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Foreworda

The Federal Republic of Germany became a member of the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization in 1955, By joining the Al-
liance, Germany recognized that its own securitv and the gen-
eral security of the West are interdependent. Yet, because the
German nation remains divided between West and East, na-
tional reunitication continues as one of the Federal Republic’s
long-range objectives. While NATO member states must con-
stantly weigh the requirements of Alliance security with respect
to broader national objectives, Germany faces unique problems
reconciling its national goals with those of the Alliance.

In this book, John Reed explores the German perspective on
NATO. By relving on membership in NATO for national se-
curity, Reed argues, Germany is supporting broad regional se-
curitv and deferring reunification tor the short term. Reed
concludes that Germany has become a leading advocate tor a
strong NATO, promoting, in particular, institutional progress
and Allied cooperation.

Reed’s positive interpretation of Germany’s role in and im-
portance for NATO may reassure those concerned by the so-
called national or “German” issues. We can all appreciate—as
this book argues—that one of the highest priorities of both Ger-
many and NATO must remain the safeguarding of the princi-
ples of democracy, justice, and freedom through mutual

defense.
C A /

BrapLey C. HOSMER

LirUreNANT GrNerar, US AR Forat

PresipeNT, Narttosar Divt Nst
UNIVERSITY
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Preface

In May 1985, Germanv marked 30 vears of membership in
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, perhaps the most suc-
cessful defense alliance the Western World has ever known. In
NATO. the German Federal Republic has tound the security
needed to rebuild an economy shattered by the deteat of 1945
and to recast the German bod\ politic alom, democratic lines.

Concurrently, inclusion of the geographically: diminished
German state within the Western Alliance has served to allay
the fears of those nations—east and west of the inner-German
border—who have been victims of German aggression twice in
this centurv. Bonding the Federal Republic with its Western Al-
fies also has removed much of the urgency from the perennial
“German Question.”

Bv opting for security within NATO, Bonn's political
leaders effectively ruled out any possibility of early German re-
unification—a state of affairs wltaml\ not dlsplmxlm, to Soviet
and East European leaders.

This study examines Germany's experience in seeking se-
curity through membership in the North Atlantic Alliance. Be-
ginning in the ruins of post-1945 occupation, it follows Konrad
Adenauer’s efforts to regain sovereignty and his skillful use of
the Federal Republic’s military potential to win concessions
from western Jeaders who wanted German troops to help
check the spread of communism in Europe.

After considering the nature of Germanyv's security needs,

I discuss the planning and organization of the Federal Re-
p(.bhc s new democratic armed force, the Bundesieehr, and
equipping and manning the newly raised units

The central portion of the book draws heavily on my per-
sonal experience in dealing with German and NATO issues on
a dav-to-day basis over the past decade, particularly during the

xvii
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dramatic “vears of the missiles” (1982-85), when 1 observed the
street demonstrations and heard the diplomatic rhetoric from
the American Embassy in Bonn. Here, T consider the nature of
German security policy, discuss how that policy has changed
as NATO strategy and doctrine have evolved, and analvze the
problems NATO doctrinal and weapons issues have created for
Germany.

In this connection, | pav particular attention to peculiarly
German tactors or domestic considerations that color Bonn's at-
titudes toward issues of keen Alliance concern. The implica-
tions and ramifications ot allied attempts to apportion more
equitably the common detense burden—often at Germany's ex-
pense—figure prominently.

Finally, 1 examine the extent to which NATO, after nearly
40 vears, is able to satistv Germanv’s basic security needs, and
consider whether the Western Alliance has the vitality and flex-
ibility to accommuadate German needs tor the foreseeable fu-
ture.

Based on the experience of the past 30 vears, the extent to
which one can continue to answer these two questions in the
affirmative may be critical for both European stabilitv and
World peace.

A number of friends and colleagues otfered invaluable
help and support during the two-vear period between this
study’s conception and birth. Sever ral stand out:

General (Ret.) Ernst Paulsen, German Army, who offered
periodic encouragement and generously shared his personal
experiences and insights on formation ot the Bundeswehr; Lieu-
tenant Colonel Klaus Arnhold, German Army, whose critical
review of an earlv draft helped clarity several kev issues; Dr.
Fred Kiley, Director of the NDU Press, and Dr. Joe Goldberg,
Professor of Research at the NDU Press, whose insight and
professionalism cleared my path of underbrush; and my editor,
Ed Senetf, whose mdustr\ enthusiasm, and boundless good
cheer lightened my load consider ably.

To vou and all others who had a part in this book, I am
deeply grateful.
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1
Road to NATO

IN THE COMFORT OF LONDON €1 UBS or Parisian
drawing rooms, English and French gentlemen often
tend to equate a given vear with the success of the grape
harvest and the quality of the wine produced.

In these terms, 1949 was a verv good vear.

The flowering season virtually was unmarred by late
frosts, rain and sunshine alternated in ideal measure, and
the harvest took place under ideal conditions that held
high promise tor a vintage ot great note. Wine producers,
merchants, and consumers could take justifiable satistac-
tion in the vintage and its future prospects.

Western European
Security Needs

Elsewhere, however, the course of events had been
much less favorable, and the outlook was highly unset-
tling. European economies remained dislocated or, in ex-
treme cases, shattered in the aftermath of the Second
World War. Even the victors in that struggle had
emerged badly bruised, their factories and cities scarred
or destroved and treasuries exhausted in the struggle
against the totalitarianism of Nazi Germany and its allies.
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4 GERMANY AND NATO

The vanquished still lay in ruins—factories silent, farm-
lands fallow, and ruined cities crowded with refugees
whose presence aggravated the already grave shortages
of housing, food, fuel, and transport.

Nevertheless, hope existed. Motivated partly by al-
truism, and partly by fear that despair might lead the
Western Europeans to seek radical solutions, the United
States began a number of economic and military pro-
grams designed to promote European recovery. But re-
sults were uneven and improvement was slow. Because
nearly a third of Italian and French voters backed com-
munist candidates in local and national elections during
the immediate postwar years, pessimists feared that the
Left might come to power peaceably in key Western Eu-
ropean nations. We know in hindsight that communist
electoral strength already had peaked in both countries,
but, to many, the danger that a 1948 Prague coup could
be repeated in Paris or Rome seemed all too real.

Internationally, the situation was no less alarming.
Although the Soviet Union had suffered grievously at the
hands of the Nazi Wehrmacht, the Red Army emerged in
1945 as the major land force in Europe. In the vears fol-
lowing Germany’s surrender, Moscow maintained large
numbers of troops in Eastern Europe, using them as a
principal instrument of Soviet policy.

In contrast, the Anglo-American Allies—whose
forces in Europe totalled some five million at war’s end—
demobilized rapidly, retaining only about 900,000 men
under arms, compared with the Soviet Union’s five mil-
lion. As the political atmosphere cooled, this force im-
balance between the increasingly antagonistic former
allies came to be perceived in Washington and elsewhere
in the West as a serious and growing problem.

Even those western troops in Europe were not de-
ployed as a real defensive force. Most of them were oc-
cupation troops, administering national zones in
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occupied Germany, overseeing denazification, disman-
tling remnants of Germany’s war industries, and secking
to establish the basis for eventual economic, political, and
social recovery and rehabilitation. As Moscow increased
its efforts to bind Eastern Europe and its German occupa-
tion zone closer to the Soviet politico-economic system,
the Western Allies began to consider occupation prob-
lems collectively, and to develop concepts end proce-
dures for reconstitution of a German state.

The Soviet Union hoped, and West Europeans
feared, that the imbalance of militarv power could be
translated into political advantage. The early record was
ambiguous. Communist takeovers of governmental
power in Poland and Czechoslovakia doubtless were
made easier by the presence of Soviet troops and the ab-
sence of any national military counterweight. At the
same time, western nations successtully met and re-
solved the 1948-49 Soviet challenge to West Berlin
through politico-militarv actions (although the Soviets
clearly “pulled their punches,” choosing not to escalate
the crisis by exploiting all assets at their disposal).

Western military leaders recognized limitations in-
herent in the European torces” imbalance and pressed tor
some sort of action to redress the situation, but their
voices had little effect amid Europe’s economic and social
chaos. Even though a number of western leaders voiced
concern that the East’s military edge might serve to tip
the local political balance, few saw anyv overt danger ot
Soviet military aggression.

Political-Military Threat from the East Notwith-
standing the force imbalance described above and the
admonition of military leaders that this imbalance should
be redressed promptly, few West European statesmen
saw any real urgency in the matter, for national priorities




6 GERMANY AND NATO

generally reflect national perceptions of threats and bene-
fits. Military defense was viewed as part of the larger
whole of national recovery and accorded a priority lower
than physical, social, or economic reconstruction. Politi-
cal leaders acknowledged, and paid lip service to, the
fragility of West European defenses but, for the most
part, applied available resources elsewhere. Most west-
ern leaders saw the US nuclear arsenal—numerically fim-
ited and imperfectly understood as it may have been—as
the ultimate guarantor of their security. National defense
efforts therefore could wait.

Slowly, however, this situation changed. Most insti-
tutions which the victorious allies set up to manage post-
war activities in Central Europe were tunctioning badiv.
Soviet-American cooperation—without which etfective
four-power administration of Berlin was impossible—had
broken down. Moreover, Moscow met the bold thrust of
the Truman Doctrine and the Marshall Plan (1947) by es-
tablishing the COMINFORM (Communist Information
Bureau), an organization designed to fight “American im-
perialism’” and to coordinate political activities of the
communist movement in Europe. With Hungary, Bul-
garia, and Poland (1947), and Czechoslovakia (1948)
firmly in the Soviet camp, Europe rapidly divided into
two opposing blocs.

Finally, the successtul August 1949 explosion ot a So-
viet nuclear device cast a long shadow across the wide-
spread, if naive, assumption that US nuclear weapons
would continue to be a unique and unchallenged deter-
rent to Soviet military adventurism.

Faced with a growing politico-military threat, but
constrained by national financial priorities, West
European leaders turned to a traditional method tor bal-
ancing the strength of a superior militarv power, one that
William of Orange had pertected three centuries earlier to
check the ambitions of France’s Louis XIV: A defensive
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alliance, now fully countenanced and sanctioned by the
newly minted United Nations Organization. In January
1948, after a number of informal discussions among Euro-
pean capitals and across the Atlantic, British Foreign Sec-
retary Ernest Bevin proposed that the Western European
nations join in a mutual security undertaking, base 1 on
the 1947 Anglo-French accord and designed to promote
internal securitv of the member states and a common de-
fense against external aggression.

With the 1948 Czechoslovakian coup d’etat as a stim-
ulus, representatives trom France, Great Britain,
Belgium, Luxembourg, and the Netherlands met in
Brussels soon thereafter, and agreed to torm a Western
Union for mutual aid and assistance. An attack on anv
party to the treaty was to be viewed as an attack on all.
The Brussels Treat\ (see appendin A) which laid the
groundwork for the North Atlantic Treatyv Organization
(NATO), called for member countries to create a common
defense svstem, and provided for a Commanders-in-
Chief Committee under the chairmanship ot Field Mar-
shal Bernard Law Montgomery of the United Kingdom.
An implicit assumption ot the Brussels signatories was
US willingnes‘s' to provide military aid for Western Eu-
rope’s military forces.

Forging a Single Mutual Defense System As the
European Allies moved toward a collective security ar-
rangement, US leaders considered how the  might help
forge a single mutual defense svstem for North America
and the democratic nations of Western Europe. The
spring 1948 Berlin Crisis and the progressive Soviet
blockade of the former German capital added urgency to
the matter. Secretary of State George Marshall and his
State Department colleagues, aided ! by kev allies in the
Pentagon, undertook a major campaign of cducation and
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N A b

Dean Acheson, US Secretary of State, confers with Sen. Tom
Connally (D-Texas) (left) and Sen. Arthur Vandenberg (R-Mich.) in
1949. They discussed the forging of a mutual defense svstem for
North America and the democratic nations of Western Europe.

persuasion in the Congress to overcome reservations
among Members who continued to believe that Europe’s
problems should not become our own.

Ultimately, congressional objections were sur-
mounted by the cogent arguments of the Truman admin-
istration and the skillful management of Senator Tom
Connally (D-Texas) and Senator Arthur Vandenberg (R-
Michigan); on 11 June 1948, the Senate endorsed the con-
cept of US membership in regional collective self-defense
arrangements (the Vandenberg Resolution).

During the summer of 1948, representatives from
Canada and the United States, and members of the
Western Union negotiated a comprehensive defensive
alliance, under which an attack on any signatory would
be considered an attack on all. They then invited
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Denmark, Iceland, Italy, Norway, and Portugal to join.!
After appropriate national deliberation, all accepted the
invitation, and leaders of the 12 governments signed the
North Atlantic Treaty (see appendix B) on 4 April 1949 in
Washington. NATO—the most successful defense al-
liance ever formed—had been born.

Deliberation over the North Atlantic Treaty took
place against the backdrop of the first major East-West
political crisis that gripped postwar Europe—a Soviet
blockade of West Berlin, which began on 24 June 1948
and continued until the following May. Allied coopera-
tion in supplying the beleaguered city by massive airlift
underlined the western capitals’” growing commitment to
counter Soviet challenges with concerted action. The air-
lift's success in relieving what appeared initially as a vir-
tuallv hopeless situation had far-reaching effects in the
West, fueling the efforts of those members who sought to
forge a western mutual security arrangement, and dem-
onstrating that the Atlantic Allies could, by working to-
gether, successfully resist Soviet politico-military
pressure.

Concurrently, the 194849 Berlin Crisis showed west-
ern military leaders how few conventional options they
possessed and how much they needed a rapid build-up
in Atlantic military capabilities. Finally, successful resolu-
tion of the crisis left western leaders with the conviction
that innovative and superior technology (in this case the
use of an airlift to overcome a tight surface blockade)
could be the key to offsetting an unfavorable conven-
tional force imbalance.

Postwar Germany—
Pariah or Prodigal?

Viewed from the perspective of the late 1980s, the
North Atlantic Treaty has been one of the key documents




10 GERMANY AND NATO

in modern history. The Alliance to which it gave birth
has grown progressively stronger, evolving along lines
not always clearly foreseen by its signatories, but never-
theless fully consistent with its spirit.

NATO began more as a political instrument than a
military one, satisfying the needs of member nations for
allies, without requiring extraordinary national military
measures. Indeed, even after the Berlin blockade exposed
the West's relative military weakness, none of the Allies
appeared ready to sacrifice other priority needs to create
strong NATO defense forces. Secretary of State Dean
Acheson reported to the US Congress after the May 1950
North Atlantic Council meeting that, despite the “total
inadequacy” of western defenses, Council members were
unanimous in seeing no sense of urgency to create a bal-
anced allied defense force. Furthermore, although what
Harland Cleveland in 1970 called “the transatlantic bar-
gain’’ has proved to be a good bargain for NATO part-
ners, member nations joined in an undertaking that
failed to consider a number of basic security questions.?

Among these loose ends were the status of Ger-
many, the problem of forming a new and viable German
political entity, and the role this new German state might
play in evolving western security arrangements.

The Allies After 1945 The period following Ger-
many’s surrender in May 1945 was exceedingly difficult
for the German people and the victorious Allies, whose
antagonisms began to surface as German resistance
collapsed. The Potsdam accords established three Allied
Occupation Zones, under which the former German
Reich was to be administered. At the same time, provi-
sions were made for an Allied Control Council, in which
zonal policies were to be coordinated and decisions made
on all German matters. So that all major western nations
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could take part in the German occupation and be repre-
sented on the Control Council, a small French zone sub-
sequently was carved from the British and American
portions. (See map of postwar Allied Occupation Zones
of Germany on page 12.)

In practice, the Allied Control Council was ineffec-
tive as a governing body, and the occupying forces ad-
ministered their respective zones with a great deal of
independence. This independence was most noticeable in
the Soviet Zone, where the USSR’s polices retlected
Moscow’s priorities of transferring all available industrial
equipment (and later Soviet Zone industrial production)
to the Soviet Union, and promoting the political fortunes
of the local communist party and its leftist allies.

Nominally charged with coordinating policies and re-
solving zonal ditferences, the Control Council was
hamstrung from the beginning by the requirement that
its decisions be unanimous. Its only real accomplish-
ments lav in formulating “‘negative measures”’—for ex-
ample, dismantling Nazi restrictions on individual and
corporate treedoms—and in such matters as reestablish-
ing international postal service and interzonal telephone
and telegraph service, and reconstituting labor courts and
work councils.?

Proposals designed to establish constructive and co-
ordinated policies for the four zones, or to return various
administrative functions to German control, usuallv were
vetoed by the Soviets or, with increasing frequency, the
French military governor—reflecting a deep and endur-
ing French fear that anything but a weak, looselv fed-
erated Germany inevitably would threaten France’s
security and challenge its primacy in Western Europe.

On one topic in particular—German reparations—
Moscow and Paris agreed fully and sought to make the
Control Council serve their interests. France’s goals and
rationale were clear. She had been defeated, occupied,
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exploited, and humiliated by Mazi Germany. Further, the
Germans had reneged on massive reparations levied on
them by the Versailles Treaty. France believed that Ger-
many should be made to pay—by removal of factories,
expropriation of coal production, and, if possible,
through French control and exploitation of the Saar and
Ruhr industrial regions. In 1945-46, French political
leaders virtually were unanimous on this point. Charles
de Gaulle was not the only Frenchman determined to
make France the senior partner in any West European ar-
rangement that emerged in postwar years.

Moscow’s resolve to secure reparations from a
supine Germany was no less intense. Marshal Josef Stalin
had pressed at Yalta and Potsdam for war reparations to-
talling some $10 billion. While no precise figure was es-
tablished at either conference, the principle was accepted
by key western leaders. Once the fighting stopped, So-
viet occupation forces promptly removed large quantities
of every type of industrial equipment—often entire facto-
ries—captured undamaged. Moscow’s inability to absorb
much of this equipment, large quantities of which were
left to rust along railroad sidings and in storage vards,
led to a subsequent Soviet decision to leave factories in
the occupation zone and take industrial products as rep-
arations, a practice regarded by the United States and the
United Kingdom as a violation of the Potsdam agree-
ment.

The Soviet Military Commandant also sought to ob-
tain large-scale industrial reparations from Germany’s in-
dustrial heartland in the British-occupied Ruhr, and to a
lesser extent from the more heavily agricultural US Zone.
As the Soviets were entitled to one-sixth of surplus plant
capacity of western zones,* US and UK officials reluc-
tantly cooperated. Factories were inventoried, removal
schedules were established, and some equipment was
shipped to the East. As Soviet actions in Eastern and
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Central Europe became increasinglv hostile, western
leaders slowed this process.

They halted it entirely after 1949, when leaders of the
new Federal Republic of Germany (FRG) protested the in-
compatibility of the policy with goals of the European Re-
covery Plan. By that time, Soviet activities in Europe left
little doubt that Moscow had less interest in acquiring
Germany’s industrial infrastructure than in creating a cli-
mate conducive to the growth of the Communist Move-
ment by denyving West Germany the means to meet its
basic needs.

