Eastern Illinois University

The Keep

Masters Theses Student Theses & Publications

1974

The United States and the SPD, 1945-1949: An

Examination of Policies and Attitudes

Bruce L. Berry
This research is a product of the graduate program in History at Eastern Illinois University. Find out more
about the program.

Recommended Citation

Berry, Bruce L., "The United States and the SPD, 1945-1949: An Examination of Policies and Attitudes" (1974). Masters Theses. 3654.
https://thekeep.eiu.edu/theses/3654

This is brought to you for free and open access by the Student Theses & Publications at The Keep. It has been accepted for inclusion in Masters Theses

by an authorized administrator of The Keep. For more information, please contact tabruns@eiu.edu.


https://thekeep.eiu.edu
https://thekeep.eiu.edu/theses
https://thekeep.eiu.edu/students
www.eiu.edu/historygrad
www.eiu.edu/historygrad
mailto:tabruns@eiu.edu

PAPER CERTIFICATE #2

TO: Graduate Degree Candidates who have written formal theses.

SUBJECT: Permission to reproduce theses.

The University Library is receiving a number of requests from other
institutions asking permission to reproduce dissertations for inclusion
in their library holdings. Although no copyright laws are involved, we
feel that professional courtesy demands that permission be obtained
from the author before we allow theses to be copied.

Please sign one of the following statements:
Booth Library of Eastern Illinois University has my permission to lend

my thesis to a reputable college or university for the purpose of copying
it for inclusion in that institution's library or research holdings.

Qo ly 25 /779
/ /

/ Date”

I respectfully request Booth Library of Eastern Illinois University not
allow my thesis be reproduced because

Date Author

pdm



THE UNITED STATES AND THE SPD, 1945-19L49:

AN EXAMINATION OF POLICIES AND ATTITUDES

(TITLE)

BY

Bruce L, Berry

THESIS

SUBMITTED IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS
FOR THE DEGREE OF

Master of Arts

IN THE GRADUATE SCHOOL, EASTERN ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY
CHARLESTON, ILLINOIS

1974

YEAR

| HEREBY RECOMMEND THIS THESIS BE ACCEPTED AS FULFILLING

THIS PART OF THE GRADUATE DEGREE CITED ABOVE

DATE




TABLE CF CONTENTS

Chapter

I, Iﬁmme’ﬁ(}ﬁ....-.......‘..oaa

II, AMERICAN ATTITUDES TOWARD THE RE-BMERQENCE OF

GW*MWLITIC&?ARTI%Oco‘oooo.oco

III, THE UNITED STATES AND THE SED CONTROVERSY ,

IV, THE DEVELOPMENT OF AMERICAN OPPOSITION TO
ms?n.‘.‘ll"t."...".'.

L]

*

V. THE UNITED STATES, THE SPD, AMD THE FOUNDING OF

THE WEST GERMAN STATES o ¢« ¢ ¢ s ¢ 0 0 0 ¢ ¢ o o

VI, THE HOME FRONT: AMERICAN DOMESTIC ATTITUDES

TOWARD THE SPD o ¢ o o 2 o &
VII, CONCLUSION 4 ¢« ¢ s o o s o o
BIBLIOGRAPHY o ¢ o v ¢ s ¢ s o s o o
APPENDIXES « o o ¢ 0 ¢ 04 6 ¢ 6 ¢ o o

[ ]

L 4

¢ ¢ & 0o & » O

¢ & @& & & 9 o

® & & & & ¢

® & & & & & &

7

52

3

o1



CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

In May of 1945, Germany was in a state of virtual collapse.
Chaos reigned. Over L,5 million Germans had been killed and over twice
as many had been driven from their homes in eastern Burope. Damage
to physical property was unprecedented. In Berlin, 75 per cent of the
houses had been destroyed or severely damaged. In some cities, such as
Dusseldorf, less than 5 per cent of the homes were inhabitable, Most of
the waterways and harbors were blocked and most bridges destroyed. Much
of the vital railway system was temporarily unusable, Industrial and
agricultural production was cut in half, and food, clothing, and
consumer necessities were in severely short supply. Germany'!s financial
system was just as terribly disrupted with a national debt that had
increased ten times since 1939 and a currency which had inflated
sevenfold in the same period.l The social structure had collapsed. The
urban middle classes had, in a large part, become "proletarized."2 A
mood of despair prevailed. As people crowded into the ruined cities,

privacy, food, and warmth became their only concerns, Political matters

1onrdon Wright, The Ordeal of Total War: 1939-1945, The Rise of
Modern Europe, ed, by William L. Langer (New York: Harper Torche
books, 1968), p. 26k

2Lew1s J. Edinger, Kurt Schumacher: A Study in Personality and
Political Behavior (Stanford, California: Stanford University Press,
1965), p. The
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were the farthest things from the minds of the Cerman peaplmB

In contrast, Germany's American occupiers had escaped the
war relatively unscathed. The United States had lost only 300,000
dead, a tragic number but still small when compared to European losses.
American industry, far from being destroyed by war, had grown tre-
mendously, with production nearly doubling during the war yaara.h With
its massive, well-equipped armed forces, the United States stood
triumphant over Rurope.

This, then, was the situation which existed when the Allies
assumed the military occupation of Germany., It was also the environment
into which German political parties re-emerged.

The objective of this thesis is to examine the attitudes and
policies of the American occupation officials toward one of these roe
emerging parties, the German Social Democratic Party or SPD, American
reaction toward early postewar German political activity will be
surveyed and United 3States opposition to the SPD's political and
econonmic goals em;:haéized. 0f specisl interest is the American attitude
toward ‘bhe 8PD during the crisis over the Socialist Unity Party. It is
my intention to determine if, during the period from 1945 until 19L9
vhen American policy toward Jerman politicsl partles was proclaimed to
be neutral, the United States was opposed to the SPD and its goals of
Socialism and centralization, and to discover if American occupation
peraonnel, who believed strongly in the American system of federalism
and free enterprise, did interfere in the German political process to
the disadvantage of the SPD, !

