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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The topic, subject matter, and perspective oftthesis was inspired by my discovery and
translation of an unpublished personal testimonitevr by my grandfather, Klaus E. Meinssen,
in the late Spring and Summer of 1945. A copyhaf testimony, and my translation of it,
appear in the Appendices of this document. Memsges an enlisted man in the German army,
recruited at seventeen, and had been stationednmBrk when he was captured by British
soldiers, who marched his regiment back to Gernaantyused them as forced labor before
gradually dismissing them a few at a time. Thealery of this memoir moved me to explore
the history of the British occupation of Germanyg also motivated the decision to limit the
analysis geographically to the British Zone itskdgving out the British section of Berlin as well
as the other Allied Zones; in addition, becausegnaydfather was a German soldier, the record
of his experience inspired me to look at the Britigcupation from a German perspective
instead of an Allied perspective. This perspectivallenges the traditional British view of the
occupation of their zone; historians of the timeslsas Raymond Ebsworth, tended to see
British actions as right, and such histories aterea by the British perspective they are written
from. The actions of the British are reviewed lobge their effects on the German people and
their attempt to rebuild their nation.

The history of the occupation of Germany is lond aomplex, and the history of the
occupation of the British Zone in particular isexception. The British had a number of
different goals and motivations for their occupatisome of which were entirely their own and

others of which were shared, in greater or lessgraks, by all of the Allies. In discussing the



nature of British motivations, the application bbse motivations in the occupation, and the
resulting effects British decisions had on the Garrpeople, it is helpful to understand the
historical background, nationally and internatibpabf events during the final years of the war
and the early years of the occupation.

First of all, the events that occurred during WaMdr 1l cannot be ignored. Under the
Nazi regime, the German army committed terribleaties and war crimes both against their
own people and against the people in the areak,asiPoland and France, that they occupied.
The events of the holocaust left a terrible scaalbof Europe, and when the public in the Allied
nations discovered the truth after the end of the they were outraged. German actions during
the war, coupled with the holocaust, inflamed &wrman sentiments in Britain. Images of the
holocaust also desensitized the British occupthé fate of the German people because they
made the British, indeed all of the Allies, feehtliGermany as a nation was responsible, and
inspired them to treat the Germans as if they @ rguilty. The influence of German actions
during World War 1l should be kept in mind when smtering British attitudes toward the
German people and the decisions they made dureigdbcupation; however, the atrocities
committed by the Germans during the war are notdbes of this analysis. Instead, they should
simply be remembered during discussion of the catop of the British Zone.

Even before World War 1l was definitively over acahtinuing after the war’s end, the
Allies, a group consisting of Britain, France, theited States, and the Soviet Union, had held a
number of conferences to decide the fate of Gernoaog the war was ended. At the Allied
conferences at Yalta and Potsdam, which took ptaEebruary and July 1945 respectively, the
Allies discussed the division of Germany into zookAllied occupation and also made or

planned for a number of other agreements on ocrun@dtpolicy that would later affect the



British occupatiort. Germany was divided up into different zones, eamte to be occupied and
governed by a different Allied nation. Berlin, tBerman capital, was also divided into different
zones of occupation. The Soviet Union took eagBamany, which they had invaded during
the war and demanded to keep, and France and th@oki3ones in the south and center of
western German$. The British Zone consisted of “the largely emfatymlands of Schleswig-
Holstein, the industrial and farming areas of LoBaxony, and the industrial but also highly
cultural region of the Rhine and the Rufir.”

As time went by, the British, who had financiabblems of their own and were having
trouble paying the high costs of importing foodititeir zone, began relying more and more on
the US for food imports and financial aid. Evetityan order to ease the burden on both and to
encourage trade, Britain and the US forged theiesdogether economically to create the
bizone. Britain depended on the US for financigdmort and food imports, and the economic
bizone was created partially in order to relievesmf the burden of importing food for both
government$. The British branch of the CCGtated that the bizone was created to “[improve]
imports,” “to increase production of Germany’s geious resources, especially coal,” and to
achieve a “self-sustained economy for both Zonésreehe end of 1949°” Economic concerns
were not all that motivated the creation of theobz, however. The Soviet Union was becoming
a greater and greater threat, and the fears aitead of communism that heralded the

beginnings of the Cold War were looming. These Glal ways of thinking were another

! Giles MacDonoghAfter the Reich: The Brutal History of the Allieddpation(New York: Basic Books, 2007),
xvii, 11-12,

2 MacDonoghAfter the Reichx-xi, 9.

¥ MacDonoghAfter the Reich255.

* lan Turner, “British Policy Towards German Indystin Reconstruction in Post-War Germareg. lan Turner
(New York: Berg, 1989), 81.

> Control Commission Germany.

® Statement by Sir Cecil Weir, President of the Catembf the Control Commission for Germany (Brifdement),
on the Bizonal Economic Fusiof December 1946, ed. Beate Ruhm von Oppelobuments on Germany Under
Occupation(London; Oxford University Press, 1955), 199.



motivation to create the bizone: it would keep Stmwiet Union out of West Germany and to
limit their expansion, as both the US and the UKen®eginning to fear the growth of
communism and Soviet poweér.

After the creation of the bizone, however, theiBhitbegan to lose influence in what was
originally their zone. Their power did not wanerguetely, but the Americans were definitely
senior in their partnership, and the British wdskedo retain less and less control as time went
on? Because the bizone was created on January 1, 48d British influence did not dissipate
immediately, British impacts on their zone can i discussed as late as the beginning of 1948,
and perhaps even later than that. However, imntleeest of discussing the time period during
which the decisions made by the British had thédsg) level of impact on their zone of
occupation and its people, the temporal scopeisfdper is limited to the years 1945 — 1947.

While the international historical background lkttime period played an important role
in the character of the British occupation, thedibon Germany was in after the end of the war
played a key role as well. Allied bombing had deated large areas of the country, and
millions of civilians had been killed or injured the attacks. “By 7 May 1945 at least 18 million
German civilians had perished and 3.6 million hoimas been destroyed (20 per cent of the
total), leaving 7.5 million homeles§."Many, many civilians were killed in the Alliedtatks on
Germany, on top of the millions of soldiers who l@en killed in the war. The population and
demographics of the country were severely alteyetthé war and its destruction, and many of
the people who had managed to survive Allied bobands were left homeless. The “situation

in all major German cities” was that “the city cenfjwas] devastated[,] ... there was little water,

" Anne Deighton, “Cold-War Diplomacy,” iReconstruction in Post-War Germarggd. lan Turner (New York:
Berg, 1989), 21.

8 Turner, “British Policy,” 81-82.

® MacDonoghAfter the Reichl.



less gas and no electricity, sewage and roads blecked.”® The state Germany was in when
the Allies arrived to begin their occupation istb@sscribed as utter chaos. Even basic utilities
like electricity and sewage were not functioningg ife in cities all over Germany had been
returned to a very primitive state. The Germardfegstem, which had been under severe strain
even before Germany’s collapse due to wartime fatidning and Allied air raids’ disruption of
the transportation system, was barely functiotiinghis fact compounded with the level of
destruction present in Germany meant that the f\Higd a lot of work to do just to return their
zones to a state of habitability, in addition tétigg economic and governmental structures
running again.

The German people had suffered a great deal dthengzar. One German described
what it felt like to be a German citizen during aftér the war in a letter:

Do you believe they will understand what it feéke Ito be showered with their

bombs and shells and at the same time to be silielis diabolic state; what it

means to be crushed between these two millstomégy simply cannot have

suffered as much as us, and since Christ’s deatk thas been a hierarchy of

suffering in which we will remain the victors, waht the world ever learning or

understanding what it was we féft.
Germany was in a state of total ruin when the Alherived to occupy their zones. Economically,
governmentally, physically, and mentally, the coyntould have to be cleaned up and rebuilt
from the ground up. The British faced a nearlymsountable task, but simply rebuilding their
zone was not the extent of their goals for theaupation.

There were three main areas in which the Britesth imajor goals for their occupation of

Germany, and these areas were denazification, datEation, and economic recovery. In

denazification, the main goal of the British, inde# all of the Allies to some degree, was to

9 Barbara MarshallThe Origins of Post-War German Politilsew York: Croom Helm, 1988), 25.

1 John E. Farquharsomhe Western Allies and the Politics of Food: AgrarManagement in Postwar Germany
(Dover: Berg Publishers, 1985), 17.

12.0td. in MacDonoghAfter the Reich3.



remove Nazis from positions of responsibility otheaarity and punish them as befitted their
standing in the Nazi party. Democratization erthileconstructing the various German
government structures to be democratic and ‘redohgtahe Germans in democratic principles.
Finally, a major British goal was economic recovangl eventual self-sustainability in their
zone; the Ruhr was a central industrial area femthole of Germany, and its industrial
production and coal mining were vital both to teeanstruction of Germany as a whole and to
satisfying Allied demands for reparations.

However, the British also wanted to minimize thendge caused by denazification
efforts to the other goals of occupation, sincelyeavery person with any kind of real influence
almost had no choice but to be a member of the peazy; removal of every single one of these
people would ruin their attempts to recreate theegament and resuscitate the economy within
the British Zone. Similarly, focusing too much @onomic recovery at the expense of
denazification and other security measures cowe hesulted in a resurgence of Nazism, so the
British wanted to try to strike a balance betwdweirtconflicting goals in denazification and
economic recovery. They were also overly ambitioukeir attempts to reformat pre-existing
German government structures, since doing so tédeeddown resources, and their methods and
attitudes generated some anti-British resentmenngrithe German populace. Overshadowing
all three of these areas were the other threeddi@wvers, who each had their own interests and
demands and each put pressure on the Britishfatetit times, in different ways, and in order to
achieve diverse and sometimes conflicting results.

The British had several goals for their occupatbGermany, and many of these goals
conflicted with each other. They tried to compreenbetween each of the areas of their

occupation, hoping to minimize the damage eachalttle others while simultaneously



achieving their goals in all three areas. Howetlex,three main aims of the British occupation
were heavily interconnected, and the attempts mjpcomise just made things chaotic in all three
areas without really ending the conflicts betwdemnt. The British occupation was plagued
with mistakes and problems, not all of which weirectly their fault, but the British attempts at
resolving these issues and reconciling their cotifig goals either did not work or made things
worse. As a result of the fact that the Britisttefhto focus on their goals one at a time and
instead tried to accomplish several conflictinglg@ once, the German people suffered in

many different ways and the British were not susftésn accomplishing all of their goals.



CHAPTER 2
INTERNATIONAL POLITICS

The character of international politics at the ehthe Second World War and the
various pressures put on the British by the othEsaovershadow the decisions made by the
British Military Government occupying their zone@€&rmany and the British government as a
whole. Therefore, international politics will ieated first, so that outside pressures will be kep
in mind throughout the discussion of other aspetthe occupation. The goals and intentions of
the British often differed from those of the otidlied powers, and because Britain relied
heavily on the US for economic support in Europaftén had no choice but to go along with
American demands. In addition, the British goveentrfeared the spread of communism and
the influence of the USSR, and much of its decisi@aking and policy reflected attempts to stop
communism and limit the power of the Soviet UnioriEurope. These differences in goals
between the Allies, as well as strategic geopalititms that often took precedence, played a
significant role in the chaos and the contradictbegisions made in the British zone, as later
sections of this thesis will demonstrate.
The Goals and Matives of the Allied Powersin Occupation

The Allied powers, a group consisting of Britaimance, the United States, and the
Soviet Union, made varying demands of conqueredn@ey and held varying ideas on
managing the occupation and reconstruction. lertal properly discuss Allied influences on
British foreign policy and how British goals difesd from those of the other Allies, it is
necessary to examine the goals and motivationettiex Allied powers, especially the US, had

for the occupation of Germany.



First of all, the US, France, and the Soviet Ureach had different ideas about how
much of Germany’s industrial capacity should rematact and at what level each industrial
area should operate, causing inter-allied confbetsr whether to place priority on Germany’s
economic recovery, reparations, or security angereon of German military development.

The British, whose zone contained the wealthy itrthlsarea of the Ruhr, were under pressure
from all of the Allies as well as the Germans thelviss, and these pressures were often
contradictory.

The first major conference the Allies had on hovapproach the occupation of Germany
was Potsdam in July and August 1945, which “wdawadd and ambiguous agreement” that “set
the parameters” of the conflict over “whether rgpians should take precedence over economic
unity” because it did not state clearly enough i€ the two was more importahtFrom the
beginning, the Allies could not agree on how mutBermany’s economic resources should be
devoted to reparations and how much to German stieartion and unification. France and the
USSR, in particular, demanded high levels of rejpama, while simultaneously insisting on
severe limitations on German industry for secugigsons. For example, the French wanted to
limit German steel production to 7 million tons year, and the Soviets a mere 4.6 million tons,
because steel production is an important militaduistry? While demanding that German
industry be limited to prevent future military aggsion, however, the Allies, particularly the
French, also insisted on receiving very high lewélseeparations; these two demands put the
British, who were in control of Germany’s main irstiial center, in an interesting situation,
since industry could not meet the demands for egfmans and still support the German populace

if it was as limited as the Allies wanted it to be.

! Deighton, “Cold-War Diplomacy,” 16.
2 Alan Kramer, “British Dismantling Politics,” iReconstruction in Post-War Germareg. lan Turner (New York:
Berg, 1989), 131.



In addition, the German local government and thadBrControl Commission were
pressuring the British in the opposite direction:

The British government was constantly being urgg&brman politicians and

senior Control Commission officials to halt, ottla¢ very least drastically reduce,

coal exports, whilst on the other hand being subgeto a continuous barrage of

diplomatic pressure from the French, with US SEBpartment support, aimed at

achieving an increase in the amount of coke antlas@dlable for export.
The diplomatic battle over coal between Germankredch interests played a major role in the
larger diplomatic battle between the allied powerer Germany as a whole. Coal was central to
reparation and reconstruction efforts in Franceagad as it was by occupation and war, and so
the French demanded large amounts of coal from &gynm order to rebuild. However, this
demand for large amounts of coal conflicted bottihv@erman interests in Ruhr coal and with
French and US ideas on industrial restriction steurity purposes, in Germany. “Because of
[the] enormous economic but also security importaofcthe Ruhr ... the British were never
entirely free in making policies of their own chowagthere. ... It was from here that reparations
should be taken. Moreover, German industrial pctida was severely limited to prevent her
from becoming a security risk agaih.Conflicting and contradictory interests and dedsan
created a highly chaotic diplomatic atmospherenagigg the British zone, especially the Ruhr
area, and the effects of this chaos can be sethe way the British handled the German
economy in their zone.

The views of the different allies on German dembzasion and the handing over of
political control to the German people conflictedveell, albeit not as drastically as their views

on German economics and industry. According te fhench view, ... Germany was not only

to be ‘democratised’ but also totally demilitarizedsmembered into semi-autonomous states,

® Turner, “British Policy,” 78.
* Marshall,Origins of Post-War German Politic2.
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and kept under strict occupational control for aggation or more> Considering the fact that
their country was torn apart in the war, it is upsising that the French wanted to eliminate the
possibility of Germany rising up and invading thagain, but their goal of controlling Germany
politically for an extended period was not shargdhi® Americans.

“The Americans ... were already changing their tupéhe end of 1945 and pressing for
the transfer of political responsibility to elect&@érman bodies as soon as possibl@he US
wanted to give political control to the German pgeas soon as possible, but this view
conflicted with Soviet views in addition to Frenoches. “The Russians were prepared to hand
over some powers almost immediately — but only ¢onGans who had been suitably schooled by
themselves during the waf."The future divide between East and West Germaasy/lveing
foreshadowed by Soviet views on political controGermany. They did not want to hand over
control unless they could be assured that theie zoould continue to follow Soviet ideals and
interests, a view that was ideologically opposeth&oAmerican one.

In denazification policies, however, the Allies wen agreement. None of the Allies
wanted to risk the resurfacing of Nazism or anothar started by German aggression, and so all
of them pushed for stringent policies that woulchoge former Nazis from positions of authority
or influence. “Denazification was the negativeexdf the measures taken by the allies to
reform German society ... its aim was to ensure @etmany would never again pose a security
threat to Britain and her allie§."The Allies intended to make denazification p@givery severe,
as security and prevention of further wars wereg waportant to all of them. The Americans

were especially focused on the elimination of Naziand they proposed “radical and

®> Raymond EbsworttRestoring Democracy in Germatijew York: Frederick A. Praeger, Inc., 1960), xiii

® Ebsworth Restoring Democragyiii.

" Ebsworth Restoring Democragyiii.

8 Jan Turner, “Denazification in the British Zonér’ Reconstruction in Post-War Germarad. lan Turner (New
York: Berg, 1989), 239.
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comprehensive [denazification] measurésEach of the Allies put a great deal of pressure o
the British to pursue these radical denazificatt@asures. Denazification, however, was an
imprecise and nebulous pursuit, requiring the dematf a lot of time and resources and not
always resulting in the elimination of actual Nazihe difficulties associated with
denazification, combined with the high levels gfldmatic pressure to denazify, would afflict
the British in their attempts to turn their zontian economically and politically self-sufficient
zone.

Comparison and Contrast of Allied and British Occupational Goals

While the goals of the British in their occupatimihGermany did not always conflict
with those of the other Allies, they were not alwaymilar either, and the differences between
the two groups’ goals often led to diplomatic cantfand chaos within the British zone.

The main area in which British goals and ideasedéfl most clearly from those of the
other allies was the German economy. Unlike therallies, who were primarily focused on
security and reparations, the British were focuse@conomic recovery in Germany for three
main reasons, the first two of which being thabrexy in Germany would be central to
recovery in Europe as a whole and that a stablesalfidupporting German economy would
underpin political stability and security in GermyarBritish politician Anthony Eden stressed
that “any policy of industrial disarmament shoutat be pursued to the extent of bankrupting
Germany” and also “stressed the political consege®nf a system of economic security so
oppressive as to cause long-lasting unemploymehtiastitution in Germany,” recognizing “the
key role of Germany in the European economy anighig®rtance to Britain as a trading partner

as well as the linkage between economic and palis@bility.” The British realized that

° Turner, “Denazification,” 239.
1 Turner, “British Policy,” 70.
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Germany was vital to the European economy on th@eyland that recovery in Germany would
fuel recovery in the rest of Europe. However, @it recovery was not their only concern:
they also worried about their efforts generatintitisal unrest and angering the German people
such that another war might occur.

The third main reason the British wanted to acheegéable and self-supporting economy
in Germany was to reduce their own spending on taaimg their zone. The British zone had
been torn apart during the war, and simply impgrenough food into the zone to feed its
population represented immense costs for the Brit@nly a balanced economy in the whole of
Germany would minimize British costs therg.'Cost was an important factor for the British,
who had already spent a fortune on a long war amddwot be able to afford to support their
zone economically for very long. However, in terofigreserving industrial plant, “the Soviets,
the French and even the Americans wanted to re@ecean economic activity to a
considerably lower level than that proposed byBtigish.”*?

British ideas about German economic recovery wetaltruistic. They still wanted to
maintain their own economic dominance, and whilgas important for the German economy to
recover so that it would stimulate their own, th&igh were well aware that “too-prosperous a
Germany could become a rival for Britain as welagsotential military threat once agaifi.”

The British had contradictory interests regardiregr@any: they wanted to stimulate economic
recovery there, in order to stop spending mone§emmany, but they also wanted to restrict the
German economy and industry so that the Germanglwat become economic or military

rivals once again.