Fortunately, the West was sensitive to this danger,
and took steps to foreclose it. Unfortunatelv, western ac-
tions provided Moscow with a justification tor blocking
access to the Soviet Zone, as well as a rationalization for
noncooperation in the Control Council.

With US and British representatives effectively fore-
closing the possibilities of further reparations from West-
ern Zones, and the Soviets erecting barriers to western
access and influence in the East, the Control Council lost
vitality, and the gulf between Eastern and Western Eu-
rope widened. Indecd, after the July 1946 Byrnes Pro-
posal to promote German recovery by combining
occupation zones, and the June 1947 announcement of
the Marshall Plan, British and American policies on Ger-
many and West European recovery were on a collision
course with policies being pursued by the Soviet Union
in Eastern Europe. As the months passed, Europe would
be divided militarily, politically, and economically, with a
truncated German state playing a major role in each
grouping.

Despite repeated calls for a unified Germany, the
USSR excluded Western Allies and western influence
from East Germany after 1946, becoming progressively
less cooperative in the Allied Control Council, whose
members, General Lucius Clay reported, were going
through only ““meaningless motions.”"*
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By 1947, the Soviet Military Commandant had be-
come little more than a mouthpiece for Soviet propa-
ganda. Thereafter, four-power policy discussions gave
way to blunt denunciations and demands. The Control
Council adjourned acrimoniously on 20 March 1948,
never to meet again. The attempt to control and govern
Germany as a single—albeit militarily divided—entity
had failed.

Germany after 1945 As the intra-allied struggle
evolved, German concerns lay elsewhere. Most Germans
were occupied with more basic matters. Wartime devas-
tation and the final collapse of central governmental con-
trol left a defeated Germany totally in the hands of its
conquerors. Bereft of organization, lacking most basic
services, short of transport and communications, and un-
able to distribute adequately the few stores and com-
modities still available, most Germans simply struggled
to survive day-to-day.

As General Clay, named in 1945 as Deputy US Mili-
tary Governor in Germany, toured the Western Occupa-
tion Zones, he reported to American leaders the
“frightful destruction” in most cities of the former Reich.
In Berlin, for example, he wrote,

Shortage of fuel had stopped the wheels of industry. Sut-
fering and shock were visible in every face. Police and fire
protection had broken down. The city was paralyzed . ...
There were about 3,000 breaks in water mains. Large
quantities of untreated sewage had to be discharged into
canals, creating additional health hazards, and only 23 of
84 sewage pumping stations were in operation. In the
borough of Steglitz it was estimated that out of 14,000
homes, 3,260 had been destroved, 3,200 were uninhabita-
ble, and in the remaining 7,500 which were considered
habitable, 10,000 out of 43,000 rooms were seriously
damaged.®
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Postwar Germany had lost the tarmlands annexed by
Poland and access to foodstuffs from the European coun-
tries Germany had occupied. As a result, even where the
distribution system worked, little food was available to
the Germans. Although occupation commanders estab-
lished an official daily minimum ration of 1,240 calories,
this level rarely was achieved. The average daily ration in
Berlin late in 1945 was only 800 calories; even in the Ruhr
coalfields, whose production was essential for German
and West European recovery, food shortages were so
widespread the UK authorities had to divert large quan-
tities of foodstuffs from Commonwealth suppliers for the
German miners, at a major cost to Britain’s own recovery
efforts. Only in Bavaria was the populace able to subsist
without imports. The Rheinland and Ruhr—home of
nearly half of all West Germans—were almost totally
dependent on external assistance.”

The food shortage was only one postwar problem to
beset Germany. Miners working on empty stomachs pro-
duced little coal, and much of that extracted was ex-
ported to France, Belgium, and the Netherlands. German
industrial production was at a standstill: Little investment
capital was available to help rebuild damaged factories,
and operating facilities either lacked the coal and raw ma-
terials needed for production, or were earmarked for dis-
mantling and removal under the reparations program.
Moreover, Germany’s transport infrastructure—roads,
railways, and canals, as well as many of the vehicles and
boats that normally used them—was badly damaged.

The housing shortage was so acute that even par-
tially damaged houses were at premium. In addition to
finding shelter for their own homeless, Germans in West-
ern Zones and occupation officials had to contend with
problems of accommodating the 10 to 12 million ethnic
Germans uprooted by the fighting or expelled from their
homelands as boundaries of Eastern Europe were
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redrawn. A further problem was finding adequate food
and shelter, at least temporarily, for some 100,000 non-
Germans displaced by the war.

Reflecting on this situation shortly before taking of-
fice as West Germany’s first Chancellor, Konrad Ade-
nauer understood the plight of some seven million
Germans driven from their homes in the East. More than
three million of them eventually made their way to the al-
ready-overcrowded British and American Zones, creating
what he considered an intolerable housing situation. Ad-
enauer wrote,

The famine years of 1946—47 have done enormous damage
in both the physical and the ethical respect. The tood sit-
uation has improved considerablv within the last vear
(1948) but is still far from satisfactory. Cases of tuber-
culosis have risen from 53.5 per 10,000 in [938 to 127.5 in
1948. ... Before 1933 there were 20 to 22 cases of venereal
disease for every 10,000 persons. In 1948 the figure was
51.74.

For Berliners we have particularly reliable statistics. In
1947 mortality there was roughly 29 for every thousand of
the population. Births amounted to 10 per 1,000. Infant
mortality in the second quarter of 1946 exceeded 135 per
1,000. Compare this with New York, for instance, where
it is 10.1 per 1,000.%

Bumpy Road Toward Recovery Problems in the
British, American, and French Occupation Zones doubt-
less were extremely serious but, in truth, thev never were
grave. Western Allies had at their disposal the resources,
military power, and political acumen necessary to con-
front and solve problems of the West Zone Germans. All
that was required was a willingness on the part of the
western occupiers to do the job. National attitudes and
priorities differed significantly, however, and progress
was uneven and slow in coming. In the end, the
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assertion of US influence and leadership—prompted in
large part bv Soviet attitudes and actions in Eastern Eu-
rope—proved decisive.

The German political and military collapse in 1945
coincided with major shifts in political leadership in Brit-
ain and the United States. The appearance of new faces—
with new attitudes and ideas—at allied meetings called to
address postwar policies and arrangements impeded al-
lied efforts to occupy, de-Nazify, and reform Germany.
In the West, dawning realization that the Soviet Union
intended to impose State Socialism in the areas controlled
by its army also served to complicate the situation.

Among the western victors, only France appeared to
hold unequivocal views on Germany’s future. The French
made no secret of their intention to extract their “pound
of flesh” in the form of industrial reparations, economic
control of the Saar, and, if possible, a say in the future of
the Ruhr. Paris recognized that some sort of German
state eventually would have to be organized, but it was
determined to press for as small, weak, and decentralized
a Germany as could be arranged.®

Above all, France wanted to ensure that no German
national entity would ever again become a military threat
to its western neighbors. These goals led France often to
adopt positions in the Allied Control Council contrary to
positions taken by Britain and the United States, effec-
tively blocking progress on a number of important issues.

Although British policy certainly was iess vindictive,
it was less clear. The newly elected Labour Government,
headed by Clement Attlee, shared the American view
that Germany should be stripped of its warmaking poten-
tial, but not blocked indefinitely from playing a normal,
constructive role in European affairs. The Attlee govern-
ment also appeared more comfortable than the French in
giving the West Germans a greater degree of centralized
control. In addition, London recognized the financial and
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Housing project initiated in West Germany under the High Commis-
sioner’s program for refugees. Apartments were interspersed among
those occupied by Germans to hasten assimilation in 1961.

economic drain of administering its zone and was
delighted to accept the proposal of Secretarv of State
James F. Bvrnes that the British and American Zones be
combined to promote German economic recoverv. Gen-
eral Clay and General Sir Brian Robertson—US and UK
Military Commanders respectivelv—cooperated closelv
and resolved virtually all differences that arose in their
official capacities.

US attitudes and policies toward Germany were
more complex. Initially, these attitudes and policies rep-
resented an amalgam of views. Some Americans thought
the Allies should occupy Germany, quickly trv and
punish those responsible for the atrocities of the war, es-
tablish a democratic government, and then withdraw.
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Others, like Treasury Secretary Henrv Morgenthau,
would have dismantled the German state induzti:ally and
condemned it to perpetual second rank as a lightly indus-
trialized agricultural nation. Under a compromise US pol-
icy, industrial reparations were given priority initially
over economic recovery. German industry was inven-
toried and surveyed for possible dismantling. Nazis and
their collaborators were identified, rounded up, regis-
tered, examined, and—it appropriate—tried for their “of-
fenses against humanity.” Many former Nazis and their
collaborators were barred from public emplovment or po-
litical activity. At the same time, low-level democratic
activity was encouraged as a first step toward reconstruc-
tion of a popularly elected German government.

As the occupation continued, however, economic
and social problems festered as allied military administra-
tors wrestled with Europe’s continued turmoil. Little by
little, policymakers in Washington became convinced that
the fate of all Western Europe was hostage to German
economic recovery. Unless America helped Germany and
other European nations reconstruct themselves, the
United States would playv into Moscow’s hands by
creating a climate of disillusionment and desperation, in
which the incubus of communism could grow.

Marshall Plan Nearly a vear elapsed between the
war’s end and the US decision to promote German recov-
ery as the engine for reconstructing the economies of
Western Europe. But once tbat deciston was taken,
Washington moved quickly to clear away as many im-
pediments to recovery as possible and to provide neces-
sary resources. Secretary of State Byrnes began the
process in July 1946, when he offered to merge the US oc-
cupation zone for economic purposes with that of any
other power desiring to cooperate. Britain, anxious to be
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rid ot occupation support costs then runnir.g some $80
million annually, promptly accepted the US offer. France
and the USSR expressed some interest, but demanded
conditions that would have made the arrangement un-
workable. Accordingly, Britain and the United States set
up a bizonal economic organization to promote greater
complementarity and better cooperation, as well as sutfi-
cient scope tor industrial viabilitv. Bvrnes announced the
US decision to recast its occupation policy in a 6 Septem-
ber 1946 address in Stuttgart. He said,

Germany is part of Europe and recovery in Europe, and
particularly in the states adjoining Germany, will be slow
indeed if Germany with her great resources of iron and
coal is turned into a poorhouse.

The winter of 1946-47 in Europe was unusually se-
vere. Fuel still was in verv short supplv. Industries still
operating were forced to shut down; houses and schools
were without heat. Food again ran short, impelling Presi-
dent Harry S, Truman to ask former President Herbert
Hoover to survey Europe’s food needs and organize an
emergency reliet program. The severity of the weather
greatly retarded progress on the newlv initiated bizonal
industrial export program.

Nevertheless, the joint Export-Import Agency set up
by the United Kingdom and the United States helped
promote eaports worth $225 million in 1947 and 5600
million in 1948—tully justifving expectations tor bizonal
fusion.

A comprehensive Luropean Recovery Plan was be-
gun after Secretary Marshall's June 1947 Harvard speech,
in which he proposed tinancial assistance for European
recovery efforts. Although the Secretary of State stressed
that the program would be directed “not against any
country or doctrine but against hunger, poverty, despera-
tion, and chaos,” the incompatibility of the US concept of
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economic cooperation with centralized economies in the
East led Soviet Foreign Minister V.M. Molotov, reluctantly
joined by his Polish and Czech colleagues, to walk out ot
the Paris conference called to consider the US ofter.

Officials of the 16 nations that remained nevertheless
drafted a proposal acceptable to the US Congress, which
voted funds to make the so-called Marshall Plan possible.
The Western Occupation Zones were to be included in
the program; Moscow’s walkout ensured that the Soviet
Zone would not participate. The line dividing Germany
was becoming sharper.

The Marshall Plan was developed against a backdrop
of worsening East-West relations. The usefulness ot the
Allied Control Council was at an end. Periodic meetings
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of the Allied Council of Foreign Ministers became pro-
gressively stilted and polemical. The March 1947 meeting
in Moscow was unproductive, and during the London
meeting at the end ot 1947, Soviet Foreign Minister Mo-
lotov became so shrill and insulting that Secretary Mar-
shall concluded that no communication was possible and
terminated the session.!!

Thus, by March 1948 both forums for discussing Ger-
man problems—the Council of Foreign Ministers and the
Allied Control Council—had ceased to function. Actions
soon were to replace words.

Toward a West German Government As the in-
ternational situation deteriorated, US and British officials
in Germany moved to give a political dimension to bi-
zonal economic fusion. Central to this effort was a deci-
sion to increase German administrative control by the
mid-1947 creation of a 52-delegate Economic Council,
which would adopt bizonal ordinances to govern
economics, transport, finance, communications, food
supply, and agriculture. An executive committee of Land
(State) representatives was established to implement the
Council’s decisions.

Although France had opposed virtually all the US-
UK steps that served to return authority and re-
sponsibility to German hands, deteriorating East-West
relations together with the inevitability of German
economic recovery and political reconstruction now led
Paris to revise its course. After obtaining economic and
security concessions and assurances from Anglo-Ameri-
can representatives and German leaders, the French
agreed to cooperate in establishing a new West German
State. Bizonia became Trizonia in June 1948 and, in Au-
gust, Land representatives were asked to elect a Parlia-
mentary Council to draft a Basic Law (or provisional
constitution) for a new West German State.
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Moscow reacted sharply to the administrative and
political actions in the Western Zones. In March 1948, So-
viet authorities blocked US military traffic to West Berlin
in protest over steps being taken to establish a West Ger-
man government. By June 1948 all western rail traffic into
the city was blocked, ostensibly in response to the west-
ern Deutsche Mark currency reform. The Soviet Military
Commander left no question, however, about the real
reason for the blockade. The ““technical difficulties”” (that
had closed down traffic), he told General Clay, would
continue until the West abandoned its plans for a West
German government.!2 (See map on page 25 for postwar
Allied Occupation Zones in Berlin.)

American ingenuity, allied cooperation, the courage
and resourcefulness of the people of West Berlin, and the
determination of the people who mounted the incredible
Berlin Airlift blunted and ultimately defeated this au-
dacious Soviet move. During 1948-49, the United States
and its Allies demonstrated conclusively their resolve not
to be pushed from Berlin, and Berliners showed by cour-
age and sacrifice their determination to remain free. By
the time the Soviets solved their “technical difficulties” in
May 1949 and lifted the blockade, the Airlift was supply-
ing more than was needed to sustain West Berlin’s basic
requirements. Western morale received a badly needed
boost.

As the Berlin drama unfolded, steps leading to for-
mation of a West German government continued apace.
In September 1948, a Parliamentary Council met in Bonn
to prepare a constitution for the new German state. Con-
currently, western military governments drafted a new
occupation statute under which occupation forces would
operate after elections were held and a German govern-
ment assumed responsibility for internal affairs. After
long and often heated discussions among the delegates
(and between them and occupation officials), a Basic Law
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was adopted on 8 May 1949. It was submitted to the al-
lied military governments, who approved it on 12 Mav—
by coincidence, the day the Berlin blockade ended. (See
map of Germany on page 26.)

The Federal Republic’s gestation period was short.
All parties agreed that Berlin must remain the real capital
of Germany if and when the German people were politi-
cally reunited. This agreement improved the attractive-
ness of the small Rhenish university town of Bonn,
which was selected as West Germany's temporary capi-
tal. Delegates apparently feared that if either Frankfurt or
Hamburg were named Germany's provisional capital,
they might come to rival Berlin in size or importance. A
general election was held on 14 August and, to the sur-
prise of most observers, Konrad Adenauer’s newly
organized union of Christian Democrats (CDU) and
Christian Socialists (CSU) won a plurality.
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Adenauer had no interest in forming a “grand coali-
tion” with the Social Democratic Party (SPD), which had
been expected to win the election but lost narrowly to the
upstart CDU/CSU coalition. Adenauer, the Christian
Democrat leader, who had been Mayor of Cologne dur-
ing the Weimar Republic, rejected such an arrangement.
His reasons were largely economic, for the SPD leader-
ship favored government control of German industry,
whereas the CDU/CSU and its economic spokesman,
Ludwig Erhard, believed a free market economy held
greater promise. Adenauer therefore looked to the right
for coalition partners and found them in the Free Demo-
crats (FDP) and the German party, which held the bal-
ance of power. Theodor Heuss, the FDP leader, was
given the largely ceremonial post of President of the Re-
public; Adenauer was to be Chancellor.

On 15 September 1949, Konrad Adenauer was con-
firmed by a single vote in the Bundestag® as the Federal
Republic’s first Chancellor. This slim margin was to
prove deceptive. Adenauer retained the chancellorship
for 14 years, skillfully managing western powers and po-
litical allies and opponents, and tenaciously pursuing

*The Bundestay is the lower and principal chamber of the FRG’s Parlia-
ment. Its member are elected to four-vear terms and normally include
496 deputies, plus 22 representatives from Berlin, who vote only in
procedural matters. The chancellor (prime minister) heads the execu-
tive branch of the federal government. The cabinet, consisting of the
chancellor and the federal ministers, usually is referred to as the gov-
ernment. The duties of the president (chief of state) are largely cere-
monial. The real power is exercised by the chancellor, who is elected by
and responsible to the Bundestag. The chancellor cannot be removed
from office during his four-year term unless the Bundestag has agreed
to a successor. The legislature has powers of exclusive jurisdiction and
concurrent jurisdiction (with the Linder) in fields specifically enumer-
ated by the Basic Law (democratic constitution). The Bundestag bears
the major responsibility of government. The role of the Bundesrat is
limited, except in matters concerning Land interests, in which it can ex-
ercise substantial veto power. The population of West Germany in the
1983 census was 61,543,000, including some 4,600.900 non-Germans.
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what he saw to be Germany’s basic interests. During the
period, Germany recovered and prospered econoumically,
regained political and social respectability, and achieved
a position of major importance in the Atlantic Alliance
and in the European Community.

Adenauer’s Foreign Policy Goals Konrad Ade-
nauer was a Rheinlander. Although the Cologne of his
birth had been part of Prussia since 1815, he was strongly
anti-Prussian and looked westward for Germany’s salva-
tion. Adenauer saw in European integration a possible
way to dilute the nationalistic fervor that, he believed, lay
at the root of Europe’s geographic division and political
squabbles.

Despite his attraction to the European concept, how-
ever, Adenauer remained an unshakable German patriot.
He sought to promote German interests at every turn,
and worked indefatigably to restore German respec-
tability and sense of national worth. The chancellor
sought to reconstruct and rehabilitate Germany—politi-
cally, economically, and psychologically—:and to cleanse
the German soul. But Adenauer also viewed German re-
habilitation as an engine for achieving a democratic, inte-
grated Europe that eventually could take its rightful place
in the world order.

