dominated the community. 

 In West Germany, the patterns of influence developed during the closing stages of the 

dismantling dispute would have lasting effects. The relationship between the DGB and the 

Adenauer government was relatively good, at least until Hans Böckler died from a heart attack in 

February 1951. By this time, however, he had secured important concessions on industrial co-

determination (Mitbestimmung) in exchange for supporting German acceptance of the Schuman 

plan. The SPD would wander the political wilderness for twenty years after the war, their first post-

war Chancellor being Willy Brandt in 1969. The American policy of supporting European 

integration, which became a cornerstone not only of their economic policy but also their security 

policy towards Germany from early 1949 onwards, would continue guiding American economic 
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policy towards West Germany and Western Europe at least until the 1970s.
2
 

 It is of course difficult to argue, in the strict sense laid out above, that the dismantling 

dispute was a major cause for these later developments. American policy towards German and 

European recovery was, at most, only indirectly influenced by the dismantling dispute. When it 

comes to German political developments and the relationship between the German, French, and 

British governments during and after the dismantling conflict, the effect was clearer. The way the 

Adenauer government started distancing themselves from the British almost immediately after the 

elections in 1949 would have been difficult if the British had not made themselves so thoroughly 

unpopular with the dismantling programme. It is of course difficult to quantify how much influence 

the British lost due to the dismantling conflict. Like prestige, influence is not readily quantifiable. 

However, given that the CCG(BE) was cooperating most closely and fruitfully with the DGB, and 

that their relationship with the SPD was quite good until the height of the dismantling campaign, 

one could ask whether the DGB would have followed Adenauer on integration if it was not for 

dismantling. Adenauer’s policy of rapprochement with France would also have looked quite 

different if British policy was still seen as relatively friendly to the West Germans. Fritz Hellwig, 

who, through his work for the industrial associations on dismantling questions in the Saar and later 

as head of the Deutsche Industrieinstitut and high commissioner in the Coal and Steel Community, 

was close to the decision-making process, saw one of the major reasons for the Schuman Plan of 

May 1950 as a determined effort by the French to push the British out of the control of the Ruhr.
3
 

Given the very negative attitudes in West Germany towards British meddling with German industry 

at the time, it is highly unlikely that Hellwig was alone in this view. Whether there was some truth 

to it or not is in many ways less important than the implicit West German support for pushing the 

British out. Again, without the dismantling dispute, it is unlikely that the West German government 

would be so comfortable throwing themselves into the hands of the French to regain sovereignty 

slightly faster. 

 Exploring these repercussions of the dismantling programme and to what degree it 

influenced the start of European integration would be an interesting area of further study. The 

cultural-ideological framework that, as I have shown, shaped the British occupation of Germany 

and influenced the dismantling campaign can also conceivably be expanded to conform to such a 

study. One could make the argument that the ideals of the British Empire were fundamentally at 

odds with Britain joining supranational institutions. Given that British perceptions of prestige rested 
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on an imperial British ideal which saw themselves as the teachers and fosterers of new, fully 

sovereign, and responsible members of the international state system, supranational organisations 

were by their very nature a threat. If Britain itself were to join in a supranational organisation in 

Europe, they would be hard pressed to explain to their colonial subjects why similar arrangements 

could not be extended to the Empire, and it would undercut the building up of the Commonwealth 

as the end point of empire. 

 The dismantling dispute was also a part of a shift in the history of reparations. Up until the 

Second World War, reparations were a settlement between states after war, primarily monetary in 

nature. The dismantling campaign was an unsuccessful attempt to avoid the financial consequences 

of immense reparations claims, such as in the Versailles treaty, which were result of the cost of 

modern industrial warfare. Its failure in Western Germany led to an opening for Konrad Adenauer 

to take the lead himself in offering reparations to victims of Nazi Germany. Adenauer focused on 

reconciliation with the Jewish people, offering large sums of money in reparation for the individual 

suffering of Jewish victims, instead of offering payments for the cost of formal warfare to 

Germany’s enemies during the war. His initiative was the start of the post-war trend of seeing 

reparations as part of transitional justice, where state actors make amends for human rights abuses 

against individuals. Adenauer’s initiative was controversial at the time in West Germany, and 

studying to what degree it was made possible by the collapse of the dismantling programme and the 

threat of further reparations claims from IARA member states would likely lead to new insights into 

this important shift in the history of reparations.
4
 

 Finally, the study of the relationship between the British dismantling programme and the 

overall British occupation policy in this thesis has offered the most complete framework so far of 

the overall approach the British had to their occupation of Germany. The framework is in some 

ways testable. As discussed in chapters one and three, the British foresaw a long occupation where 

power would be gradually handed over to responsible German authorities, where the British would 

wield their power indirectly by guiding and assisting the Germans towards responsible statehood, 

and where British power rested more on their standing and prestige with these German elites than 

on the direct use of power. One would expect this framework, if correct, to have influenced the 

British during the High Commission era after the first Federal elections too. The influence of this 

logic of indirect rule should have been fairly strong at least until the end of Robertson’s time as high 

commissioner, and possibly until the end of the High Commission in 1955. Apart from bringing the 
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virtually unstudied High Commission period of the British occupation into the historical literature, 

the framework could also be used to produce a monograph of the entire British occupation, a task 

which has so far proven too challenging for the handful of scholars that have attempted it in the 

past. 
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