Moid,

%ordon vWright, Total War, p. 265,




CHAPTER II

AMERICAN ATTITUDES TOWARD THE RE=ZMERGENCE OF

GSRMAN POLITICAL PARTIES

In April of 1945, the United States Joint Chiefs of Staff issued
a directive which was to be the basis of the American occupation of
Germany, This document is commonly referred to as JCS 1067. Although
the directive dealt with the whole broad range of problems facing the
American occupation, its political and economic aspects are of importance
for this study.

JCS 1067 called for American policy to work toward the
"decentrélization" of both the politicsal and economic structure of
Germany.S This decentralization was to facilitate achieving the ultimate
objective of United States policy for Germany which was to "prevent
Germany from ever again becoming a threat to the peace of the world."6
The communique of the Big Three conference at Potsdam in July and August
of 1945 reiterated many of the points of JCS 1067, especially those on
decentralization and the maintenance of only a minimal standard of

living for the German people.7

sU.S. Department of State, "Militar Government of Germany:
Directive to the Commander in Chief of the inited States Forces of
Occupation,® Department of State Bulletin, XIII (October 21, 19L5}, 597.

6Ibid., Pe 598,

7U.S. Department of State, Occupation of Germany: Policy and
Pro;resa, 1%&5—&6 (Washington, D.Ce: U.S. Government Printing Office,
9 ) Po 9.
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It is interesting to note that point nine of JCS 1067 ordered
the American occupation commander to “"assure that . . « /the/ . o &
military government « . . [Ei§7 e« o« o Not become committed to any political
group."8 Before the end of 1946 the United States would gbandon this
point of JCS 1067 as well as its stringent restricticns on German
economic recovery and would be promoting the development of German
industry on a free enterprise basis, to the detriment of the SPD.

Less than z week after the surrender of Germany, the American
occupation forces were making plans toward returning some form of
governmental control to the German people. Robert Murphy, who was the
State Department officlal assigned to advise the Military Government on
political matters, advised the Secretary of State that the United States
should immediately begin the re-establighment of German administrative
machinery on a regional basis, with Germans who had not been Nazis
occupying the positions. Murphy stated at that time his belief that the
real purpose of American military govermment was to return control to the
German people as soon as it was feasible.9

This opinion was not universally shared by American officials,
however. Some believed it was too early to allow a renewal of political

activity, even by antiefascist groups such as the S?D.lo

8Departmant of State Bulletin, p. 600,

TRobert Murphy to the Secretary of State, May 12, 1945, U.S.
Department of State, Foreign Relations of the United States: Diplomatic
Papers, 19L5 [Hereafter cited as FRUS/, Vol, 111, Buropean Advisory
Commission; Austria; Germany (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1968), p. 9LO.

10
Ambassador Caffery to the Secretary of State, June 3, 19L5,
Ibid., p. 9l1., Jefferson Caffery was Ambassador to France.




By the middle of June, the local military governments in the
United States Zone were becoming increasingly concerned with political
problems, Some local political groups had begun to ask for permission
to recommend candidates for office, The Office of Military Government for
Cermany, United States, or OMGUS, was unwilling at this time to recognize
these groups as political parties as such, but it was willing to accept
a list of names of candidates., Permission was alsc granted for some of
these groups to hold political meetings. Unfortunately, the lack of
knowledge of German political history was a hindrance to the military
government in dealing with these groups.l1

At this time, the United States instituted advisory councils to
try to bridge the gap between the administrative officials, appointed by
OMGUS, and the local German population. This action gave a de facto
recognition to political groups. The advisory councils were purely
consultative and had no real authority. The German people viewed them
as a part of the American administration and as a compromise, the
Councile satisfied few people.l2

The Military Government had also begun to consult with Germans
of various factions to obtain their views on Germeny's future,.
Consultations with the Catholic hierarchy in the American Zone revealed

the anti-socialist feelings of the Catholics. The clergymen feared any

1y arold Zink to Donald Heath, June 10, 1945, Ibid., p. SLBe

13Leonard Krieger, "The Interregnum in Germany: MarcheAugust
1945, Political Science Quarterly, LXIV (December, 1949), 52k. '




leftist activity, and they lumped the SPD, the KPD (German Communist
Party), and other left wing groups all together. The Bishop of Regensberg
denounced all these groups and warned the Americans that Russian
propaganda broadcasts condemning the harshness of the Western occupation
would lead to leftist political gains in the United States Zone.13
Toward the end of July, the United States sought out the views
of some SPD officials on the occupation. However, the Americans were
not making any specific judgements on the SPD yet because the party
had not announced a formal program.lh
Richard Brewster, the OMGUS official who had spoken with the
above SPD members, reported to Murphy that, other than the Communists,
most German political groups favored the ban which was in effect on
political activity. They seemed to believe that people were too concermed
with obtaining food and shelter to be worried with political matters at

that time.ls

Brewster also suggested that the United States should support
a "center" German govermment, He feared that the terrible economic and
social conditions, plus the "hesitating" American policy would drive the
Germans to the left or r:l.ght.16

On August 18, 1945, General Eisenhower announced that, according
to the Potsdam agreements, German political parties which were "democratic"

would be encouraged and allowed the rights of assembly and public

L3prus, 1945, Vol. II, p. 948.

lhﬂobert Murphy to the Secretary of State, July 21, 1945,
Ibide, pe 950,

Brpid,, p. 951

61154,



discussiones Free trade unions were also to be permitted, as long as
they were compatible with military security. OMGUS would grant
permission for the above activities and was to report all those not
authorized as well as those that were.l7

In late September, Murphy visited Munich to review the de-
nazification programs on behalf of General Lucius D, Clay, then Deputy
Military Governor in the U.S. Zone of occupation, He spﬁke with
Military Government officials as well as with leaders of the German
parties.la