Some commentators have seen Adenauer as the
quintessential politician of the possible, a man who imag-
inatively exploited the international security situation and
internal developments in West Germany to promote
economic recovery, strengthen democracy in the Federal
Republic, secure national sovereignty and respectability,
and further both European integration and German par-
ticipation in the institutions being formed.

Others have been less charitable, viewing “der Alte”
as narrow, conservative, and intellectually lightweight—
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“The Great Simplifier.” For example, Rudolph Augstein,
publisher of Hamburg's Der Spiegel, West Germany’s
largesi-circulation daily newspaper, daiiis that Adenauer
was taken in by the French. The French, he wrote, inge-
niously found a way

to promote reconciliation between Germanv and France
while at the same time taming the Federal Republic.'

Augstein regarded France’s motives for promoting a
united Europe as essentially negative, directed against
Germany and its reunification.

Other contemporary observers agreed with him, at
least on reunification. C.L. Sulzburger of The New York
Times reported that French diplomats saw no possibility
that Moscow would permit East Germany to reunite with
a Federal Republic that was anchored firmly in NATO
and the European community.’?

While Adenauer insisted that the reunification of
Germany merely had been postponed, most observers
felt that, by joining West Germany to the West, the
choice had been made.'*

Adenauer’s critics castigated the Chancellor for aban-
doning reunification in favor of the Western Alliance.
One suspects that the old man would have conceded pri-
vately that, were he forced to choose one or the other, he
would have opted for the latter entity, the Western Al-
liance. Adenauer distrusted the irrationality of national-
ism, considering it a dangerous throwback to the past.

He almost certainly would have rejected the charge
that he was duped by France, however. The weakness of
the Chancellor’s position vis-a-vis France (which opposed
his strongest argument—early rearmament) left him few
options. Nevertheless, if Germany were “tamed” by the
terms of Franco-German reconciliation, Adenauer ap-
pears to have made virtue out of necessity, using French
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obstinacy to tame those Germans he wished to domesti-
cate, to cleanse the German soul of the stains of Prussian

militariem.

The New Germany and
Western Security

Moscow’s agenda for securing her western borders
by establishing a belt of socialist buffer states was com-
pleted by the founding, in March 1949, of a German
Democratic Republic (GDR or East Germany), where a
provisional single-party government took office in Octo-
ber of that year.

This newly erected East European satellite belt
formed the backdrop for a series of major western se-
curity debates that began late in 1949 and culminated
more than half a decade later with admission of the Fed-
eral Republic of Germany to NATO. During these years,
the new Allies focused on two major topics:

1) Raising and organizing the military forces needed
to meet the eastern threat against which the Western Eu-
ropean Union (WEU) and the North Atlantic Treaty Or-
ganization (NATO) were directed.

2) Accommodating in western security arrangements
the German Federal Republic that had been organized in
the Western Occupation Zones and pointed toward polit-
ical and security alignment with the West.

The 1948-49 politico-military confrontation over
Berlin had highlighted the vulnerability of the western
position in the former German capital, as well as the
meagerness of the conventional military options available
to western leaders in the face of more numerous, better-
equipped Soviet forces. Still, relative complacency con-
tinued to dominate Western Councils until mid-1950,
when the North Korean attack across the 38th parallel
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into South Korea and the sharp reverses suffered by the
US-led United Nations defense force shocked the Atlantic
nations into action.

NATO Preparedness and Germany The Korean
attack, wrote John J. McCloy, former US High Commis-
sioner in Germany, “‘brought Europe to its feet.””!” Even
the most complacent Europeans were forced to face the
parallels betwcen problems of a divided Korea and prob-
lems of a divided Germany. This new thinking repre-
sented a major change, for few western leaders
previously had expressed any concern that Western Eu-
rope was gravely threatened militarily. Doubtless, a con-
ventional force imbalance existed, but the risk of war
seemed slight as long as US nuclear forces weighed in the
balance. Although the August 1949 Soviet atomic test had
signalled the end of US nuclear monopoly, the US
weapons arsenal was expected to continue supreme for
the foreseeable future, deterring any Soviet armed thrust
westward.

What did concern western leaders most was the
creep of non-democratic socialism westward a~d the
danger that the Czech takeover might not be the last.
These concerns had prompted the policy shift permitting
German economic recovery, the Marshall Plan, and for-
mation of the European and Atlantic security alliances.
Until mid-1950, however, these alliances were essentially
political in character, designed more to discourage any
expectations Moscow might entertain of intimidating in-
dividual West European nations than to defend against
an unlikely Soviet military assault.

After the Korean attack, such assumptions appeared
questionable. The confident belief that US nuclear
weapons would deter any attack was replaced bv
apprehension that Korea could be repeated in Germany.
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LS R N A T

Berliners at Templehof Air Base in Berlin watch airlifts by C-47s and
C-51s during “Operation Vittles”” during the Berlin Airlift in 1948.
An Air Force first lieutenant from Stockton, Calif., initiated his own
“Operation Little Vittles,” in which he dropped candy tied to hand-
kerchief parachutes.

Clearly, the NATO partners had to meet the growing
Soviet threat to Western Europe by beefing up their weak
and ill-equipped forces. Since US tioops and equipment
were being moved to Korea and probably would not be
available to reinforce Europe in case of Soviet attack, the
Allies needed another source of manpower to supple-
ment European units. For many observers, including the
US Joint Chiefs of Statf and other officials in the US Gov-
ernment, the answer seemed clear: West Germany.

Some Allies shared the US view that Germanyv was
the logical source of new defense units for the West. Brit-
ain, Belgium, and Holland endorsed this concept.
Winston Churchill, whose finest hour was spent organiz-
ing western defenses against Nazi Germanv’s aggression,
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told the European Council that the West needed German
rearmament. Few Frenchmen could b2 found among
these enthusiasts, however, for what Washington de-
sired, Paris abhorred. Stanley Sloan, a US expert on At-
lantic atfairs, notes that Franco-American disagreement
over Germanyv’s future underlav virtually all allied se-
curity debates between 1949 and 1955, During this
period, France was preoccupied with preventing German
rearmament and with placing political constraints on Ger-
manyv’s sovereignty, while the Unites States was fixed on
its own priority of using Germany to balance the power
of the Soviet Union in Central Europe.™

German industrial recovery, rearmament, and mem-
bership in NATO were elements of the US approach. All
these elements were odious to the French, who searched
urgently for alternatives. Paris focused its energies on
finding ways to incorporate a revived Germany into su-
pranational entities, in which French influence could
dominate.

Once Washington decided that German rearmament
was required for western defense, it moved to break
France’s resistance to German rearmament and NATO
membership in ways designed to minimize strains on the
fragile Alliance. A kev element in this approach involved
stationing of additional US combat troops in Europe, a
step long sought by the French. On 9 September 1950,
President Truman offered to send a substantial number
of US combat troops to Europe to man Europe’s forward
defense lines. Implicit in the offer was the need for re-
ciprocal European action that would secure German par-
ticipation in western security arrangements. Washington
called on the Allies to take similar actions to strengthen
their forces, and pressed the French government tor its
agreement to German rearmament, to make the proposed
US troop deployments acceptable to the Congress.
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The North Atlantic Council met twice in September
1950 to discuss implications of the Korean attack for
Europe. The Council adopted a “forward strategy’’ for
defense of Europe as far to the east as possible, and
agreed to consider the political and military participation
of the German Federal Republic in NATO. Still, the
French resisted.

Paris tried to seize the initiative, which rapidly was
passing to proponents of German rearmament. The
French suggested creation of a European Defense Com-
munity (EDC), with a European army in which German
troops could take part. This proposal, commonly called
the Pleven Plan after the French Premier who proposed
it, was designed to limit German forces to small units
that would be fully integrated in a European force and
under the command of other (presumably French) of-
ficers. Approved in principle by the National Assembly
on 24 October 1950, the Pleven Plan was the basis for
consideration of German rearmament until its ultimate
rejection by French legislators in August 1954.

German Attitudes While NATO leaders agreed that
German military participation was essential, and the
United States and France sparred over terms of German
rearmament, the Bonn government played a cautious and
calculating game. Konrad Adenauer, shrewd and re-
sourceful, was keenly aware that public opinion in the
Federal Republic had been shaken by the events ot
1933-45 and would be biased strongly against rearma-
ment. Nevertheless, Adenauer knew the value of Ger-
man manpower and military skill to the Western
Alliance. He also was aware that western military leaders
wantzd Germany in NATO and needed German troops
for NATO'’s defense. Field Marshal Montgomery, Chair-
man of the WEU’s Commanders-in-Chief Committee,

i
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had stated as early as 1943 that support of the German
population, use of the Federal Republic’s terrain, and
availability of German troops were vital for European de-
fense.!

The US Joint Chiefs of Staff and their allies in the
American Congress also believed that German armed
forces were needed to balance Soviet might in Europe.
The German Chancclior realized that the prospect of rear-
mament could be a powerful weapon for obtaining goals
he had set for himself and the new Germany. In this re-
spect, Adenauer clearly used NATO’s military needs to
Germany’s advantage.

The more insistently the United States and its mili-
tary allies called for German rearmament, the higher
Bonn’s price became.

When the matter finally was resolved in 1955, with
the Federal Republic’s membership in NATO and its
commitment to raise a 12-division, 500,000-man Bui-
deswehr (Federal Army), German statesmen could compli-
ment themselves. Thev had exploited rearmament and
related issues so successfully that virtuallv all restraints
on German sovereignty had been removed and the Fed-
eral Republic was accepted as a full and worthy member
of NATO, a coalescing Europe, and the wider interna-
tional community.

This accomplishment was a triumph for Adenauer,
who realized in it his principal foreign policy aims.

Problems of German
Rearmament

By 1949, officials in the Pentagon had begun to press
for a German military role in western detense. Initially,
European politicians were cool, sometimes even hostile,
to the idea of German rearmament. As the international
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Natienal Archiies

West German Chancellor Konrad Adenauer (center, seated) signs the
Nine-Power Agreement on German Sovereignty and Rearmament at
historic Lancaster House in London on 3 October 1954. With him
here, at left, is British Foreign Secretary Anthony Eden, and French
Premier Pierre Mendes-France. West Germany came into NATO as
its 15th member through this final act, drawn up by the Nine-Nation
Foreign Ministers Conference.

situation evolved and the Cold War grew more intense,
however, many militarv planners acknowledged the de-
sirability of rearming Germany, and most recognized its
inevitability in the wake of the Korean attack. Similarly,
most western politicians concluded by mid-1950 that thev
no longer could ignore the need for German armed torces
to help defend NATO on the Federal Republic’s eastern
border, where the Alliance appeared most likely to be
challenged. Accordingly, western statesmen set about de-
vising ways to secure tightly controlled and carefully lim-
ited German rearmament.

Adenauer was not among the early supporters of
German rearmament; his experiences, and those of the
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German people in the Second World War, were still pain-
fully fresh. Rearmament also promised to be politically
divisive. Knowing that the overwhelming majority of
Germans opposed rearmament, the Chancellor was reluc-
tant to support so unpopular an issue.?

Lothar Ruehl, a German journalist who was to be-
come State Secretary for Defense in the government of
Helmut Kohl (October 1982), recorded Adenauer’s rage at
the 1949 London Conference, when the Chancellor saw
clearly that the Federal Republic of Germany eventually
would be compelled to raise an army and take part in
western defense.”!

This outburst notwithstanding, however, the Chan-
cellor shrewdly recognized that the need for German
units gave him important leverage in dealing with the Al-
lies. If German troops were a requirement for western de-
fense, Adenauer was determined to extract as high a
price as possible for raising them. He soon began to play
the high-stakes rearmament game in earnest. In a wide-
ranging December 1949 interview with a reporter from
The Cleveland Plain Dealer, the Chancellor reiterated his
opposition in principle to German rearmament. He said
that if no way could be found to avoid rearmament, he
favored establishing a German military contingent within
a European army.%

Adenauer’s use of such interviews to float “trial bal-
loons”” and circumvent allied control of the Federal Re-
public’s foreign relations gave the Chancellor’s
statements particular interest. A clarifying statement
from Bonn drew further attention to the topic and set Eu-
ropean capitals abuzz. Field Marshal William ]. Slim,
Chief of Britain’s Imperial General Staff, reacted with
characteristic candor. The General said that he consid-
ered Germany the most valuable and dangerous nation in
Continental Europe. While he regarded Germany’s rear-
mament as a matter for politicians and statesmen, if they
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agreed to go ahead, Slim felt certain the Federal Republic
could effectively rearm.>

Accidentally or intentionally, Adenauer had lighted
the fire beneath the pot of German rearmament. The
crafty Chancellor was to stir that pot with great effect
during the ensuing five years. The US Joint Chiefs of
Staff and Department of Defense, for many months pro-
ponents of German rearmament, needed little persua-
sion.*

The State Department and the White House took
much longer in coming to that view. Indeed, Secretary
Acheson told the Congress in June 1950 that US policy
still called for German demilitarization. ““There is no
discussion of doing anything else,” he said. “That is our
policy and we have not ... revalued it.”">

The Korean War forced the United States to adopt a
new course of action. Active, in-place military forces
were needed in Europe to give credibility to NATO’s bold
concept of mutual security, with the common undertak-
ing to defend allied territory. As the new Allies met dur-
ing the summer of 1950 to consider possible military
responses to the communist threat in Europe, Wash-
ington lost hope that the Europeans could balance the US
financial and strategic contribution by providing the bulk
of ground and tactical air forces needed to defend
Europe.

The European Allies simply did not have the money
or manpower to do the job. Moreover, many American
policymakers—reportedly including President Truman
himself—remembered France’s military collapse in 1940
and questioned French reliability under fire >

Others considered the Germans more anticommunist
than the French, and saw the Federal Republic’s par-
ticipation in western defense as necessary and potentially
decisive. General Lucius Clay, in his 1950 Godkin lec-
tures at Harvard University, proposed that the Allies
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Natonal Ancheaes

Field Marshal Sir William Slim (left), senior NATO Military Ad-
visor, and Chief of the British Imperial General Staff, confers with
General George C. Marshall, US Secretary of Defense, during a
meeting of Defense Ministers of the 12 member nations of NATO in
November 1950.

bind Germany into the western defense svstem, and let
the Federal Republic contribute appropriately to the com-
mon defense.”.

Harry Truman was of a like mind. In his pithy
memoirs, the President recalled the rationale for his deci-
sion to press for German rearmament. The Germans, he
wrote, inhabited

the very core of Europe ... Without Germany, the de-
fense of Europe was a rearguard action on the shores of
the Atlantic Ocean. With Germany, there could be a de-
fense in depth, powerful enough to offer effective resist-
ance to aggression trom the East.
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The logic behind this situation is very plain. Any map will
show it, and a little arithmetic will prove what the addi-
tion of German manpower means to the strength of the
joint defense of Europe.?

In early September 1950, the United States proposed
a comprehensive plan for a NATO build-up that included
increased US force levels in Europe, a combined defense
force under a Supreme Commander, and a German mili-
tary contingent as an integral part of this combined force.
In making this offer, Secretary Acheson emphasized that
American willingness to retain and reinforce US military
units in Europe was contingent on European agreement
that Germany be rearmed as a matter of urgency.

Clear as the logic of German rearmament mav have
appeared in Washington, this step still was not fully ac-
cepted by many of the Allies. The conferees equivocated,
welcoming what Acheson offered but resisting what he
demanded in return. To many Europeans, memories of
German aggression and atrocities were still too fresh and
vivid for logic to replace emotions. The French Defense
Minister, Jules Moch, clearly was in the latter group: His
son had been captured while working with the French
Resistance and was executed by the Nazis. Moch’s di- -
taste for German rearmament was shared by a number of
high-ranking French officials, whose emotional antago-
nism toward Germany was to prove a major hurdie.

But other, more basic reasons existed for France’s op-
position to the resurrection and rehabilitation of Ger-
many, signified by the proposed rearmament and
induction into NATO of the Federal Republic ot
Germany. Lucius Clay suspected that French intran-
sigence reflected less an alleged concern over tuture Ger-
man aggression than "“an acute fear of the economic and
political competition promised bv a recovered
(Germany).”™
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France’s West European primacy was in peril, and
Paris worked feverishly to find a way to subsume Ger-
man rearmament in some European entity where it could
be controlled by France.

In October 1950, the French unveiled a coun-
terproposal for German participation in NATO defense,
the so-called Pleven Plan. A clever concept designed to
rearm the Germans without rearming Germany, the plan
included an extra-national Special European Force under
a European Minister of Defense, with its own command
and staff structure, but controlled by the Supreme Allied
Commander. All European Allies would contribute units
at the battalion level. Germany would participate, but
would not be allowed to organize a General Staff nor
have a Defense Ministry or armaments production indus-
tries. If implemented, the arrangement would have rele-
gated the Federal Republic to second class status.
Secretary Acheson considered Pleven’s proposal
“hopeless.”" %

For many months, the plan effectivelv blocked US
efforts to obtain German cooperation, on the basis of
equality among West European nations. The reaction of
many Germans to the Pleven Plan was predictably nega-
tive. Kurt Schumacher, the Social Democratic leader, de-
nounced the proposal, rejecting as well any consideration
of German rearmament. German public opinion was
firmly opposed to the concept: A 1950 news poll found
more than 67 percent of all respondents opposed to re-
arming or to military service.?

Asked why they felt so strongly, the people polled
cited the likelihood that Germany would be the
battlefield in an East-West clash and the negative implica-
tions that rearmament carried for eventual reunification.
“The French aversion to arming the Germans,”” observed
The New York Times, “appears to be matched only by the
German aversion to being rearmed.””*
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Konrad Adenauer, however, was less troubled by
the European Defense concept, although he rejected
those aspects that implied a less than equal role for the
Federal Republic. The French plan appealed to the Chan-
cellor’s Europeanism, and he saw it as a way to regain
national sovereignty, defend the inner-German border,
and further broaden European integration.*

Adenauer also feared that Soviet Marshall Josef Sta-
lin might contemplate using a script in Germany similar
to that employed in Korea—sending East Zone “police”
across the zonal border to “liberate” West German terri-
tory. Were this to occur, the Soviets would not appear to
be the aggressor and the United States might be reluctant
to use nuclear weapons against the USSR in retaliation.*

As something less than a nuclear response would be
needed, the Chancellor had asked the High Commission
to let him raise a 150,000-man defense force to meet this
contingency. Pleven’s subsequent proposal for a substan-
tial European Defense Force that included German units
struck Adenauer as even more desirable.

During the fall of 1950, the North Atlantic Council
moved rapidly toward making NATO a true military al-
liance by adding Germany’s weight to the military bal-
ance. During the summer, the Council of Europe had
voted overwhelmingly to create an integrated European
Force in which the Federal Republic was expected to take
part. Washington left no doubt that it considered German
rearmament the key to an effective allied defense of Eu-
rope; with the unveiling of the Pleven Plan, the French
seemed to have accepted the concept of German military
participation in European defense.