" Marshall,Origins 10.
12 Kramer, “British Dismantling Politics,” 131.
13 Deighton, “Cold-War Diplomacy,” 17.
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Conflict over how to approach, and how much totijrtie German economy was thus
generated both by the other allied powers and &Btitish themselves. British economic policy
in their zone was restricted by diplomatic pressur@ demands from the French, the US, the
Soviet Union, and the Germans themselves. Thesam#s often conflicted with each other and
with British interests, creating confusion and timg British action in the Ruhr and in the British
zone as a whole. “Allied co-operation did not fuaet in Germany, with the consequences
being reaped by the German people themséfies.

The effects of the allies’ inability to cooperatere soon felt by the British, who could
not meet the costs of supporting their zone. Un&bhet the allies to agree on higher levels of
industry and standard of living limits for Germatiye British could not significantly reduce the
costs of running their zone. The British “[had]r&dy on American involvement in Europe as a
result of their economic weakness.Since the British had to rely more and more omeatic
aid and food imports from the US, the US gaine@grele of control over British policy in
Germany. “The Americans were paying the pipethsy naturally wanted to call the tun."lt
became a policy aim “to involve as far as posditdeUnited States in Europe who could take on
some of the burden [of] ... the cost for the runmifigsermany.*’ The British began to follow
along with US goals and ideas for Germany, in thehof achieving these goals so that the US
would continue to remain in Germany and foot tHefbr supporting her. In this way, as time
marched on, British goals began to change and nvatheJS goals, foreshadowing the

unification of the British and US zones into thedsie in late 1946 and early 1947.

1 Marshall,Origins, 10.

!5 Marshall,Origins ,13.
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Eventually, the British had no choice but to realigeir goals to match more closely
those of the United States, but the seeds of @binilj and contradictory policies had already
been sown, and this British concession to US goalls added to the confusion. The differences
between the policies of the British and the othisgsahad, in many cases, negative impacts on
the British occupation of their zone, the specib6€svhich will be discussed in detail in later
chapters. International interactions and politiad a large impact on the occupation of
Germany after WWII. In addition, the Soviets amdnenunism were becoming more and more
of a threat, and “the overriding aim of the Britgtvernment emerged: to secure a continuing
US commitment to the recovery of Germany and talarice of power in Europe that would not
favour communist influence®
Relations with the USSR, the Cold War, and their Effects on British Foreign Policy

Ever-present in the minds of the western Allidgance, Great Britain, and the United
States — as time passed, was the growing threae@oviet Union and the spread of
communism. Preventing communism from spreadingwestern Germany and thwarting
Soviet attempts to gain more power in the westesridwvere important goals for all of the
western powers. The beginnings of the Cold Waraaridcommunist ways of thinking began to
influence policy decisions made in all aspectshefBritish occupation in Germany. The British
had much “anxiety about the Soviet Union ... theirstmightmare was a future alliance
between Germany and the Soviet Unidh.Keeping Germany allied with the west instead of
with the Soviet Union was becoming a major motivatadBritish policy-making with regards to

Germany. “British security had to be guarantebédth “against Germany” and the resurgence

18 Deighton, “Cold-War Diplomacy,” 20.
9 Deighton, “Cold-War Diplomacy,” 18.
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of war and also “against the Soviet Unidfi.'Security was an important and ever-present gart o

the goals all of the allies had for the occupabbGermany, and as conflicts with the Soviet

Union became more frequent, basic security measu@anded to include security against the

spread of communist influence in addition to sdgwgainst a resurgence of Nazism and war.
Fears of the Soviet Union underlay many decisioaderand actions taken that seemed

to have other, usually economic, motivations. Gieation of the US and British bizone, and the

resultant division of Germany, was one of theseast The bizone’s official inception date was

January T, 1947 and by the end of that year documents publisheablty the British in the

west and the Socialist Unity Paftyn eastern Germany reveal the building tensioméen the

two groups. In the later months of 1947, a Foré&fynisters Conference, which discussed the

unity of Germany, was taking place in London, amel $ocialist Unity Party had been denied

access by “the leaders of the Social DemocratityldiGermany and of the bourgeois parties in

the Western Zones of Occupatidii."The executives of the Socialist Unity Party cte

“German People’s Congress for Unity and a Justé&dadie held on 6 and 7 December 1947, at

which “all parties, organizations, and large entisgs” would “[elect] a delegation to the

London Conference of Foreign Ministers” that coesgbress “the will of the German peopf8.”

Of course, “the will of the German people” mearg #ill of the Communist Party, and by

announcing this German People’s Congress in thenerdhat they did the Socialist Unity Party

was threatening to enter communist supporterstirgd-oreign Ministers Conference.

2 Marshall,Origins, 9.

2 Agreement Between the Governments of the Unitegbliin and the United States on the Economic Fusion o
their Respective Zong® December 1945, Ruhm 195.

% The Socialist Unity Party was the branch of thenBwnist Party that operated within the Soviet Zione
Germany; as such, their actions were largely aansion of the will of the Soviet Union.

% gocialist Unity Party Appeal for a German Peoplésngress for Unity and a Just Pea26é November 1947,
Ruhm 260.
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At the London Conference, these communists, mkslyliunder the control of the Soviet
Union, could push for a unified Germany in whichmeounist, and by extension Soviet,
influence could be spread. Consequently, on 1%edéer 1947 the British proposed that the
Conference be adjourned so that the British governtroould take “time to study the problem as
it now is in all its aspects™® The British government wanted to prevent commtuanisl Soviet
politicians from attending the conference becabse power and influence in Germany would
grow if they attended. Even though a unified Gerynaould probably hasten the country’s
economic recovery, a unified Germany would alsonioeh more susceptible to the spread of
Soviet influence. “A divided Germany had the adxfiil political advantage of keeping the
Soviet Union out of the western part of Germaffy The Soviet Union had grown very powerful
and influential in Europe, and stopping the sprefits control in Germany by dividing the
nation would allow the western powers to retaintagrof at least half of the country. In
addition, western Germany contained the British Amgerican zones, including the Ruhr’s
industrial powerhouse, and it was important toBhiésh that the Ruhr and its potential not fall
out of western control.

“By 1946 ‘political-strategic’ motivations were uttately more important in deciding the
course of British policy than economic considenasio This might explain the determination
with which the British blocked Soviet attempts ek the question of Germany’s economic
unity, reparations etc. opef’” As long as the British controlled the Ruhr, Biitipolicies such
as the pursuit of economic recovery would contitulee pursued there; “A Germany divided,

with the wealthy Ruhr looking westwards, was ashét for the west than a united Germany

% Extract from Marshall's Statement Proposing thedAninment of the London Session of the Council oéifa
Ministers, 25 November — 15 December 194y December 1947, Ruhm 261-268.

% Marshall,Origins, 11.

2 Marshall,Origins, 11.
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that might fall under communist influenc®.”If the Soviet Union gained control of the Ruhr,
they would, of course, use it differently and with¢he prosperity of the United Kingdom or the
United States in mind. Therefore, in order to preévhe spread of communism and Soviet
influence and to maintain control over the Ruhe, western powers shied away from discussions
of German unification and sought to preserve adé@iGermany.

In addition to fearing the spread of Soviet powad anfluence, the western powers also
had strong ideological biases and fears concergongmunism itself. They wanted at all costs
to stop the spread of communism as an ideologypaficies with that goal in mind greatly
affected policies in other areas of the German pattan. Economically, the spread of
communism appeared linked to poverty and unresthis way, the British goal of stopping the
spread of communism coincided with their goal ajreamic recovery in Germany. “If Germany
prospered, it would be less prone to communism Gemnany had to be revive@”The threat
of communism further motivated the British in thaitempt to resuscitate and stabilize the
German economy and, as will be discussed in chéptee, helped bring the other western
powers around to the British point of view regagdihe German economy. The threat of
communism also intensified efforts to install demadic political structures in Germany and root
democracy in the country before communism coulé tald. “The onset of the Cold War made
the development of political structures urgent.e Tinst democratic local government elections
were held in the British Zone in the autumn of 19#6Fears of communism further motivated
the British to pursue economic recovery and dentzatzon and likely drove them to redouble

their efforts in those areas.

% Deighton, “Cold-War Diplomacy,” 21.

% Deighton, “Cold-War Diplomacy,” 21.
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The Cold War had the added effect of essentialtirenconstructive political and
diplomatic discussions among the allies regardmegaccupation of Germany. The Soviet Union
and the western powers began to see the othethasad, and instead of working together to
benefit both Germany and each other they begasdagailitical discussions over Germany to
fight for power. “Both the Soviet Union and thestern powers viewed each other's motives
with considerable apprehension and thought they wesponding to a threat from the other,”
even if no such threat actually exisfédThese responses to threats, real or otherwise; dr
attention away from the German people and the nefttie country and changed, to some
degree, the goals and motives of the occupying pwieor example, after the very first
attempts to work together, it became apparentBhtdin “[refused] to deal constructively with
the Soviet Union over German§?” In the eyes of the British, the goals of the 8btdnion were
oriented towards the growth of Soviet power andthetrecovery of Germany or the recovery of
the other allied powers, and so they would not ctoregreement with the Soviets. The British
also feared the spread of communism, which wagalitassociated with the Soviet Union and
was probably a major goal of theirs, and did nottwa work with the Soviets for that reason; all
in all, the British saw themselves as so diffefenin the Soviets that no agreement could be
reached, and preventing the Soviet Union from gaipower and influence became more
important than working together for the benefiGd#rmany and its people.

Conclusions

The nature of international politics at the endhaf Second World War and the relations

among the major powers — France, the United KingdbmUnited States, and the Soviet Union

— had a considerable impact on the way the Britafdled the occupation of Germany in their

3L Deighton, “Cold-War Diplomacy,” 34.
32 Deighton, “Cold-War Diplomacy,” 28.
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zone. The goals and demands of the other alliegeofocused on security, denazification,
reparations, limiting the levels of German industmyd using the coal from the Ruhr for
reconstruction. The ways the other allied poweaiated to handle the occupation were,
however, often at odds with the way the British tedrto handle it, with these conflicts on the
international scale often having the result of tngachaos, contradictory policies, and confusion
within the British zone. The British desired mgitthe economic recovery of Germany, both in
order to improve the European economy as a whadatower the massive costs they were
incurring by occupying and supporting a struggi®grmany. They also wanted, as time wore
on, to further involve the US in the German occigraaind to ensure continued US support and
aid.

The British goals of promoting economic recoveryhaying higher maximum levels of
industry in important, and potentially militarilyadgerous, industries such as coal and steel and
drastically reducing the amount of coal sent outefcountry so that it could be used to rebuild
in Germany conflicted with the desires of the othlées. France, the US, and, earlier on, the
Soviet Union, all put diplomatic pressure on théigm to maintain security with low limits on
industries whose products could be used for weapoother warlike purposes; to enforce harsh
denazification policies despite the fact that déieaion was imprecise, time-consuming,
expensive, and often resulted in the removal ofé&eagcutives; and to send large amounts of
reparations, in money and in goods, to France laadJSSR to repay damages done in those
countries, even though money, coal, and other goeas desperately needed in Germany itself
to rebuild the shattered country and get the ecgrmumning again. The British had no choice

but to cater to the demands of the other alliesame occasions, but at other times were able to
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exert their own influence, creating a quagmirei@iecent policies and international goals for the
Ruhr and the British zone as a whole.

The stirring of the Cold War started affecting gileing as it developed, and the Cold
War could be called the principal motivator of theision of Germany. Fears of communism
and the Soviet Union tainted every decision madkimifuenced changes in policy both within
Germany and internationally. Within Germany, thevgng threat of the spread of communism
galvanized the democratization process and huthiedransfer of control to German elected
bodies and also convinced the other western pothatssermany’s economic recovery and
eventual prosperity should be pursued in ordereognt the spread of communism to western
Germany. On an international scale, the economumle fusing the British and American zones
was created to help lower the costs of occupatiothie two countries, speed economic growth,
and to keep the USSR out of western Germany byrieigsa united, and democratic, western
half.

This very tense and rapidly shifting internatiosiéiation, caused by allied conflicts over
the details of the occupation and by the onseh@Qold War, forms the context for other
aspects of the British occupation, for internatlaiiplomatic and political motivations colored

every decision the British made regarding theiupation.

21



CHAPTER 3
DENAZIFICATION

Denazification, or the removal of Nazis from pmsit of responsibility in Germany, was
one of the major goals the Allies had set for tbeupation of Germany. They were focused on
destroying Nazism, preventing its resurgence, amgjing democracy to Germany, and they
wanted to ensure that as many Nazis as possibke aversted, removed from positions in which
they could pose a threat to the Allies, and brougluastice. The British, however, had other
goals in other areas of the occupation which coteftl, to some degree, with this goal of strict
and thorough denazification. One of these othenmaals was economic restoration, which
conflicted with their intent to denazify becausenyaf the Nazis who needed to be removed
were experts or professional administrators in lgighportant economic sectors, such as coal
mining, and their removal would wreak havoc on iBhitattempts to restore the economy.
Denazification would have a similar impact on deratization, since many of the Nazis being
removed held responsible positions in governméetse positions had to be filled with people
who were inexperienced and required training, shovdown the democratization effort as well.
The Allied pressure on the British to denazify wasy strong, but their desire to restore the
economy was conflicted with that pressure, and @igempts to resolve the resulting conflict
through compromise caused more problems than thlegdin both areas.

British Denazfication Methods and their Failings

In order to achieve denazification in their zome, British used three main methods, all

linked to one another. These three main methods theFragebogenor questionnaires; the

British bureaucracy that made decisions based ®@Rridgebogenand later, in 1946, the panels
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of Germans who decided whether the German individuguestion was affiliated with the Nazi
party. Even after the Germans took responsilfititydenazification through these panels,
however, the British retained veto power, keepimme measure of control over the process.
Each of these methods had flaws and failings inveeng or another, and these flaws
compounded to detract from the effectiveness afidezicy of the overall denazification effort.
The weaknesses in tiieagebogernwere that they generated an enormous amount efrwapk

for the British bureaucracy to process, that tpeicessing therefore was too slow, and that only
people who were applying for or already had jobsawequired to fill them out and then appear
before the panels, a dangerous loophole. The pah&erman inquisitors failed because the
British had to approve everything they decidedtbay were inefficient, and they became a way
for Germans to gain personal advantages over antbemrather than a way to truly denazify.

In addition, the very nature of the attempt to défiyaGermany right after the war ended,
when the British were full of mistrust for all Geams, carried its own inherent weaknesses.
Because they had not lived and worked in Germaniewthwas under the Nazi regime, the
British had trouble distinguishing actual Nazisnfrpeople who had joined the party in order to
survive, and needed to rely on assistance from @eicivilians and anti-fascists; however, the
British distrusted all Germans, even anti-fasastd others having nothing to do with the Nazi
party, and placed a certain amount of guilt forwa on the population as a whole. Therefore,
they were reluctant to turn to the Germans for aid] tried to denazify on their own, which
often resulted in some known Nazis escaping punestinwhile other, innocent Germans were
punished for nothing.

First of all, rules and guidelines for denazificatin all four zones were set up by the

Allied Control Council in late 1946Control Council Directive no. 38: the Arrest and
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Punishment of War Criminals, Nazis, and Militariatsd the Internment, Control, and
Surveillance of Potentially Dangerous Germatetes that “the object of this paper is to
establish a common policy for Germany covering:”
(a) The punishment of war criminals, Nazis, Militarisasid industrialists who
encouraged and supported the Nazi Regime.
(b) The complete and lasting destruction of NazismMildarism by
imprisoning and restricting the activities of imfaont participants or adherents
to these creeds.
(c) The internment of Germans, who, though not guiftgroy specific crimes are
considered to be dangerous to Allied purposestl@dontrol and
surveillance of others considered potentially soggous®
These stated goals for Allied denazification carctresidered to have been, at least loosely, the
goals held by the British for their own denazifioatefforts, since the British were a part of the
Allied Control Council and therefore had a hanaviiting this directive. In the same directive
the Allies also outlined and described the membgershthe five categories into which people
would be grouped based on their level of adherem®&azism. The categories were as follows:
1. Major offenders;
2. Offenders (activists, militarists, and profiteer
3. Lesser offenders (probationers);
4. Followers;
5. Persons exonerated (Those included in the atetegories who can prove
themselves not guilty before a tribundl.)
The directive goes on to list the definitions ofmieership in each category and the sanctions
that should be placed against the members of edelyary. Only “persons exonerated” were
totally free from sanction, and the only people vbletonged in that category were those who

“not only showed a passive attitude but also abtivesisted the national socialistic tyranny to

! Control Council Directive no. 38: the Arrest andrilshment of War Criminals, Nazis, and Militaristscethe
Internment, Control, and Surveillance of Potentidllangerous Germand?2 October 1946, Ruhm 168.
2 Control Council Directive no. 38: the Arrest andrisshment of War Criminals, Nazis, and Militaristscethe
Internment, Control, and Surveillance of Potenyidllangerous German42 October 1946, Ruhm 170.
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the extent of his powers,” and this status hacetprioved before a tribunalThese Allied
guidelines set a foundation for how denazificasbould be approached in Germany in general:
legalistically, based on a pre-written set of glirss, with people in question being brought
before a tribunal that would judge and punish thérhis foundation, combined with other
weaknesses inherent in the Allied attempts to dgndundered the British in their attempts to
denazify from the beginning.

Denazification in the British Zone in general atsone with its own inherent limitations,
which stemmed mostly from the way the British apgyeteed the problem. First of all, they knew
very little about the composition of the German ylapon. “Denazification was by its very
nature outside the ability of outsiders to handleThe Germans themselves knew the difference
between the card-carrying paterfamilias tryingdmea living, persecuting no one, and the block
warden reporting to the party. Yet the British nsisted on shouldering the task of
distinguishing them® The British took it upon themselves to denadifgit zone, unwilling to
let the Germans help them “because they were aha@atically suspect[.] German civilians
were not accepted as partners by Military Goverriroéfiters.” This suspicion intensified the
complexity and difficulty of the denazification eft, because the British had to expend more
time and effort attempting to discern Nazis fromaoents.

The British did not want to base their denazificatefforts on political distinctions,
preferring a “legal’ approach” in which “memberphof the NSDAP became the yardstick by

which implication with the regime was measur&dfowever, this legalistic method was

3 Control Council Directive no. 38: the Arrest andri'shment of War Criminals, Nazis, and Militaristscethe
Internment, Control, and Surveillance of Potentidllangerous Germand?2 October 1946, Ruhm 170.
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“bureaucratic and slow,” and “also did not takeaot of all those who were known to have
benefited from the regime without being officiaigrty members, whereas thousands of
innocuous party members [were] penalizédJften, British attempts to isolate and punish
members of the Nazi party resulted in the arregiudtless citizens or people who had joined the
party because circumstances forced them to, wharteesactual Nazis were allowed to escape
unscathed. This fact represents one of the mailimds of the British denazification efforts:
because of the nature of circumstances and atitaidéhe beginning of the occupation, some
Nazis went undetected and unpunished, causingrtist®o fail to accomplish their stated goal
of completely denazifying their zone of occupation.

Since the British were unwilling, at first, to redyp German advice to isolate Nazis, they
used instead a method that was also being usdebdmericans: long questionnaires, called
Fragebogenthat every German had to fill out. Thésagebogenwvere designed to determine if
the German in question was a Nazi, and were “tief afstruments of denazification ... ;"
however, some of the questions were “vague,” soere viunintentionally humorous,” and some
were just plain ridiculous, such as the questianthow much you weighed, scars,
distinguishing features, religion,” “titles of ndiby,” and “earnings.? The questions on the
Fragebogerwere often inane, confusing, and badly worded,famgtrated the German citizens
who were forced to fill them out. Despite the ftaim theFragebogenhowever, the British still
relied on them as a tool to aid the panels in degid/hat category a person belonged in.
Anyone who had a job or was applying for one hafilltout a questionnaire. Giles MacDonogh

writes that “if you wanted to get on, you faced finguisition’ and filled in the form with its

" Marshall,Origins, 48.
8 MacDonoghAfter the Reich344-345.
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‘sometimes stupid questions’, otherwise you wereodbwork and deprived of ration tickets. If
you were not careful, you were declared a war erithio boot.?