While on this trip, Murphy became involved in a controversy
which indicated the direction in which OMGUS poliey toward the SPD was
moving. During the course of his investigation of the situation in
Bavaria, Murphy decided that Minister President Schaefer, a staunch
conservative who opposed American plans for early elections and the dee
nazification program, should be relieved and a more representative
Bavarian Govermnment formed. Murphy had intended to recommend Albert
Rosshaupter as the new Minister President. Rosshaupter was a senior
SPD official with an excellent anti-nazi record, including a long term
at Dachau concentration camp., Eisenhower, howsver, had decided on
Wilhelm Hoegner, also a Social Democrat, for the position because he
would be less inclined to allow the communists to participats in any

coalition gpvernment.19

17General £isenhower to the War Department, August 7, 1945,
Ibid., p. 95k

laRobert Murphy to the Secretary of State, October 3, 19L5,
Ibide, pe 972

134,
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Kurphy met with Hoegner and received his assurances that he would
try to represent agll the Bavarian political groups. Murphy believed Hoegner
was eager to carry out United States policy.20 Apparently, SPD members
of this type were acceptable to OMGUS. We shall see later how it felt
about a more independent breed of SPD politician,

Shortly after his return from Munich, Murphy and Clay prepared
a document on the German political situation which was sent to the War
Department. It is worth examining to determine the official OMGUS
interpretation of the German political parties,

It was reported that political parties had been formed in all the
large cities soon after they were permitted. In Stuttga;t, Frankfurt,
and Kassel, the SPD and the KPD were most active, gathering moderate
and orderly crowds. In Munich the situation was a little different,
because the Christian Socialist Union (CSU), the Bavarian counterpart of
the Christian Democratic Union (CDU) in the other Laender was also highly
active., The parties had avoided "doctrinaire" discussions and had called
for adherence to democratic principles, cooperation with the Military
Government, concentration on German reconstruction, and the de-nazification
of German life. However, only the communists favored the indiscriminate
removal of Nazis.zl

The urban centers were developing a pattern of two left parties,
the SPD and the KPD., These tended to cooperate with each other but not

merge. The SPD seemed to be gaining the largest following, except in

0r1p54,

Zgeneral Clay to the War Department, October 13, 1915,
Ibid., p. 961.

*Tho Laender were the German States,
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Bavaria where the CSU appeared to be replacing the old Bavarian People!s
Party as the dominant political groupe22

The above memo maintains the official policy of neutrality toward
the German political parties which OMGUS continued to voice throughout the
occupation, The Military Government was merely the "unbiased observer"
reporting the political events as they occurred and remaining aloof as
long as democratic principles were not viclated. Unofficial policy was
quite another matter,

In early October, Dr., Kurt Schumacher, the unofficial head of
the SPD, called for a national party conference to discuss the problems
facing Germany during the occupation.23 The United States did not look
favorably upon the idea of a national political meeting. Murphy
believed it was much too early to consider any national or Zonal scope
for Jerman parties. American occupation officials, attempting to keep
a firm grip on political activity, believed that organization on a state
or Land basis was sufficient for the time being.2h

The United States continued this "limiting" policy on political
activity through the campaign for the elections scheduled for its Zone
for January, 1946, The elections were scheduled in the small towns

where party politics would not be significant. Murphy admitted that the

221bid., p. 982'

23Laszlo Gorgey, "The Influence of Foreign Policy on the
Development of the Social Democratic Party in Germany" (unpublished
Ph.D, dissertation, University of Virginia, 1964), p. 58.

2hﬂobert Murphy to the Secretary of State, November 30, 19L5,
FRUS, 19L5, Vol. III, p. 1008,
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United States was attempting to make these elections reflect local
independent candidates and issues, rather than large party and zonal
issues.zs This activity took place against the background of a survey,
conducted by OMGUS, which revealed that over one-third of the Germans
in the U,S. Zone favored the SPD, and believed it was bast qualified to
lead the reconstruction of Germany.26

By the end of the year, Murphy's interest in internal German
political affairs had become quite obvious, He forwarded an article to
Secretary of State James F. Byrnes written by the Bavarian Social Democrat,
Wilhelm Hoegner, entitled "Federalism, Unitarianism, or Separatism."
Murphy praised Hoegner as the "leading voice in Germany for a federal
state.," Hoegner's support of federalism had helped him to become a
favorite of American occupation officials. Hoegner had tried to make a
clear distinction between federalism and separatism, not wanting to be
accused of splitting up Germany. However, Murphy knew that Hoegner's
position was in the minority in the SPD, which generally preferred a
centralized unitarian state to a federal government, and he was concerned
whether or not Hoegner's ideas could gain support.27

The strong showing by the SPD in the small town elections in
January, gaining a 50,000 vote plurality out of 376,000 votes cast,

surprised American officials. The press was cautioned not to take the

2$Robert Murphy to the Secretary of State, December 12, 1945,

Ibid., p. 1015,

26Anna Jo Merritt and Richard L. Merritt, eds., Public Opinion
in Occupied Germany: The QMGUS Surveys, 1%1;5-1;9 (Urbana, Illinois,
University of Illinois Press, 1970), p. 105e

2TRobert Murphy to the Secretary of State, December 27, 19LS,
MUS, 19115, Vol. III, pe 1022,
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results as a national trend, but officials seemed disturbed that the CDU
did not make a better showing. C. L. Abcock, an OMGUS official, played
down the SPD victory by claiming that party platforms had not yet been
formalized, and the elections had been personality <:cm'c,c=:st.s.'28 Although
no one admitted it openly, OMGUS seemed clearly concerned with the
strength of the SPD in the American Zone,

As the German parties became more widely organized, they began
to develop more definite programs. At the Zonenbeirat®meeting of April 3,
1946, the SPD pushed through strong resolutions calling for immediate
economic unity and the eventual political unification of Germany, which
it felt would aid greatly the recovery of Europe.29

Later that same month, during a meeting of the Kommandatura, the

four power control council in Berlin, the United States once again
voiced 1ts official policy of neutrality toward individual political
parties and factions., However, it stated that it was opposed to
allowing, within the parties, small groups of leaders to override the
wishes of the majority.Bo This was an admirable policy, but it is

difficult to Jjustify how the United States could expound such a policy

8
2 New York Times (Hereafter cited as N,Y,T.), January 22, 1946,

Pe 30

29John Gimbel, The American Occupation of Germany: Politics and -
%gg Milita 1945-19 2"(§£anford, California: Stanford University Press,
98,p. L )