Konrad Adenauer—practitioner of what Martin Hill-
enbrand, former US Ambassador in Bonn, has termed
“’Chancellor Democracy’'¥—thought and spoke for the
government of the Federal Republic of Germany. Con-
vinced that German security could not be assured




~ =y

ROAD TO NATO 43

without some sort of German participation in western de-
fense arrangements, the popularly elected patriarch be-
gan to play a larger role. Adenauer told the Allies that he
would reject out of hand any formulation that failed to
accord the Federal Republic full equality with its Euro-
pean neighbors, but he agreed to the French concept as a
basis for negotiation.

When this response became known in Bonn, it
aroused a public furor. The Social Democrats denounced
Adenauer in the Bundestag. Other parliamentarians, in-
cluding Interior Minister Gustav Heinemann, had deep
misgivings. Although Heinemann ultimately resigned
from the Cabinet and found a seat with the opposition in
the Bundestag, Adenauer succeeded in persuading most
of his colleagues and a majority of the West German peo-
ple that the threat from the East demanded action and
that German security could most effectively be assured
through cooperative military arrangements with the Fed-
eral Republic’s West European neighbors and their Amer-
ican Allies.

Negotiation of the EDC was arduous and protracted,
complicated by governmental instability in Paris and an
increasing French preoccupation with colonial unrest. Al-
though the undertaking finally aborted, when the French
Assembly failed to endorse it, the process itself was of
great importance. By 1954, when the EDC died, rearma-
ment and German participation in western defense had
been accepted by most West Germans. NATO political
leaders and militarv planners began to look for a German
military contribution to the allied defense torce (NATO
force goals adopted at Lisbon in 1952 included 12 German
Army divisions). The Bonn government erected a skeletal
defense establishment, under the direction of Theodor
Blank, to oversee creation of a new, civilian-controlled
citizen army.
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So complete was the shift in attitudes in the Federal
Republic and in neighboring West European nations that,
after the collapse of the EDC, UK officials (principally
British Foreign Secretary Anthony Eden) were able to
preserve the Allies” hard-won gains. An imaginative sub-
stitute arrangement was put forward, specifying the fol-
lowing elements:

® Retention of British forces in Germany, as long as
might be necessary.

® Enlargement of the WEU, to include Italy and the
Federal Republic. (The FRG agreed not to produce
atomic, biological, and chemical weapons, and certain
types of armaments, not to establish a General Staff for
its armed forces, and to forgo a military role independent
of the Alliance. See appendix A.)

® Full sovereignty for the Federal Republic.

® West German membership in NATO.

Bv providing security and equality for the Germans,
limiting German rearmament in specific areas, giving
France reassurance of continued British troop presence,
and assuring NATO and US military planners of the
availability of German military units, the British proposal
met the basic needs of all key parties.*

Late in 1954, the Eden package was discussed in
Paris by representatives of principal Western Allies.
Agreement was reached with surprising ease, and a com-
prehensive accord was signed on 23 October 1954.

The Federal Republic of Germanv became a full
member of the North Atlantic Treatv Organization on 5
May 1955.

Germany and its western neighbors had come far in
the first postwar decade. Europe had rebounded from the
exhaustion and devastation of 1945 and, assisted by Mar-
shall Plan aid, was well on the road to economic and po-
litical recovery. Germany’s industrial heartland had been
grafted to the West, and the latent threat of a German
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National Archives

The automobile of British Foreign Minister Anthony Eden turns into
the columned entrance of the Allied Control Authority Building on
25 January 1954 for the first session of the Four-Power Meeting of
foreign ministers.

nationalistic renaissance was blunted by admission of the
Federal Republic into the Atlantic Alliance. In this proc-
ess, the new German Chancellor had plaved the rearma-
ment card with great skill, iading Germany’s potential
military contribution to western defenses for a renewal of
national sovereignty and equality with the Federal Re-
public’s Atlantic Allies.

Important questions remained unanswered:

Could Germany rearm effectivelv and accommodate
easily to a subordinate role within the Atlantic bloc?

Would the Western Allies be able to handle the chal-
lenges they faced?

Was the Alliance flexible enough to accommodate
military and political changes that the future might bring?
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And would the Atlantic Alliance continue to meet
the security needs of Germany and its new Allies over
the longer term?

Although NATO's record in the past third of a cen-
tury is by no means unambiguous, it suggests strongly
that a confident and positive response could be given to
most of these questions.

Natronab Archines

West Germany Chancellor Konrad Adenauer (center) casts his vote as
the lower house of the West German Parliament approves the Paris
Treaty on 27 February 1955. The treaty included rearmament of West
Germany for the Atlantic Alliance against communism. With the
Chancellor here are Heinrich van Brentano (with glasses), leader of
the Christian Democratic Party in Parliament, and Gerhard
Schroeder, Minister of the Interior.
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Germany in NATO

WITH ITS 1955 ADMISSION TO NATO, the phoenix-
like rebirth of West Germany after 1945 appeared com-
plete. In the intervening decade, the Federal Republic of
Germany (FRG)—

Regained virtually full sovereignty.

Rebuilt its industrial machine—with a major financial
boost from the United States and an inf'"*x of labor from
the East.

Regained the right (and undertook a commitment) to
raise a national army that would form the backbone of
Western Europe’s conventional defense force.

And assumed a leading role in planning what many
hoped would become a United Europe that could take its
place among the Superpowers.

Each of these achievements, however, was in-
complete.

Efforts to realize them fully would prove to arouse
controversy and, at least in the short term, fall short of
success. The quest also would expose inconsistencies be-
tween the Federal Republic’s goals and its priorities that
would complicate policymaking and security relations
with Germany’s NATO allies in later years.

Taken together, the 1952 Bonn and 1954 Paris Agree-
ments restored full sovereignty to the FRG. Not all Ger-
mans applauded, however, and critics charged that this
achievement was badly tarnished by concessions made to

47
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Welcoming a new unit of the recently formed West German army,
the Bundeswel:r, two girls distribute flowers to officers a~ t*sops
march into the town of Niederstein on 13 September 1956.

secure it. Much of the criticism came from West Ger-
many’s Social Democrats (SPD), whose opposition to the
Adenauer government and its policies had embittered
Biundestag debates over German membership in the Euro-
pean Defense Community.

This opposition was to tlare again over organization
and manning of the Bundeswehr.®

“The Federal armed forces, including Germany's army, smaller air and
raval forces, and other military or quasi-military services, such as the
territorial army, wnindependent border patrol, and a coast guard. Ap-
proximately three-quarters of the officer corps of the Bundesicehr. but
tewer than one-third of its noncommissioned ofticers. are career

soldiers.,
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The New German Ally

The SPDY's objection was not really to rearmament per
e. Rather, the Socialists opposed the end tor which Ade-
nauer had exploited the rearmament issue: Recovery ot
West German sovereignty in tirm political and military
alignment with Western Europe and the United States.
The prospect of an integrated Europe fed by France and
the FRG was too catholic and too conservative tor the anti-
clerical, Protestant-Humanist-oriented Social Democrats.

Equally important, alliance with the West virtually ex-
tinguished anyv remaining chance for early reunification ot
the two Germanies. Since 1949, the SPD had become the
keeper of the flame of reunification, partly trom convic-
tion, partly to preclude extremist parties from e vploiting
the issue. Practical considerations also mav have applied:
Social Democracy historically tound much of its strength
in areas now under Last German control. Without re-
unitication, cvnics contended. the prospects tor the SPPD
electoral majority that so tar had cluded the partvin the
West were not bright.

For Chancelior Konrad Adenauer and his Christian
Democratic and Free Democratic colleagues, German re-
unification should not have been atissue. All parties listed
unitv as a goal. Indeed, the Adenauer government in-
cluded unity among its major toreign policy aime.

As time elapsed, however, the stated government
strategy, alliance with the West in order to seek unity trom
a position of strength, began to wear thin, Atter the Soviet
nuclear test in 1949 shoveed that the USSR, too, could har-
ness the atom, skeptics began to question the soundness
of the Chancellor's reunitication policy. As the USSR ace
quired nuclear weapons and began to develop
creasingly sophisticated delivery svstems, the bankruptay
of basing German policy on an assumption of heichtened
western military strength became increasinglyv clear Yet
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Adenauer neither altered his approach nor acknowledged
the failure of his reunification policy.

According to most commentators and historians, Ad-
enauer sacrificed whatever chances of reunification that
may have existed by deciding to seek redemption and na-
tional recovery through association with the West. The
Federal Republic may have gained “‘respectability and
purpose” through NATO, but, to most observers, this de-
cision foreclosed any hopes for early reunification.?

The New York Times and other western journals com-
mented in the 1950s that Adenauer’s promotion of the Eu-
ropean Economic Community (EEC) implied the ““more or
less permanent disunity of Germany.”’? If, in the test of
time, these judgments prove correct, those observers who
pav more than lip service to the goal of reunification will
be justified in considering the price of sovereignty and
membership in western military and economic organiza-
tions high indeed.

Economic Recovery  West Germany’s rapid
economic revival, the Wirtschaftswunder presided over by
Economics Minister Ludwig Erhard, was less controversial
and, until recently, a continuing success storv. In the six
months following Erhard’s West Zone currency reform in
1948, industrial production rose by 50 percent; in 1949,
production in the newly formed Federal Republic in-
creased another 25 percent. By 1954, the FRG’s gross na-
tional product (GNP) had increased another 200 percent,
and German living standards had eclipsed standards
reached in 1938. Within a decade, West Germany was to
become the world’s third largest industrial power and sec-
ond leading exporter.*

Some critics have tried to detlate this major Adenauer
Erhard accomplishment, contending that Germany was
allowed unfair advantage over its competitors through
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disproportionate Marshall Plan aid, artificially low se-
curity expenditures, and a tortuitous “brain gain” from
the East.

In fact, German aid under the Marshall Plan was sub-
stantiallv lower than that given France and Britain, and oc-
cupation costs paid by the Germans were only slightly less
than defense e\pendltures of France and the United King-
dom during the pre-NATO vears.

Doubtless, a number of factors—several of them coin-
cidental and unlikely to last—combined to help produce
the German miracle:

® World product demand was high.

® Unionization in Germany was less extensive than in
competitor nations, and labor costs were relatively low.

® High unemplovment and the influx of relatively
well-trained workers from the East did provide a ready
pool of skilled labor.

e Government tax policies encouraged investment,
while banking policies promoted and sustained it.

All these factors were important. The indispensable
ingredient for the dvnamic German export economy of the
1950s and 1960s, however, was the hard work and dedica-
tion of the West German labor torce. Pride, determination,
ambition, patriotism, and industrv combined to make the
German worker an object of wonderment to foreign ob-
servers. Professor Arthur F. Burns—distinguished US
economist, Government official, and Ambassador (1981-
85) to the Federal Republic—recalls a visit to Frankfurt
early in the 1950s, during which he was able to sleep only
fitfully due to the constant noise of a population working,
round-the-clock to rebuild and remake Germany.®

The Erhard boom continued with only minor slow-
downs for nearlv two decades. Since the mid-19600s, Ger-
many’s economic performance has tended to retlect
international business cveles, although anti-intlationary
government policies have tended to cushion declines and,
concurrently, to restrain rebounds. This return to a more
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Nationas Anchines

Foreign Ministers of six patticipating nations take part in the signing
of the Schumann Plan Treaty on 18 April 1951. From left here are
Paul van Zeiland of Belgium, Joseph Bech of Luxembourg, Joseph
Keurice of Belgium, Count Carlo Sforza of Italy, Robert Schumann
of France, who proposed the plan, Konrad Adenauer of West Ger-
many, and Dirk Strikker and Jan va de Bruik of the Netherlands.

normal state of economic affairs has limited the resources
available for government programs, where heretotore na-
tional security spending was relatively unrestrained—a
situation that has had major implications tor security pol-
icies and forces options.

European Integration  Konrad Adenauer described
himselt as an “Atlanticist.” He detined German security in
unequivocal Atlantic terms that still remain dogma tor the
Federal Republic. But the old Chancellor also was a con-
vinced “Europeanist.” His embrace of the Buropean tron
and Steel Community, the so-called Schumann Plan, his
espousal of a West European Army under the Buropean
Defense Community (EDC), and his support for Furopean
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economic and political integration were not merely de-
vices emploved to regain German sovereignty and to pro-
mote domestic economic recovery.

Adenauer saw European integration as an end in it-
self, one in which German self-respect and purpose could
be regained without the concomitant rebirth of extreme
German nationalism.

Although the German Chancellor and his fellow Eu-
ropeanists laid a firm foundation for closer collaboration in
the future, the wave of Europeanism was undercut bv a
backwash of French chauvinism and British insularity that
frustrated and embittered proponents who thought Ger-
many’s sacrifices—unity, nationalism, and independence
of action—had been unnecessary and ill-advised. To be
sure, a reasonable, perhaps superior, substitute tor the
EDC had been found with German participation in NATO;
Britain and others eventuallv would join an increasingly
less cohesive and purposeful EEC.

But the opportunity to build a United Europe that
could stand as a political and economic equal to the Soviet
and American superpowers appeared to have passed. Per-
haps the ideas of the great European integrationists—
Konrad Adenauer, Jean Monnet, and Paul-Henri Spaak*—

*lean Monnet, businessman and financier, became Minister of Com-
merce in the first French Provisional Government in September 1944
and was in charge of France's plan for modernization and equipment.
Monnet had served as deputy Secretarv-General of the League of Na-
tions in 1919-23, and was chairman of the Anglo-French Coordinating
Committee in London in September 1939, Paul-Henri Spaak served al-
most continuously as Belgian Foreign Minister from 1938 to 1949 and
was Foreign Minister again in 1954 537 and 1961 66; he was Premier
three times, 1938 -39, 1946, and 194749, and was Vice Premier trom
1961 to 1965, He and Belgian Premier Jubert Pierlot set up a Belgian gov-
ernment in exile in Fogland during World War . Spaak served as tirst
President of the General Assembly of the United Nations an 1946 and
was NATO Secretarv-General in 1957 of.
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were ahead of their times; perhaps others will emerge to
pick up the torch of Europeanism and carry it forward.

Regardless, the imprint of the European movement
remains strong in the formulation of West German se-
curity policy. Europeanist factors are evoked regularly in
discussions of possible German disengagement and re-
unification, of increased Western European security au-
tonomy from the two superpowers, or of a strengthened,
co-equal European pillar in NATO that might be tostered
by West European political coordination and cooperative
economic and arms procurement policies. In many such
exchanges, one senses a general feeling that the present
European situation is not immutable, and an expectation
that western economic and security arrangements will
evolve over the longer term, along lines that early Euro-
pean visionaries would have endorsed.

Rearmament For most Germans, rearmament and
NATO membership virtually were a single issue, involv-
ing as they did a decision to cast the Federal Republic’s se-
curity lot with the West and to forgo whatever slim chance
may have existed for immediate reunification. For Ade-
nauer and his fellow Europeanists, limited rearmament
and membership in the Atlantic Alliance were fully con-
sistent with the goal of regaining German sovereignty,
self-respect, and purpose within a larger West European
or Atlantic context.

Foreclosing the possibility of immediate reunification
was a lesser concern to this group. Rearmament compli-
cated relationships within the governing coalition, how-
ever, as many of the Free Democrats were less European
minded and therefore more reluctant to endorse a course
of action that many feared would postpone German unity
indefinitely. Resistance to rearmament and membership
in the Western Alliance also was strong among, those
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individuals who had held high rank in Hitler’s military
forces. Many of the old Generals had been reared in the
East and were concerned that the steps Adenauer pro-
posed would seal the division of the former Reich and pre-
clude any possibility of recovering Germany’s “"Lost
Territories.”*

Social Democratic opposition, based principally on
the SPD’s deep concern over reunification, also reflected a
conviction of many Socialists that, as long as Germany
was being occupied, responsibility for its defense lay with
its occupiers.

The underlying rationale for the SPD’s undifferenti-
ated rejection of the Adenauer government’s foreign pol-
icy had limited electoral appeal. Although most Germans
had little enthusiasm for rearming or for joining either the
EDC or NATO, they saw that Adenauer’s policies, par-
ticularly in the areas of economic reconstruction and res-
toration of national sovereignty, were making real
progress. Many felt that rearmament was the price Ger-
many would have to pay for their ultimate success.”

The Christian Democrat-led government also profited
from intensification of the Cold War, which persuaded
many skeptics that policies and programs of the intensely
anticommunist Chancellor were most likely to assure West
German security.

A lengthy gestation period also made the idea of Ger-
man rearmament more palatable. Nearly six vears elapsed
between Adenauer’s 1949 comments on a possible Ger-
man military contribution to an integrated European torce
and the Federal Republic’s 1955 admittance into NATO.
Protracted discussions of a variety of schemes—such as
the Pleven Plan, the Swafford Plan, and the EDC—and the
lengthening shadow of the eastern military menace
helped focus the debate and give it urgency.®

In the end, a growing majority of West Germans came
to support rearmament, recognizing it as a prerequisite for
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regaining full sovereignty and as dues to be paid for mem-
bership in the Western Alliance.

Numerous reservations remained close below the sur-
face, however, complicating formation of the new German
armed force—the Bundeswehr. Although a skeletal Defense
Ministry had been functioning since 1952 and, as foreseen
in the 1954 Treaty of Paris, plans had been drawn for a
rapid build-up to 500,000 men and 12 divisions, complica-
tions immediately arose. Hard questions had to be an-
swered about conscription, financial and manpower
priorities between the Bundeswelr and Germany’s boom-
ing economy, and controls and roles of the new citizen
Army.

Not all the answers proved satisfactory, however, and
some of these matters have concerned allied politicians
and military planners in one guise or another throughout
the Federal Republic’s participation in NATO.

Planning the Bundeswehr

The logic of the Adenauer government’s acceptance
of rearmament is clear. The political leverage it gave the
Chancellor in dealing with the High Commission and with
allied leaders is unquestioned. Nevertheless, in virtually
all walks of German life, the concept met strong resist-
ance; this resistance lessened only gradually and still re-
tains significant strength, particularlv among German
vouth. In the early 1950s, memories of war and defeat
were still too recent and too vivid for most Germans to
contemplate reconstruction of Germany’s armed forces.
The German military was discredited by association with
Nazism and its crippling defeat in 1945. Moreover, US and
British efforts to demystity the army and stamp out mili-
tarism in the Western Occupation Zones had found a re-
ceptive audience and enjoyed unusual success.
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Not surprisingly, therefore, Adenauer’s endorsement
of German rearmament triggered a ground swell of paci-
fist revulsion that swept rapidly through the Federal Re-
public. “’Ohne mich!””” (“"Count me out!”’) was the
catchword for many Germans, especially youth who
feared that thev could become ““cannon fodder” in a hot
East-West war.

The subsequent abrupt reversal in US policy toward
Germany after the Korean attack caught allied occupation
administrators by such surprise that antimilitaristic re-
education was not halted until well after US leaders began
calling for German rearmament. Further, the Western Al-
lies made no concerted effort to ““sell” rearmament to the
German public, apparently expecting the Federal govern-
ment and Germany’s former military leaders to take the
lead. The military elite, however, was divided on the
proposition and reluctant to speak out.”