Because théragebogenwvere issued to Germans all over the zone, thesesaan an
avalanche of paperwork to sort through. This hargeunt of bureaucratic work put a damper
on the already questionable efficiency of Bragebogen One British occupier wrote that
“denazification is not everywhere proceeding as d4asseems desirable owing to the complete
inability of Field Security to deal witkRragebogenQuestionnaires) in the numbers which are
now being submitted to them® The British staff responsible for sorting througk
Fragebogernwere soon buried in paperwork, with the effect tha results of the questionnaires,
as well as the following hearings before panelsevaelayed until the bureaucracy could catch
up. These delays caused denazification effontsdwee forward slowly.

“In the initial stages [denazification] was carriedt by Allied officials.™ In early 1946,
however, the Allies decided that “German DenazifwaPanels were to be set up which were to
sift through questionnaires filled in by all Gernsaand make recommendations to the alltés.”
The Allies, including the British, maintained cavitof denazification for a while, but turned
some of the responsibility over to the Germansistsust faded. These German panels were not
free of flaws either, however, and these flaws atsatributed to the mixed success of the British
denazification effort. One of the biggest flawghis system was in the nature of the screening
process. “Any German who applied for a respongibk&t had to be cleared first by his local
panel,” over which the British retained veto cohfrdut there was “a loophole. Only those

who were seeking employment had to present themsédvthe panels, and it was thus possible
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for a known Nazi ... to live on quietly without sufiieg any other disadvantage¥." The overall
result of this loophole was that “well known Nacztigists were seen to be left unscathed
whereas convinced non-Nazis seemed to suffer &r dommitment.*> The existence of this
loophole represents a serious flaw in the Britishakification system.

Finally, after the panels of Germans had takerptaee of the British officials,
eventually they began to use the panels for their ends. The British could not watch and
execute their veto power over all of the panelsnae, and indeed Raymond Ebsworth writes
that the veto powers were “hardly ever us¥d“Denazification too often simply deteriorated
into a process where denunciations were made &impérsonal advantage¥.”Because of the
complicated, slow, and confusing bureaucratic ptaces, and the inattention of the British, the
Germans on the panels were able to use their positf power for their own gain, causing even
more Germans who were not actually Nazis to besartof such and arrested. The bureaucratic
methods of thé&ragebogerand the tribunals of Germans evaluating their peenstituted a
denazification effort that “was considered ... pomdisrand inefficient*® Since some Nazis
were escaping punishment in their zone, and im fllace innocents and people against whom
the Germans on the panels had personal grudgeserrig arrested and sentenced, the British
cannot be said to have achieved total succes&indanazification efforts.
The Conflict between Denazfication and Economic and Administrative Efficiency

Aside from the general weaknesses in the meth@British used to denazify, their
efforts were also further complicated by their ¢iotihg needs to both denazify and maintain

and build up the devastated German economy andnhatration. This conflict caused chaos
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and confusion in the denazification effort, and Bntish ended up letting more Nazis go free,
since they were experts in important industries]eMmarmless party members or innocents were
arrested and punished.

The conflict the British felt between sustainihg economy and the administration and
satisfying their goal of denazification was a vesgl and difficult situation. “Very frequently
the previous Nazi incumbent in a post was the legpkrt, and a refusal to reinstate him might
mean delays which in key departments like the foifides could have serious consequences for
the public.*® This fact represented an important problem ttitsBrhad to solve: how to
continue denazifying while still leaving some expen their positions. The British did attempt
to tackle this seemingly unsolvable problem; howetheeir solutions caused more problems for
denazification, and for other areas of the occopathan deciding one way or the other may
have. They issued “a new directive” on denaziiaratspecifically for the British Zone” that,
they claimed, “allowed sufficient latitude for terman administration and economy to be built
up.”®® This directive, rather than finding a balancenssn denazification and economic and
administrative build-up as it was intended to, eaudenazification efforts to swing back and
forth between too much denazification and not ehougpr example, in 1945, the “Crafts
Department of the Chamber of Commerce and Industrifanover, a city in the British Zone,
recommended that “only 38 master craftsmen shoellgrbvented from working (out of several
thousands in the city!) because of their too clssociation with the previous reginfe.lt was
recommended that most of the craftsmen be lefigir positions because their labor was
needed; however, dismissing only 38 out of thousaumdbably left far too many Nazis free and

unpunished.
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On the other hand, too many experts were dismissedthe coal industry, with
disastrous results, especially considering the kata coal played in reconstruction all over
Europe and the demands being placed on Germarnachafill this need. “The manner in which
denazification was being implemented had denudedictbal] industry of many of its competent
officials, and those remaining were in such a statencertainty about their future that they were
incapable of giving their best servic&."The British were attempting to find a middle gndu
between ridding important industries and govern@aesgpartments of their experts and
important employees and leaving too many Naziositpns of responsibility, thereby failing to
meet their denazification goals. However, the campses the British made created a lot of
chaos in their zone and resulted in many Nazis ir@ngain their posts in some industries while
most of them were dismissed in others.

When Control Commission Directive 38 was writterate 1946, it put renewed
emphasis on denazification in Germany as a whiillee concern within the CCG was with
restricting the scope of denazification ... it washef utmost importance that all unnecessary
denazification should be avoidet."However, the Allies, especially the Americansrave
leaning more heavily on the British to denazifyneTAmericans were insistent that “all party
members, however nominal,” be dismissed despitmiaidtrative necessity, convenience, or
expediency,” but “membership of the party had badnally a condition of employment in
many departments of the administration in Germ&hyPressure from the Americans and other
Allies made the conflict between the economy anthd#gication an even more pressing issue.
The publication of ACC Directive 38 “created a dartfbetween the need to purge German

society of Nazism and the need, not merely to kbepevived German administration working,
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but to provide the inhabitants of the British Zom¢h food, water and some protection from
disease. ... [It] was precisely the development ehstonditions that would favour the
recrudescence of Nazisrft.” This conflict was clear and remained centrah®roblem of
denazification even as late as fall 1946. If tm#igh pursued their denazification efforts too
heavily, the economy and new administration woulifies, which would in turn engender
resentment among the German people and might deawrést or the resurgence of fascism. On
the other hand, if the British failed to denazihpegh, they would be put under serious pressure
and scrutiny by the Americans and the other Allies.

The solutions the British tried to implement in erdo alleviate this conflict did not
produce successful results, however. “The morearatd occupationally related measures
carried out in the British Zone caused sufficidmh@s and disruption to provoke serious
concern.?® Some industries were disrupted despite atterogisit denazification, and Nazis
were left unpunished in others. The chaos reguftiom denazification in the Ruhr area is a
clear example of the results of this conflict th&iBh felt. “In the Ruhr all the mining engineers
were dismissed as Nazis. Then there were explesiat claimed hundreds of live¥.”"Many
other industries and sectors of the new Germanradtration had similar problems as the
British attempted to pursue moderate denazificatioategies.

The Effects of Conflicting British Motivations on the Denazfication Effort

Instead of making the German industries and goventmmore efficient, two of their
other goals for the occupation, the British, whikit moderation and conflicting goals, caused
chaos and the loss of German public support. Almmain goal of denazification, finding and

dismissing Nazis, was not totally achieved becanaey Nazis, especially the ones who had
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been in positions of power and responsibility dgrimne Nazi regime, went free. Many Germans
became disillusioned with the British Military Gawenent, and indeed in their own new
governments, for several reasons having to do Biitish denazification policy. The
Fragebogerangered Germans because many of the questiongidierdous and seemed
useless; there was a lack of differentiation betwaetual innocence and guilt which caused a
loss of state credibility. Also, many industriesr& disrupted by the random and chaotic
denazification efforts, which scared workers beeatsy could be arrested as a Nazi even if
they had not been an important party member. ©héict the British were presented with was
a very difficult problem, but their solution todid not successfully denazify, nor did it allow for
economic and administrative growth. In additioablgc opinion of the denazification policy,
and the British Military Government in general, weaning both in Germany and in Great
Britain as the populations of both countries obedrthe chaos the policy was causing.

Public opinion in both Germany and Great Britaimsvibeginning to turn against the
British Military Government and their failing dengezation policy. In Germany, feelings were
mixed. Some were irritated at the slow speed haddendency of the British to leave more
important Nazi party members in their posts, esgigcconsidering the numbers of unimportant
party members and even innocent people not indhty that were being arrested One Military
Government official wrote that “the bulk of pubbpinion in this RE? is in favour of a clean
sweep and, ignoring administrative expediencygeiplexed at our retention of such borderline
cases,” and Barbara Marshall concluded that “déisaion in the eyes of many Germans was

... not thorough enougtf? The average German citizen wanted to see hisroKazi
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oppressors punished for their crimes, and resesgethg them go unpunished simply because
their arrest would disrupt some industry or adntratson.

In addition, “the Germans ... were annoyed to sed’tr¢y big-shots go free while the
authorities continued to harass rank-and-file memido had done nothing monstrods. The
more important Nazis, who had actually been harrthiegGerman people, were not punished
because doing so would damage industrial and/ofrastnative efficiency, but average German
citizens who had only been nominally involved ie fharty were being arrested, and were often
sent to internment camp$.TheFragebogentoo, were a source of discontentment among the
German people, especially the more intellectuah@aeis, who were insulted by the banality of
the questiond? Even in Great Britain the people were beginninbé tired of the chaotic and
confusing denazification policy in the British Zon@y the end of 1946, public opinion in
Britain was tiring of the manifold complexities thle programme and was increasingly pre-
disposed to ... wind up denazification as quicklyassible.®** One of the effects of the
denazification policy in the British Zone was thia¢ populations of both Great Britain and
Germany grew to dislike the way it was proceeding #® want to see changes.

On the other side of the equation, however, wegeothcials in the Military Government
and the British branch of the CCG, whose industiies departments were being torn apart and
thrown into chaos by the denazification policy.itt& protests were received from Military
Government officials, battling to get the Germaaremmy moving again, about the catastrophic
effects of denazification in their sector."These officials needed further relaxation of

denazification standards, or at least some regulat the confusion caused by conflicting
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directives on denazification, in order to get thedustries running efficiently again. This need
is because denazification impacted industry pderbunegatively, both because needed experts
and supervisors were being arrested and becauseetith of directives on denazification, in
addition to the British tendency to arrest unimanttparty members or innocent civilians,
caused so much chaos and uncertainty that workene w a near constant state of unease and
fear. “The disruption caused by denazificatiom, timcertainty which surrounded the process of
appeal and reinstatement, and the fear and suspadicch the policy invoked, all hindered
production at the works®® Workers feared denazification, and this fear alpat another
damper on industrial production, adding to the wiayshich denazification was negatively
impacting industry.
Conclusions

Various problems were caused by British attemptgsolve the conflict between the
economy and denazification and to cope with thedlthat were built in to the methods they
chose to denazify, with the most central of thasdlems being that the British failed to
completely denazify: many Nazis who should haventa@eested escaped punishment. Nazis
ended up going free for several reasons, incluthegorruption of the German tribunal panels,
the fact that many important party members wetealehe because they were experts whose
knowledge and experience was needed in industagiministration, and the inability of the
British to separate those who willingly joined thazi party and those who joined out of fear. In
addition to causing the British to partially fail &chieve their most basic goal for denazification,
the solutions the British presented also causegratof other problems in their zone.

The welter of directives which caused such confusiioe disruption of some

industrial and administrative organizations, treergment of the population at a
policy which was seen as punishing the ‘small byt letting the ‘big fish’ escape,
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the scope provided for corruption, hypocrisy andegi¢ion — all of these have
rightly been seen as hallmarks of British denaatfimn *°

The problems inherent in denazification were mamg the conflict between denazification and
industrial and administrative progress and efficiepresented a very difficult problem that
needed to be solved. However, the way the Brighary Government tried to solve these
problems only resulted in causing chaos in themezoeducing industrial production in a number
of ways, and causing public opinion in both Germang Great Britain to turn against them.
Finally, the “fundamental error behind the denaaiffion policy” was that “it failed to
create a belief in a state of law because it fditedifferentiate between the innocent and the
guilty.”®” Another of the primary goals the British, anddrd all of the Allies, at least in the
beginning, had for their occupation was to recarttGermany and turn it into a unified and
legitimate state once again. British denazificapolicy was causing the Germans in their zone
to lose faith in the state and the law as legiteraaid unbiased governing tools and to realize, at
least somewhat, that the only true power in thédriZone at the time was the British Military
Government. No matter how many concessions thelertathe various German administrative

apparatuses, the British were still in charge, thiett rule was chaotic and unpredictable.
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CHAPTER 4
DEMOCRATIZATION, RE-EDUCATION, AND THE RECONSTRUCTN OF THE
GERMAN GOVERNMENT

In addition to denazification, “the ‘democratisati of Germany,” a term that implied the
realignment of the German government and peoplg &wen fascism and toward democratic
thinking and action, “was one of the key phrasealbéd occupation policies in Germany.n
keeping with this goal, the British actively purdugemocratization in their zone, attempting to
ensure that democracy would grow and thrive in Geryn The intent was to democratize
Germany through a number of means, including clmgn@erman government structures, such
as local and provincial level governments and thié gervice; changing the education system
and curriculum to instill democratic principlestire German youth; attempting to reeducate
German adults in democracy through the media aeda|xivil and government service training
schools; and controlling the operation, licensigggl influence of political parties and other
German organizations such as trade unions.

However, the British wanted democracy in Germanmesemble the way democracy
works in Great Britain, and occasionally used thdfiuence as the occupying power to force the
Germans to bend to their will, even if that willintcadicted what the Germans had decided
democratically. They were, for the most part, égooed that part of the reason the Nazis were
able to take over in Germany was the ‘weaknesti®previous German democratic system.
This attitude is an example of the underlying &wrman condescension and tendency to think
of Germans as second-class human beings, calledrbg authors the ‘colonial spirit,” that

pervaded the British Military Government and tHa@nch of the Control Commission Germany
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(CCG). This attitude affected the implementatidbBitish ideas, good or bad, making them
more difficult to carry out since for the most pin¢ British officials in charge did not respect

the elected German officials or even the Germampleesms a whole. In addition, the CCG itself
was overstaffed and many of its employees weremmpatent. All of these factors, in addition to
the monumental nature of the task they were fadombined to ensure that even when the
British were successful in achieving their goatgareling the German government, their attitudes
towards the Germans as a group caused the Germaasent them and grow increasingly anti-
British.

British Attitudes and their Impact on the Democratization Process

Although the attitudes and opinions outlined iis thapter were by no means held by
every member of the British occupation, the mayaoitthe Military Government and CCG staff
members, especially those in the upper echeloaketbdown their noses at the Germans as a
group. Their attitude toward the Germans influehttee decisions they made regarding
democratization and the reconstruction of the Gargmvernment and often lead to unnecessary
over-supervision, condescension toward elected &eiwofficials, and negligence of the average
German citizen’s problems and issues.

Many of the members of the British occupation Hagldpinion that there was an intrinsic
German nature that contributed to the takeoveh®Nazis and made the Germans more
difficult to educate in the ways of democracy. Egample, “appended to every report” of the
results of surveys conducted by the Public Opiftesearch Office (PORO) in Germany “was
the extraordinary disclaimer ... which suggested ‘#diicated’ Britons might find German

views ‘irritatingly naive and stupidly illogical® The higher-ups in the PORO attached this
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message to every report that was sent out of difete, clearly indicating their biased views of
the Germans. This office was responsible for disdag the opinions of average Germans and
notifying the rest of the British Military Governmieof their findings, and yet they believed that
the Germans were naive and stupid, which opiniamddvprobably have corrupted the empirical
purity of their research in addition to negativedffuencing the opinions of the rest of the
Military Government. In his book, one member ¢ British Military Government wrote that
the British included a lot of rules and laws in tt#nderconstitutions because “[the Germans’]
tendency to obey the law and therefore such ‘ruteght well help to make them better
democrats® This author, and apparently many other Britisicizs, did not believe that the
Germans were capable of being democratic or of ngtaleding the way democracy works. It
seems that they felt that, because of this supposeasic inability of Germans to be democratic,
they would have to make many rules and work haetitacate the German populace before
democracy in Germany would be possible.

The British backed up these negative opinions efGlermans, and the belief that they
were not capable of democracy unguided, by poirtbripe fact that Nazism rose out of the
democratic Weimar Republic. The British “claiméat local government in Germany had
never been democratic and that this lack of bammeatratic experience at the local level was
responsible for the ease with which the Nazis rehlable ... to take over,” and they felt that
“what was needed in Germany was a lesson in basimdracy as practiced in Great Britafn.”
The British believed that experience in the way deracy works is necessary for a democracy
to function properly, and blamed the relative nesgnef the Weimar government structures for

the rise of Nazism.
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In keeping with their opinions of the Germans g&aple, the British found the German
government systems that were in place before 1988 inadequate and contributive to the rise
of fascism, and chose to attempt to replace thetm thve more enlightened British way of doing
democracy. Even though “the systems of local guwent in operation” before 1933 “were
clearly based on democratic principles,” the Bhittkecided that they must “eradicate” the old
local government system and reconstruct it comlylétérhe fact that British apparently felt that
the old German system was not good enough andghlesequent decision to completely remake
the local government system both point to theuatétthe British had; this example of the kinds
of decisions made by the British occupiers cleartifcates their tendency to look down on the
Germans as intrinsically naive and unaware of deatgc What the British replaced the old
German local government system with was, naturailydeled on the current British system.
“[British] reasoning was strongly influenced by tleeal government system in force” in
Britain.® The British viewed their own systems as supeatidhe German ones, even though the
old German system had been democratic; this clpac#s to an obvious bias against the
Germans as a people.

This anti-German bias did not go unnoticed by tleen@ans themselves. Raymond
Ebsworth, who was a member of the British Milit&@gvernment, wrote that “some broad-
minded officials agreed with us, but on the wh@eifman] officialdom was hostil€.”The
elected and appointed German officials in theigleoning new government systems resented
British attempts to fit Germany into the British ltho Many of the British ideas were essentially
implemented by force, using dictates and directigeghat the British could be sure their ideas

would last. However, when they tried to promoggidiation without making Military
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Government directives, “there was an outstandistpimce of the failure of such methods of
lobbying.”® Ironically, the British were attempting to dematize Germany using undemocratic
means, and when they did try to go through the adeatic system legitimately their ideas were
rejected. In addition, after th&inderwere established in 1947 they began altering fiaicies
to reflect their opinion of the British and the derfeeding of British ideas into German systems.
“All four Lander of the British zone ... discarded atuof the British-inspired detail” in their
government systems in the spring of 1847he Germans were aware of British opinions of
them, resented the imposition of so many Britishcpes and ideas into their government
systems, and rejected or eliminated many Britisimeints of the new government systems
whenever possible. British attitudes and opinaege having a negative impact, from their
perspective at least, on one of their goals fordgmmocratization of Germany, which was to
install a British-style democracy there.

