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DBQ The Making of a Nation: Germany after the Second World War

Read and discuss in small groups each primary document. Answer individually the questions for each document and the final short answer question. Handle in for grading and further discussion before the final test on Germany.
“An Iron Curtain Has Descended Across the Continent” 

Winston Churchill 

(1946) 

The United States stands at this time at the pinnacle of world power. It is a solemn moment for the American democracy. With primacy in power is also joined an awe-inspiring accountability to the future. As you look around you, you feel not only the sense of duty done but also feel anxiety lest you fall below the level of achievement. Opportunity is here now, clear and shining, for both our countries. To reject it or ignore it or fritter it away will bring upon us all the long reproaches of the after-time. It is necessary that constancy of mind, persistency of purpose, and the grand simplicity of decision shall guide and rule the conduct of the English speaking peoples in peace as they did in war. …

A shadow has fallen upon the scenes so lately lighted by the Allied victory. Nobody knows what Soviet Russia and its Communist international organization intends to do in the immediate future, or what are the limits, if any, to their expansive and proselytizing tendencies. I have a strong admiration and regard for the valiant Russian people and for my wartime comrade, Marshal Stalin. There is sympathy and good will in Britain–and I doubt not here also–toward the peoples of all the Russias and a resolve to persevere through many differences and rebuffs in establishing lasting friendships.

We understand the Russian need to be secure on her western frontiers from all renewal of German aggression. We welcome her to her rightful place among the leading nations of the world. Above all, we welcome constant, frequent, and growing contacts between Russian people and our own people on both sides of the Atlantic. It is my duty, however, to place before you certain facts about the present position in Europe.

From Stettin in the Baltic to Trieste in the Adriatic, an iron curtain has descended across the continent. Behind that line lie all the capitals of the ancient states of Central and Eastern Europe. Warsaw, Berlin, Prague, Vienna, Budapest, Belgrade, Bucharest, and Sofia, all these famous cities and the populations around them lie in the Soviet sphere and all are subject, in one form or another, not only to Soviet influence but to a very high and increasing measure of control from Moscow. Athens alone, with its immortal glories, is free to decide its future at an election under British, American, and French observation. …

If now the Soviet government tries, by separate action, to build up a pro-Communist Germany in their areas, this will cause new serious difficulties in the British and American zones, and will give the defeated Germans the power of putting themselves up to auction between the Soviets and the Western democracies. Whatever conclusions may be drawn from these facts–and facts they are–this is certainly not the liberated Europe we fought to build up. Nor is it one which contains the essentials of permanent peace.

In front of the iron curtain which lies across Europe are other causes for anxiety. In Italy the Communist party is seriously hampered by having to support the Communist-trained Marshall Tito’s claims to former Italian territory at the head of the Adriatic. Nevertheless, the future of Italy hangs in the balance. Again, one cannot imagine a regenerated Europe without a strong France. …

However, in a great number of countries, far from the Russian frontiers and throughout the world, Communist fifth columns are established and work in complete unity and absolute obedience to the directions they receive from the Communist center. Except in the British Commonwealth, and in the United States, where communism is in its infancy, the Communist parties or fifth columns constitute a growing challenge and peril to Christian civilization. These are somber facts for anyone to have to recite on the morrow of a victory gained by so much splendid comradeship in arms and in the cause of freedom and democracy, and we should be most unwise not to face them squarely while time remains. …

Our difficulties and dangers will not be removed by closing our eyes to them; they will not be removed by mere waiting to see what happens; nor will they be relieved by a policy of appeasement. What is needed is a settlement, and the longer this is delayed, the more difficult it will be and the greater our dangers will become. From what I have seen of our Russian friends and allies during the war, I am convinced that there is nothing they admire so much as strength, and there is nothing for which they have less respect than for military weakness. For that reason the old doctrine of a balance of power is unsound. We cannot afford, if we can help it, to work on narrow margins, offering temptations to a trial of strength. If the Western democracies stand together in strict adherence to the principles of the United Nations Charter, their influence for furthering these principles will be immense and no one is likely to molest them. If, however, they become divided or falter in their duty, and if these all-important years are allowed to slip away, then indeed catastrophe may overwhelm us all.
1. What is the general attitude of the argument presented by Churchill in this document?
2. Which countries explicitly would be submerged under the shadow of an iron curtain and why?