This reluctance possibly was a blessing in disguise,
for many Germans distrusted the military as a group and
would have discounted military elitist views. “The sol-
dier,” wrote one close observer, ““has become a dubious
social tvpe.”” 1" A German news survey conducted late in
1950 found 67 percent of those polled opposed to rearma-
ment or to service in the military.'!

Although Adenauer considered the Ohne mich! move-
ment a spent force by mid-1951,1% it prove d unusually
hardv. The “antiarmers’ were highlv vocal during the
1953 Bundestay debates over approval of the EDC Agree-
ment. Moreover, after France balked over the EDC in 1954
and the Paris and London Agreements were hastily sub-
stituted, German opposition to rearmament flared once
again.

Gordon Craig, the eminent American historian, noted
the impossibility of traveling through West Germany in
1954-55 without being impressed by the extent and
breadth of antimilitaristic feeling across all political and
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religious spectra. Craig ascribed such views partially to
memories of the Second World War and Nazism, as well
as past experience with the German military as a “’state
within the state”” that had blocked social progress, stitled
democracv, and encouraged reckless foreign policies and a
series of disastrous wars.

Adenauer’s sensitivity to past abuses by Germany'’s
autonomous military caste and its military machine led the
Chancellor and those planning the new Bundeswelir to con-
struct a democratic citizen army, firmly under civilian con-
trol and ultimately responsible to the Bundestag. Such
precautions did much to dissipate public resistance to re-
armament and to Germany’s membership in NATO.
Eventually, these precautions also helped restore a meas-
ure of public respect for those who chose to pursue mili-
tary careers.

The leading proponent of military reforms was Count
Wolf von Baudissin. Although the Count’s militarv experi-
ence had been cut short by his capture earlv in World War
11, his ideas appealed to those Germans who sought a clear
break with the past. While traditionalists scoffed at
Baudissin’s concepts and at the innere Fuchrung (inner
leadership) based on values of a democratic and constitu-
tional order with which he sought to imbue citizen-sol-
diers, their dire predictions of failure do not appear to
have been realized.

Dienstelle Blank  Late in 1950, Adenauer appointed
Theodor Blank, a Christian Democratic Union (CDU) Bun-
destay deputy and former official of the German Miner's
Union, as Federal Commissioner of Security. A small
group of former otficers and civil servants was assembled
to assist him in studving German security needs and in
drawing up plans tor a new German military establish-
ment. Two former generals, Adolf Heusinger and Hans
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Speidel, headed the military policy group in Dienstelle
Blank, the Federal Security Office that was to form the nu-
cleus for the new German Defense Ministrv. These two
men played major roles in organizing the Bundeswehr and,
after Germany joined the Atlantic Alliance in 1955, became
the first German officers to hold major NATO commands.

After negotiation of the European Defense Treaty in
1952, key members of the Blank office moved to Paris,
where they worked with US and allied officers to plan the
integrated European force envisioned in that arrange-
ment.? The German contingent maintained a low profile,
exhibiting none of the hauteur that often characterized
German military delegations before 1945.1%

Franch Reject EDC When the EDC was rejected by
the French National Assembly in August 1954, the Ger-
man contingent returned to Bonn, where it began de-
veloping plans for a national German militarv force.

Much of the early work of Blank and his colleagues
was more broadly philosophical than military. The Blank
group sought to create a wholly new tvpe of German mili-
tary organization, fully responsive to political control, re-
flecting the democratic principles of its citizen-members,
and shorn of the dehumanizing aspects of earlier models.
This new organization was to be manned principally by
conscripted citizen-soldiers, supplemented by longer-
serving volunteers. Equallv important, reform helped
make military service acceptable to most Germans and
restored the military profession to respectabilitv. Most im-
portant, military personnel would retain their civil rights,
be encouraged to think for themselves, be rewarded for
personal initiative, and be educated broadlv—not onlv in
technical specialties but in political matters that would
help officers and enlisted men alike develop a sense of
duty and responsibility.
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Manning the Bundeswehr

Adenauer’s exploitation of rearmament had won the
Federal Republic virtually complete sovereignty, a
booming economy, and renewed self-respect. But with
ratification of the October 1954 Paris Agreements and
membership in NATO came commitments to raise and de-
ploy forces. The schedule developed by Germany and ac-
cepted by NATO military planners was ambitious—five
army divisions were to be organized, trained, and as-
signed to NATO by 1957, with a total force level of 12 divi-
sions and 500,000 men to be achieved by 1961.1°

That schedule soon began to slip badly.

The Paris Agreement authorized the Federal Republic
to maintain armed forces of no more than 500,000 officers
and men, including conscripts and volunteers. Plans of
the Blank Office, which was expanded into the Federal
Defense Ministry in June 1955, called for allocation of 80
percent of Bundeswehr personnel to the new army, with
some 150,000 officers and men manning 12 armored,
mechanized, and motorized divisions. Administrative and
training tasks would occupy the other 230,000 army per-
sonnel.

A Luftwaffe (air force) of 85,000 officers and men and a
navy of 20,000 officers and men also were to be organized
and equipped.

As mentioned earlier, the Bundeswelir was expected to
be a hybrid force of volunteers and conscripts. In view of
Germany’s past experience with military excesses, the
Bundestag carefully scrutinized those former officers of
field grade or above (major, lieutenant colonel, colonel,
and general officer) who volunteered for service, as well as
the conscription legislation proposed by the government
to ensure that antidemocratic elements were excluded.
The Bundestag’s instrument for ensuring that officers of the
new Bundeswehr had “’proper character and a democratic
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outlook” was a personnel selection board established on
23 July 1955. The board’s 38 members were selected from a
list of nominees “respected in public life.””!”

During creation of the Bundeswelr, the personnel
board rejected more than 100 appointments at the rank ot
lieutenant colonel or above. Four former colonels who had
served in the Blank Office betore 1955 were among those
excluded.!®

Although the German flag was raised at NATO Head-
quarters in Paris on 5 May 1955, six months elapsed betore
the first German soldiers put on their uniforms. Volun-
teers came forward in smaller numbers and less quickly
than the government had hoped: The first 1,000 volun-
teers were called to dutv on 2 January 1956, but bv April
only 5,200 officers and enlisted men had answered the call
to Germany's colors. A number of tactors, such as low
public esteem for military service, competition from Ger-
many’s booming economy, public outcry over NATO 5
nuclear exercise Carte Blanche," and a continued relaxation
of East-West tensions, contributed to the poor response.
As a result, the 12-division goal proved more difficult to
achieve than anticipated, and government officials turned
increasingly to conscription to sustain Germany’s military
build-up. In fact, formation of Germany’s 12th division,
initially expected in 1957-58, was not completed until
April 1965.2"

Conscription  To the Adenauer government, com-
pulsory military service became the key to the success ot
Germany’s new citizen army. Not only would conscrip-
tion swell the Bundeswehr’s ranks: it also would provide a
constant influx of voung representatives of the general
populace who, through transmission of their views and at-
titudes, would protect the military forces from isolation
and prevent development of a new military caste. The
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The Federal Republic of Germany became a member of NATO on 5
May 1955. The German flag is raised at Supreme Headquarters Allied
Powers Europe (SHAPE) here for the first time.

government also looked to the Bundeswehr as a school tor
citizenship, a vehicle for ending the “political unemploy-
ment” of German youth.-!

National service, Adenauer believed, would inculcate
patriotism and build an awareness in militarv conscripts of
their responsibilities as members ot a democratic society.

Early in 1956, the Adenauer government proposed
legislation to authorize conscription tor the Bundeswehr.
All German males between 18 and 45 were to be liable tor
military service in peacetime. A conscript period of 18
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months was proposed. Bona fide conscientious objectors
were to be exempted from the draft, as were sons of men
and women who died in the 1939-45 war. Debate on the
national service proposal was heated, reflecting in part the
strong antimilitaristic mood in the Federal Republic. But
with the evolution ot the Cold War and with changes in al-
lied defense thinking, new tactors had emerged. Unfor-
tunatelv, the government appeared not to have taken
several of these tactors fullv into account.=-

Throughout 1952-56, polls conducted in the FRG indi-
cated that a majority of Germans conceptually accepted
both the government’s rationale for rearmament and the
principle of a universal militarv service obligation.=* At the
same time, public approval of the proposed West German
force vacillated widelv, reflecting the temperature of the
international situation, the evolution ot NATO strategy,
and varving degrees of satistaction with the government’s
performance.

The thaw in the international political climate clearly
was an important influence on German public opinion.
Much had changed during the seven vears between Ade-
nauer’'s 1949 acceptance of German military participation
in a European torce and the 1955 German entry into
NATO. The Cold War had peaked, Stalin was dead, and
the de-Stalinization of the Soviet Union and Eastern Eu-
rope had made possible a marked reduction of East-\West
tension.

Abatement of the Cold War was accompanied by a
shitt in US views-——adoption by the Lisenhower admin-
istration of the so-called defense “New Look,” which re-
duced the goal for active US Army divisions trom 24 to 14,
signaled a greater reliance on nuclear rather than conven-
tional weapons, and promised “more bang for the buck.”
In descrnibing the new approach to the US Congressin fan-
uary 1955, Admiral Arthur Radford, Chairman of the US
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Joint Chiets of Staft, drew a distinction between the tech-
nological capabilities of the United States and those of its
allies. Radtord stated that the administration felt that
NATO should have a military “division of labor,” with Eu-
rope providing most of NATO's defensive ground forces.

For some reason, Adenauer and tus advisers tailed to
assess properly the implications of these changes. Perhaps
their attention was focused too narrowly on honoring, Ger-
many’s commitment to raise a 12-division army by 1938
that could take its place with other units being formed by
the Allies to deter attack and, it necessary, detend the Al-
Lance along the Federai Repubiid’s eastern border. Per-
haps they underestimated the sophistication and tenacity
of those who opposed the new German Bundesieelr and
the government’s conscription plan.

In anv case. Adenauer and Defense Minister Blank
doggedly pushec v+ " with their plan tor an I8S-month
conscript term, sec.na i unaware that the rationale for a
rapid conventional terce build-up had been undercut by
circumstances, and apparentlyv unconcerned that their kev
Allies, the United States and Great Britain, already had be-
gun taking steps to reduce their own ground torces sta-
tioned on the Continent.

The government entered the conscription debates
with a solid majority in the Budestay, the Christian Demo-
crats having won an absolute majority in the 1953 parlia-
mentary elections—the only time a single party has been
able to rule alone in the historv of the Federal Republic.
Moreover, the Biundestay had been virtually unanimous in
its March 1936 approval ot amendments to the Basic Law
(democratic constitution) that provided the constitutional
foundation for the Bundesioelir. Adenauer theretore could
be pardoned for expecting the conscription bill to enjoy
relatively smooth passage. Debate quickly became sharp,
however, with signiticant opposition arising trom all
points of the political compass.
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Volunteer Army  The Social Democrats, who there-
totore had opposed a professional force in favor of a “cit-
izens” army,”" abruptly changed course and proposed
raising onlv a small (200,000-man) volunteer armyv. This
move put the SPD into uncomfortable alignment with the
right-wing German Party, which also favored a traditional
professional army. Fritz Erler, the SPD’s detense spokes-
man, argued persuasivelv that the 500,000-man Bun-
deswelr the government wanted to build was excessive,
given NATO's decision to relv on tactical nuclear weapons
in the event deterrence failed and Warsaw Pact torces at-
tacked. Erler pointed to implications ot the Carte Blanche
exercise and cited statements bv General Alfred
Gruenther, the Supreme Allicd Commander, that a
500,000-man German force was needed chietly to torce the
Soviet Union to concentrate its torces before an attack
across the border, thus creating a better target tor western
nuclear weapons.-

Despite the weight of Erler’s objections, government
spokesmen succeeded in deflecting most of the SPPD's ar-
guments, characterizing them as tactical moves designed
to secure votes in the 1957 elections.

The Free Democrats, who recently had left the gov-
ernment coalition, were unwilling to support conscription
legislation and abstained when the issue was put to avote.
More surprising was the reluctance ot a number of Chris-
tian Democrats to support the bill tully. Prominent skep-
tics included Franz Joseph Strauss, the articulate and
ambitious voung leader ot the Bavarian Christian Socialist
(CSU) wing of Adenaucer’s party; Richard Jaeger, CSU
deputy and Chairman ot the Budestay Detense Commit-
tee; and the tandem ot Economics Minister Erhard and Fi-
nance Minister ritz Schaefter. Jaeger had plaved a kev
role in rearmament planning but questioned the haste
with which the Bundesioehir was to be built, as well as the
need tor an I8-month conscript term.
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Strauss, who had been brought into the cabinet in
1953 as Minister of Atomic Power, coveted the Defense
Ministry and had been publicly critical of Blank’s perform-
ance as Defense Minister since November 1955. He was to
exploit the draft debate to scramble to power over the in-
creasingly hapless Blank. Although Erhard and Schaeffer
never were in open rebellion, their insistence that creation
of the Bundeswehr not be permitted to affect Germany’s
economic expansion sharply limited funds available for
the armed forces and forced a slower buildup that re-
quired fewer conscripts.

Bundesrat* approval of conscription was voted nar-
rowly (21 to 17) on 23 March 1956, with a large majority
recommending a 12-month term of service. Bundestag con-
sideration of the bill was more arduous. The CDU/CSU
parliamentary caucus voted to support conscription, but
did not recommend any term of service. Shorn of this
specificity, but retaining all other proposed features, the
bill was approved on 7 July 1956.

But the final act was still to come.

During the summer of 1956, Adenauer probed US and
NATO thinking on defense and reassessed his domestic
political needs in light of the conscription battle. Although
Blank was an Adenauer loyalist, he had no independent
political strength. Strauss and the CSU, however, were

*West Germany's upper parliamentary chamber, the Bidesrat, or Fed-
eral Council, is made up of 41 delegates of the Federal Republic of Ger-
many’s 10 Linder (States), and four representatives of the Berlin
government, who have nonvoting status. The FRG's 10 Linder are
Baden-Wuerttemburg, Bayern (Bavaria), the two ancient free Hanseatic
cities of Bremen and Hamburg, Hessen (Hesse), Niedersachsen (Lower
Saxony), Nordrhein-Westtalen (North Rhein-Westphalia), Rhein-
land-Pfalz (Palatinate), Saarland (Saar), and Schleswig-Holstein. West
Berlin is under the quadrapartite administration of France, the United
Kingdom, the United States, and the Soviet Union, and is only admin-
istrativelv a part of the FRG.
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vital to the government. When, in September, the CSU
publicly called for a “modern’”” army based on a 12-month
draft and the Bundestay followed by slashing the defense
appropriation request by the government, Adenauer ca-
pitulated. The Chancellor abandoned the beleaguered
Blank, accepted a 12-month conscription term, and en-
dorsed a Bundeswcehr force reduction to 350,000 men. The
Bundestag quickly approved the new program and on 16
October Franz Joseph Strauss replaced Blank as Defense
Minister.

Organizing the Bundeswehr

Thus, the legal foundation for West German rearma-
ment was complete. The Basic Law had been amended to
enable a Bundeswehr to be created, legislation had been
crafted to redefine German militaryv concepts for the new
citizen army, a federal Defense Ministry had been func-
tioning since june 1955, and conscription had been
adopted as a way to infuse a measure of civilian values
and experience into the military forces and to inculcate a
sense of civic dutv and pride in German vouth.

During legislative struggles over these measures, Ad-
enauer and his advisers suffered a nuimber of reverses that
forced the Chancellor to slow the pace of rearmament and
sacrifice the architect of the new Bundeswehr. Nevertiw-
less, the government’s basic program and the principles
that undergirded it remained intact. The formation of Ger-
many’s citizen army now could proceed without further
delay.

Personnel Build-up The first volunteers, 101 otficers
and senior noncommissioned officers, received their docu-
ments of appointment from President Heuss on 12




L Ay

A e

PN

68 GERMANY AND NATO

National Archives

In a brief ceremony at the Chancellory in Bonn in April 1955, Dr.
James B. Conant, left, High Commissioner of Germany, deposited
with the government of the German Federal Republic the instrument
of ratification and approval of the Protocol on the Termination of the
Occupation Regime in the Federal Republic, and the Convention on
the Presence of Foreign Forces in the Federal Republic of Germany.
With Dr. Conant here are West German Chancellor Konrad Ade-
nauer, center, and Dr. Berger, Ministerial Director of the Bonn For-

eign Office.

November 1955. Included in this group were General
Heusinger and General Speidel, as well as 48 field-grade
officers, many of whom had been working in the Blank
Office. A training company was organized on 1 January
1956; 1,500 cadre personnel for the Bundesioehr's first com-
bat units were inducted in mid-January and stationed at
Andernach, a smali base on the Rhine River between Bonn
and Koblenz. Volunteers continued to be added during
1956; their numbers were augmented by the transfer to the
Bundeswehr of more than 9,000 men who had been serving,
in the Bundesgrenzschuts (border guard).®

The first group of draftees was called up on 1 April
1957. By the end of 1957, 134,000 men were under arms.

This total tell well short of the 270,000 target set by
Blank and his planners, but reflected more realistically
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constraints imposed by infrastructure and equipment
limitations, as well as the major educational effort needed
to build a type of army dissimilar to that which previously
had existed.

Franz Joseph Strauss, who moved from the Ministry
of Atomic Affairs in October 1956 to assume the Defense
portfolio, served as Federal Defense Minister until January
1963. During this period, he and his planners oversaw
construction of the Bundeswehr and its emergence as the
major European force in NATO. Three German Army di-
visions and several naval vessels were made available to
NATO in 1957. By 1960, Germany had assigned 10 divi-
sions, six air force wings, and six naval squadrons to the
Alliance. An 11th division was committed to NATO in
1963, and a 12th was assigned in 1965.

Ten vears after it joined NATO, the Federal Republic
of Germany had met its force targets, with 12 Army divi-
sions, 15 naval squadrons, 10 air force wings, and two Nike
antiaircraft battalions.>

Equipping the Bundeswehr  From the outset, the
German government looked abroad tor heavy arms with
which to equip the Bundeswehr. West Germany had been
forbidden to produce military goods after 1945, and its in-
dustrv was fully occupied in satisfying the booming export
market that was propelling the Federal Republic on a ris-
ing tide of prosperity. Further, Bonn expected the United
States to provide much of the heavy equipment needed to
organize its forces under the Mutual Defen<e Assistance
Program. The Germans hoped that other Allies also would
donate equipment from their own stocks but, with a few
exceptions, such aid did not materialize. France’s preoc-
cupation with unrest in North Africa and its Asian
colonies sapped French military and tinancial strength.
Britain's slow and incomplete recovery trom its wartime




B B gy

e

70 GERMANY AND NATO

exertions made London an eager seller of military hard-
ware, not a donor.