Another example of a British occupational instibatthat was negatively affected by
British attitudes toward and opinions of the Gerrpapulace was their branch of the Control
Commission Germany. Many of the British CCG merligxd “too much colonial spirit,” and
generally felt that “the individual German is a gt to whom no attention need be given at
all.”*® The term ‘colonial spirit’ refers to the way tBetish officials interacted with each other
and with the German people: they acted as if Geymas a British colony, with a ‘backward’
people to enlighten and a government and civilcstme to reorganize, and were disinclined to
mix socially with Germans or even lower-rankingtBh officials. “There is thus considerable

evidence of a lack of understanding and sympathwtoking class organizations among
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Military Government officers® Average German citizens, their problems, and thei
organizations did not interest the brass in thé®BriMilitary Government. These officers
resisted the growing influence of the new Germaddrunions and made efforts to curb these
organizations’ creation and growth through compéidaand unfamiliar, legislatior. British
opinions of the Germans as second-class citizergstaltheir so-called ‘colonial spirit,” caused
the Military Government and the CCG to autocratjcedstrict the growth of a natural and
important part of any democratic system, the tialens, despite the fact that they were
supposed to be democratizing the country.

In addition to being permeated by people with niggattitudes toward the Germans, the
CCG was also poorly run, overstaffed, and genesddlffed with incompetents or people who
did not care about the individual German. The d&@eneral had “a lack of overall policy, a
cumbersome occupation structure, [was] over-stditedacking in expertise and often pervaded
by a ‘colonial spirit’.™* More detailed discussion of the CCG and the nzmpects of its
failures and negative impacts on the German peaitlléollow in Chapter Six, but for now it is
applicable that many of the CCG’s members lookedindon the Germans, and their attitude
resulted in the duplication of many jobs within theeaucracy. There was “tight supervision of
all German organizations,” and nearly every Gerwféinial had to have his work supervised
and often approved by a British Military Governmergmber, with the result that there were
often two people assigned to one J8bA vast but aimless bureaucratic machinery came i

existence. It was only because of the devotiah®fmen on the ground’ that impressive
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practical results were achievef." The magnitude of the CCG’s bureaucracy, mosttoEwwas
unnecessary, combined with the needless duplicafiomany German bureaucratic institutions
and officials due to British attitudes, significgndelayed the functions of government in
Germany. Any resolution made by German local govents, for example, had to go through
miles of red tape before it could be enacted, dadsthat were made by German officials,
elected or appointed, had to be approved by thgdmming British CCG. “In their frustration,
the Germans felt that the British stifled Germaralanitiatives and had actually delayed the
rebuilding process*® The subchapters below will illustrate in greatetail the effects British
attitudes had on the various aspects of the derpatian effort in the British Zone.
Reforming Government Structures

The reformation and reconstruction of German gavemnt structures, such as local
government systemkandlevel government systems, and the civil servitaygd a large role in
the British democratization effort. At th&nd, or provincial, level, the biggest changes that
were made were in the division and recreation et.inder, or provinces, themselvetander
were being redrawn in all four zones, and in théidr Zone the major task at hand was to
divide the enormous state of Prussia into smaierder The zone, which had consisted mostly
of the “former state of Prussia” but had also cm@d several other much smaller provinces, was
divided into “fourLander. North-Rhine-Westphalia (which had been set ugdiyrto
accommodate the industrial complex of the Ruhrilé&swig-Holstein, Hamburg, and Lower
Saxony.*” Drastic redrawing of provincial geographical bdaries was being done all over
Germany, not just in the British Zone, but the dexis were being made by the occupying

powers alone. “The people themselves were nevesuttied” about the changesliand
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boundaries, and “there was some popular resistdfice. many cases, the divisions and
combinations of.anderthrew people who disliked each other togethediwded previously
strongly united groups; the case of the creatiobosfer Saxony is a good example, because it
was created by incorporating, among others, “Brucikswand Oldenburg,” twaanderwhose
respective populations had been rivals for a veng ftime.

In terms of governmental structure, edeimdhad a parliament, administrators, and
cabinets, and eventually a written constitutidriThe actual powers given to thand
governments by the British were limited, howeved &he British listed many powers which
required Military Government supervision or remaimirectly under the control of the Military
Government.British Military Government Ordinance No. 57: Powef Lander in the British
Zoneoutlines which powers are granted_end governments, including “ecclesiastical affairs,”
“development and ownership of industries,” “housamgl town planning,” “food and agriculture
(subject to Schedule C items 5 and 6),” “constarcand maintenance of highways,” “certain
taxes specified by the Military Government,” “fagtdegislation,” and “press, associations and
meetings.?® Almost everything else, including nearly evergthhaving to do with the economy,
land reform, distribution of food, demilitarizati@md reparations, foreign affairs, currency, and
national defense, among a multitude of other cors;eemained under the Military
Government’s control. Importantly, this ordinaratso states that “nothing in [it] shall be
deemed to limit the power of the Military Goverrniordisallow any Land Legislatiorf” The

Military Government conceded some powers to thelywovming Landerand their
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governments, but they retained control of a gresmtymmore powers and also reserved the right
to veto any decision made by thénder, this ordinance effectively left all power in thands of
the British, allowing them to make a small conoasgo the Germans without having to
compromise their security concerns.

The changes the British made in government straatithe local level were much more
drastic. They implemented sweeping changes eatlyair occupation, intending to model the
German local government system after the one thatiwplace in Great Britain. The British
imposed in the local government system “a cleaistia of responsibilities between council and
council committees on the one side and the admatigh on the other,” with the administration
being subordinate to the elected legislafdréThe Directive” that they issued regarding the
reform of local government structures “envisagesititroduction into local government of the
British ‘dual system’ with its elected council atiee Mayor as representative head elected by it,
as well as the creation of the office of full-tinpermanent Town Clerié® The British separated
the legislative and executive branches of govertiraethe local level, making the executive
subordinate to the elected legislature and turekegutives into instruments and enforcers of
legislature rather than policy makers. The Gerpwople were unsure about these changes to
the local government system, callingaweispurigkeif’ a “duplication of work,” and “it was
not always easy to explain to the layman why it fadidenly become necessary to have two
heads instead of one in their town or villa§é.These drastic changes the British made in the
way government was set up at the local level cadube German populace, many of whom

“remained unconvinced” at firt;over time, however, the Germans adapted to thisfaem of
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government, and kept it almost intact, with onfgwa changes, such as the retention of the
RegierungsprasidentThe British were successful in implementing “thstitutional changes”
they made in the German local government struchuewere not so successful in their
“proposed changes in the civil servi¢g.”

The British were not as successful with the Gergiaihservice as they were with the
local government. In reforming the local governimgnucture, the British used directives and
other mandates, effectively implementing their cegsichanges by force. However, when
making changes to the civil service, the Britiduesd resolutions but never gave them the force
of law. Also, in the beginning months of the ocatipn they relied on the older, traditional
German civil service to run things, effectively igig the traditional ways a foothold that later
attempts at change could not budge. These factionsg with others, combined to seriously
hinder British attempts at changing the structum@ @rganization of the German civil service.
“The British did not succeed in getting their wayimportant issues such as ... the political
activity of civil servants” because their “attemiptdemocratise by democratic means ... worked
in favour of German traditionalisn¥” In keeping with their attempts to democratizeramy,
the British tried to implement their intended chesdp the civil service system without issuing a
directive; their efforts failed, however, and bezathey did not make a forced directive
concerning the issue the Germans were able to @dngir own ideas on the subject. “Despite
Allied efforts the traditional structure of the @G&an civil service re-emerged,” complete with a
“continuity of status, rights and conditions foettivil service.®® The civil service retained the
association of its members with an elevated sstals that it had traditionally had. In addition,

“German opposition was particularly stiff — and sessful — against the British proposal that
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civil servants should abstain from political adiyvand turn into public servants ‘above party
politics.”?® The German civil service remained much the sasrieted been before 1933; the
British were unable to fully implement even theioshimportant desired changes, such as their
goal that the civil service and its members showldbe involved in politics, but should remain
outside of them as instruments of the politicateys

The fact that the British were only successfulnnpiementing their desired changes to
German government structures when they did so loefis telling. It demonstrates the fact that
the British, with their negative attitudes towardlapinions of the Germans as a group, were
generating resentment and anti-British sentimetiténGerman people, especially in German
government officials. These officials would waittii the British had ceded more powers to the
Landgovernments, and then pass their own reformsawsl Without considering “the general
principles laid down by the BritisH® When the British attempted to introduce theirrges as
any German citizen would, by going through the Garrdemocratic system they were supposed
to be supporting, their ideas were eventually aredd.

Ironically, despite the fact that they claim to Bdeen aiming for democracy in
Germany, the British were afraid, for security @as to allow the Germans to form political
parties. The British suspected that “some potentr@n force might re-emerge which could
threaten British security” if political parties veeallowed to forn?* Raymond Ebsworth writes
that “there was at the time a strong feeling ... th@atmust somehow enable the Germans to take

over political responsibility without permittingem to form political parties*® Yet concerns
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about security took precedence over the goal ofodeatization, and the British wanted to
attempt to keep the Germans out of politics as Esthey could.
Education and Re-Education

Another aspect of the British democratization effeas the education and re-education
of the German people. The British felt that by@ating German youth to be ‘democratically-
minded’ and reeducating German adults to be aligoedrd Britain and democracy, mainly
through manipulating the media, the minds of then@a® populace would be realigned toward
democracy.

The rationale behind Britain’s policy of re-educatin the period 1945-55 was to

change the political behaviour and social outlobthe German people by means

of a fundamental restructuring of all the meansmhion and communication. In

practice this control was to extend beyond thegnrexlio and cinema, to include

the entire education systeth.
Controlling the media and its output was seen aglypanother method of ‘democratizing’ the
Germans, and seems not to have been seen as arttethattempted to corrupt the integrity of
the supposedly free press. In addition, the Briwanted to reorganize and control the press
such that it would help disseminate British wayshifiking and make the populace more
amenable to accepting British changes to their gowent systems and other ways of life. “The
media were seen not as a means of re-establislengdas culture but as a means of projecting
British values and the British way of lifé* Democratization and ‘British-ization’ seemed to
have become one and the same in the eyes of thehBwho wanted to use the media to
democratize Germany by exporting their own valliesd. This attitude did not strike the

British as culturally invasive, however; ‘Britisking’ the Germans was seen as the only way to

truly democratize them, since the ability for demaay, to the British, did not exist in German

33 Welch, “Priming the Pump,” 215.
3 Welch, “Priming the Pump,” 224.
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culture. Therefore, the British still wanted thegs to resemble the free press in other
democratic countries, and these two desires cordlgneh that “the long-term goal was an
“objective’ press” that would be “impartial andgBritish.”*> This statement is in itself a
contradiction, as it is impossible for the presbadoth impartial and pro-British; however, the
contradictory nature of this approach to the meelilects the contradictory nature of other
aspects of the British occupation. The attempth@British to turn the media, which in a
democracy are supposed to be independent anddmegbvernment control, into a British-
controlled and British-oriented propaganda macheteay the influence their attitudes had on
their decisions. It seems that the British fedittih was more important for the Germans to begin
adopting British cultural practices than for ther@ans to regain their own.

In addition to controlling the media in order téeatpt to sway the minds of the Germans
toward the British point of view, the British alsdended to use the media to convince the
Germans of their guilt, for security reasons — tlelynot want a repeat of the aftermath of
Versailles. “Itis our object,” quotes a repoudrfr Hanover in 1945, “to educate the German
people in our way of life, to make quite certalnsttime, that they are never under delusions as
to who started this war in 193&°” Democratization, for the British, also necesgaritluded
ensuring that the Germans were aware of their avlbfgr the war; if the Germans did not have
some measure of guilt, in addition to the otheusgcrisks they might not feel that adopting
democracy was necessary for Germany, making thera raeentful of the occupying powers
for forcing democracy on them.

Censorship, too, was a big factor in democratizatihwough the media; the British could

not afford to allow the press to publish anythihgttresembled fascist ideas or anti-Allied

% Welch, “Priming the Pump,” 225.
3 Marshall,Origins, 30 (endnote).
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sentiment, or might compromise Allied security. n@ol Council Directive no. 40 details what
the German press and political parties were nohpd to publish, including “articles which:”

(a) contribute towards the spreading of nationaligtam-Germanic, militaristic,

fascist or anti-democratic ideas;
(b) spread rumors aimed at disrupting unity amongsgthes, or which cause
distrust and a hostile attitude on the part ofGeeman people towards any of
the Occupying Powers;
(c) embody criticism directed against the decisionthefConferences of the
Allied Powers on Germany or against the decisidrikeControl Council;
(d) appeal to Germans to take action against democreasures undertaken by
the Commanders-in-Chief in their zorés.
Through censorship and other forms of control,Bhigsh used the media to try to circulate pro-
British ideas and reeducate the German peoplenmodecy while maintaining Allied security,
which to the British was the same as the Britisly niife.

Instead of making the Germans more pro-British lamuying them around to British
points of view, however, British attempts at re-eation and controlling the media resulted in
added resentment from the German people and agegiagly anti-British press. David Welch
writes that “continued attempts at re-educationai@ed unpopular” with the Germans even after
the German public opinion of the British Militaryo@&ernment began to rise during the winter of
1946-47, and that even controlling the licensedspapers with “pre-publication censorship and
post-publication scrutiny ... proved too big a job IBC'’s already overstretched officers.”
Because the British could not handle the job okoeing and otherwise controlling all the
elements of the German press, “political party nEapers” were created that “reflected the

views of their parties which were by and large-&@G,” and “a large portion of the available

circulation” began “to represent the views of ootggnly anti-British parties® By attempting

37 Control Council Directive no. 40: Policy to be Folted by German Politicians and the German Prégs
October 1946, Ruhm 179.

3 Welch, “Priming the Pump,” 233, 226.
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to manipulate the media and turn it into a vehiotespreading British cultural values and pro-
British views in their continued efforts at re-edtion, the British in fact turned the press against
them, and many political newspapers turned upviea¢ anti-British. The attitude the British
had which convinced them that the German peopldeteee-education in order to become
democratic, along with their apparent opinion fBatish cultural values were more ‘right’ and
more important than German ones, hindered the weatin process by turning the press, and
therefore at least some of the population, aganesh.

Re-education of adults was not the only way th&adBrused education to help
democratize the German people; they also made esdnghe German education system,
altering curricula, textbooks, and teaching methlodemove any traces of Nazism and replace
them with democratic ideas. “During the previoegime, every aspect of teaching had been
impregnated with Nazi doctrine,” and in some sutsjémdoctrination had begun in the infant
school.”® After replacing the many Nazi elements that heenbintroduced into textbooks,
teaching examples, and school curricula, the Braigsempted to educate the German youth in
democratic ideals. They believed that “it was ambgessary to send an army of democratically
trained educational experts to Germany to take theeschools and in due course young German
democrats would emergé” Education, they thought, was the key to ensutiag Germany
remained democratic, since in the British opinio& Germans were not inherently capable of
being democratic. Educating the young in ‘demograom an early age would allow the
British to train them to believe that the Alliedus& was just and the changes made by the British

were benefiting Germany.

‘0 MeehanA Strange Enemy Peopl&66.
“1 Ebsworth,Restoring Democragyl59.
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Conclusions

In discussion of the attitudes and opinions ofBnésh occupiers, it is important to note
that the opinions mentioned were by no means hekl/bry member of the British Military
Government. Many of the people serving ‘in thédfier at lower levels did not look at the
Germans in a condescending or prejudiced way ,aar@l most of the people who were
prejudiced against the Germans and harbored ethtraxceleas were in the upper echelons of
the various British Military Government structuigesd the CCG. Still, of the British who were
in power in the British Zone in Germany, theirtatties about the Germans were, for the most
part, condescending and ethnocentric. In somesdhsse attitudes had negative impacts on
their democratization efforts.

Many of the British in occupation thought the Gang, because of their inner nature,
were unable to sustain democracy in their own naaod had to be taught how to live
democratically by their British occupiers. Theyshe people they were trying to democratize
as “an ‘incorrigible’ German race” that needed ¢oreeducatedf: and felt that German opinions
and ideas were “stupid” and “naive.” In addititme British occupational leaders felt that the
way to properly democratize Germany was to expitr town cultural values, ideas, and
institutions to Germany intact. They tried to m&kermany over in the British image,
attempting to remake German government structedes;ation systems, and even the German
media and the ideas and ways of life of the Gerpeaple in the British mold. Even though the
British were supposed to be helping the Germanisaate to new structures of government and
ways of life, their attitude was highly condescemgdand engendered some amount of resentment

in the German populace, regardless of the sucedadwe of the changes that were made.

“2Welch, “Priming the Pump,” 234.
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The effects the British attitudes had on their deratization efforts are multitudinous.
Their local- and_and-level government and organizational changes readdirgely intact, but
in the case of the local changes the German pelighleot understand the new system and
considered its duality to be wasteful of time, #melredrawing of thednderwas not well
received by the general populace and threw sonaégroups of people into close contact with
one another. These alterations the British madlegderman local andand governments
remained mostly unchanged largely because theyeldatiem up with force; when the British
tried to change the German civil service by goimgagh democratic channels, instead of
making their changes by force, the Germans rejetiest of their ideas and formed the civil
service in their own way. The fact that the Bhtisad to use the equivalent of force to enact
their democratizing changes in Germany hints atraterlying anti-British sentiment on the part
of the German people; this sentiment was probabhecated in large part by the British
occupiers’ ethnocentrically prejudiced attitudesaads them.

The press, too, reveals a general anti-Britishisemt that must have been felt by a
decent proportion of the German population. DesBiitish attempts to use the press to
disseminate British cultural values, intending take the media, and by extension the population,
pro-British, they did not have the manpower to cerdl of the newspapers, and eventually
more and more newspapers were able to distribigelp@nti-British ideas.

The people in charge of the British Military Gomerent felt that making the Germans
more British and replacing old German governmengtitutional practices with British ones
were the most logical ways to democratize Germathgwever, because their attitude toward the
Germans was so negative, they failed to achieveesufrtheir goals and even engendered more

anti-British sentiment in Germany.
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CHAPTER 5
RECONSTRUCTING THE GERMAN ECONOMY

The German economy within the British Zone wasnemted to and affected by many
factors, especially the wants and needs of the éthied powers and British efforts in
denazification and democratization. The recovéme economy in the British Zone was
especially important to the Allies, as was secuatyd the Allies responded to these different
aims by making directives and demands that somstoueflicted with one another. These
Allied restrictions and demands caused many powgifmiting complications in the economy.

The other objectives the British had for their quation, such as denazification and
democratization, were tied to the economy as webntradictory policies and efforts
concerning those other objectives also negativiégced the economy in many ways. Finally,
the many different sectors of the economy, sudh@sarious industrial sectors and farming,
were interconnected as well; therefore, althougtorild seem that only a few industrial sectors
were restricted by Allied directives and the cheassed by British policy, many other sectors
relied on those chaotic few, and problems in aifedustries ended up rippling outward and
crippling the entire economy in the British ZoneeaXy all sectors of the economy, no matter
how far removed, were connected, and failures emnidaltions in several areas worked together
to effectively stagnate the economy, devalue thieeagy, and allow barter trading and the black
market to thrive.

British Policies and Motivations, Allied Pressures, and their Impact
The many and various pressures, both from witiénUnited Kingdom and from the

Allies, that motivated British economic policy cohepted British attempts to reconstruct the
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economy and contributed to hindering their progreghat area. The motivations the British
themselves had included preserving and rebuildieg bwn economy, reconstructing economic
and agricultural apparatus in Germany in ordeethuce British spending there, and denazifying
German industries and other economic structurebhulding the German economy was of vital
importance to the British, because only when tlememy was self-sustaining in the British
Zone could the British cease funneling milliongloflars into the zone to feed its people and
keep the economy running. With this goal in mith, British attempted to make concessions to
economic reconstruction in other areas of the oatiop, especially in denazification; however,
these compromises only resulted in throwing theméneas of occupation into chaos and
confusion and did not hasten or even contribugctmomic reconstruction. In many cases,
British attempts at compromise only made their Zbaeonomic situation worse.