Pgobert Murphy to the Secretary of State, April 13, 19L6,
UsSe Department of State, Foreign Relations of the United States:
Diplomatic Papers, 1946, Vol. V, the British Commonwealth; Western and
Central Lurope (washington, D.Ce: U.S. Covernment Printing Office, 1969),
Pe 7204

*
The Zonenbeirat was the Zonal Advisory Council in the British Zone,
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while it was becoming increasingly opposed to the SPD in the American
Zone,

Elections were held in the larger towns and rural counties in the
American Zone during the final week in April of 19L6, The conservative
parties won a majority, but the number of votes cast was less than in
previous elections, and the results were not sufficient to forecast how
a national election might be decided.>r The SPD was quick to charge
after the elections that the United States was "stacking the cards" in
favor of their "reactionary" opponents. It had become evident to
observers that Germany was being squeezed between extremes, with each
occupying power trying to build its zone into a carbon copy of its own
political and economic system, This was true in the East and Wbst.Bz

| On May 26, two days before the elections in the large cities in

the American Zone, Kurt Schumacher made what the New York Times called

"the most significant speech" by a German since the end of the war, in
which he lashed out at occupation policies. Schumacher called for amnesty
for Germans who had joined the Nazi movement at an age when they were

too young to know any better. He also claimed that German guilt was
interwoven with international guilt, and he told the United States that,
as a world power, it now had a responsibility toward Europe., The SPD
leader protested the extensive deindustrialization of Germany, since
Germany could not live on "charity", and he claimed there could be little
hope for a democratic German nation if the Ruhr were separated from the

rest of Germany. He also condemned the Western Powers for failing to

3lN.Y.T., May 6, 1946, p. 8.

327bid., pe e




break up "big capitalism,' which he asserted had helped bring on the
war.33 This open criticism of American occupation policy certainly did
nothing to endear Schumacher and the SPD to OMGUS officials.
Throughout the summer of 1946, Schumacher continued to attack
occupation policies. Speaking in Frankfurt, located in the American
Zone, he told an audience of five thousand people that "the Germans want
either all of Potsdam or none of it," He again criticized the policy of
dismantling German industry, and he emphasized that if Germany could not
have her industry, then she must at least have the economic unity promised
at Potsdam in order to survive, The SPD chairman confronted American
free enterprise ideology with the statement that "socialism" was the
gsurest way to disarmament" and demanded the socialization of industry
and agriculture. Schumacher maintained that Hitler would never have
come to power if German heavy industry had been socialized.3h
While it is doubtful that Schumacher had any effect on it,
American policy toward Germany began to change in the surmer of 1946,
There were indications of the doming change even before that time. The
House Special Committee on Postewar Zconomic Policy and Planning had
concluded in November of 1945 that the stiringent controls on German
economic growth had to be relaxed if Germany was to be asble to produce
enough to provide its own population even a minimal standard of living,
35

and resume its place as a vital component in the European economye

33N.Y.T., May 6, 1946, p. 8.

b ria., June 2, 19L6, p. 6.

35U.S. Congress, House, Eighth Report of the House Special
Committee on Postwar Economic Policy and Plannings Zconomic Reconstruction
in Europe Tﬁééhington, DeCe: UeS. Government Printing Office, 1945), pe 33
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A prosperous free economy in Germany was now seen to be vital for
Buropean reconstruction. Allen Dulles voiced this general opinion in
1946 when he declared that if the United States failed to make a free
economy work in Germany, the communists would use this failure as a
strong argument for their own system.36

The change in policy was evident to observers in Germany, and

the New York Times reported on June 24, 1946 that American policy was

shifting from an emphasis on de-militarization, de-industrialization, and
de-nazification to reeeducation and the solution of economic problems.
OMGUS officials voiced the opinion that, unless economic difficulties
were solved, there would be little hope for democracy in Germany.37
On September 6, 1946, Secretary of State James F. Byrnes delivered
a speech at Stuttgert which many historians view as a turning point in
American policy toward Germany. Byrnes was encouraged by Gensral Clay
to make a policy statement in Germany which could help Clay in his
occupation policies and which would also be a response to Russian
intransigence on German problems.38
Byrnes called for an abandonment of the strict controls on
German economic growth as had been directed in JCS 1067 and asked for an
increasingly productive German economy. He maintained that conditions in
Germany at that time prevented the attainment of even the low levels of
industrial production on which the allies had agreed, He stated that

economic unity was necessary in order for Germany to solve its pressing

36Lloyd C. Gardner, "America and the German Problem, 1945=L49," in

Politics and Policies of the Truman Administration, ed, by Barton J,
Bernstein (Chicago: Quadrangle Books, 1970), pe 136.

3My.,¥. 7., June 2, 1916, p. 6.

38James F. Byrnes, 3peaking .‘rankly (liew York: Harper and 3rothers,
1947), p. 187,
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economic problems, and he proposed central agencies to carry out currency
reform, control inflation, and administer industry and foreign trade.
The Secretary declared that Germany had to be allowed to produce enough
so that it could export and purchase imports, and thus make its economy
self sustaining. He voiced what was now the official American opinion,
stating that Germsn recovery was essential to general Curopean recovery,
Byrnes also called for steps to be taken to form a national council to
draft a federal constitution.39

An industriaslly based party such as the SPD should have welcomed
policies which would have aided industrial growth. However, one can be
certain that the kind of economy envisioned by a South Carolinian such
as Byrnes was not a socialist one. Another segment of the speech also
boded ill for the SPD's plans. Byrnes called for the German political
system to be rebuilt from the ground up with a decentralized political
structure based on local responsibility as the ultimate objective.ho
This concept would not sit well with Social Democrats who viewed a
strong centralized state as essential for Germany's future,

John Gimbel does not believe Byrnes speech at Stuttgart was a
shift in policy but was merely a maneuvering within the limits set
up at Potsdam to meet the needs of Germany in 19h6.hl However, the
consensus among historians is that the speech was a departure. 3arton

Bernstein and Lloyd Gardner believe the speech indicated a shift in

. 39James F, Byrnes, "A 3elf Governing Germany," Vital Speeches of
the Day, XII (September 15, 19L6), 708.