The US response, however, was prompt and highly
positive. Soon after Germany joined NATO, a US team,
headed by Assistant Secretary of Defense Frank Nash,
was dispatched to the FRG to survey the situation and
draw up a list of equipment requirements for a 12-division
German force. This “Nash List,” reviewed and approved
in Washington, subsequently was presented to the Ade-
nauer government as a US commitment of assistance for
the Bundeswelr. Initial deliveries began on 15 Mayv 1956. By
1961, US equipment and other tvpes of militarv assistance,
totalling nearly $900 million, had been delivered to the
Federal Republic.~

Bonn was forced to procure all equipment items not
provided by the United States and, as a matter of policy,
chose to buy most of them abroad. This decision retlected
the government’s unwillingness to structurally dislocate
German industry or divert it from consumer-oriented ex-
port production, as well as a determination to reduce em-
barrassingly large foreign exchange reserves and damp
down the inflationary effect of rearmament at a time of
high investment and full emplovment.™

As a result, military production accounted for only 3
percent of total German industrial output in 1960, whereas
more than 9 percent of Britain’s 1960 manufacturing out-
put was devoted to filling toreign and domestic military
orders. ™

Two other factors plaved a large role in German pro-
curement policy in the 1957-65 period:

First, Deftense Minister Strauss wanted the major
equipment he was purchasing abroad to incorporate up-
to-date technology. Increasingly dissatistied with second-
hand American materiel with which the Bundesieelir had
been equipped at its birth, he tirelessly pursued the latest
technology for the German armed forces, including
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“modern’” equipment that would give German units a
dual, conventional/nuclear capability. By introducing into
Germany the latest in weapons technology, Strauss also
hoped to help German industry bridge the 10-vear hiatus
it had suffered in arms production.

Secondly, equipment purchases by the Federal Re-
public in the United States and Britain served as an offset
payment for troop stationing costs and helped relieve
pressures in Washington to remove US torces trom Ger-
many on balance-of-payvments grounds.

As the German economy cooled and stabilized in the
late 1960s and early 1970s, this policv was modified. In-
dustrial capacity again could accommodate arms produc-
tion without strain. Even technologically backward
sectors, such as aviation, which had been completely dis-
mantled after 1945, and not again governmentally funded
until after 1955, regained a competitive position. The Fed-
eral Defense Ministry therefore turned increasingly to
German industry for its major weaponrv. The Bun-
deswehr’s second- and third-generation tanks, Lcopard |
and [I, were designed, developed, and produced by the
Krauss Maffer complex in Bavaria.

North German shipbuilders have been awarded a
number of contracts for surface vessels and small sub-
marines. Similarly, the German aviation industry plaved a
major role in European consortia that produced the Lock-
heed F-104 Starfighter and the Tornado multi-role combat
aircraft. The Germans also are expected to be kev plavers
in the development and production of the new buropean
fighter for the 1990s, which could become NATO Enrope’s
most extensive and costly cooperative arms project.

Financing the Bundeswehr  Under the 1952 Bonn
Treaty, the Adenauer government acknowledged that
allied forces were stationed in Germany in part to protect
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the newly organized Federal Republic. Bonn theretore
agreed to pay certain costs associated with their presence.
Contrary to contentions of critics who alleged that the Fed-
eral Republic was getting a ““free ride” in detense during
the 1950s, this contribution was not inconsiderable. In its
1955 budget, for example, Germany allocated DM
(Deutsche Mark) 7,400 million to pay allied stationing, costs,
nearly 4 percent of its GNP for that vear.*

With the expiration in May 1955 of the Occupation
Statute, this contribution was reduced. The interim troop
support agreement that replaced the Occupation Statute
committed the Federal Republic to provide continued ti-
nancial support, but at a much jower level and, the gov-
ernment hoped, for only a limited period. In anv event,
Bonn paid direct troop support costs only through 1957, at
an average of DM 2,300 million annually for 1955-57.

Defense spending in the Binudcwehr's tormative vears
was tightly controlled. Finance Minister Schaetter and
Economics Minister Erhard testified during rearmament
debates that an annual expenditure of DM 9,000 million
for defense could be managed without straining the econ-
omy or cutting into the new German prosperitv. Thev
talked of a “controlled experiment,” in which the Federal
Republic was to be rearmed without raising taxes, imped-
ing balanced growth, or fueling inflation by “irrespons-
ible’” borrowing.*

After some debate, the government established a de-
fense budget ceiling of DM 45,000 million for 1955-39.

Although defense expenditures during the build-up
were expected to lag initially, then mount as personnel
and equipment for new units were added, the DM 45,000
million ceiling was, from the outset, far too low for the
planned raie of build-up. The German press quoted Amer-
ican exper’s as saving that a total ot DM 81,000 million
might he needed to effect a 12-division Bundeswehr build-
up over three vears. ™




Mt Jame Sl shol o SEIRS

4

GERMANY IN NATO 73

Soldiers of the new West German army fail to draw even a passing
glance from a mother with a baby carriage as they step out on 22 Jan-
uary 1956 for a field drill on the outskirts of Aadernach, West Ger-
many’s first military post for the reborn fighting force.

Further, NATO guidelines called tor defense expendi-
ture of about DM 50,000 million over a tour-vear period to
organize the German armed forces. It German detense
spending were to be limited to DM 45,000 million tor five
vears, rearmament certainly would have to be stretched
out.

Most of the planning for rearmament had been done
bv Commissioner Blank and his Detense Office in the con-
text of an anticipated EDC. After the EDC's demise in 1954
and the abrupt conceptual shitt to an independent Ger-
man Army in NATO, Blank and his Defense Ministry col-
leagues faced a mountain of problems that grew as the
rearmament debate progressed. The Minister was charged
with organizing, manning, and equipping a 12-division
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force by the end of 1957. Sufficient funds were not avail-
able to accomplish this task. Further, the lead time was too
short to acquire or build such facilities as barracks, mainte-
nance shops, supply depots, warchouses, and training
areas.

The Detense Ministry was not able to expand quicklv
enough to meet these tasks, and soon fell behind on plan-
ning and implementing the force build-up. Short of
money and pressed for time, Blank asked Adenauer to
postpone starting the build-up and stretch the program
out from three to four vears. But the Chancellor, citing
overriding political and diplomatic considerations, turned
him down.?

In time, Adenauer was forced to vield on the pace of
rearmament as well as on Germanv's security leadership.
The parameters of the German military build-up ul-
timately were established, not by the Chancellor, but by
the Bavarian Trio (Erhard, Schaefter, and Bundestay De-
fense Committee Chairman Jaeger), assisted by the new
Defense Minister, Franz Joseph Strauss. Not surprisingly,
the Bavarians” program featured downward revision of
Bundeswehr personnel and force goals and a significantly
slowed rate of rearmament. Blank departed the Defense
Ministry in October 1956 unappreciated, abandoned, and
embittered.

Success of the Citizen Army No account of the Buri-
deswehr’s creation would be complete without some as-
sessment of the efforts of those who worked to create a
democratic, controlled citizen army in postwar Germanv.
The task was difficult, for the government not onlv had to
cope with the reservations of a distrusttul Europe, but
overcome the skepticism of domestic political opponents
and public opinion. Additionally, Adenauer had to trim
the fabric of his militarv commitments to fit tinancial and
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manpower limits imposed by members of his own govern-
ment.

Despite these constraints, organization and con-
struction of the Bundeswehr appears one of the signal sue-
cesses  of the Adenauer era in Germanv, an
accomplishment of the same magnitude as Erhard’s
“economic miracle.” The controlled and guided rearma-
ment of Germany-—a nation haunted by memories ot
some of the worst excesses associated with militarism—is
a remarkable achievement.

Today, the Bundeswehr is a first-rate militarv force,
consistently rated as among the best in the Atlantic Al-
liance, considered by many observers as the strongest con-
ventional component in NATO’s European defense
forces.™

The German armed forces are well-equipped, effec-
tively manned, and well-led. The new concept of innere
Fuelrung seems to have been accepted and absorbed with-
out detriment to Bundeswelir relationships. Promoting the
concept of the civilian in arms without sacrificing military
professionalism, the personnel mix of volunteers and con-
scripts has worked well. As a result, the German soldier’s
self-respect has improved markedly in recent vears, as has
the public’s view of the military as a protession. In short,
the Bundeswehr has come to be respected, at home and
abroad, as a highlv responsible and capable military force.

Most negative aspects of German militarism appear to
have been purged without sacrificing esprit de corps or
skill. The new FRG armed torces plav a role society con-
siders necessary, at a level of defense spending most Ger-
mans judge “about right.”

Moreover, Bundesioehr members have regained a
measure of public respect considerably above the nadir of
the 1950s, although still well below the exalted position
enjoved by the German military in earlier incarnations. ®
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Germany and NATO
Defense Policy

SINCE ITS EMERGENCE as a central European Nation
State, Germany has been preoccupied with achieving and
maintaining its national security within the narrow con-
tines of Europe.

Earlier, the Germans were half-hearted plavers in the
late nineteenth centurv game of imperialism that cap-
tured British and French imaginations, trading what the
British Prime Minister, Lord Salisbury, described as a
colonial “'suit of clothes for a trouser button” (strate-
gically important Helgoland”) in an 1890 agreement. This
*Helgoland (Heligeland) is an isfand of the North Frisian group in the
North Sea in the angle between the coast ot Schleswig-Holstein and
the entrance of the Jade, Weser, and Elbe rivers. The island, 380 acres
in size and 184 feet at its highest, is 40 miles offshore northwest of
Cuxhaven, and had a population of 2,312 in 1971, Seized by the Brit-
ish Navy in 1807, Helgoland was formally ceded to Brtain in IS14 1t
was transferred to Germany in 1890 in exchange tor Zanzibar and
other African territories. The Germans developed it into a “Gibraltar
of the North Sea,”” with a great naval base, extensive harbor and dock-
vard facilities, underground fortifications, and coastal batteries. British
occupation authorities destroved the remaining fortifications atter
Waorld War 11

~1

~1




78 GERMANY AND NATO

arrangement underscored Germany’s inclination to pro-
tect itselt in Europe, rather than project itself abroad.
With this security focus on Europe, German leaders al-
wavs have shown concern over the military and political
threat Russia poses to the German nation.

With the Soviet Union’s occupation of East Germany
and the organization of the German Democratic Republic
(GDR) as a communist state within Moscow’s political
and economic vrbit, this threat has become acute.

Elements of German Foreign
and Defense Policy

As a result, foreign and defense policies of all West
German governments since 1949 have contained at least
one constant: Opposition to the westward expansion of
Soviet influence, either directly or through proxy activity.
Governments and voters may differ in their assessment of
the overt Soviet military threat, but beneath the activities
begun under Germany’s post-1966 Ostpolitik* and the re-
laxation connected with periods of detente, lies a bedrock
of concern over the Federal Republic’s exposure to Soviet
pressures or activities.

Bonn’s basic policy goal—to assure Germany’s se-
curity against aggression or subversion by the Soviets and
their allies—enjovs overwhelming public support. Indeed,
throughout the heated national debates over nuclear arms
for the Bundestoehr or the modernization of US Pershing

“Foreign policy formulated by Willy Brandt, Social Democratic Chancel-
lor of West Germany from October 1969 until he resigned in Mav 1974
The policy was an attempt to improve relations with the FRG's commu-
nist neighbors, notably the Soviet Union, Polind, the German Demo-
cratic Republic, and Czechoslovakia, especially in the arcas of
normalization, friendship, and cooperation.
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West Berlin Mayor Willy Brandt (center) watches in 1959 as a floral
wreath is placed on the graves of victims of the 17 June 1953 anticom-
munist uprising in the Soviet Zone of Germany. The victims were
buried in Seestrasse Cemetery. Relatives of the dead are seated in the
background to the right. The day was observed throughout West
Germany as the “’Day of German Unity,” a national holiday.

missiles in the Federal Republic, polls have shown that a
large majority of Germans, including those who oppose
any use of nuclear weapons, are readv to defend the Fed-
eral Republic from anv military attack bv Warsaw DPact
forces.!

To achieve this policy goal, Germany’s strategv has
sought to forge strong and dependable links to other
Western European countries and, most important, to the
United States. While European ties are important tor Ger-
man commerce and its economy, the American tie is vital
for German security. Because it sees in NATO the best
way to retain a US military presence in Europe and an
American military guarantee for West German security,
the Federal Republic has been the leading European
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supporter of the North Atlantic Alliance. For more than a
quarter of a century, all major German political parties
have agreed that the Federal Republic cannot go it alone
and that the Western Alliance is indispensable for German
security. Bonn is determined to keep the United States in
Europe and to maintain firm links between NATO defense
forces in Europe and US central nuclear systems, which
remain the Alliance’s ultimate deterrent.

But German policvmakers also must weigh other fac-
tors that, while not as vital as the US tie itself, are impor-
tant to Germans and color their reactions to NATO policy
and proposals to change it.

First, deterrence, not warfighting, is widelv perceived
in West Germany as the proper goal of the Bundeswelir
and, for that matter, of most allied military forces. Un-
questionably, maintenance of a well-armed, well-trained
Bundeswelr serves both ends equally well—helping deter
an attack, but, should an aggressor not be deterred, giving
NATO commanders a formidable force to contain and de-
feat the attacker. Still, the psvchological distinction 1s im-
portant, for many Germans—recognizing the difficulties
of defending as denselv populated and exposed a nation
as the FRG—put a higher priority on keeping the peace
than on winning a war.

General Ulrich de Maziere, tormer Bundeswehr Chiet
of Staff, underlined this point in a 1983 essav on German
security. “Priority,” he wrote,

should be given not so much to the question ot how Ger-
many can best be defended, but rather to the question of
how ... deterrence can best be enhanced and thereby
peace in treedom be sustained.:

A number of German leaders admit privately that, if deter-
rence fails, their policies will have failed. Federal German
territory would be the likely battlefield tor any NATO-
Warsaw Pact military struggle, an unthinkable prospect,
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especially tor those Germans whose memories of the 19405
are still vivid. (See tigure 1 on page 82 tor a discussion of
restricted spaces and major urban cominunities in the Fed-
eral Republic.)

Secondly, attempts to differentiate between tvpes of
possible wartare—conventional defense or war involving
the use of tactical or theater nuclear weapons—trigger dif-
ferent responses in the Federal Republic than in many
other NATO countries. Most Germans abhor the prospect
of using nuciear weapons. The same respondents who
overwhelmingly favor defending the Federal Republic
against Soviet attack® oppose by at least a three-to-one
margin anv such defense, if it would involve use of bat-
tlefield nuclear w eapons on German territory.

Other polls taken periodically during 1955-80 have
asked which is more important: Defending treedom, even
it it might mean nuclear war, or avoiding nuclear war,
even if it means living under a communist government?
War avoidance always was preferred, and by 1980 the
margin of those w11]1ng to contemplate communist control
had increased to two-to-one.?

Orn the basis of the foregoing polls, one might expect
to find a large and responsive audience in Germany for
efforts to raise the nuclear threshold. Unquestionably,
such an audience does exist, but its enthusiasm has deti-
nite limits.

NATO's usual prescription for raising the nuclear
threshold—providing NATO authorities with a wider
range of non-nuclear options than simply the white tlag—
involves strengthening the Alliance’s conventional torces.
To a German, such improvements have real attractions,
but only insofar as they serve to deter a potential adver-
sary. During a recent discussion at the German Ministry of
Defense, an American visitor asked whether Bonn agreed
that NATO should increase its convenaonal torces to im-
prove its options?
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Figure 1. Restricted spaces and major conurbations

The Federal Republic’s border with Warsaw Pact states is 1,700 kilome-
ters (km) (1,085 miles) long—1,393 km (864 miles) with the GDR and
356 km (221 miles) with Czechoslovakia. The FRG's territory is a rela-
tivelv narrow strip of land: The smallest distance between the eastern
and western borders is 225 km (140 miles) and the greatest is 480 km
(298 milvs). Some 30 percent of the Federal Republic’s populaaon lives
m 2 zone 2long the inner-Gerian border only 100 km (62 miles) deep:
25 percent of the FRG's industrial capacity is located in this zone.
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“Absolutelv,” replied a senior German defense ofti-
cial. “We must work to raise the nuclear threshold. But,”
he continued sotto voce, “not too far.”

For many Germans, organization of a conventional
defense robust enough to make warfare below the nuclear
level a viable option would be a real nightmare. The expe-
rience of World War Il suggests that the German society
might survive major non-nuclear warfare little better than
it would a limited nuclear war. The line between conven-
tional forces adequate to deter aggression and forces capa-
ble of providing non-nuclear detense is a fine one, and few
Germans would want the nuclear threshold raised so high
that the world is made safe for conventional war.

As they consider German responses to US and NATO
defense initiatives, observers also should be mindful of
one other qualifier. Policvmakers in Bonn rarelv have the
luxury of considering defense matters solely on their own
merits. Available materiel and human resources alwavs
must be considered. Nuclear weapons have provided
NATO member states deterrence and defense “"on the
cheap.”” Raising conventional units would be a costly sub-
stitute.

As a consequence, proposals that NATO enhance its
non-nuclear capabilities invariably are received un-
enthusiastically in Bonn. Because memories of the chaotic
period of monetary inflation, economic depression, and
social dislocation that followed the First World War still
are vivid in Germany, governments remain unusually sen-
sitive to the possible economic and financial implications
of increased defense spending. Successive German gov-
ernments since 1956 have judged that the Federal Republic
of Germany cannot have both guns and butter in
unlimited quantities. Bonn’s replies to NATO initiatives
often disappoint authorities in Washington and at NATO
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Headquarters at Evere,* because the German government
considers maintaining a strong, healthy economy more
important than diverting resources to military tasks of
questionable priority.>

All these factors—such as Germany’s basic opposition
to Soviet expansion; its reliance on alliance with like-
minded western nations; the perceived need to keep the
United States involved at all levels of German security;
Bonn’s tixation on deterrence; German abhorrence of nu-
clear weaponry; the desire to raise the nuclear threshold
“a bit, but not too far;”” and the Federal government’s un-
willingness to hurt the economy by taking defense meas-
ures aimed principally at conveving political messages—
should be borne in mind as one examines the evolution of
NATO (and US) detense policies, and considers Ger-
many'’s responses to both.

NATO Defense Strategy

From its inception, the aim of the North Atlantic Al-
liance’s declaratory defense policy has been deterrence—
dissuasion through cooperative planning and action of
any potential aggression against territory of NATO mem-
ber states. This policy has been an unqualified success,
helping keep the peace in Europe for nearly four decades.
Several strategies—or, more precisely, a bread strategyv
that has evolved to meet changing threats—have been de-
veloped to support NATO’s policy objectives.

These strategies always have depended heavily on
the central nuclear systems of the United States, conven-
tional forces maintained by all Allies except Iceland, and,
to a lesser degree, theater nuclear weapons and a small
British nuclear force.