Some of the goals the British had regarding thexaa economy were self-serving in
character. They wanted to rebuild the economéir zone, but their motivations for doing so
were not all altruistic. The cost of maintainimg tzone and feeding its people was
catastrophically high, and the British wanted tduee those costs. Also, the British economy
was recovering from the war as well, and they aitwant to rebuild the German economy so
well that it began doing better than the Britistke omhe British were “worried about money,
especially as Britain did not have much. ... Britaistonomic handicap was patently obvious.
... In 1945-6 alone, Germany cost the taxpayer £714omi while the British people had to put
up with a continuation of wartime rationing. The British people would not long put up with
continued rationing while paying millions in tax&s that their former enemies, a defeated nation,

could rebuild their economy.

! MacDonoghAfter the Reich500-501.
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In order to reduce costs by reducing imports, thedB attempted to use policy to
encourage the growth of food and production of sgagy goods within the zone. “Their desire
to see more goods made in the Zone was clearlydbasgely upon self-interest,” as they were
“trying to staunch the dollar loss which the Zoepresented” While increased self-sufficiency
could be seen as beneficial for Germany and thisBiZone, it would be less vital if the
Germans could rely on income from their exportsazl; most of the coal being exported was in
the form of reparations, so it did not earn then@ers any money. Self-sufficiency becomes
more important when the balance between importseapdrts is thrown off, especially for the
British, who were paying for the imports into theane because the Germans could not.

Although their motivation might have been selfismature, the British still intended to
restore the German economy. Economic reconstruetas a major goal for the British, since it
would bring with it reduced costs for Britain amtieased coal and other exports for reparations
while easing the minds of the German people angifglrevent a resurgence of unrest or
fascism. To these ends, “the aims of the occupdtiere] economic stability and reduction of
British expenditure in Germany."While the British had other goals for their ocatipn as well,
such as pursuing denazification, ‘democratizingitizone and reconstructing its government
structures, and meeting Allied demands for repamatand dismantling, the central motivation in
their occupation was economic recovery, both fom@ay and for Britain. In a statement
regarding the British Military Government’s poliay Germany, Ernest Bevin, British Foreign
Secretary, stated that “we [the British] wish te sstablished ... economic conditions which

will enable Germans and the world outside Germarhenhefit in conditions of peace from

2 Farquharsoriolitics of Food 201.
® Turner, “British Policy,” 89.
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German industry and resourcésThe British believed that the German economy eearal to
the European economy as a whole, and that thereéam@omic recovery in Germany would lead
to economic recovery and prosperity in the re€wfope, Britain included. Restoring the
German economy was a key British goal for theiupadion for several reasons; most of these
reasons were centered on reducing British occupatimsts and helping rebuild the British
economy, but they nonetheless represented a maagddenefiting Germany by rebuilding its
economy.

Although the British were motivated to reconstriine economy in their zone, their
execution of this motivation did not work very wellhe policies and plans made by the British
were inefficient and were not very effective in totfling or regulating the economy. “An
Economic Planning Committee (EPC) was establishet coordinate economic activity and
the allocation of scarce resources,” but “by Decenil®45 it had become clear that this federal
planning system was inadequate to the taskven in the first year of occupation, British
policies for controlling the German economy weliérfg to do just that.

The British planning system suffered from a nunddedeficiencies most of

which were probably inevitable. The plans ... wesseatially short-term, subject

to sudden production changes and based on inadeguo@tinaccurate data. ... In

practice, planning was reduced to a perpetualtiverarocess of readjustment

and reconciliation of sectoral plans. Furthermtre,attempt to direct resources

to the so-called ‘basic industries’ ... led inevitat the emergence of a

succession of bottleneck sectors. In respondeeetbottlenecks the authorities

mounted a series of ‘battles’ ... to overcome theatsiges. Yet these special

efforts were by definition extraneous to the plad & effect amounted to

overriding the plan without openly admittind’it.

The system the British were using to try to conth@ economy in their zone was not adequate,

and the British constantly had to make alteratemmd adjustments to their plans, sometimes

* Extract from a Statement by Bevin Concerning thHasBrGovernment’s Policy on Germar2 October 1946,
Ruhm 181.

® Turner, “British Policy,” 75.

® Turner, “British Policy,” 76.
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contradicting their previous plans in order tottsynake the system work. As a result, “the
economic plans of the British ... were either purtor nebulous or contradictory.”

Eventually, “the British ... moved towards reinstgticentral planning of production. ...
The plans were ambitious, purporting to provideaa ffor total production and distribution, but
were not accorded sufficient authority by the Bhtiwith the result that industrial production
functioned largely outside effective controfs At first, British planning constituted little mer
than the British constantly rushing to react todardchanges in the economy, changing and
contradicting their previous plans as it becamardieat they were not working. However, their
attempts to federalize control of the economy daitiwork either, and they began losing control
of parts of the economy completely. Their “contr@chanism did not operate with anything
like full efficiency in the occupation period.”British economic policies and plans were
inefficient, poorly organized, reactive, and somets contradictory, and therefore sections of the
economy began slipping out of British control. Bréish were motivated to reconstruct the
economy in their zone, but their plans and contimigloing so were inefficient and ineffective.

The Germans, especially Germans of some standiiged this ineffective planning of
their economy and were made suspicious by it. Huspected that the British were handling
the reconstruction of the German economy badlywpgse, in order to exploit it and also allow
the British economy to grow faster. “Adenauer badk that UK policy was intended to gain
competitive advantage for British industry ... hisws [were] widely shared by trade unionists,

industrialists, and German official$> In addition to being unable to successfully contine

" Mark Roseman, “The Uncontrolled Economy,"Reconstruction in Post-War Germareg. lan Turner (New
York: Berg, 1989), 95.

8 Wendy Carlin, “Economic Reconstruction,”Reconstruction in Post-War Germareg. lan Turner (New York:
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German economy, British economic planning, by rigilso badly, also engendered suspicion in
German economic and political leaders, who thotigdit the British were running their economy
poorly on purpose in order to gain an advantage them.

Their own goals were not the only pressures inttirggnthe way the British handled the
reconstruction of the economy in their zone. THhieeg, too, had a significant influence,
especially regarding industry, reparations, foogonts, and denazification; the British Zone
contained the vital Ruhr industrial area, whichum was the main center of coal mining in
Germany. As discussed in Chapter Two, the Alliesewnterested in maximizing coal
production in the British Zone so that plenty oékoould be exported as reparations, and
therefore the Allies were very interested in ratagrinfluence over the British Zone. The Allies,
particularly France and the Soviet Union, demaraledrtain amount of coal in reparations from
the British Zone, which demands they had enoudhente to ensure were met, thanks to the
Potsdam Conference and other agreements. Aslg thswBritish were required to send a
certain amount of coal to the Russians and thedRretdetracting from the supply available to the
Germans to rebuild.

At Potsdam, it was concluded that “Germany wasettréated for economic purposes as
one unit.** This principle allowed the Allies to demand regi@ms from the British Zone and,
in theory at least, the British were also ablegmédnd food and other resources from the other
Allied Zones. Even before the war, the British drad not been able to grow enough food to
support its population, just because of the zogetsgraphic layout. Based on the Potsdam
agreement by which the British were forced to seval in reparations, the British hoped that
“Four-Power control would ... organise some interadood transfers,” forcing the Soviet

Union to send some of the food grown in eastermfaay to the British Zone in exchange for

M FarquharsorPolitics of Food 30.
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the large amount of reparations being sent out‘thay were again to be disappointed.”
Naturally, the Soviet Union did not pay for the aegitions it took out of the British Zone, but it
also did not hold up its end of the bargain by ssnébod in return; in effect, the British Zone
was being denied of its ability to purchase mofby reparations being taken out, but no food
was coming in from eastern Germany, so the Britishe forced to buy and import food to their
zone themselves. Allied influences were playimgagor role in increasing British costs for
maintaining their zone, which costs in turn motadBritish economic policy as discussed above.

Allied interests and influences lay in other areasides reparations as well; the Allies,
especially the Americans, were interested in ragnpim denazification in the British Zone as
well as ensuring that all of the industries anaplested in theControl Council Plan for
Reparations and the Level of Post-War German Ecgnwene dismantled. In a statement on
the German economy, the US Department of Stateuwdetthe following:

The security interest of the United States andliies requires the destruction in

Germany of such industrial capital as cannot beoxesd for reparation ... It will

evidently be necessary to destroy specializedllastans and structures used in

shipbuilding, aircraft, armaments, explosives, eadain chemicals which cannot

be removed as reparation. Non-specialized insitatig and structures in the

same fields may have to be destroyed in substaial.. '3
The Americans were adamant that certain industinegswere, or could be, used for warlike
purposes be dismantled at least in part. Howeeene of these industries were important for
reconstruction in Germany. The chemical indudtiyexample, was responsible for synthetic
fertilizer, oil, and rubber, all of which were nasary for farming and transportation, but heavy

restrictions were placed on the chemical induségalbise its products could also be used in

making bombs and gas weapons. The Allied ContonirCil, the Americans especially,

12 FarquharsorRolitics of Food 30.
13 Extracts from Statement by the United States Degent of State on the Reparations Settlement andePirae
Economy of Germanyt1l December 1945, Ruhm 93.
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required for security reasons a significant amadmbdustrial dismantling and put heavy
restrictions on how much could be produced in dgffi German industries. However, a high
amount of industrial dismantling would have adveects on the German economy and make
reconstruction more difficult.

Finally, the other areas of the British occupatso had an effect on their attempts to
reconstruct the German economy. Denazificatiope@sally, had a noticeable impact on the
economy, since many industrial and other econoeadérs had also been members of the Nazi
party. When these leaders and experts were disthfssm their posts, chaos erupted. Mining
experts had been removed, so the miners were uoktireir work and accidents increased,
which lowered industrial productivity. The Britistitempted to compromise between
denazification and the economy by retaining sonthede experts and leaders despite their
connections with the Nazi party, but these compsesjust resulted in some Nazis going free
while people who had only been nominally affiliatedre arrested; uncertainty and fear grew
among the workers, who found the system to berarlgiand resented the fact that so many
Nazis went unpunished, and their productivity disined as a result. Also, even though the
British were trying to reconstruct the economyhait zone, it cannot be forgotten that they were
doing so for their own reasons and were not nea@saéruistic in their motivation. Many
British people held the entire German populace @ti@ble, and in his statement on British
policy Bevin remarked that “it must not be forgotthat crimes were committed and millions of
Germans were implicated in those crimes, and Nueegiby no means wipes the slate clean.
We must behave like decent and sensible human aimg) not like Nazis, but | appeal to the

country not to allow itself to be indulging in sfpsentiment.* Both denazification policies

14 Extract from a Statement by Bevin Concerning thigsBrGovernment'’s Policy on Germar82 October 1946,
Ruhm 186.

60



and the British attempts to reconcile denazifigatth economic growth resulted in detracting
from industrial production and overall economicaeery.
I ndustry

Industry, especially the coal industry, was vemytca to the economy and also to its
problems. During the war, the Ruhr was devastayedllied bombing, wreaking havoc on the
heart of German industry. The British would hawedbuild the Ruhr, and German industry,
almost from the ground up. Coal was essentialdoonstruction not just of the economy but
also of the war-torn British Zone as a whole, agas required for running factories and power
plants and providing fuel to keep the populace wammong other necessities. However, the
Allies demanded a large portion of the coal producghe Ruhr area in reparations, and the coal
industry’s production was also further limited Imgtlevels of industry agreements made by the
Allied Control Council. Without enough coal, treconstruction effort was effectively
bottlenecked, and the myriad other problems thedBrhad to deal with, such as the chronic
lack of food for the workers and their familiesg tthearth of industrial experts and miners caused
by denazification and its effects, and the housing fuel deficiencies that were plaguing the
zone, could not be solved. Coal and food weretimebly linked, such that without enough
food the amount of coal being produced was too Istmatl without enough coal the amount of
food the workers needed to continue mining couldbeoproduced, since farming machinery and
the factories that made fertilizers relied on doabperate.

Dismantling and the levels of industry agreemelsis put severe limitations on
everything involved in rebuilding the economy, grmoth together sharply reduced the
maximum amounts each industry could produce, cadhded. Some industries, like heavy

machinery, machine tools, and chemicals, were sgvbmited even though their products were
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vital for farming, mining, and other important serst of the economy. The limitations and
demands placed on German industry by Britain améHties drastically reduced the economy’s
ability to grow and rebuild.

While the Allies deemed it necessary for secugysons, the dismantling of German
industry was a critical blow to the already shateGerman economy and detracted from the
efforts to rebuild it. In th€ontrol Council Plan for Reparations and the LevePost-War
German Economythe Allied Control Council stated that “the gesdesffect of the Plan is a
reduction in the level of industry as a whole tiogare about 50 or 55% of the pre-war level in
1938."> Overall, including all of the dismantling, repéoas, and restrictions placed on the
German economy under occupation, the Allies esathdtat they would be reducing it to half
the level it had been at before the war. Thisllseems remarkably low, especially considering
the growth that some other economies, like the Asaarone, had experienced since 1938 and
the ravaged state Germany and its economy werfgeintae war ended. The Control Council
Plan goes on to list which industries are forbiddad what the maximum levels of production
were for all non-restricted industries.

For the machine tool industry there will be retaliid .4% of 1938 capacity, with

additional restrictions on the type and size of hirae tools which may be

produced. ... In the heavy engineering industriesetiagll be retained 31% of

1938 capacity. These industries produce metatiatgiquipment, heavy mining

machinery, material handling plants, heavy powerggent (boilers and turbines,

prime movers, heavy compressors, and turbo-bloamispumps). ... In other
mechanical engineering industries there will bairetd 50% of 1938 capacity.

This group produces constructional equipment, leertiachinery, consumer

goods equipment, engineering small tools, food ggsing equipment,

woodworking machines, and other machines and apsdfa

Many essential tools and industries required forstauction, farming, and mining, all of which

were economic sectors that were vital to rebuilddggmany, had heavy restrictions placed on

15 Control Council Plan for Reparations and the LevEPost-War German Econon8 March 1946, Ruhm 117.
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them by the Allied Control Council; these restocis in industries such as machine tools, mining
machinery, woodworking machines, and food procgssquipment, would bottleneck the
German economy, which was reliant on such indusstnerder to feed the populace, repair and
rebuild homes and factories, and mine for coalalCfood, and the reconstruction of buildings
demolished during the war were all vitally impottém rehabilitating the economy in the British
Zone, and yet progress in these areas was beiitgdifny dismantling and low maximum levels
of industrial production.

Allied decisions on dismantling and restrictionslevels of industry greatly affected the
British Zone, where a large percentage of Germamngsstrial power was located and where
food production was not enough to feed the zonefsifation. For example, the Allies “argued
for the abolition in Germany of the nitrogen andtsgetic oil industries, as part of dismantling
German war potential,” but “these very sectors wegently required for artificial fertiliser
production.®” The loss of these industries would further inhisitish attempts to grow more
food within the zone itself in order to reduce ingo Steel, too, was affected by the levels of
industry agreements, since it was both an impoxtantindustry and an important industry for
reconstruction and production of machine toolsyki@aachinery, vehicles, consumer goods,
and many other necessities. “78% of German crtese groduction was controlled by six steel
concerns located in the Ruhfthe harsh restrictions placed on the steel ingwsould
especially affect the British Zone, limiting botietsteel industry there and any industries that
depended, at least in some way, on steel or stedlpts. Although dismantling and/or
restricting the production levels of industries sidered dangerous or important for the

resurgence of a warlike economy is logical froneeusity standpoint, Allied policies regarding
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the German economy were very restrictive and hadrad effects on British efforts to rebuild
the economy in their zone.

The British tried to tone down the application e¢frdantling and levels of industry
restrictions in their zone, but their attempts wlid alleviate the problems dismantling caused.
“British delegates ... were attempting to preserveugh industrial plant to enable the German
population to maintain a standard of living equardlto the European average while not
burdening the occupying powers with the cost dadificing necessary German imports.For
reasons discussed above, the British wanted tem#s¢ German economy’s recovery, and
attempting to preserve industrial plant and leskereffects of dismantling in their zone was one
way of helping the economy’s growth. The “lackpobgress” in dismantling in the British Zone
“was the result of decisions on political priorgjeand in this period the promotion of economic
recovery took precedencé&”British attempts to hinder the dismantling preciestheir zone
were not unsuccessful, but they did not prevemhdigling completely, nor did they prevent the
strife and unrest that resulted from the dismagtbrocess. “Dismantling in the Ruhr area and
in Lower Saxony led to open confrontation and \nbldashes between protesting workers and
dismantling teams in which police and troops haihtervene.®* Despite British attempts to
reduce the damage done to the economy in their zpaésmantling and the levels of industry
restrictions, both still had negative effects odustry and on the ability of the economy to
function. Key industries like coal, steel, andtbatic fertilizer were restricted to lower levels o
maximum production by the Allied Control Councihdawere further hindered by restrictions on
other sectors of the economy that caused bottlenadke economy as one sector waited on

necessary supplies from other sectors whose prioguets severely limited. In this way,

19 Kramer, “British Dismantling Politics,” 131.
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dismantling and levels of industry restriction pads affected all of the German economy, not
just the sectors to which they were applied.

Coal was of vital importance to the German econatwyas used as fuel in power plants,
factories, homes, and all sorts of other appliceti@nd therefore it was required by nearly every
other industry in the zone. However, the zonea cesources were limited by levels of industry
restrictions both in coal and in other industrie®lied on, and were further drained by
substantial amounts of coke and coal being earrdddeeexport to France and Russia. The
British were well aware of the importance of caatlie economy in their zone. In his statement
on British policy in Germany, Bevin declared thtte’ greatest single improvement” to the
British Zone’s economic situation “would be to iease the coal output of the Ruhr;” he goes on
to say that “in spite of all efforts, we can only this by retaining in Germany temporarily more
coal which is at present exported, and so rehatslihe German coal industry® In theirPlan
for Reparations and the Level of Post-War Germaonemy the Allied Control Council
recognized the fact that the Ruhr would need talypee as much coal as possible. The Plan
states that “coal production will be maximized asds mining supplies and transport will allow.
The minimum production is estimated at 155,000008 (hard coal equivalent), including at
least 45,000,000 tons for expoff.”"However, mining supplies and transportation vier
industries that were greatly affected by the leeélsmdustry restrictions put down in that same
plan. Mining supplies were limited by restrictioms steel, machine tools, and heavy machinery,
and transportation was limited by restrictions taek synthetic oil, and synthetic rubber; with

the industries coal depended on being severelyddriy restrictions placed by the Allies for

2 Extract from a Statement by Bevin Concerning thHésBrGovernment’s Policy on Germar82 October 1946,
Ruhm 183.
% Control Council Plan for Reparations and the LesPost-War German Econor88 March 1946, Ruhm 116.
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security reasons, coal production would suffer beeaf a lack of tools and equipment and a
dearth of transportation available to move the ocoak it had been mined.

In addition, the people in the British Zone suftéfeom chronic food shortages, and
much of the zone, especially women and children didanot receive extra rations for being
laborers in key industries, was still on starvatiations as late as the summer of 1$47'Under
these conditions an occupation would be well-nigpassible, as low food supplies to the Ruhr
meant less coal, which in itself entailed stilldésod.” Coal production and the amount of
food reaching the mouths of the German people tiedgogether in what is called “the coal-
food link.”?® This link was “of paramount importance” becausbhaw closely a drop in
production followed a drop in rations and how @ fiis rations for coal miners and their families
resulted in a rise in production levels: “only t#d extra food was needed to work wonders in
facilitating work performance® The fact that rations in the British Zone werestantly low
meant that coal production suffered still more lnseats workers were not getting the calories
they needed to do the hard work involved in mining.