Lo

hlJohn Gimbel, "On the Implementation of the Potsdam Agreement:
An Essay on Postwar German Policy," Political Science Quarterly, LAXXVII
(January, 1972), 2ub.

James F. Byrnes, Speaking Frankly, p. 190.
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response to Soviet attitudes while some, such as Harold Zink and Zugene
Davidson, stress the effect the change in policy had upon the attitudes
of the Germans.h2 In any case, the United States was now committed
to restoring the German economy to a level consistent with Zuropean
recovery, and the call for an assembly to discuss a constlitution indicated
that American policy favored some form of a new German state,

The first year and a half of the occupation had thus seen American
policy toward Germany shift fyom one of strict punitive measures to one
of restoring Germany to a place in the European state system, with a
federal governmental structure and a free enterprise system based upon
the United States models This same period also saw the SPD grow from a
small group of persecuted politicians into a strongly organized party,
with a definite program of socialization and centralization. The period
after September 6, 1946 would see these two opposing philosophies for
Germany come into increasing conflict. However, before discussing the
development of that conflict, it is necessary to examine the controversy

over the Socialist Unity Party, the SED,

thloyd Garnder in Politics and Policies, p. 13kL; Barton Bernstein,
"American Foreign Policy and the Origins of the Cold War," in Politics and
Policies, pe 50; Harold Zink, The United States in Germany, 19LL<5D
(Princeton, New Jersey: D. Van Nostrand Company, 1957), p. 95; and Zugene
Devidson, The Death and Life of Germany: An Account of the American
Occupation (New York: A1Tred A. Knopf, 1981), pe 1Lé.




CHAPTER III
THE UNITZD STATES ANDkTHE SED CONTROVERSY

On September 1L, 1945, Otto Grotewohl, an SPD leader in Soviet
occupied Berlin, told a crowd of over 2500 party members that the time
was right for the SPD and KPD to overcome their past differences and
cooperate with one another to form a sincere "united working class
i‘ront."h3 This was the beginning of the attempt by the pro-Soviet
left wing of the SPD, with Russian backing, to form a single working
class party, a Socialist Unity Party.

The attempts to force the merger between the SPD and the KPD are
worth studying, because they continued for over a year, and they
indicated the coming breakdown in Zast-iWest relations regarding Germany.
However, the SED affair is also important, because it marks the one
major instance during the occupation in which the SPD in the Western
Zones received full American supporte

The United States paid close attention to the attempts to merge
the two working class parties. On October 15, 1945, Murphy reported to
Secretary Byrnes that the KPD was pushing to form a single party. His
indications were that, except in Berlin and the Soviet Zone where
Russian pressure could be felt more strongly, the SPD was having none

of it.hh

h3N.Y.T., September 15, 1945, p. 8.

Mipgpert Murphy to the Secretary of 5tate, December 29, 1945,
FRUS, 19L5, Vol III, p. 993.

17
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2y January of 1946, the SPD in the Western Jones was openly
criticizing the call for the merger, which was not only proposed for
the Soviet Zone but also for the three Western Zones, 5PD leaders
claimed that Berlin officials had no jurisdiction to call for such a
move., Besides, until the XPD had proved its new democratic and national
character, the SPFD would not even consider such an idaa.hs

Schumacher, who already hated the XPD for its responsibility
for the fall of Welmar, had decided that the proposed unity party would
be nc more than a puppet of the Soviet Union, His strong stance against
the merger helped solidify his position as the SPD leader since the vast
majority of SPD members agreed with his position.h6

Murphy believed certain elements of tha SFD in Berlin and the
Russian Zone might have favored the merger with the XPD, but on the
whole the concept was not popular. SPD sources to whom Murphy had access
told him that they resented the attempts of the Berlin central committee
to interfere in the politics of another zone, as well as the concept of
the merger itself, Schumacher based his oppoasition to the merger on the
grounds that the XKPD was the representative of a "foreign imperial power."
Hurphy was afraid that the Soviet Union would put pressure on 5PD leaders
in its zone to force them to accept the mergar.h7 Cne can see in the

merger issue the differences over Germany which were developing between

the Soviet Union and the Western Powers. In this instance the United

2‘52\!.’1.1'., January 30, 1946, p. ll.

hﬁbahn Allen Maxwell, "Social Democracy in a Divided Gernmany:
Kurt Schumacher and the German Question" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation,

West Virginia University, 1969), p. 73

h7Hobert Murphy to the Secretary of State, January 9, 1946,
FRUS, 1946, Vols V, pe TOl.
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States could better protect its hopes for a capitalistic Germany by
supporting an independent SPD. If the merger were allowed to take place
in the Western Zones it would likely provide a majority for the opponents
of the free enterprise system, as well as increase Soviet influence in
Western Germany. Supporting the SPD in its opposition to the merger
would thus be consistent with American policy for Germany.

Murpﬁy's fears of Soviet pressure were soon realized when the SPD
reversed its earlier decision and agreed to a conference to consider
the merger. Grotewohl planned the meeting for April 7. The Russians were
pressing hard for the smalgamation of the two parties and were threatening
to arrest SPD delegates in the Soviet Zone who did not support the
Russian position, Grotewoehl's decision had come after Schumacher and
other Western SPD leaders had refused to consider any conference on the
merger or cooperation with the Zastern SPD, which was already controlled
by the Soviets, Murphy believed that Grotewohl felt he had no choice
but to yleld to Soviet pressure, since he had no support from the

8

West.h The British had come to view this pressure as the opening phase

of a Russian plan to communize all of Germanyah9
Grotewohl soon found that he had 1ittle support from his local
party as well. At a Berlin SPD meeting to discuss the proposed merger,
delegates demonstrated for over ten minutes against Grotewohl. American
officials claimed that over eighty per cent of the delegates had voted

against the merger concept. They had demanded secret ballots for the

481pi4,, p. 703

h9Ambassador (Gallam to the Secretary of State, February 27, 1946,
Ibid.’ p, 706.
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question to guard against possible Soviet reprisals. The results tended
to confirm Schumacher!s belief that only a small minority outside the
Russian Zone would suppert the merger. Many American officlals, who viewed
the merger as an attempt by the KPD to gain influence in greater
proportion than its electoral strength, believed the results of the
meeting would probably convince the XPD not to push the merger outside the
Soviet Zone in April.so The United States had also decided to take all
feasible means to protect any SPD members whose safety might be threatened
because of their opposition to the merger.51

On March 20, Kathleen MecLaughlin reported that the Russians were
imprisoning opponents of the merger in Buchenwald and other concentration
camps. Wilhelm Pieck, the KPD leader, said it was imperative that the
merger take place by March 31, so that the new party could begin creating
conditions which would eliminate the need for the occupation, Publicly
the United States was maintaining a position of neutrality in the affair,
while Great Britain, France, and the Soviet Union openly backed their
respective “protegééﬁ The United States drew criticism from some corners
for its position which would Yopen the door to dangerous elements in the

52

political system." However, privately, Americsn policy was anything but
neutral.