*A suburb northeast of Brussels, where NATO Headquarters is phvs-
ically located.
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NATO had little difficulty in its initial years formulat-
ing strategies to support its deterrent goals. The Alliance
was, of necessity, political, almost wholly dependent on
the overwhelming nuclear superiority of the United States
to oftset an appalling but apparently nonurgent conven-
tional imbalance in Europe. The Korean attack shattered
Europe’s reverie, compelling the Alliance to address its
military response if an attack were to occur. In short order,
steps were taken to tlesh out NATO militarily and begin
planning for joint defense, a process which led the Allies
to acknowledge the imperative of German rearmament
and, at Lisbon in 1952, to accept national force goals that
looked to the creation of a 92-division defense force in Eu-
rope.

Because the threat that had seemed so acute in 1950
and 1951 seemed to recede as quickly as it had risen, this
wave of allied concern quickly crested. No attack came,
and Stalin’s death raised the prospect of liberalization in
the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, as well as better So-
viet relations with the Western Allies. Moreover, most
western officials recognized that the Lisbon goals were
hopelessly ambitious for any but a crisis situation, since
none of the European members had the material resources
to meet major goals without major foreign assistance.

The result of these changes was—

Abandonment of the Lisbon force goals.

Adoption in their place of more modest plans de-
signed to build a credible deterrent/defense force in Eu-
rope with US support.

And formulation of a “new look™ in US defense pro-
grams, providing ““more bang for a buck” through in-
creased reliance on “massive retaliation” and substitution
of tactical nuclear weapons for some of the manpower of
the US Army.
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New Look Strategy and Germany Pronounce-
ments from Washington threatening massive retaliation in
the case of Soviet aggression caused hardly a ripple in
Bonn, where most observers considered the concept tullv
consistent with NATO deterrence policy and unlikely to
lead to any meaningful change in US force deployments in
Europe. Even an increased reliance on small battletield nu-
clear weapons, justified as a cost-effective way to otfset
the imbalance of conventional torces in Lurope, was dis-
cussed chiefly in terms of implications for German rearma-
ment. The new US policv and the discussion it triggered
ultimatelyv led to Adenauer’s tactical decision to alter the
Bundeswehr development plan, providing him with a con-
venient rationale for the subsequent abandonment of
slank

The Adenauer government saw NATQ’s December
1954 decision to endorse the New Look strategy ot the
United States, including making tactical nuclear weapons
available to supplement NATO's limited conventional
forces, as unexceptional, the logical result of the down-
ward revision of the Lisbon goals. This change also passed
virtually unnoticed by Germany’s opposition partics.

The June 1955 Carte Blanche exercise, designed to test
new military concepts and emphasize western strength
before the Geneva Summit, shocked the German public
into an awareness of the devastation that the Federal Re-
public could suffer in a battlefield nuclear exchange. Sub-
sequent debate tended to focus more on the relevance ot
German rearmament plans in a nuclear environment than
on the efficacv of the new NATO strategy itselt. Indeed,
anyone today rereading the German rearmament debates
of 1956 senses immediately the FRG’s intellectual uncase
in pushing through the Bundestag a program that many of
its members regarded more as dues to be paid for NATO
membership than as part of a well-considered detense

plan.
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Young German children sit on a pile of hay as they watch LS soldiers
take part in maneuvers of seven Atlantic Pact nations in an operation
called “Counter Thrust” in the British Sector of Germany in Septem-
ber 1951.

Although manv Germans were slow to appreciate the
implications of the New Look for the Federal Republic,
Franz Joseph Strauss, the new Federal Detense Minister,
was not among them. On taking office, Strauss had
moved quickly to phase back the Bundesieeln's buildup to
accord with the reality of lagging volunteerism, a reduced
draft term, and financial constraints imposed by the
Bundestag. Strauss, who had been Germany’s Atomic At-
fairs Minister, was convinced that the tuture belonged to
nuclear energy and nuclear weapons. He considered the
acquisition of tactical nuclear delivery capabilities by at
least some of the European Allies inevitable, and believed
that Germany would be considered a full partner in the Al-
liance only if its armed forces were nuclear capable. The
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new Detense Minister theretore issued a public statement
on 18 October 1956, calling tor nuclear armament tor the
Bundesaeelir

Chancellor Adenauer, who as recently as 27 Julv un-
equivocally had rejected any form of atomic weaponry for
the Bundeswehr, echoed Strauss’s declaration in a press
conterence the same dav. Strauss long had been a propo-
nent of atomic arms “or the Budesiechr.” He had argued
the pronosition in private throughout the rearmament de-
bate. His public statements consistently advocated
“quality over quantity,” as well as equipping Germany's
armed forces with “the most modern w eapons. s

Adenauer was slower to come to this view, although
he almost certainly was aware that planning tor a pen-
tomic armv division structure with integral atomic artillery
was well advanced at the Defense Ministry as early as De-
cember 1935

Still, ondy after the Chancellor svas torced to retreat on
conscription and to slow the Bundesteelr buildup did Ade-
nater reassess his security policy. A number o develop-
ments had to be considered. First, the Federal Republic's
contribution to NATO would be smaller and slower in
coming than anticipated. Secondly, the Radford Plan then
being debated in Washington threatened cuts in US forces
stationed in Europe. Further, Britain had announced it~
plans to reduce manpower levels and rely increasingly on
nuclear weapons; the French had begur shitting mam
units to keep order in North Atrica.

Clearly, since NATO soon would have no alternative
to the use of tactical nuclear weapons to contain a Soviet
attack, equality in the Alliance required the Federal Re-
public to have a nuclear defivery capability. By the end ot
1956, the Adenauer government was publul\ expressing,
interest in acquiring nuclear arms for the Bundeswechr.
Strauss quickly became the goverament’s principal
spokesman on the issuce. To many observers, the Defense
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Minister’s plans to equip the Bundesicehr with dual-capable
weapons and his call for nuclear warheads to arm them
moved dangerously toward repudiation ef Cermanyv's
1954 pledge on nuclear weapons.,

Early in 1957, 18 German atomic scientists, uneasy
over Strauss’s often impolitic statements and alarmed b\
the Chancellor’s euphemistic reference to nuclear
weapons as “modern artillery, 7 issued the “Goettingen
Appeal.” In this appeal, they stressed their belief that a
country like Germany should reject possession of nuclear
arms, and pledged not to take part in production, testing,
or use of atomic weapons.

Although the government responded quickly and
cttectively, the Social Democrats, their eves on the Sep-
tember 1957 natior ] elections, seized the issue, trving to
make political capital from it. The ensuing debate proved
to be the hottest and most divisive one the Federal Re-
public would experience until the 1980s, but the issue
backtired at the polls.

SPD oftticials strove to show that nuclear armament
was inconsistent with reunitication, but theyv loiled to
identify persuasive alternatives to Germany's NATO
membership or the New Look strategy. Buoved by reac-
tions to the October 1936 Soviet intervention in Hungary,
and buttressed by the success of his economic and security
pohucs the staunchly anticommunist Adenauer suc-
ceeded in turning the Socialists’ arguments against the op-
position. Labeling atomic arms an absolute NATO
requnrcment that Germam had to meet, and warning
against “experiments,’ “ the Chancellor and his Christian
Democrats won a sweeping electoral victory with a major-
ity of the seats in the Bundestag.

After a debate marked by invective and acrimony, in
March 1938 the Bundestag approved the government’s plan
to acquire nuclear arms. Initial deliveries of the Houest John
rocket, Germany’s first nuclear-capable svstem, began on
I November 1958.
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Undaunted by electoral defeat and reverses in the
Bundestay, the Social Democrats took their case to the
streets. A five-month-long ““Campaign Against Atomic
Death,”” complete with protest marches, demonstrations,
and rallies, was staged in an attempt to reverse the deci-
sion. The government mounted a counterattack, arguing
that atomic weapons would remain in American hands
and that the Federal Republic’s place in NATO, vital for
Germany's security, was at stake. Debates raged every-
where, within church groups, families, businesses, and
university faculties.

A second electoral test came in July 1958 in the Lind
(State) of North Rhein-Westphalia. Voters there effectively
spoke the last word in the nuclear strategy debate, giving
the CDU its first absolute majority since 1949 in the Fed-
eral Republic’s most populous state.

Notwithstanding the national conflagration it
kindled, the German nuclear strategy debate produced a
real catharsis for the Socialist Party and for German strate-
gic thinkers. Tactics emploved by the SPD’s old guard,
and crushing defeats the party suffered at the polls, paved
the wayv for the emergence of a group of centrist re-
formers—Willy Brandt, Herbert Wehner, Carlo Schmidt,
Fritz Erler, and Helmut Schmidt—who were to reverse the
SPD’s militantly ideological, anti-NATO policies and, after
the watershed 1959 Bad Godesberg Conference, set Ger-
man Socialism firmly on the path toward political respect-
abilitv and governmental responsibility.

The great debate also awakened wider interest and
concern in and out of government over German and
NATO security policies, ending an era in which most Ger-
mans had been willing to place their trust fully in NATO
authorities on matters concerning common military doc-
trine and strategy.!!
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Police restrain crowds of demonstrators in front of the seat of the
West German government in Bonn. Social Nemocrats took their case
against nuclear arms to the streets in 1958; they staged a five-month
campaign of rallies, protests, and protest marches to try to reverse the
nuclear arms decision.

Toward Flexible Response  Given the vital impor-
tance of deterring aggression against the territory of
NATO member states over a prolonged period, during
which situations constantlv are changing, NATO strategy
must be regularly rethought and revised to maintain its
validity. Not surprisingly, therefore, as NATO and its
member-states sought to implement the newly adopted
nuclear strategy, NATO military planners already were
tinkering with the strategy in an attempt to redress certain
apparent deficiencies. The chief problems, as seen from
NATO Headquarters and NATO member-state capitals
alike, related to post-Sputnik US vulnerability to a Soviet
strategic nuclear strike.

NATO's trip-wire conventional warning force, backed
by tactical nuclear weapons and coupled with US central
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systems that deterred an aggressor through the threat of
massive retaliation, would lose much of its credibility were
the Soviets in a position to launch a nuclear counterstrike
against the United States itself.

Many strategists believed the Alliance had to develop
ways to deal with miscalculations or minor probes without
risking escalation to general nuclear war. General Lauris
Norstad, newly appointed Supreme Allied Commander,
began to consider the possibility of adopting a pause or
““fire break” concept, under which NATO conventional
forces would be strengthened sufficiently to deal with inci-
dents or contain minor aggression, without immediate re-
course to nuclear weapons.

During such a conventional pause, the Allies would
have an opportunity to restore the status quo either mili-
tarily or through negotiations.

A 1957 NATO military study examined the teasibility
of this approach and the European defense improvements
needed to implement it. After thorough discussion, Minis-
ters adopted a Military Committee recommendation,
MC-70, which called for additional conventional forces to
support the pause concept, as well as establishing a goal of
30 active divisions in the central region of Germany,
France, and Benelux (Belgium, the Netherlands, and Lux-
embourg), to make the strategy realistic. The force was to
be mixed, consisting primarily of nuclear-equipped units
to support the 1954 strategy, but would include enough
conventional shield forces to give NATO commanders the
capability to meet “less-than-ultimate threats with a deci-
sive, but less-than-ultimate, response.”!

German military personnel took part fully in develop-
ing the new strategy, which was fully consistent with
views and concerns of Bonn officialdom. Since the Federal
Republic was the only European ally then engaged in
augmenting its forces in the central shield area, General
Norstad’s rationale was a useful rejoinder to domestic
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critics, who sought to minimize the value of Germany’s
conventional force build-up.

MC-70 also satisfied nagging concerns in Bonn over
how the Allies could deal with minor incursions without
having to choose between strategic retaliation and capitu-
lation. Most important, MC-70 reflected Bonn’s goal of a
meaningful “forward defense’”” and, by positing continued
American troop presence on the Federal Republic’s
eastern border, promised both full engagement of allied
forces in early stages of a Soviet attack, and positive nu-
clear coupling if such an attack could not be contained or
repulsed. (See figure 2 on page 94 for a description of the
Army in forward defense in the Federal Republic.)

Controlling NATO’s Nuclear Weapons In-
creasingly, in the decade before 1966, control of nuclear
weapons was at issue. Although Members of the US Con-
gress and officials of all US administretions left no doubt
in allied capitals that ultimate nuclear control would re-
main with the United States, most Allies felt some need to
take part in managing NATO’s nuclear arsenal.

Many possible arrangements were discussed, ranging
from General de Gaulle’'s proposed nuclear triumvirate to
a jointly managed multilateral force (MLF). France’s deci-
sion to go its own way militarily and develop an inde-
pendent nuclear force effectively foreclosed the possibility
of wider nuclear sharing, however, and allied interest
shifted from sharing nuclear control toward participation
in common nuclear planning.

After Chancellor Erhard reluctantly had endorsed the
MLF, the Johnson administration’s abrupt abandonment
of the concept bruised German sensibilities and height-
ened anxieties in Bonn that the United States might sacri-
fice allied interests in negotiations with Moscow on
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nuclear proliferation. Still, written assurances that Wash-
ington subsequently gave the Federal Republic on the Nu-
clear Proliferation Treaty assuaged most of Bonn's fears.
In December 1966, NATO established a Nuclear Plan-
ning Group (NPG) with Germany as a permanent mem-
ber, effectively resolving the nuclear control issue.
Originally conceived as a consultative group, in which the
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United States could give the Allies the sense, if not the
substance, of nuclear planning, the NPG has evolved over
two decades into an increasingly substantive body, in
which allied concerns can be heard and considered.

The forum has proved useful for discussing the size
and composition of NATO's battlefield weapon arsenal.
Its component High-Level Group also has been helpful for
discussing and studying technical nuclear matters of ma-
jor political and military significance to the Alliance.

Flexible Response and German
Security Policies

Adenauer and his colleagues in Bonn showed mini-
mal concern over efforts undertaken at NATO Headquar-
ters to refine or elaborate the Alliance’s concepts of
massive retaliation, tactical nuclear deterrence, limited re-
sponse, or nuclear pause.

All these concepts generally were consistent with the
philosophy behind the German forces build-up, resting on
the twin assumptions of continued US troop deployment
in Germany and a full range of deterrent coupling to US
strategic systems. Additionally, none of them challenged
the doctrine of forward defense, increased the threat to
the Federal Republic of conventional war, or called for so-
phisticated new weapons that would require more money
and manpower than Germany had earmarked for the Bun-
deswehr. With the election in 1960 of John Kennedy and his
appointment of a group of young, skeptical “whiz kids" to
key positions in the American national security apparatus,
however, this situation quickly changed.

Robert McNamara, the new US Secretary of Defense,
was troubled by the inflexibility of an Alliance security
strategy stressing deterrence but assuming the need for
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rapid escalation to nuclear weapons if fighting began in
Europe. After examining the spectrum of deterrence and
possible responses to aggression, with particular attention
to controlling a possible nuclear war, McNamara proposed
a policy of gradual or “flexible’”” response, which he be-
lieved would cure major ills in NATO doctrine.

McNamara’s flexible response strategy recognized
and sought to accommodate the shift in the East-West nu-
clear power balance by ending NATO's near total reliance
on strategic and tactical nuclear weapons, and gave the Al-
lies a range of responses appropriate to all types or levels
of provocation.

In certain minor incidents, McNamara theorized, re-
taliation with nuclear weapons would be inappropriate; a
small conventional force could handle the situation. Even
in the case of a large-scale attack, NATO might respond
initially with conventional forces to give the Allies time tor
negotiation with the attacker or for consultation before
using nuclear weapons. Although controlled escalation,
with “‘selected and limited use’ ot tactical nuclear
weapons, could follow and a general nuclear exchange ul-
timately might occur, the inflexibility of an atomic nuclear
response was to be discarded.'?

Although the McNamara initiative was in many re-
spects a logical extension of the Norstad “pause’”” concept
that the Allies had accepted with few objections, the new
American initiative created a furor in Europe. The US De-
fense Secretary had challenged a central tenet of NATO
theology—massive nuclear retaliation by US forces in the
event of communist attack. By proposing armed retalia-
tion proportionate to the level of an attack, he also ac-
knowledged the possibility of conventional war in Europe.

This point was particularly troublesome, for none of
the Allies had met force goals established bv MC-70. To
raise and equip the units needed to establish the viable de-
terrent and defensive shield envisioned by the Kennedy
administration, a major effort would be necessary.
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Some historians have ascribed the American push for
a flexible doctrine to Washington'’s desire, in the wake of
the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis, to insulate its strategic rela-
tionship with the Soviet Union from events that could be
confined to Europe.'*

Others suggest that while the doctrinal shift was logi-
cal, given improvement in Soviet strategic nuclear ca-
pabilities and the increased vulnerability of the United
States to nuclear attack, the bluntness of its announce-
ment was more important than its substance.'”

German-American relations were not intimate during
Adenauer’s last years. The easy relationship “der Alte”
enjoyed with US Secretary of State John Foster Dulles was
not maintained with Dulles’s successors. The aging Chan-
cellor was distressed over US reactions to the 1959-61
Berlin crisis, anxious over US-Soviet efforts to damp down
the strategic arms race, and piqued bv Anglo-American
nuclear arrangements worked out at Nassau in 1962.

For its part, Washington felt that it had not been con-
sulted adequately by its German ally before Bonn ap-
peared to move closer to the maverick France of Charles
de Gaulle by signing the 1963 Treaty of Friendship and Co-
operation, just as Paris was vetoing British membership in
the European Economic Community. Now the new US ad-
ministration’s apparent reluctance to implement various
proposals for shared planning and control of nuclear
weapons, and to deliver the dual-capable svstems Bonn
had ordered, further exacerbated the situation.
McNamara’s flexible response proposal became the light-
ning rod for German frustration, complicating America’s
efforts to peddle the concept to the Allies, and delaving
formal NATO approval until 1967.

In the end, Europe and the Germans bowed to the in-
evitable and embraced flexible response. Developed by
McNamara and his colleagues, the strategic concept was
accepted as US policy by President Kennedy and endorsed
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by his successor, Lyndon Johnson. In an Alliance of un-
equal partners with limited security options, these facts
and the basic logic of the matter virtually guaranteed even-
tual adoption of flexible response as NATO doctrine.

Franz Joseph Strauss’s eclipse after the Spiegel affair'®
and the fading Adenauer’s 1963 replacement as Chancel-
lor bv Ludwig Erhard—who was determined to reaffirm
the American connection and reestablish the coincidence
of German and American security interests!'”—helped Ger-
many accept the new doctrine. Erhard’s task was eased by
a growing and widespread perception that the Soviet
threat to Western Europe had lessened after erection of
the Berlin Wall and the Cuban Missile Crisis.

With NATO nuclear consultation resolved by estab-
lishment of the Nuclear Planning Group, continued US
troop deployment assured by various German financial
offsets, and Germany's foreign ministers beginning to
look eastward for political-economic openings, Germany
joined the other Allies in endorsing flexible response as
NATO doctrine in December 1967.