In addition to levels of industry restrictions ither areas and food shortages, two other
factors also contributed to the inhibition of cpabduction in the British Zone: labor shortages
and housing problems. Partly because of denatzdicathe mining industry was rife with
accidents and uncertainty; workers did not know wioolld be labeled a Nazi next, as the
British denazification system seemed random, sonetiarresting innocent people while letting
known Nazis go unpunished. Because of the darayetshe uncertainty, the British were

having difficulty attracting workers to the minimgdustry. It became necessary to try to force
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laborers to work in the mines, but even coerciahrdit keep the workers there for long. “The
CCG’s Manpower Division ... set the administrativeesls in motion to detect usable labour
and to ‘direct’ (in other words, coerce) it to timnes. ... The directed labour did not stay in the
mines, often fled in the first week of employmenddrequently absconded with the work-
clothing that was so hard to replaéd.Even when forced, German laborers would not viork
the coal mines in the Ruhr. There were too mawidaats, the British denazification policy
made them uneasy, and the work was difficult antydeous. In addition, the amount of rations
the miners were getting kept rising and then fglagain; when the British cut the miners’
rations, they simply left their jobs. Despite thefiforts to increase the size and productivity of
the mining workforce, “the British had, in effeapt only not regenerated the workforce but
actually reduced its productive capacify.”

Housing, or more specifically the lack thereof, vmasther factor that reduced the
productivity of the coal mines by inhibiting Brikidabor recruitment efforts. The Ruhr had been
devastated by Allied bombing during the war, andsiog there did not escape obliteration. “No
one entering the Ruhr could fail to be struck, ntbgeen, by the sheer scale of housing
destruction.®® The British were attempting to attract workerstte Ruhr area, especially to the
coal mines, but these workers and their familiess i@ place to live; nor was there any housing
for new workers to move into. In addition, reparsl housing reconstruction were slowed
down by the levels of industry restrictions, simeeonstruction relied on woodworking tools,
transportation, and coal, among other industriatipcts, all of which were limited, directly or

indirectly, by restrictions on industrial productio“All mining Kreisesay that repairs for

%8 Roseman, “The Uncontrolled Economy,” 97.
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miners’ housing are practically at a standstill mgvto lack of building materials and labodt.”
Reconstruction of housing in the Ruhr went excriuggy slowly, and even “towards the end of
1946, when the workforce began growing more switthg housing situation was completely
unprepared[;] ... there was no free barrack or h@stebmmodation left in the Ruhr. This was a
major blow to the whole recruitment programnie.t.abor shortages, which were intensified by
the lack of housing availability in the Ruhr, fusthidiminished from the overall production
capability of the Ruhr’s coal industry.

The effects of the lowered production capabilitylad coal industry, and of other
industries, were significant and applied to marfiedent sectors of the German economy. “Coal
shortages were an ever-present inhibiting factoriearly every other industry, as well as in
domestic life, since coal was one of the main sesiaf fuel for stoves and power plarits.
Agriculture was hit especially hard. The low amisuof coal being produced resulted in
“persistent shortages of fuel [that] cast a bliger agriculture.®* Because of low levels of
production in other industries, caused both bysti@tage of coal and by Allied restrictions,
“output of synthetic fertiliser, as of other comnitaab required for farm production, was also
held back.®® Farm production was limited by the lack of ca@ald the production of coal was
likewise limited by lowered farm production and guarcity of transportation. “Lack of coal
and steel brought in its train other important shges in the agrarian sector which were quite
distinct from tools and machinery. Even milk delixes were held up by the problem of finding

cans.®® The Allies’ limiting the levels of industrial pdoiction as harshly as they did caused a
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wave of shortages and bottlenecks that affectedyneery sector of the economy. Even
innocuous sectors that seemed to have nothing vattda wartime economy, such as milk
delivery, were adversely affected by limitationsother areas of the economy. Bevin stated that
“the fact is the industry there [in the Ruhr] imrdown and destroyed, and stocks are almost
exhausted; the workers are becoming worn out an ploer diet, and are disturbed by lack of
certainty about the future of German industty.Wartime destruction and postwar dismantling,
and the subsequent restrictions of levels of irrthlgiroduction, had far-reaching effects on
German industry, effects that British planning cbdo little to remediate.
Food, Currency, and the Black Market

Some of the results of the problems plaguing tear@n economy and the inability of
the British to adequately solve those problems wadespread and continuous food shortages
and the development of an extensive black marketd shortages were caused by bottlenecks
and problems in industry and by the fact that thadh did not import enough food to make up
for what was not grown inside the zone. These &luamitages enabled the zone’s flourishing
black market, but the black market also perpetutitedood shortages, because even when
farmers did grow enough food, the preferred toiselh the black market where they would
receive goods, not worthless Reichsmarks, in exgdaihese factors, in addition to the
valueless nature of the Reichsmark, currency wtiielGermans were forced to use but which
was not valued outside of Germany and could natdsked on the international market,
combined to intensify and prolong the food shorsatpat plagued the British Zone from the

beginning of the British occupation and continuedreas long as 1947.

37 Extract from a Statement by Bevin Concerning thésBrGovernment’s Policy on Germar2 October 1946,
Ruhm 183.
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The food shortages that afflicted the British Zomeing the early years of the British
occupation were severe, often approaching starvégiels. “There was a significant change in
economic life after the collapse ... shortagesofifand consumer goods became much more
serious.*® After Germany fell to the Allies and the Britishok over governance of their zone of
occupation, the economy had already been chaotgofoe time. Industries had been destroyed
in the war or were being dismantled or restrictedhe Allies, and food production and delivery
within the zone were also doing very poorly. “Ag tshortage of home-grown food was not
entirely compensated for by imports, ... the netltesas an overall food shortage as persistent
as it was severe in degre&”The drop in food production was maintained byiténon
industrial production in other sectors of the ecog@s well as by the lack of sufficient coal, and
the British, in their attempts to cut costs, weoéimporting enough food to make up for that
shortfall.

The food available to the German population wasmat, and the amount of food
rationed to each person was counted in caloriedg@efcpd). In the summer of 1945, not long
after the British had first taken over their zo@®ocupation, “the general expectation in
occupation circles was for some 1,200 caloriesydail the non-farming population from the
coming harvest. ... Actual issues were often as I88aD calories per day” The amount of
energy an average person needs just for survigakwen including any heavy labor, is about
2,000 cpd, depending on height and weight; the @erpeople were not even getting half of that
amount in 1945. Nor did their situation meaninifiiprove over time. As late as 1947, the
rations that were actually distributed were avarggit about 1,000 cpd, even though “the

nominal scale in the British Zone was then 1,536rezs per day;” nominal numbers were often
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misleading, since “rations were by no means alvigsised in full.** Even in the Ruhr, “the
crucible of German recovery,” food rations fell‘tevastatingly low levels,” which fact “was a
striking indication of the scale of German food shges.*? The British were aware that the
lack of adequate food in their zone was a majoblera and a hindrance to production and
reconstruction, but the mandates made by the Aliedtrol Council and the inability of their
planning system to control the economy preventedhtfirom fixing the food problem. In a
report written in late 1947, the British wrote thtite supply of food presents a somber picture.
Of all the German problems it is the most vital ailll continue to be so for some yeaf$."The
food shortage was still one of the central crigéecting the German economy and its recovery,
but the British had been unable to solve it.

In addition to being severe and difficult to soltlee food shortages in the British Zone
also negatively impacted industrial production aachpered the ability of the British to achieve
their occupational goals. “Everything really rexed around the coal-food cycle: recovery
depended on coal from the Ruhr and this was affectaviously enough, by nutritional levels
for miners and their families. Low rations equdllenited coal output, and this in itself
restricted the amount of food grown and distributesithe fuel was needed for food processing,
for threshing by electricity and for synthetic féser.”** Coal was not the only industry that was
impacted by the food shortages, however. Theyadfeated other industries, both directly, for
the same reasons the coal industry was impactedndirectly, through the negative impacts on
the coal industry. Nor did the food shortages @ifgct industry physically through the

workers’ lack of energy and ability to work hartlhe psychological impact of the cuts was
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probably more decisive than their direct physiogplications and productivity was harder and
longer hit than the mere calorie loss would wart4htindustrial production was hit very hard
by the perpetual shortages of food in the Britisin&, but it was not the only aspect of the
occupation that was affected. The chronic shortddeod “was hamstringing the whole
industrial life of the [British Zone] and effectiyepreventing the British from obtaining their
political objectives in Germany” as wéfl. The shortage of food in the British Zone was dngo
and severe, and it negatively impacted many otetoss of the economy and even other areas
of the British occupation.

Food shortages were one of many side effects afdhapse and long chaotic attempt at
reconstruction of the German economy. The Germaricy, the Reichsmark, suffered
irreparable damage as a result of the war and dasunes taken by the Allies following their
takeover. Since the currency had become effegtivelthless and there was a persistent
shortage of both food and consumer goods, a blackehbarter economy grew and began to
thrive, detracting from British attempts to resttve economy in their zone to a fully and
normally functioning state. “The Reichsmark haddyee useless as fully functional money, not
because of the devaluation of the currency thraymgn inflation, but because of the extreme
shortage of goods available for purchase compaitttiae nominal purchasing powet.” The
shortages caused by lowered levels of industriadpction in key industries like steel and coal
exacerbated the devaluation of the ReichsmarktisBriroops were, unwittingly or otherwise,
also contributing to this devaluation. Each sesman received a certain quota of consumer
goods, such as chocolate and cigarettes, and flxygsthese articles directly to the Germans,

servicemen acquired marks which they exchangestéoling at the field cashier before going
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home on leave or on demobilization. ... The Treasvag paying out vast quantities of sterling
to purchase valueless markg. The Reichsmark was losing value for many reasonkjding
the scarcity of goods and food and the fact thastlver that backed the currency’s value was
being taken out of the country by British soldisxtirning to England.

In a cyclic process not unlike the coal-food cythe devaluation of the Reichsmark also
contributed to the scarcity of food and goods m British Zone. “The long delay in producing a
more acceptable currency also contributed to prexdu@taining their goods in case they
exchanged them for a form of money which immedjatiefned out to be worthles§®
Producers did not want to sell their food and gdodsurrency because the currency was
worthless, and so they held on to their productskaded their time, waiting for currency reform
or simply trading their goods on the black marketeéad. Because the currency reform was so
long in coming, people were reluctant to sell tlgeiods and food, but their reluctance further
reduced the amount of goods available in the legite market, which in turn contributed to the
perpetuation of Reichsmark’s valueless state.

The valueless nature of the Reichsmark and theisgaf food and goods available in
the legitimate market also spurred the growth eflitack market and of trading by means of
barter compensation. There was, therefore, a &ecyin postwar Germany to guard supplies
for one’s own people, and to revert to a bartenenny.”® The German people “engaged in
barter as the sole means left of obtaining objettsal value. Even those peasants who were
willing to trade for money naturally got more obit the black market* Goods could not be

bought with money, because the money was worthlBaster trade and trading on the black
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market grew until “in the British and US Zoneseddt half of commercial activity was
transacted on a barter compensation basisSince the Reichsmark was worthless as currency,
the German people turned to barter trading asnheremaining means of acquiring things of
value.

The black market, too, flourished in the crippledm@omic conditions of the British Zone
in the immediate postwar period. “With a cigarett@th more than a hundred-mark note even
the old nobles were happy to make a little moneygyhng cigarettes across the green frontier.
An American cigarette was worth a suburban railtwelket, and a packet counted as a major
bribe.”® Cigarettes were very valuable in the black mardetl turned into a kind of currency
themselves. The legitimate markets were unabpgdeide enough goods or food no matter how
much money people had to trade, and so the Gere@rigturned to the black market, trading
cigarettes instead of money. The black marketseasmmpant that even workers preferred not
to be paid in money, since more could be acquiketidaling goods or food on the black market.
“Many prospective workers asked to be paid partlfjood (Naturalien, which they could
exchange on the Black Market for clothé$.Both barter trade and the black market functioned
by nature outside British controls: both ignoregitienate currency in favor of trade for food or
goods like cigarettes, and because such tradengied currency the British could not control it
by manipulating price and wage controls. The faat the British could not control barter
trading and could not reduce the prevalence oblaek market further detracted from their
ability to control the economy as a whole. Peapdee bartering goods for food and vice versa,
keeping both out of the legitimate markets andahgrcontributing to the overall shortages of

both food and goods.
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Conclusions

Economic recovery in the British Zone was stifled $everal reasons that worked
together, each intensifying the impact of the athekllied pressures and British motivations
played a large role in the decisions that were nadeit the German economy. The British
themselves were interested in reducing the costesf occupation, and carried out this interest
by promoting economic self-sufficiency and growtHamd within the zone, with limited success.
The Allies as a group were very focused on secantythe prevention of any renewed warlike
activity from the German people; therefore thektsteps to dismantle and/or harshly limit the
production of industries they deemed to be necgdsan wartime economy, which dismantling
and restrictions had drastic effects on Germangtrighand the economy as a whole. Severe
restrictions were not applied to many side indestthat were not considered to be as dangerous
as those, such as steel, that were severely testritiowever, most of these industries relied, in
some way, on the products of industries that wevergly restricted, and this reliance meant that
the economy in general was slowed down considefaplymitations on relatively few sectors.

Denazification, dismantling, and widespread foodr&ges also detracted from overall
industrial productivity, particularly in the coaldustry. Coal was considered vitally important
by the Allies, who wanted to maximize its produntia order to receive more coal in reparations,
but limitations on other industries, food shortage®l pressures to denazify mining and other
experts hampered productivity for both physical pagchological reasons.

While food shortages contributed in a major wathelowered levels of industrial
production in the British Zone, the opposite watas well: low production levels in the coal,
steel, synthetic fertilizer, and other necessadystries also detracted from overall amounts of

food being produced and delivered. Because thesBrvere trying to reduce their spending in
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Germany, they did not import enough food to congdjetnake up for the reduced amounts being
produced in the zone, which resulted in prolondghefood shortages that were plaguing the
zone. In addition, the fact that industrial anddg@oduction were both low contributed to
devaluing the currency, which combined with the@feentioned shortages of both food and
goods to create a thriving black market and baréele system.

On the whole, Allied pressures and ACC mandatatisBmotivations, and limitations
on industrial production all combined to seriousigder both economic recovery in general,
with bottlenecks in industrial production and restaction, and British attempts to control the
economy, because the barter and black market systeahkept the economy somewhat
functional operated outside British controls. ®ifere, it is unsurprising that British attempts to
plan for recovery and otherwise control the econamtyeir zone failed. A number of factors,
many of which were effectively outside British cantf converged to hinder economic growth

and reconstruction.
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CHAPTER 6
EFFECTS ON THE GERMAN PEOPLE

Surrounding and underpinning all of the other atgpef the first years of the British
occupation of northwestern Germany was the sufjesirthe German people, which was caused
in no small part by the problems, mistakes, andsgkts associated with those other
occupational aspects. British denazification peticand their attempts to reconcile
denazification and economic progress, resultedanymnnocent Germans being arrested and
imprisoned, in some known Nazis going unpunishad,ia generating a great deal of fear and
uncertainty among the populace. Their effortsamdcratization and reeducation were
patronizing and over-bureaucratic, and as a rescéfrtain level of anti-British sentiment grew,
particularly in the German press. The British kity Government, CCG, and other
governmental organizations were also extremelystaéied, and often were run by
incompetents and people who were prejudiced agd@iasbermans; the British bureaucracy was
slow and inefficient, and many of its staff membeese indifferent toward the Germans and
their problems. Overall, though, the area of tbeupation in which problems had the greatest
negative effect on the German people was the ecpn@hortages in food and consumer goods,
as a result of low levels of industrial productioesulted in widespread starvation, with people
resorting to black-market barter trading even ifi@’d basic necessities.

In addition, the whole occupation carried witlait undercurrent of condescending,
prejudiced, and negative British attitudes towde German people as a whole. Many of the
British occupiers, especially those in positiongaater power or authority, looked down on the

Germans as if they were second-class citizensycddi ‘lower race’ that needed to be instructed
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in proper ways of life but whose people did notattes the kind of treatment that British people
deserved. Understandably, considering the fattiiey had been fighting a bitter war for four
years, some British people disliked or even hatedhtans, but this dislike extended into
unjustified prejudice for many. These derisivétadies toward the German people that were
shared by many of the British occupiers affectertactions and decisions in occupational
government. Since the German people did not readiiter to them, they soon began not to
mind that Germans were starving and freezing tohdedile they lived, comfortable and well-
fed, in the Germans’ old homes.
Effects of Denazification and Democratization

Denazification and democratization combined magkea twofold effort by the British to
politically realign the German people as well as @erman government by removing followers
of Nazism, restructuring the German government,iaddctrinating the German people in the
ideas of democracy. The side effects of thesatsfieere many and various: denazification
efforts negatively impacted both economic and adstrative efficiency by removing key
personnel from both areas; the new governmenttsiesgand attempts at reeducation provoked
resentment among the German people; and the flegGlerman bureaucracy was overshadowed
by the slow, overstaffed, and inefficient BritisiEG that slowed down any administrative
actions that needed to be taken. In additionBitfiesh tried to reconcile their denazification
efforts with the damage they were doing to the Gereconomy and government structures, but
these attempts merely caused more chaos, confusidryncertainty as known Nazis were left
in their positions because they played importanhemic or administrative roles while innocent
Germans or innocuous party members were arreseetbdte inaccurate and easily corruptible

methods the British were using to denazify.
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Part of the reason so many innocent people weestad as Nazis was the fact that the
British were allowed to arrest people based onlguspicion, as outlined in ACC agreements on
denazification.

Those who could not be charged with any criminérate but who were

considered to be ‘persons dangerous to the Ocaumpatiits objectives’ were to

be arrested and interned. It was the effect sf¢hich-all clause which was to

create among the Germans the feeling that nothadgchanged: that they were

still living under the Nazi regimé.
Because of the calamitous effects denazificatios maving on the effort to rebuild the German
economy, the British chose to leave many Naziséir positions of responsibility rather than
risk disaster when key experts in important secgrsh as mining, were removed. However,
the British still had to appear to be denazifyingheir zone in order to satisfy Allied demands.
Because of this pressure to continue denazifylmgBritish continued making arrests, using
flawed and sometimes internally corrupted methddsaating ‘Nazis’ or suspicious persons.
“People quite unconnected with the Nazi party wesmg arrested. Many millions of Germans
had suffered under the Nazis and opposed thenr as they were able; they were now classed
as guilty.” As a result of flawed methods and attempted comjm®s, many innocent people or
people who had only paid lip service to the pargyenbeing arrested on the basis of mere
suspicion while more important members of the Nty were going free. The nature of the
British denazification effort made the Germans fesly uncertain about their futures, as if they
could be arrested at any moment, not unlike thienfgéhat pervaded the country during the Nazi
regime.