Murphy believed that most of those who favored the merger were
more interested in the "Socialist" portion of Social Democracy, while

those who opposed it were concerned with the "democratic" content.

0
5 ¥.Y.Te, March 2, 1946, p. 2.

Slﬂobert Murphy to the Secretary of State, March 13, 1946,
FRUS, 191&6, Vol. V, Pe 709.
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This statement is reflective of Murphy's opposition to socialization as
well as the American position in general, He had now decided that
Grotewehl had abandoned democratic principles in the hope of achieving a
socialist state. Compared to this active preaching of "class struggle,"
Schumacher's brand of social democracy was much more acceptable to the
United States. Murphy believed that the SPD feared the return to power
of reactionary capitalist forces and would cooperate with the Western
occupiers in order to prevent it.53

On March 26, the Berlin SPD executive council approved holding a
referendum to decide the merger question, The discussion came about
partially due to criticism within the party, but primarily because of
Deputy Military Oovernor Lucius D, Clay's announcement that the merger
would not be recognized in the U,S5, sector unless the mass of the party
approved it, not just the executive committee. In protest, the pro-
merger groups decided to boycott the referendum. They would only vote
on the question at the party conference scheduled for mid-Aprile The
United States intended to observe the referendum closely to make certain
it was conducted democratically.su

The referendum was held on March 31 in Berlin, However, the
police in the Soviet Zone closed polling places and seized voting lists
to prevent the referendum from taking place. They alsc harassed reporters

attempting to cover the election. In the Western Zones, the vote was

over seven to one against the merger. Zven former XPD strongholds failed

SBRobert Murphy to the Secretary of State, March 20, 1946,
FRUS, 1946, Vol. V, p. T1lle

Shaobert Marphy to the Secretary of State, arch 29, 19L6,
Ibidt, po 711‘.
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to support it.ss The large majority against the merger did not prevent
the Soviet Union from continuing to push the idea, It forced the SPD
executive committee, which was by then under Soviet control, to call
for an immediate combination of the party organization, even before the
April convention.56 To counteract these actions, the anti-merger portion
of the SPD asked permission to hold a convention in the American Zone
on April 7. The request was granted by the United States, in the hope

of bringing the entire question under discussion in the Kommandatura.57

The convention was held as scheduled, and, to the surprise of
no one, it voted out Grotewohl and the other leaders who had supported
the merger. Karl Germer, Franz Newmann, and Kurt Swolinsky were named
new co~chairmen by a vote of 484 to 1. They maintained that the old
leadership had tried to sell the party out to the KPD.S8

As expected, the United States with British and French support
backed the recognition of the newly elected chairmen, while the Soviet
Union asked that the matter be dropped. The Western powers replied that

the question was important and suggested that the Kommandatura officially

recognize that the SPD was split over the merger issue and call for those
who wished to join with the KPD to do so, while the SPD remained

independent. The Soviets still refused to discuss the matter at that

tine.>’
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Despite the referendum against the merger, the SPD and KPD in the
Russian Zone joined forces on April 1L and declared the formation of the

Socialistiche Einheits Partel (32D), Crotewohl predicted that the merger

would soon spread to the Western Zones. People who attended the meeting
had to swear that they had not taken part in the previous meeting which
had ousted Grotewohle The new SED declared that Soviet assistance would
be best for Germany. The Communists would dominate the SPD members in
the new party because the latter still "needed training."éo On April 21,
Grotewohl declared that the dream of working class unification had
finally been achieved, However, primarily due to Schumacher's tireless
efforts against them, attempts to promote the merger in the Western Zones
were failing.

American officials wviewed this controversy with increasing concern,
It was obvious that attempts to force the merger had hurt quadripartite
control, The SED was continuing to function without official permission
while the SPD was being forced to "lay low" in the Soviet Zone, Murphy
decided that, if the Soviet Union refused to make the SED submit to

Kommandatura control, the United States should act as if the SPD were

authoriged in the other gzones. To Murphy, the issue was now much greater
than a simple matter of merging political parties.62
The SED question was passed on to the Allied Control Council.

General Kalikov, the Soviet representative, pressed for immediate

6ON'Y0TQ’ April 15’ 19}-‘6, Pe 1.

611bid., April 22, 1946, p. 10.
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recognition of the 3ED, The United States attempted to trade Western
recognition in return for Soviet recognition of the SPD, but the French
opposed this since the SPD had voted against a merger. France was
willing to recognize the SED as a new party, but not a fused one. The
Berlin SPD chairman, Germer, wrote the council that the SPD needed
allied support and that its policies had not changed simply because a
small group had bolted to the SED.63

with the merger of the SPD and KPD in the Soviet Zone and the
inability of the Control Council to solve the problem, the SZD affair
moved to the background, However, it was by no means out of sight, and,
especially with the attempts to complete a merger in the western Zones,
the United States and the SPD still had to deal with the question
periodically for over a years

The Soviet Union was doing nothing to make the problem any more
solvable, On July 18, 1946, the SPD leaders met in the Soviet sector
of Berlin to protest the Russian's unfair treatment of the SPD. The
Russians had been forcing the SPD to submit speeches prior to their
delivery, requiring complete personal data on all SPD leaders, and had
forbidden the distribution of a leaflet written by Schumacher.6h The
SPD's position of independence had done nothing to endear it to the
Russians, and there was little hope that the situation was going to
improve.