Germany and NATO Strategy Over the years, flex-
ible response has proved a broad, elastic military doctrine
for the Atlantic Alliance. Although its critics are legion and
proposals for new strategic concepts appear regularly,
flexible response has weathered well, remaining the basis
of NATO’s deterrent and defense planning after nearly
two decades. It combines the virtues of realism, vitality,
intellectual credibility, and incalculability. The West Ger-
man government has been comfortable with the concept,
which can be explained easily to its citizens, as in the fol-
lowing excerpts from the White Paper issued in 1979 by the
Federal Republic’s Minister of Defense:
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The Berlin Wall illuminated in 1962 by lights from Templehof Air
Base.

Flexible Response aims at avoiding war through deter-
rence. Deterrence will be credible if the allied nations are
able and resolved to stand together ... and if this ability
and resolve . .. is manifest to an attacker. The risk inherent
in his attack must be incalculable to anv aggressor, [whose|
possible successes must be grossly disproportionate to his
casualties and losses.

Strategic nuclear forces, theatre nuciear forces, and con-
ventional forces are a triad ... each individual component
... credible bv itself and . . . interlinked for escalation. . ..
[An} aggressor must not be able to predict when and by
what means NATO will respond to the attack: this makes
the risk to the aggressor incalculable.

The North Atlantic Alliance cannot do without nuclear
weapons. If the Alliance had .. . [onlv] conventional forces,
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an aggressor would be able to calculate and limit his risk.
NATO holds nuclear weapons . .. but because it is deter-
mined to prevent any war whatsoever.I?

German defense planning under flexible response has
benefited from both its solid intellectual grounding and its
vitalitv. By stressing deterrence first and foremost, the
strategv meets Bonn’s concern that any war—conven-
tional or nuclear—would mean disaster for the Federal Re-
public. The endorsement of forward defense, in case
deterrence should fail, is a major political concession to
the Federal Republic: Opting for a more fluid defense in
depth, as advocated by many traditional military strate-
gists, would concede the loss of large amounts of German
territory in the early days after a Soviet attack across the
inner-German border. The means, conventional or nu-
clear, NATO would employ to meet various levels of ag-
gression have been kept deliberatelv vague so that a
potential aggressor cannot calculate with any assurance
the risk he faces.

The importance Bonn accords to in-alculability as a
deterrent was shown clearly in 1983, wwhen West Ger-
many’s major political parties closed ranks to oppose a
major “‘no first use’ initiative on nuclear weapons pro-
posed in Foreign Affairs by four distinguished Americans!
and echoed by such organizations as the Union of Con-
cerned Scientists. The proposal gained prompt support
from a distinguished group of western statesmen and mili-
tary thinkers, Germany’s new antinuclear party—the
Greens—and spokesmen from the West German political
feft.

Although attractive from an antinuclear standpoint,
the proposition’s effect would have been to increase mili-
tary calculability and to undermine NATO’s deterrent pos-
ture. This reasoning, central to strategic thinking in the
governing coalition and in SPD security circles, triggered a
tightly argued German response in the succeeding issue of
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Foreign Aftairs to the McNamara-Bundy-Kennan-Smith
proposal.™

““Deter, not Defend” Moreover, the argument of
the American “Gang of Four,” that increased NATO con-
ventional forces would give the Allies a more viable de-
fense capability than that provided by NATO's nuclear
armaments, fell on deaf ears in Bonn—where the desire to
deter, not defend, continues to reign supreme. Cost con-
siderations aside, for conventional deterrence would be
much more expensive than that now provided by NATO’s
nuclear arsenal, West German politicians and military ofti-
cials are reluctant to contemplate programs that increase
the likelihood of conventional war in Europe, even pro-
grams that would mean that NATO could resist aggres-
sion without recourse to nuclear weapons.

Flexible response has given NATO a malleable doc-
trine that has accommodated differing national percep-
tions of the threat, the uneven political thaw of detente,
and varving national reactions within the Alliance to such
events as the Soviet Union’s intervention in Czechoslo-
vakia, its activities in Poland and its invasion of Afghani-
stan.

The doctrine’s flexibility has helped defuse potential
allied discord over appropriate political and military re-
sponses to these developments, as well as to Soviet adven-
turism in other geographic areas the United States
considers important to the West. Since 1967 the Federal
Republic’s military planners have taken the long view in
developing a well-trained and well-equipped Bundeswehr
that meets Germany’s responsibilities to common defense,
and on which NATO can base an effective forward de-
fense.

Most important to Bonn, however, is what flexible re-
sponse says about the Federal Republic’s relations with
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Washington. For Germany, NATO strategy is meaningful
only insofar as sizable US forces remain stationed in Eu-
rope. Their presence gives substance to the altlied ca-
pabilitv ror containing low-level aggression, and to the
confidence that a “seamiess web” of deterrence connects
forces deploved along NATO's borders to well-trained re-
inforcements, to NATO's theater nuclear arsenal, and to
the central nuclear svstems of the United States.

Flexible response, which combines incalculability
with exteiided deterrence at aftordable cost, effectively an-
swers all of Germanyv’s basic security needs.




4
Evolution of NATO

THE NORTH ATLANTIC ALLIANCE soon will mark
four decades of successful collective security. And, the
Federal Republic of Germany recently celebrated 30 vears
of NATO membership.

Both events testify to the achievements of the West-
ern Alliance and w0 Bonn’s smooth political and military
integration into the North Atlantic club of democratic na-
tions.

Peace has reigned in Eurcpe since NATO's forma-
tion. Under the protection of its security umbreila, mem-
ber states have achieved unparalleled levels of individual
and collective prosperity. The average Furopean in 1987
has little fear of imminent attack by the Soviet Union or
its an.es, and feels secure to focus on economic, social,
and more narrowly personal matters.

The Atlantic Ailiance unquestionably is one of the
signal western accomplishments and continuing suc-
cesses of the post-1945 period.

NATO in Transition

Notwithstanding NATO’s successes, however, critics
abound. Many are supportive but seek to warn the Al-
liance of what they perceive as threats to its continued

103
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viability. Scarcely a month passes without a book, article,
or speech proclaiming a new or imminent ““crisis” in
NATO, and proposing ways to surmount it. Such alarms
usually are well intended. And sometimes, most notably
in the 1967 Harmel Report (see appendix C), which exam-
ined future tasks of NATO at a key juncture in the life of
the Alliance, these alarms prompt important changes in
the institution, such as its methods of operation, or rela-
tionships among member countries.

Occasionally, however, these warnings have been
selt-serving, designed to support specific national objec-
tives which are not alwavs shared or given equal priority
by all member nations. Meeting problems created by ex-
ternal changes and national initiatives has posed a series
of challenges for the Allies, as NATO has evolved to ac-
commodate new developments within the East-West
arena.

Because the West German government has tied its
national security so firmly to the North Atlantic Alliance
and, more specifically, to the United States, the German
Federal Republic (FRG) has been unusually sensitive to
the health of NATO and skeptical about anv major
changes proposed to an institution that continues to
serve Germany well.

At the same time, Bonn’s addiction to its American
security blanket often places the FRG in an awkward
position, when initiatives are proposed by the United
States. In virtuallv all instances when the United States
has pressed on its Allies controversial proposals or pro-
grams, such as the multilateral force (MLF), the enhanced
radiation warhead (ERW) (¢r “neutron bomb’™) and
Pershing 1l and cruise missiles, the Federal Republic ul-
timately has given its support, regardless of the high do-
mestic political cost involved. Even when the United
States suddenly reversed direction and cancelled the MLF
and ERW, US-West German relations soured only
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temporarily. Neither West Germany’s basic support of
NATO nor its reliance on the Alliance’s mutual security
guarantee appeared diminished in the least.

German Security Needs Throughout three decades
of membership in NATO, Bonn has sought a major role
in formulating a sound deterrence/defense policy for the
Alliance. The Federal Republic has given budgetarv pri-
ority to its Bundeswehr, taking pains to assure that its mili-
tary contribution to NATO is superior in all respects. It
has led efforts to enhance Europe’s role in the Alliance
and to promote closer collaboration on design and pro-
duction of militarv equipment. The German government
also has tried to mediate between the United States and
other Allies on such issues as the relevance of the Soviet
threat to western interests outside NATO’s geographic
area, which Washington believes should be recognized as
an important Alliance concern.

Bonn’s efforts to make the Alliance function better
sometimes have aroused controversv at home and fric-
tions with one or more of its Alliance partners. German
relations with the United States have become noticeably
cool at times, notably when the Federal Republic’'s
leaders have considered Washington’s detense views dis-
organized and muddled, or because of American pique
over Bonn’s unwillingness to make economic sacrifices to
deny the Soviet Union a large-diameter gas pipe.

Nevertheless, the German government has been
careful not to permit its relationship with the United
States to suffer irreparable harm.

No Guarantees Throughout 30 years of association
with NATO, Bonn’s positions have reflected a conviction
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US Secretary of State Dean Acheson (center), accompanied by Am-
bassador-at-Large Phillip K. Jessup (left) and John J. McCloy, US
High Commissioner for Germany (second from right), calls on The-
odor Heuss, President of the Federal Republic of Germany (second
from left), between meetings of the Big Three Foreign Ministers dur-
ing the signing of the Contractual Agreement in May 1952. With
them at the right is West German Chancellor Konrad Adenauer.

that success of the Alliance is vital for German security in
a divided Europe. Without NATO, Germanv would have
no guarantee of keeping American troops in Europe or
preserving the Amcrican nuclear guarantee. Unques-
tionably, the Federal Republic is the leading European
contributor to NATO. Germany also relies totallv on the
Alliance and the United States for its national security.
Because of Bonn’s consistent determination to make
NATO work etfectively, its reactions to current Alliance
problems, as well as to the directions in which the
organization has evolved over the past decades, are
instructive.
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Diverging Views and
Stress within the Alliance

NATO was established in a period of high military
threat and limited European capabilities, a situation
which had changed dramatically by the earlv 1960s, how-
ever. The economic health, political outlook, and atti-
tudes of many member nations had altered markedly
from outlooks and attitudes of 1949-55, causing trans-
tormed perceptions in national capitals and at NATO
Headquarters.

Outside, the world also was changing, as were se-
curitv needs and opportunities of NATO countries, col-
lectively and individually.

Throughout its life, NATO has faced internal and ex-
ternal challenges, constantly adapting its policies and
programs to meet these challenges. Although the Al-
liance’s continued vitality testifies to the success of these
adaptions, political and military costs have been consid-
erable. And the Germans have paid their full share of
both.

Evolution of the Threat  Initially, the principal
threat to NATO came from the large, well-armed conven-
tional forces of the Soviet Union. Unable or unwilling to
match this force directly, the Western Allies sought to de-
ter attack by threatening massive retaliation with US nu-
clear arms. In ensuing vears, NATO doctrine evolved
gradually, from undifferentiated massive retaliation
through the possible use of theater nuclear weapons to
flexible response, with its implicit corollary of no early
first use of nuclear weapons.
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These changes reflected the growth of the Soviet nu-
clear arsenal, which placed the United States increasingly
at risk, nourishing doubt that US central nuclear systems
automatically would be brought into play in the case of
low-level Soviet aggression in Europe. Concurrently, al-
lied political leaders and military strategists have devoted
much of their energies to elaborating and adjusting
NATO nuclear doctrine and strategy, to assure full coup-
ling of allied deterrent and defense forces throughout the
security spectrum.

As Soviet nuclear capabilities have changed, so has
the military threat to NATO. Allied perceptions of that
threat vary from country to country, however, reflecting
different readings of political, economic, and military de-
velopments east and west of the inner-German border. In
late 1950, after the Korean attack shocked Western Eu-
rope into recognizing its vulnerability to attack by the So-
viet Union and its East European dependencies, NATO
nations agreed that they faced real danger of attack by a
superior conventional force deployed on their borders.
As a result, the Allies accepted highly ambitious national
force goals and agreed that West Germany must rearm if
Western Europe were to have any chance of mounting a
viable conventional defense.

When no Soviet attack occurred, NATO’s sense of
urgency slackened. Lisbon force goals, set in 1952 when
allied concern was at its height, were scrapped as unre-
alistically ambitious. National force build-ups slowed.
Concurrently, the initial Bundeswehr plan, crafted to plug
the NATO force gap, and viewed by Adenauer and his
security advisers as the price of German membership in
NATO, was pared back in favor of Germany’s economic
development program. Helmut Schmidt—West German
Chancellor for the period 1974-82, and Defense Minister
in the Cabinet of Chancellor Willy Brandt—recalls that,
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by 1954, no one in Europe “believed that serious efforts
were necessary to raise more diversions.””!

Western reactions to the 1956 Soviet intervention in
Hungary and the Berlin Crisis of 1961-62 implicitly ap-
proved the status quo in Central Europe. Further, the fer-
ment in Moscow’s satellites brought into question the
military dependability of the Soviet Union’s East Euro-
pean Allies. Thus, many governments in Western Europe
gradually came to consider themselves less and less
threatened militarily by the Warsaw Pact nations.

NATO military authorities and many US officials
often have held different views.

As professional military men, NATO’s military com-
manders have been taught the prudent dictum that ca-
pabilities, not intentions, must be weighed in assessing
threats. Consequently, NATO military advice consist-
ently rests on a maximalist view of the Soviet threat, and
regularly calls for increases in NATO forces and military
capabilities to counter the Soviet threat. Officials of suc-
cessive US administrations have echoed the NATO Mili-
tary Committee’s call for quantitative and qualitative
increases in NATO country forces, pressing hard under a
number of initiatives and programs, including AD-70, the
Long-Term Defense Program, and the Conventional De-
fense Improvements Initiative, to strengthen NATO’s
forces.

Generally, the result has been predictable. Most Eu-
ropean Allies have long-term defense plans designed to
deter aggression, defend against limited attack, and
counter political-military pressures from the East. Uncon-
vinced of the immediacy of any military threat, the Euro-
pean Allies have been loath to upset carefully formulated
national plans to accommodate concerns of NATO mili-
tary staffers or whims of every newly elected US admin-
istration. Similarly, governments have been reluctant to
divert scarce national funds from other sectors of the
economy to undertake unplanned defense projects.
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As a result, the European Allies generally limit their
responses to such initiatives as undertaking low-cost or
no-cost measures, reordering of accelerating already-
planned national projects, or studying the problem.

This recurring outcome causes no surprise to NATO
protessionals. But it is a source of continual frustration to
officials in Washington, who seek to ““fix” NATO prob-
lems or strengthen the Alliance. Lukewarm reaction of
some Allies to such initiatives periodically causes stresses
within NATO Headquarters and between the United
States and its major security partners. Unless Europe’s
perception of the threat changes, however, this situation
is likelv to endure.

Germany’s attitudes are similar to those of other Eu-
ropean states. Although the majority of Germans support
NATO membership, and most want US troops to remain
in the Federal Republic, a few Germans feel threatened
by Soviet actions. A November 1986 poll, for example,
conducted by the German opinion organization EMNID,
found 60 percent of the German public unworried about
the Warsaw Pact threat. Domestic economic and social is-
sues rank well above security for the average German,
who considers money allocated to national detense—only
3.3 percent of GNP in 1984, compared with 6.5 percent
for the United States and 5.3 percent for the United King-
dom—"about right.”

Despite the general satisfaction of the German gov-
ernment and citizenry with things as they stand, how-
ever, Bonn remains apprehensive that outright rejection
of US initiatives in NATO could cause the United States
to loosen its ties with the Western Europeans or trigger a
US troop withdrawal.

Accordingly, if their government is convinced that
the United States really cares, the Germans can be ex-
pected to be generally receptive to US proposals. Again
and again, Bonn has questioned, studied, and equivo-
cated but, in the end, supported US initiatives.?
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Detente and Ostpolitik Adaptation to change has
been one of NATO's great strengths. The preparation
and adoption of the Harmel Report (see appendix C), an
extremely important step in NATO’s development, dem-
onstrates this ability to adapt to changes.

In 19¢4, Belgian Foreign Minister Pierre Harmel ex-
pressed his conviction that the situation facing NATO
had changed radically and that the Alliance was in dan-
ger of losing its vitality and relevance to member states.
He urged that NATO reevaluate its objectives. Accord-
ingly, NATO Ministers accepted Harmel’s assessment
and commissioned a study group to look into the matter.

The Harmel Report, entitled Future Tasks of the Al-
liance, was the product of this investigation. In this semi-
nal document, approved and published by the North
Atlantic Council in December 1967, the Ministers—

® Acknowledged the change in the international sit-

uation.

® Recognized the need to search for more stable con-

ditions in the interests and promotion of European
detente (relaxation of tensions between nations).

® And resolved to take realistic measures to improve

East-West relations.
They endorsed arms control through balanced force re-
ductions and sanctioned development and expansion of
contacts between members of NATO and the Warsaw
Pact. The Ministers also stressed the need to solve the
German problem by removing ““unnatural barriers be-
tween Eastern and Western Europe.”?

With publication of the Harmel Report, ““Detente”
and “‘Disarmament” joined “‘Deterrence’” and “‘Defense”
as key terms in the NATO lexicon.

German officials already had begun to test East Euro-
pean waters that the Harmel Report declared open to
navigation. Gerhard Schroeder, Foreign Minister in
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Adenauer’s last Cabinet, and in the Erhard administra-
tion that followed, began a “policy of movement,” de-
signed to bridge differences with the East and to increase
trade with Soviet satellites.

The Bonn government also hoped to loosen East Eu-
ropean ties with the German Democratic Republic (GDR)
and, if possible, isolate the East German regime. Willy
Brandt, Schroeder’s successor, broadened and extended
the approach but was stymied by the Soviet Union’s deci-
sive 1968 military intervention in Czechoslovakia, which
showed that the USSR was determined to block any at-
tempt to alter the status quo in Eastern Europe, and by
East Germany’s emergence after construction of the
Berlin Wall as a viable state highly important to the
Eastern Bloc.

As Chancellor, Willy Brandt redoubled his efforts to-
ward the East. He moved boldly to deal with the Soviet
Union and the GDR in wavs designed to permit East-
West detente and deal with kev aspects of the German
problem, including the status ot Berlin and the eastern
borders, without foreclosing the possibility of reshaping
the relationship between the two German states. By the
end of Brandt's tenure as Chancellor in 1974, the Federal
Republic had signed basic treaties with the Soviet Union,
Czechoslovakia, and Poland, helped facilitate a new
Four-Power Agreement on Berlin, and concluded an In-
tra-German Basic Treaty with the East Germans.

By terms of these arrangements, Bonn recognized
the Oder-Niesse line as Germany’s eastern border and
codified the status quo in Central Europe. The Federal
Republic also regularized its relations with the GDR at a
level below full recognition under international law. Fur-
ther, it secured rights in a West Berlin that the Soviet
Union acknowledged was separate trom the GDR.

European settlements of 1970-73 established the
foundation of detente. These settlements also proved
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Natonai 