In addition to causing considerable anxiety andtadeanguish among the general

population, the British denazification effort alsmused, in some cases, extreme physical
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suffering as well. Many Germans who were accuddxtinmg Nazis were arrested on the spot
and taken away to prisons that were not unlike eotration camps. “To the Gestapo methods
of incarceration without charge, trial or expedatof release were added appalling living
conditions: near-starvation, ill-treatment andame cases torturé.”The British who were
holding these Germans prisoner neglected them, tiy@ve terrible living conditions, fed them
very little, and in some cases tortured them; mb#tese prisoners were not even associated
with the Nazi party. The prisoners were not theyamrles harmed by their long internment, either.
“As the internees had no income and were not maievbrk done in the camp, they could do
nothing to provide for their families.”The families of people who were arrested and isoped,
in most cases wrongfully, as a part of British defneation efforts were also harmed by the
prisoners’ arrest, long incarceration, and subseigaek of income. “As time went by, the
uncertainty ... alienated the population, which haitiglly accepted the purge of Nazism.”
British democratization efforts, and the governmeamd bureaucratic structures that were
built up as a part of those efforts, also negayiadlected the German people. A major
contributor to this negative impact was the negaéititudes the British had towards the
Germans. Many of the British in occupation consadeall Germans to be at least partially
guilty for the Nazi regime and its crimes, and impression of guilt showed through in British
attempts to ‘reeducate’ the German people in ioéademocracy. “A report by a Political
Intelligence officer stated, ‘An important sectiohGermans ... have an acute sense of
responsibility on behalf of the German state artdbnabut no acute sense of personal guilt and

bitterly resent attempts to make them feel equgilijty with Nazis.” In addition to betraying
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their feeling that the Germans were, as a grouittygthe British also had a condescending
attitude toward the Germans. Ebsworth wrote thavitably there developed on our side a
patronizing attitude without our even noticing it.was the rich talking to the poor, or at be& th
country squire talking to the villagers at a locaeting.” By treating them as if they were all
guilty of the crimes of the Nazis and condescendinipem as if they were, as a people,
incapable of being democratic without instructiowl aid, the British created resentment among
the German people.

The other main effect the British democratizatifforé had on the German people was to
greatly slow down any administrative efforts thegda. The CCG and other branches of the
Military Government were overstaffed, and manyha keaders in the various Military
Government institutions were prejudiced againstGleemans as a people. One British official
of lower rank wrote that he “found the Royal Armyetical Corps to be mostly staffed by
incompetents — and sycophants — and on the adnaiiist side absolute buffoon8.This
description could have applied to any number ohbinas of the British Military Government
during the early years of the occupation. In addjtmany of these staffers who were
incompetent were also apathetic about the Germashghair problems.

The worst features of the CCG are its complicatattire; the incompetence of

many senior officers; far too many officers who wnothing about Germany,

nothing about economics, little about administrati@ecause they do not

understand the job they choose the wrong assistémtaany cases,

disinclination to work, combined with desire to bavgood time, breeds

indifference to suffering: ‘I don’t care if the Geans starve”

The ultimate result of the British democratizatefforts was an overall indifference on behalf of

many British Military Government workers toward thaffering of the German people, and the
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resulting negligence of German problems probaldyed a role in exacerbating their suffering.
Also, this indifference combined with the condeslirg attitude British ‘reeducation’ carried
with it to generate an overall anti-British sentmhamong the German people. Through
compromise, inefficiency, inaccuracy, indifferenaad condescension in their denazification
and democratization efforts, the British contrilalite the suffering, both mental and physical, of
the German people while simultaneously provokirggeasing amounts of resentment among
them.
The Economy and the Black Market

Of the three main areas of the British occupatiba,economy and its problems had
arguably the worst effects on the German peoplédedddismantling policies added to lowered
levels of industrial production and also robbedgaificant number of Germans of their jobs;
meanwhile, the reduced industrial production tleattted from Allied levels of industry
restrictions lowered the amount of consumer goodisf@aod available. “Fertilizer production
was sharply reduced ... the fishing fleet was kegtart while people starved. British soldiers
actually blew up one fishing boat in front of thees of astonished Germarf§."Poor planning
was a defining feature of the British attemptsaouild the German economy, and Allied
dismantling policies called for the destructioratifkinds of industrial plant. Shipyards in
Hamburg were destroyed, which “was a short-sigptaty that removed the possibility of work
for the starving people, and wantonly destroyedulgeoperty.™ Dismantling and the levels
of industry restrictions reduced the amounts ofipation in all manner of economic sectors and
also took away many jobs the Germans could hav&esiao try to feed themselves and their

families.

19 James Bacqu&rimes and Mercies: The Fate of German CiviliandemAllied Occupation 1944-5Q.ondon:
Warner Books, 1998), 91.
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The shortfalls in industrial production also had tarrible side effect of also lowering
food production levels. “Unable to feed themseladsquately from home production, the
Germans were trying desperately to increase pramuftr export, but they were seriously
hampered by the Allied reparations polidy."Because of the chaotic and highly depressed state
of the economy, the food shortages in the British&Zwere harsh and persistent, and these
shortages were exacerbated by Allied policies amijled British attempts to solve the
economy’s problems with planning and controls. € Tamine that began in 1945 spread over all
of occupied Germany and continued into 1948.”

The food shortages were so extreme that peoplentsgaly starving to death, and “the
British and Americans, fearing disease and unhegtrhight imperil their armies, were forced to
import large quantities of food to maintain civiter.”* However, the amounts of food that the
British imported were not enough to adequately faéedf the people in the zone, and so the
food was rationed. “The actual rations issuedtioee months in the Ruhr section of the British
zone for average people amounted to only 800 esqér day*® and “in the winter of 1945-46
... the daily ration for the average adult ... was 2,064lories.*®

The rest of the world was not experiencing famimesajor shortfalls in food production
during the early years of the occupation, and gethse of the various conflicts within the
economy, and also because of British unwillingriegzay the high cost of importing more food,

there was a long and harsh famine in Germany. €[Gkermans] began dying when world food
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production was 97 per cent of normal."The following account serves as a grim exampkhef
famine and extreme shortage of consumer goodsuahahf Germany during this time period:

The zone had never been self-sufficient. ... Two wsKroze to death for want

of warm bedding. ... At midday the workers receivetin, evil-smelling soup.

An hour later they were hungry again. A hundrechmvere suffering from

dropsy. One of the British officers allowed themtdke leftovers from the mess —

although this was highly illegaf.

Allied restrictions, enforcement of dismantling atehazification policies, and demands for
reparations played a large role in hamstringingeit@nomy in the British Zone, but poor British
planning and execution of various policies alsotebated. Food shortages and shortages of
consumer goods and coal plagued the zone, affealiing the Germans who lived there.

Many people had no choice but to resort to bargeling and the black market in order to
acquire the food and necessities they needed; ¢h@&h currency, the Reichsmark, was
valueless because of the state of the economytil‘fthe currency reform] happened barter was
still the means by which people normally lived.wAman wanting to have her hair washed, for
example, had to bring with her the soap, a towdlfare pieces of wood. Wood was an
important commodity, especially in wintel’” The basic means of commercial exchange had
broken down, reducing the German economy to bakenange; even services like hairdressing
had to be paid for in commodities, like fuel foettire, rather than in valueless Reichsmarks.
“Cigarettes were widely used as barter. Two wdulg you a shampoo and set, five cigarettes a
perm — although this was against the rules, ofsmiif The British occupiers and their wives

participated in barter trading as well, as theyidawt buy consumer goods or services with

money any more easily than German citizens codspite their status as occupiers.
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Rations were so scarce and inadequate that “ifnene lucky you might obtain a glass of
watery beer or a cup of beef broth on presentatfaration coupon?* Considering this fact,
most people went out not to obtain rations butade on the black market:

The black market was often based in the main railstation. ... If you moved

along the mass you could hear the offers of butiigpping, flour, cigarettes —

Chesterfields of Luckies were the best — or gemiee, chocolate or soap. ... An

opera glass yielded a kilo of dried peas and arbaod. On another occasion a

camera was hocked for a godse.

The only way for people to engage in commerce wasatle goods for food and vice versa, in a
large, open-market type format. Since they coutdwtheir own food, farmers or people who
lived in the country had an easier time, but thveas a great “difference in standards of living
between town and country [in] the pre-currency mefolays,” and those in the cities had no
option but to barter on the black market for sumbdfas the farmers were willing to trade %or.
The fact that the economy was so depressed thpteeere forced to trade by barter instead of
with currency betrays just how uncertain life migve been in Germany during the early years
of the British occupation.

Low levels of industrial production also affecté@ tspeed of reconstruction and the
amount of coal that was being produced; housingneadeing rebuilt fast enough, and there
was not enough coal to heat German homes duringititers. Even as late as January 1948,
“there was still a blackout[,] and most Germansdivn cellars.** There was simply not enough
coal or other essential industrial products foorestruction of the many buildings that had been

destroyed by Allied bombing during the war. In didd, the winters of 1945-46 and 1946-47

were both extremely cold, and many people did methadequate housing or enough coal to
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heat what homes they did have. “It wasn’t justlt#ok of food that killed, it was the extreme
cold. In the winter of 1945-46 the coal ran otit.As a result, people froze, and the next winter
was not any better; the problems facing the econloadynot been rectified, and so there were
still extreme shortages of food, coal, housing, emasumer goods. “The winter of 1946-7 was
possibly the coldest in living memory. ... The canimeen gave off an intense heat, but only for
a short period, as the rations of fuel were soanddiup.?® The Germans were not receiving
enough caloric intake to keep their bodies warnanadlyy, and the additional lack of sufficient
housing and coal just made their problems worse.

By contrast, the British officers and Military Gawenent officials were living very well.
There was a great disparity “between the accomnmuand food in the officers’ mess and the
miserable, half-starved hovels outside. Much aff@y was uninhabitablé” And yet the
Germans had no alternative: they had to try toisam this terrible environment, where nearly
all of the basic necessities of life — food, sheléad the ability to keep oneself warm — were in
short or no supply. Even children were affectddany German children had become feral.
They had lost one or both parents, or had simptpine estranged from them. In the big towns
they lived in holes in the ground like the restygiag or scavenging for food® The effects of
this economic crisis on the German people werestlisas. They starved, froze, lived in
inadequate housing or no housing at all, and haestort to black market barter trading in order
to feed themselves and their families. The Brifature to rectify the economic situation in

their zone had calamitous effects on the zone’sifabipn.
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Prisoners of War

The main areas of denazification, democratizatio, economics were not the only
aspects of the British occupation that in some @egcerbated or perpetuated German suffering
in the British Zone; mistakes and negligence irepdreas negatively affected the Germans as
well. The capture and treatment of German PrisooEWar is one example of just such an
area: it is not considered to be as overarchirgpa®e other areas of the occupation, but it still
affected the lives of millions of German citizerBritish treatment of their German Prisoners of
War during the early years of their occupation edu$e direct suffering of many millions of
Germans, and it also had detrimental effects onymoéimer Germans and German society as a
whole.

After the war ended, the British had captured gdarumber of German Prisoners of War,
whom they used as forced labor both in GermanyimBditain. The motivations for keeping
Prisoners of War after the war ended and using theforced labor were probably many, and
may have included the fact that the costs of maiimg the occupation were very high, the fact
that reconstruction efforts in the British Zone wgpoing very slowly, that POWs were a source
of free labor, and that Germany had vigorously beth@Great Britain during the war, and using
captured German soldiers as labor to repair theagascould be seen as a way of getting
revenge. Whatever the British motivations werekiegping and using as forced labor millions
of German POWs, the fact remains that they alssedband mistreated these prisoners, causing
them, their families, and German society as a whodat physical and mental harm.

“In May 1945 the British admitted to having 2.5 loih prisoners.® These prisoners
would end up being “forced labourers ... the Alliesuld be possessed of full and complete

authority inside Germany and will thus be empowedecechake compulsory use of German
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labour, military or civilian, for whatever purpostey deem proper’® The British planned on
using their POWs as forced labor, but this ideamasew. “The idea of using POWs as slaves
was aired at Moscow in 1943. The originators efphoposal were the British. ... They were to
be a ‘work force’ and were to be retained for atefinite period.®* POWSs could be forced to
work for the British, cleaning up rubble, aidingreconstruction, or in any number of other areas.
For example, Klaus Meinssen wrote in his daily mirtiat he was forced to participate in
“Arbeitsdienst,” or ‘work-service,’ in the city dfellingstedt in Schleswig-Holstein for several
hours every day from June 4 until July 27, the ofalyis dischargé? A POW captured in
Germany in May 1945, after Germany had surrenddfeihssen was force-marched through
Denmark to northern Germany and kept there forlpéao months, doing forced labor for the
British, until he was finally allowed to return s family in Hamburg. He was only 18 years
old.

British use of POWSs as forced labor was not cowfitteGermany, either; “the British ...
were using some 400,000 German prisoners as losvipaied labour in the United Kingdort®”
They brought German POWSs to the United Kingdom ¢okvthere, repairing damage from
German bombing for example. The British captunedi ased as forced labor, both in Germany
and in the UK, millions of German soldiers, manyuifom were probably, like Meinssen, young
men conscripted right at the end of the war.

Mistreatment of German POWs seemed to be par éocdlrse for the British. In many
cases these POWs lived in terrible conditions aadllittle to eat, and the British were not very

sympathetic toward them. “The prisoners were gvimbarns and stables and receiving very
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short commons from their captoré® Taschenkalender concise daily memoir written by
Klaus Meinssen during the summer of 1945, whilevhs a prisoner of war held by the British,
contains several examples of the way they tredieid POWSs. For example, during his forced
march in late May and early June, Meinssen gotamkhad diarrhea and body pains for three
days, but was forced to continue to march and wegkrdless of his sickne¥s Also, during the
first week of marching, his feet were very sorepken, and painful, but the British took no pity
on him, and he had to keep marching twenty toyttkitometers per day. On May 14 he lost a
boot, and on May 20 he writes that he was permttigésole his boots, which had probably
worn through®® Meinssen also notes when he stays or interatts“®erman-friendly” people,
such as farmers or other country folk, which methas the British were probably not very kind
or civil towards their German prisonéfs.

Finally, theTaschenkalendéas very sparse and concise, with only details [deem felt
were important written down, and yet consistentBais are mentioned, as if he is being fed very
little and it is a notable occasion when he hagdefood, such as pea sotipThe concise
nature of thélaschenkalendealso illuminates the meaning of Meinssen’s coesisimention of
his accommodations when he slept inside a buildiegand the other POWs were probably not
being accommodated very well even when they weae tosvns.

The British did not treat their POWs very well,dorg them to march long distances with
little food and despite any illnesses or injuriesyt may have had. Also, many POWSs were
forced to engage in work-service for an undetercham@ount of time before they were

discharged, if they were discharged at all. “Sawidiers with homes to go to were gradually
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released,” as Meinssen wisHowever, this was not the case for all British/P€) some of
whom did not even have homes because of the dastrubat took place during the war. The
POWs held by the British were poorly treated andevo®nscripted into forced labor without pay,
away from their families, who also suffered becankde the POWSs were captive they could not
work to support their families. German societyaaghole suffered from British treatment of
their POWSs and from the fact that the British bioiugundreds of thousands of POWs to the UK
to do forced labor there instead of in GermanyhéWithholding for so long of so many men
from their homeland and families was to have affga&ffect on the social fabric of Germany
during the first post-war years® While British use and treatment of prisoners af was not
one of the main focuses of their occupation, it séirves as an example of another small area in
which British occupational actions, well-intenti@her otherwise, had negative effects on the
German people.
Relations between the Germans and the British

Underneath all of these other negative effectdtitesh occupation was having on the
German population was an undercurrent of negatnitesB attitudes. Many of the British
occupiers, especially those with higher rank inNhitary Government, looked down on the
Germans as second-class citizens. They were peepidgainst the Germans just because they
were German, and also considered themselves tetter land more enlightened, than this
‘colonial race’ they were occupying. This anti-@&an attitude on behalf of the British pervaded
nearly every aspect of their occupation in smalysyauch as negligence or indifference in
bureaucracy or lack of sympathy for the Germanghp] which in turn motivated them not to

work as hard to solve German problems. The Braisb tended to blame the entire German
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population for Nazism and treat all Germans akaf/twere guilty. This poor treatment,
combined with British condescension and prejudieserated resentment among Germans.
Nonetheless, the Germans held their tongues, &rdiepunishment from the British, who were
in complete control as the zone’s occupying power.

The tendency of British officers to retain a ‘aoil@ spirit’ while in occupation was
discussed in Chapter Five; these officers constbitre Germans to be inferior to the British as
people, based only on nationality and not on threg®al merits of members of either group. “A
former British administrator from Nigeria who amew to take charge of one branch requested a
list of staff under the headings ‘European and Bamepean.’ It was an aspect of British control
of which the Germans were aware, and it was mustnted.* Many of those in power in the
Military Government were almost ‘racist’ againse tGermans, as if being from Germany could
class one as a different race or somehow made diffegent kind of person than someone from
the United Kingdom.

This condescension and anti-German bias were patrity negative attitudes the British
had toward the Germans, however; they also coreidée Germans to be guilty, as a group, of
Nazism, and sought to punish them accordingly.sitRe antipathy towards the Germans was
part of the official instruction of those Britishmilitary and civilian — who were to live and work
among them® Leaders in the British Military Government madi-€5erman sentiments a
kind of occupational policy, such that even thoBeials who might have been friendly toward
the Germans had to treat them coldly. This autamsatspicion extended to the denazification
effort as well, leading the British to be suspidmf any German regardless of whether they had

actually committed a crime, and because of a clautee Allied denazification policy they were
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allowed to arrest anyone they were even suspi@bug&ven if a person was found innocent of
being a Nazi, the British Military Government wdil suspicious of him. “Anyone who was
exonerated from the crime of being a Nazi remamgtly of being a German,” and many of the
British people in Germany at the time thought th@German could be trusted, just because they
were Germart® “The argument by members of the Control Commissiat the Germans could
not be trusted was still current. The feeling feady been mutual™ The British distrusted the
German people they were occupying, and this distngdted into many areas of the occupation
in subtle ways; it was picked up by the German feapho resented the fact that they were
being discriminated against based on their natignal hus, British attitudes generated
resentment and anti-British sentiments among then&e people while also corrupting the
denazification effort and enabling the arrest aoicent German civilians who had had no part of
the Nazi party.

There was also a sharp contrast between BritishGanthan standards of living. The
British, for the most part, saw this contrast aamal part of life in Germany, and must have
felt in some way that the Germans deserved toifiy@verty because of their inherent guilt for
Nazism. One British woman, the wife of a MilitaBovernment official, wrote the following
about her stay in Germany: “the environment cotechavourably with my earlier period in
Germany when the streets had been strewn withdaokl mortar. ... We lived in a beautiful
house in Bunde, which had been requisitioned fieenowner of a cigar factory™ This woman
did not feel for the Germans, whose city it wag tred laid in ruins the last time she visited; she
only cared that the rubble had inconvenienceddrat,was pleased that it had been cleaned up

for that reason. She also did not mind that tleeipus owner of the house and his family had
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nowhere to live since they were kicked out of tliniuse; her indifference to the German plight
seems to have been characteristic. One womanhathdeen a little girl during the occupation,
writes that her mother was an outcast from Britisbiety because she was kind to a German
family.

Herr and Frau Marker, with their two small songd kamove into two rooms and

a kitchenette. ... | remember visiting their aparttreerd not being able to

understand why they had to put up with such crangoeditions whilst we lived

in the rest of their five-bedroomed home. ... [Motheas ostracized for being

kind to the Marker family®
Not all of the British people who were living in@gied Germany shared these negative
attitudes, but many of them did, and those whondidshare these attitudes generally had no
option but to go along with the way things wereneritish wife wrote that “life for the
Germans then was very hard, as food for them wa ahd their cities were badly damaged by
the bombing, with many of them still living in r@n Life for us, in contrast, was very good, with
plentiful and varied food, much better than we badr been used to at home. The social life
was good, too* This woman understood that the Germans wereringfebut the fact remains
that the British were living much better than ther@ans were. Captive German troops who
were being used as forced labor did not have goodlconditions, either, if Meinssen’s
memoir is to be taken as an example. “At 1400tguad with country folk, slept well from
2000 on. ... Arrived at the final destination up tectharge. Good quarters with Farmer Petersen
in a barn.*® POWSs, who were working hard clearing rubble atmgwise aiding in the

reconstruction of areas that had been destroytdeeiwar, were living in barns with German

civilians or sleeping outside for weeks since theas no housing available for them. The
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British occupiers, on the other hand, were reqorsng whatever housing was left intact for
their own use, leaving the Germans who had be@mglithere to fend for themselves.