The SPD, however, was not halted by Russian harassment, and it

continued to press forward its principles. During the election campaign

63&:.!.?., April 27, 1946, p. L.
61‘Ibid., July 19, 1946, v. kL.
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in Saxony in late summer, the SPD openly and vehemently attacked the
SEDe It placed its own posters over those of the SED, accusing the SED
of working toward a communist dictatorship, one which had already taken

65

roote The SPD was not giving in to Russian pressure without a fight,
and this attitude evidently paid off in the Berlin elections in October,
in which the SPD finished ahead of the SED in the SED's own stronghold,
the Russian sector.

In return for its election successes, the SPD came under the
brunt of a vicious Soviet propagenda campsign. Pravda accused Schumacher -
of being a new fuehrer and condemned his recent trip to Great Britain.
The Russians accused SPD members of joining the Hazis in droves in the
1930'g, Schiumacher denied the charges and said that he was certain that
Moscow could forgive him for being a fuehrer, but never for being a
democrat. He also denied that he was a tool of the Western democracies

and proclaimed his independan.ce.67

In January of 1947, the Kormmandatura again took up the problems

between the SPD and the SED. The United States objected to the Soviet
Union's refusal to permit freedom of action for other parties in its

zone while openly supporting the 3ED. The United States representative
pressed for a return of responsibility to German slected bodies as soon

as was possible,

65N.Y.T., September 8, 1946, p. 28.
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Soon after this meeting, it was rumored that the Soviet Union
would be willing to allow the SPD to operate in its zone if SED

69 This

leaders, such as Grotewohl, would be allowed to rejoin the SFD,
would be like asking the proverbial fox to guard the chickens. However,
the Russians pressed ahead with their plans. Schumacher was invited to
discuss with SED leaders how the SPD might be allowed to returm to the
Soviet Zone, Schumacher considered the offer because he knew his
followers in the Soviet Zone wanted the SPD to return, He told the
Russians that he would be happy to re-establish the SPD in their zone,
but he would accept no deals to attain this in which he would be
expected to carry out Russian wishes.70
These attempts to "woo" the SPD were part of a Soviet effort to
build the SED into a national perty. On March 8, SZD leaders came into
the American Zone to promote a merger of the working class parties in the
West, They hoped to set up collaboration with the SPD on the trip., A
formal merger could take place 1ater.71
At Munich, Otto Grotewohl declared the KPD in the Western Zones
might change its name to SED, The result would give the weak KPD a
formal union with the powerful, Soviet backed SED. Zven though Schumacher

opposed such a move, American observers believed some dissident left wing

members of the SPD might be drawn in under the new name.72
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The attempt by the Soviets to face the Western allies with a

fait accompli on the merger issue left the United States indecisive,

OMGUS felt, at that time, that it would not be wise to forbid the
KPD to change its name to 5ED since it would draw so few SPD members
that the myth that the SED was a "unity" party would soon be dispelled.
However, it realized that the resulting party would be larger than the
original KPD. The main argument against granting the name change, however,
was that it would mean allowing the undemocratically founded SED to
operate freely in the U.3. Zone without reciprocity for the SPD in the
Soviet Zone, Opponents of granting the change believed it would be
throwing away a "trump card" which could be used to correct the political
situation in the Russian Zone. This group thought the United States might
require a referendum of SPD and X?D members in the American Zone to decide
the issue democratically. They also wanted to make it clear to the
Russians that authorizing the SED would hinge upon their adherence to
equal rights for all parties, including the SPD in the Sovist Zone.73
The State Department decided that the danger of allowing the SED
into the American Zone was less than what the United States might gain
by the surprise of permitting it. Washington decided that OMGUS should
allow the SED to operate, contingent on equal rights for the SPD in the
Russian Zone.7b
This decision was opposed by Walter Bedell Smith, the American

ambassador in Moscow, who viewed the whole SiD affair as a step in the

"3Donald Heath to the Secretary of State, March 15, 1947,
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Soviet plan to increase its influence in the Western Zones, Failure to
resist the intrusion of the SED into the American Zone would hurt
democratic progressive elements, and to permit the name change without

a quid pro quo offer for the SPD from the Soviets would be playing right

into their hands. Smith believed that by allowing the SED leadsrs to
tour the American Zone, OMGUS was subverting precisely what it was
supposed to be supporting.75

By early April, the United States had stili not decided whether

to call for a referendum or ask for a quid pro quo agreement. Schumacher

further complicated the situation by declaring he believed the United
States should authorize the S:ED to operate in the U,S. Zone, He was
certain this would closely identify the SED and communist cause more
closely with the Soviets, As far as the political numbers were concerned,
the SED would not be that much larger than the KPD that already existed.76
On April 11, 1946, Mayor Otto Ostrowski received a vote of no
confidence from the Berlin city council due to his delay in eliminating
excessive numbers of communists from city government. The SPD planned
to elect Zrmst Reuter, a strong man and a vigorous anti-communist, as
nevw Lord Mayor. The Soviet Union and the French opposed Heuter, while the
United States and Great Britain supported him, Since a unanimous vote
was required for a candidate to be confirmed, the Soviet Union could

block Reuter's election. In this event, the 5PD and CDU planned to

75Ambassador Smith to the Assistant Secretary of State,
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refuse to participate further in the Berlin city government. The SPD
intended to force a showdown over what democracy meant in regards to
Berlin, '

Ostrowski resigned on April 17, but the Soviet member of the
Control Council refused to accept his resignation., The SED press
attacked the SFD and CDU for forcing his decision to resign, and the
Soviet Union did its best to prevent the non-communist majority from
having its way. The Russians claimed the SPD forced Ostrowski out because
he was friendly to them. They also blamed American intrigues for causing
the SPD to act as it did., American officials countered that the issue
really was whether or not the allies were willing to let the Germans
govern themselves.78

On April 23, Colonel William Howley, an American occupation
officer, told a press conference that the Berlin city government should
decide the question itself., He maintained that a year before, the United
States would not have cared which party controlled the government as long
as it had been elected legally. He accused the Soviet Union of trying to
destroy the SPD.79