The Germans’ reactions to this ill-treatment angatieity from the British were mixed.
On the one hand, they began to resent the Britidhtzeir occupation, but on the other hand the
British were still in control of their lives, so mya Germans kept their distance. The press,
especially newspapers for German political partss vocally anti-British; the actions and
writings of the German press, discussed in Chdptey, are clear indications of the levels of
anti-British sentiment that were building up in @any as time wore on. However, most
average Germans did not speak out against thesi&riti

The Germans reminded [one] of army recruits whonktttat whatever they do

they will be wrong. If they were cooperative, botttupiers and occupied might

sneer at them as collaborators. If they were uperaiive the occupiers’ worst

impressions would be confirméd.
The Germans were unsure of how to act in the poesehBritish officials. “It is true that some
friendships sprang up in spite of all the diffioedt, but to most Germans the British were the
Occupying Power. They were people who should degted with respect when encountered, for
obvious reasons, but from whom one should keepighe distance* Most British officials
were prejudiced, or at least biased, against then@es as a people, and those who were not
found it difficult to build up relations with thegBmans because of this distance. The Germans
reacted to negativity and poor treatment from thiadh by keeping their distance and choosing
to interact with the British as little as possibleear of retribution kept the majority of Germans
from speaking or acting against the British in aray, but they seldom willingly made

friendships with the occupiers whose mistakes werpetuating their misery and who treated

them like second-class citizens. “Denied all poamd independence, with no future prospects,
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occupied by nations unable to find any agreed potltey could see neither a beginning nor an
end, ‘and we shrug our shoulders and say “Theydafiket”.” **
Conclusions

The various mistakes, problems, and conflicthendifferent areas of the occupation
affected the German populace in different ways neatrly all of these effects were bad. Chaos,
inaccuracy, corruption, and conflicting motivatianslenazification resulted in the wrongful
imprisonment of many Germans, their subsequentadtreatment in prisons, and the failure to
arrest many known Nazis because their knowledgesapdrtise were needed. Problems in the
economy were many, and resulted in lost jobs,dbk of fuel, the lack of housing, and suffering
or death from cold and famine. The British hadtesgrl hundreds of thousands of POWSs and
forced them to labor for the British both in Germamd in the UK for indeterminate periods of
time, preventing them from supporting their fans|ientil they were finally released; this
practice damaged the prisoners themselves, thuailiés, and even society itself because of how
many families and lives were torn apart. Finalhe Germans endured terrible conditions while
the British Military Government officers lived righ were prejudiced against by the British, and
had to submit to them without complaint for feapohishment or retribution.

The mistakes the British made and the problemsraafticiencies of their occupation did
more than just slow down reconstruction: they reatese consequences for the German people,
who starved, froze, and suffered mentally and pdajtsi while the British Military Government

above them did little to end their misery and teeahem like second-class citizens.
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CHAPTER 7
CONCLUSION

The British occupation of Germany from 1945 — 1945 marked by its inefficiencies,
problems, and conflicting objectives. Each ofttimee main parts of the British occupation had
different goals and motivations, and these goatsraativations often conflicted with each other,
with disastrous results. In addition, the Britigare being continually pressured by demands
from the other Allies, and the constant undercureéBritish anti-German attitudes tainted all
of the actions the British took and generated Bntish sentiments among the German people.

International politics affected many decisions Brgish made regarding their occupation,
and the Allies’ effect on the occupation of thetBh Zone was not negligible. The other Allies
all wanted to make the restrictions on German kewéindustry in ‘dangerous’ sectors more
stringent than the British did, for security reascand although the British were able to raise the
restrictions to some degree, the levels that wegreeal upon in 1946 were still too low. The
Allies also demanded large amounts of coal in repars, decreasing the amount of coal
available to the Germans both for consumption anddle on the international market. These
two Allied decisions had major effects on the egopan the British Zone, effects that the
British could do little to counteract. The Alliatso pressured the British to step up their
denazification efforts, preventing them from scgldenazification back in order to promote
economic growth. Finally, the beginnings of thdd>&/ar made the British suspicious of the
Soviet Union and added impetus to the motivatiogeibthe German economy going: people

living in poverty are more susceptible to convangio communism.
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The other Allies were not alone in pursuing deneaifon, however. Denazification was
one of the three key areas of the British occupatmd it was one of their goals to remove Nazis
from positions of responsibility in their zone. \Mever, the way the British undertook the
denazification effort was flawed and contradictayd their denazification methods were
inaccurate and prone to corruption. The denazifinaof experts in industry was causing
increased accidents and decreased productivitydusitry, and so to try to rectify this problem
they let some Nazis go free; however, this practegated their stated goal of denazification,
since known Nazis were not being arrested, andegmeazification continued to wreak havoc on
the economy anyway. Because of corrupt and inateumethods, the British ended up letting
some known Nazis go free while innocent people werag arrested, imprisoned, and abused in
prisons; this fact generate a great deal of uniegytand fear among the German people. In
addition, once they were arrested, the Germanshalddoeen accused of being Nazis were kept
in prisons reminiscent of concentration campsystdrabused, and sometimes tortured. The
British goal in denazification was precisely th@moval and punishment of Nazis, and yet their
execution of denazification policy damaged the eoaoyand allowed Nazis to evade arrest
while thousands of innocent German civilians weterned, sometimes for years, without trial
and maltreated.

The German economy was in dismal condition wherBtiitesh began their occupation,
and their efforts to speed its recovery failed. wss noted above, the Allies decided on low
levels of industry in key industries like steelngyetic oil, and chemicals, and they also
demanded large amounts of coal in reparationsetbie, production in all the sectors of the
economy was kept low because the industries wenat@atconnected and were especially

dependent on coal. Food production was low as waetl for the same reasons. The food
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shortages were so bad and lasted so long that impauld not make up for the shortfall, and the
Germans suffered from a widespread famine for thieses after the end of the war. The
Reichsmark was valueless due to the lack of consgouds and food available to buy no matter
what the price, and people had to resort to bénaeing on the black market just to get the food
and goods they needed. People slowly starved beczihe consistently low calorie per day
rations and froze in the winter because of the t#fatoal and consumer goods like blankets.
British denazification efforts were further lowagimdustrial production, both because of the
removal of experts and because the uncertaintyearcdcaused by the chaotic and contradictory
execution of denazification policy. Internatiompalitics also had a huge impact on economy in
that Allied agreements were largely responsibldaHerlow levels in industrial production that
had such disastrous effects on the other aspetit @conomy.

Democratization was the third of the main goalsBhésh had for their occupation.
They intended to remake the German governmentiBthish image and reeducate the
Germans in how to be democrats. However, mangeBritish occupiers had a condescending
and prejudiced attitude toward the Germans andgiitaihat they were incapable of democracy
and had to conform to British ways in order to tetir be democrats. Also, the Germans did not
necessarily like the new government structuresgoenposed on them by the British, and
rejected British changes to the civil service beeatiwas the only area the British chose to try
to change democratically. As a result of Britigfit@des, the Germans, especially the press,
grew increasingly anti-British. Finally, focusing democratization resulted in the creation of a
large and redundant bureaucratic system, sincara&ebureaucracy had been created and

staffed but was not trusted yet, for security reasand so their every decision was double-
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checked by the British bureaucracy. In this whg, British democratization effort subtly
detracted from efforts in the other areas.

The three main goals the British had for their @ation, and the conflicts and
contradictions between them, had several negatigets on the German people in the British
Zone, but other, more subtle aspects of the ocmuphad negative effects as well. Prisoners of
war, for example, were mistreated and used asddat®r, which detracted from the paid
workforce, made it hard for the POWSs’ families tosve, and created rifts in society. Also,
many of the British officials were prejudiced agsithe Germans, thought they were all
collectively guilty of Nazism, and were not sympetth to their suffering or to the fact that
British efforts were making it worse. These negatttitudes, combined with the negative
effects of British efforts in other areas of thewgation, made life generally terrible for the
Germans. They suffered from starvation, a three famine, a lack of necessary consumer
goods, a worthless currency that necessitatedriieaiting, and being occupied by the
condescending and prejudiced British Military Gawaent.

The British tried to compromise between each ofaifleas of their occupation, hoping to
minimize the damage each did to the others. The=es, especially denazification and
economic recovery, were highly interconnected. Ehsv, the compromises the British tried to
make to accommodate all of their goals only madegthchaotic in all three areas without really
ending the conflicts between them. The Britishupation was rife with problems, mistakes,
and contradictions, not all of which were entirtigir fault, but the British attempts to solve
these problems did not work, and as a result sffthiure the suffering of the German people

was exacerbated and prolonged.
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The British had motivations and goals in each efrtmain occupational areas: some of
their goals for each area even conflicted with eatbler, in the economy for example, and by
trying to pursue all of their goals at once thetiBhi ended up not meeting any of them.
Therefore, the main conclusion of this thesis & the conflicting motivations of the British, and
their attempt to pursue all of them by compromidoetyveen them, resulted in problems and
chaos instead, and ended up causing a great dgaebfsuffering, and hardship for the German

people.
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APPENDIX A
TRANSLATION OF TASCHENKALENDER

Surrender and forced march from Denmark to Germafslsingar, 1945.

Saturday, May 5, 0800. Surrender of the Germaspsan Denmark. We prepare for the forced
march to Germany.

Monday, May 7. Reveille at 0500, by 1000 everyghivas finished. We marched 25km toward
Hillergd. Midday break for 2 hours. At 1900 weiaed at a copse near Hillergd. Very tired.
Overnight stay in the field, the night very coldy.i Foot pains.

Tuesday, May 8. Reveille at 0500, a longer mandRdskilde (40km). We rested 3 times, twice
for 15 minutes, once for 90 minutes. Weather is I@ur packs in the wagon. Threw away
gas masks and 2 cannisters. Much foot pain afemzby bicycle to the sea outside
Roskilde. Arrival at 1800. Wonderfully beddedatBed. Slept well in the field.

Wednesday, May 9. Reveille at 0800. Beautifulttwvea Heard music and news on the radio.
Very little foot pain. At midday it got cloudy, wil and rain. At 2130 movement out to
Ringstedt (30km). Without packs. 2 15 minutesesdnly good cold provisions and warm
coffee.

Thursday, May 10. Arrived in Ringstedt at 0400epBwell from 0500 to 1400 in the forest, in
spite of a thunderstorm, wind and rain. Meetinthvlritish motorized units. Moved out to
Sorg (28km) at 2300.

Friday, May 11. Arrived at the forest behind Sat®600. Light foot pain. Slept well from

0700 to 2000, after that no foot pain. Good weatiéoved out at 2400 (20km).
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Saturday, May 12. March over Slagelse to 10kmidetsf Korsgr. Arrived at 0600. Bedded
on a pasture near a homestead. Slept well ingltefforn 0700 to 1300. Washed
thoroughly in the homestead. Hot food. Good wesatl.ight foot pains. Moved out with
packs at 1800 to 4km outside Korsgr (6km). Lorsfj fim 1900 to 2100. Turned in our
pistols at 2300 in Korsgr (4km). In a ferry at @33

Sunday, May 13. Departure of the ferry to Nybar200. In Nyborg at 0400. Slept on the
pasture northwest of Nyborg from 0600 to 0900.0900 left the (storage place) for an
unknown reason (8km). Long rest from 1200 to 168trch to the resting place (10km).
Lots of buttermilk. Slept well in the forest fra2100 on. Ankle swollen.

Monday, May 14. Woke up at 1100. 1 boot wasd&dhe. Cloudy with wind. Moved out in
storm and rain, over Odense to 5km behind Oder&er(R2 Until now a most terrible night.
Feet very swollen. Lots of pain.

Tuesday, May 15. Arrived at the resting placez1® From 0600 to 1600 slept. Feet were
wrapped firmly with rubber bandage. Forest. Mowatlat 2200 with light packs.

Wednesday, May 16. (30km) Marched superbly to 16kitside Middelfort with good weather
and little foot pain. At 0430 arrived at a restjlgce in a pine forest. From 0500 to 1600
slept well on soft moss. Washed in the lake. T&p#too”) at 2000. One rest day.

Thursday, May 17. Slept well until 0800. Beadtifaright morning. Washed in the sea. From
0900 to 1000 cleaned weapons, for the last timeesdays. Sunbathed on soft moss. Pea
soup for lunch. The destination of the whole matdmeburg Heath, there dismissal. On
May 20 a little border should be crossed over. sTa@®100.

Friday, May 18. Peter’s birthday. Reveille at 0&hd got ready for marching. At 0900 moved

out to the very small border bridge (20km) withtireg place in the woods. From 2100 to ...
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Saturday, May 19. ... 0300 slept. 0500 marched theelkm border bridge up to 6km away
from Kolding (20km). Lighter march, arrival at lM3Bedded in the forest by a spring.
Sunned in the afternoon. No foot pains. Slept fxe 2100 to ...

Sunday, May 20. ... 1000. Washed. Pea soup. $unribe afternoon, allowed to resole 2
boots. Went to rest at 2100. Slept well until ...

Monday, May 21. 0500. At 0600 marched with lightks in beautiful weather, the destination
9km away from Haderslev (25km). At 1200 with a dbihrest we reached our goal. At
Kolding. Taps at 2100. Milk. From Nyborg oftemceuntered by Englishmen.

Tuesday, May 22. Reveille at 0900. From 06000@02t rained. The tent remained water-
proof. Milk. Pea soup. German-friendly peoplenfrKolding. Taps at 1000.

Wednesday, May 23. Reveille at 0330. At 0500 medlovithout packs or guns up to 11km
away from Abenrun (22km). Weather cloudy. Arrivaddl200. From 1300 — 1700 slept in
the barn on white straw near German-friendly counten. Milk.

Thursday, May 24. Reveille at 0600. At 0700 moeatrof quarters to 2km outside Apenrade

Friday, May 25. Slept very well in the barn frorh0® to 1000. (9km) Milk. At 1300 warm
food. Carrots, Goulash. Pudding, Rhubarb. Suwueithg the afternoon and stuffed
stockings. Washed towels and bandages. Tap<at 22

Saturday, May 26. Reveille at 0800. Weather: @joand rainy. Washed gear in the afternoon.
At 1530 went on a search for food. An order atQl&Dmove out in %2 hour at 1630.
Returned from food searching at 1700. The unitedoaut. With water laundry, acquired
bread and all the packs caught up to the troog2280 landed in a barn 10km outside of

Greuse.
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Sunday, May 27. (16km) Slept until 0700. Marchketh packs at 1000. 1515 English
inspection, 1530 passed Greuse. Well receivetidysiermans with water and tea. Over
Flensburg. 15km past Greuse came upon a fordstanamp at 1900.

Monday, May 28. From 2100 — 0700 slept. CloutMarched in pouring rain at 0900 to 20km
away from Husum (25km). Arrived near some farnar$500. At 2000 it got very quiet.
Slept poorly until ...

Tuesday, May 29. 0800. Very great body painsdaadhea. Much skimmed milk. It went
quiet at 2000. Sunnier day.. slept bettertunti

Wednesday, May 30. Lunchtime barley. Milk sounny. Diarrhea. Less body pains. In the
afternoon stitched on a woolen sleeping bag. B8g8€00.

Thursday, May 31. Reveille at 0400. Sleepinglbated well. Moved out at 0600. (23km) Sun.
Through cross-country marching cut off 7km. At @38ached the goal, Scheime. From ...

Friday, June 1. ... 2100 until 0500 slept. SunWarm pea soup. No diarrhea, no body aches.
Moved out at 0600. (25km) In Schwabstedt handedlés. 12km south of Friehstadt
passed over the Eider by Mordfeld lock. Kleve.1A00 quartered with country folk, slept
well from 2000 on.

Saturday, June 2. Reveille at 0800. At 1430 mangdver Glising, Schalkholz, and
Tellingstedt (12km). Arrived in Welmbttel, 3kmhied Tellingstedt, at 1700. Arrived at
the final destination up to discharge. Good quanégth Farmer Petersen in a barn. Sunny
weather. Taps at 2000.

Sunday, June 3. Slept well until 0800. Wrote wmmer of work. Taps at 2100.

June 4 through June 10. Reveille at 0800. 10DB0O work service. 1200 midday, 1300 —

1500 midday rest. 1500 — 1630 sports or roll galinging. Taps at 2200. Wednesday for
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the first time news pamphlets from Hamburg. Hadrdwuty Friday from 0300 — 0500.
Sunday June 10 — Dad’s birthday. No work service.

June 11 through June 17. Reveille at 0800. 09BD36 work service. Ate at 1200. 1300 —
1500 midday rest. 1600 — 1700 stenography. Tap3G0D. Monday the first man was
discharged. Thursday 10 men discharged. Sundag thas no work service, 3 men
discharged.

June 18 through June 24. Reveille at 0700. Werkice 0830 — 1100. Ate at 1130. Midday
rest 1300 — 1500. Stenography from 1600 — 1700rkWervice Thursday and Friday 1500
— 1600. Monday 1 man discharged. Wednesday Gsdlhy 1, and Friday 1 discharged.
Saturday evening and Sunday vaudeville show. Nd&W8anday. Taps at 2300.

June 24 — July 8. Reveille at 0700, taps at 231800 — 1100 work service. 1100 lunch. 1200 —
1400 midday rest. June 25 2 men discharged. Jumeade a visit to the scapegoat,
Suderholm. June 28 10 men left. June 30 wrot@to home. July 3 my birthday, laundry.
July 3 cards to mom.

July 9 — July 22. Reveille at 0700, taps at 230800 — 1100 work service. 1100 lunch. 1200 —
1400 midday rest. 1430 — 1600 work service. 18 sent away. July 12 the leave-taking of
Battalion Commander Major Siegeroth. July 14 witard to mom. July 17 a card from
mom, a card from Peter. July 21 wrote a card tommo

July 23 — July 26. Reveille at 0800, taps at 230800 — 1100 work service. Ate at 1100. 1200
— 1400 midday rest. 1430 — 1600 work servicey 2812 cards from mom, 1 from Aunt
Manni. July 24 1 card from mom, 1 from Aunt Mangduly 26 1 card from mom.

Friday, July 27. Reveille at 0800, taps at 230900 — 1100 work service. 1100 lunch. 1200 —

1400 midday nap. 1430 — 1600 work service. 1@0¥0rnand to finish.
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Saturday, July 28. To discharge. 0700 the leakey of Regiment Commander Major Migge.
0730 moved out to Tellingstedt. 0830 arrival ia thscharge area, Tellingstedt. Delousing,
hand over of waist belt etc., personnel absorppagpook inspection, briefing in the tent
camp.

Sunday, July 29. Rest day. 1200 lunch. Revaillétaps were not fixed.

Monday, July 30. English paybook inspection, maboheckup, English inspection for the
purpose of marking blood type. Discharge papeasster of pay book. Stitching on of the
golden triangle.

July 31. Rest day.

August 1. Rest day. Finishing of the evacuation.

Thursday, August 2. 0800 gathering. Receivedhdisge money, English pack inspection.
1000 departed in a truck. 1300 arrival in Segeb&vgprk stamp.

Friday, August 8. 0830 left Segeberg by passetger. Arrival at 1230 at Hamburg Central

Station. 1330 at home.
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APPENDIX B
TASCHENKALENDER
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APPENDIX C
MAP OF GERMANY, 1945
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