CMGUS put an end to one stage of the SED controversy on May 3
when it made its decision on the application of the XPD in the U.S. Zone
to merge with the SED of Berlin, The United States said permission was

denied because, "while the SED party claims to represent an amalgamation
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of the Social Democrats and the Communist Parties, no request has been
received from the Soclal Democratic leaders to join the proposed mergere"
OMGUS had decided that it could not permit a change in name by the
Bavarian XPD which would imply a merger that had not occurred. The United
States reiterated, for public consumption no doubt, that it would not
oppose voluntary mergers on a zonal basia.80

i/ stalemate was reached which, for all practical purposes, ended
the controversy over the SED when, on June 18, 1947, the United States
Military Governor, Lucius D, Claiﬁ indefinitely barred the SED from
operating in the American Zone.Bl The United States had opposed the
merger for several reasons. First, and this was the officially professed
reason, the merger was an attempt to force a new political party onto
Germany, Zast and West. Secondly, relations with the Soviet Union
concerning Germany had been deteriorating, and OMGUS had no desire for
increased Soviet influence in the American Zone and Western Zones in
general, which would have come about as a result of the SiD's introduction
into the West. Finally, if the SPD and KPD had merged, it would have been
the largest party in the U,S. Zone., As such, it could have been a serious
threat to American hopes for the future of free enterprise in Germany. All
of these factors led OMGUS to support Kurt Schumacher in his attempts to
maintain the independence of the SPD., However, even as the United States
and the SPD were standing side by side on the merger issue, they were drifting
farther apart because of their conflicting plans for the future of poste

war Germany,

8OPress release from OMGUS Headquarters, May 3, 1947,

Ibid., p. 866'
81N.Y.T., June 18, 1947,

*Clay became Military Governor in March of 1947.




CHAPTER IV
THE DEVELOPMENT OF AMERICAN OPPOSITION TO THE SPD

Although the confrontation with the Soviet Union over the SED
held much of the Military Govermment's attention during 19L6 and 1947, it
was not the United States' sole concern. The Byrnes speech at Stuttgart
in September of 1946 had given a more definite form to American plans
for postewar Germany. At the same time, the German political parties
had reached a stage of organization in which they were now promoting
defirite programs, The American view of Germany's future was much
different than the view of the SPD, and thus, the stage was set for
a growing hostility between them, The period from September 1946 until
June of 1948 revealed how far from neutrality in German political affairs
the United States' position really was,

In early October 1946, SPD Chairman Schumacher made clear what
he believed was the best course for Germany to follow, He declared that
socislization was an economic necessity for Germany, and of the greatest
political importance for the foundation of democracy. He claimed that
democracy had little chance on the Zuropean continent unless it was
imbedded in Germany, and this could not occur without socialism.82 This
speech was an indication of what OMGUS could expect from a future SPD

dominated government,
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General Joseph T, lMcNarey, the first United States Military
Governor, in his comments on the Berlin elections later that same month
seemed unwilling to concede that the SPD party program had real support
among the German people when he claimed that the SPD's gaining nearly
fifty per cent of the total vote was really an expression of dissent
against the communist dominated city government and its attempts to force
the merger. McNarey said that many people may have voted for the SPD out
of protest, rather than out of support for its platform.83

This growing mistrust of the SPD on the part of OMOUS was evident
to Charles "Chip" Bohlen, an American State Department official who was
travelling in Germany. He told the editor of the SPD newspaper Freiheit
his views of the difficulty the SPD was having gaining a favorable image
among American officials and the public in general. Bohlen was reported
to have made the following corments:

You see, it is too bad that your party always speaks with a
language that will only be understood in Germany, I have always
understood what you want to say, because I know the German
situation well., But just imagine an average American politician,
an average citizen, when he reads your statements his reaction is:
The Germans are never peaceful. Byrnes said something sensible
to them, and immediately, they had to throw the baby out with the
bath,

Bohlen advised the SPD to work with American journalists who were
sympathetic, He said there was some support for the SPD within government
circles.ah

Bohlen believed the SPD was the "only effective democratic force

in Germany," but there was no clear concept as to what kind of socialism
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it wanted. He said that the SPD should not ask for socialism as such,
but should voice its demands in such a way that American politicians,
especially Democrats, see ideas like a "planned economy" as a necessity
for Germany, The SPD had to stress that socialism was not a "rewlutionary
act any more, but an economic necessity." DBohlen said socialism was the
only way to normalize Germany, and he hoped that Schumacher would take
advantage of the points in Byrnes' speech that could help.ss Unfortunately
for the SPD, there were few American officials who felt as Bohlen did.

The biggest obstacle the SPD faced in implementing its program
was Lucius D, Clay, then Deputy Military Covernor in the American Zone
but soon to be Military Governor. In later years, Schumacher accused
Clay of having an anti-SPD complex, and more specifically, an anti-
Schumacher complex, The SPD leader claimed that Clay's excessive devotion
to free enterprise led him to work against the SPD.86

Although American policy toward the SPD and ite program was
officially neutral, OMGUS actions belied that position, Clay had shown
this clearly in 19L6 by his reaction to the Hessian constitution, Article
forty-one of that document called for the socialization of industry, but
Clay decided that it could only be implemented if it were approved in a
separate referendum from the one which would decide on the constitution
as a whole, This seems to indicate a hope, in vain, on Clay's part that
the voters would reject socialism if it were the only issue they needed
to decide on. Even after seventy-one per cent of the voters approved the

article, Clay decided it would be "suspended" for the time being., He
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subsequently refused to approve all Hessian attempts to implement article
forty-one.87 Harold Zink, the official historian for the American
occupation, confirms that article forty-one was unpopular with Clay. He
tries to defend Clay's actions, however, by saying that implementation
of the article's provisions would have been very unpopular with American
public opinion.88

Clay further showed his opposition to the socialist goals of the
SPD in 1946 when he fought for an effective decartelization law, which
he felt would deter socialization, When Washington overruled him on the
issue, he immediately asked for a definite policy statement on socialization,
The reply was, in effect, that