3. Analyze Churchill’s dilemma: Why is it so hard to fear communism immediately after the war and why is it imperative for the United Kingdom and the United States to consider challenging Russia, according to Churchill? Cite specific examples from the document.
4. In what ways does this article explain the situation of occupied Germany after the war?
Post-war Germany: Conditions in the British Zone of Occupation 

British Army 

(1947) 

The situation in Germany has been affected by certain outstanding events. First, there was the Agreement, signed in New York in December, 1946, for the fusion of the British and American Zones. The principal objects of the Agreement were the improved administration of the economy of the two Zones and the provision of money for their economic rehabilitation. This entailed the setting up of a bipartite administration and the hastening of the transfer of power to the Germans in the British Zone, which was not so advanced in this matter as the American Zone. The second event was the transfer of considerable powers of local government to the German Governments at Land [state] level and below. Among the powers transferred were responsibility for education, public health and the police. Thirdly, in chronological order, was the severity of last winter. Its effects are still being felt. Great hardships were suffered, industry almost came to a standstill and the fusion agreement had a bad start. Fourthly, there was the failure of the Foreign Ministers’ Conference in Moscow, which had serious effects for Germany, and made quadripartite agreement even more difficult. A direct result of this failure was the fifth major event, the strengthening of the fusion agreement and the setting up of a central bizonal economic organization at Frankfurt. Lastly, there was the breakdown in the food supply in the spring, which led to a severe shortage from the latter part of March until well into June. The basic ration which was nominally fixed at 1,550 calories fell to below 1,000. As a result, coal production, on which the prosperity of the Zone depends, dropped disastrously at a time when it had just reached a new high level of 233,000 tons a day. In addition, this shortage had a great effect on the morale of the Germans, whose feelings hardened towards those whom they were bound to hold responsible for their conditions.

The situation at present may be summarized briefly as follows:–

(1) Disarmament is virtually complete, but demilitarization by the removal of industrial plant as reparations has hardly begun. …

(2) Denazification has almost finished. At the beginning of October responsibility for it was handed over to the Germans, with instruction that it was to be completed by the end of the year.

(3) In the political sphere, some progress has been made in the democratization of the German system, such as the introduction of an electoral system by which an elector votes for a candidate and not a party list; but the German Civil Service is still far from being nonpolitical.

(4) The labour problem is acute. Out of a total population in the Zone of about 22 1/4 million, only some 9 million are in employment. To put it in another way, before the war over 47 per cent of the population was employed. In order to reach this percentage to-day, it would be necessary to increase the labour force by 2 million. The explanation is largely to be found in the present lack of balance in the age groups. Apart from the absence of prisoners of war, the additions to the population of refugees from eastern Germany have aggravated the position. At least 75 per cent of the 1 1/2 million refugees accepted into the Zone have been old and infirm or children. One result is that there is practically no unemployment of fit men, although there is undoubtedly some under-employment.

(5) The food situation remains extremely serious. The basic ration for the normal consumer is now 1,550 calories, but it is not by any means always honored. The stocks of bread-grains and meat are better than they were at this time last year, but the drought during the summer has reduced the supply of fats and has caused a poor potato harvest. The immediate aim is to increase the ration to at least 1,800 calories, but the prospects for such an increase during the next year are not promising. 

(6) The level of coal production, vital to German recovery, follows the level of the food ration. By last March production had risen to 233,000 tons a day, but the shortage of food in the spring caused it to fall to little over 210,000. By September, the figure had reached 240,000 tons.

(7) The volume of industrial production in the British Zone has only increased from 33 per cent. to 34 per cent. of the 1936 figure.[1] The factors which are preventing industrial recovery are lack of food, lack of coal, and lack of incentive, especially the lack of any real purchasing power in the Reichsmark.

(8) Transport is in a very bad state, owing to the lack of steel and timber for the repair of locomotives, rolling stock. … Road transport and the inland waterways are in little better condition. In fact it is difficult to see how it is going to be possible to move any extra coal which the miners may produce. The position is aggravated by the fact that repairs scarcely keep pace with wastage and no new construction is being carried out; and by the delay in the return of a large number of wagons which have travelled outside the Zone, carrying exported coal.

(9) The export trade reflects the general low level of the economy of the combined Zone…. The figure for the combined Zones is 37 per cent.
5. Explain the five mayor events that affected the conditions of the British zone of occupation in post war Germany.
6. Of all the items in the summery above, to your knowledge by studying Germany, what situations were successfully resolved by the government of West Germany before the fall of the Berlin Wall?
In Darkest Germany: The Nihilistic Younger Generation 

Victor Gollancz 

(1947) 

The worst thing in Germany–worse than the malnutrition, the overcrowding, the gaping footwear in the schools–is the spiritual condition of the youth. I thought I had touched bottom in Julich, where in cellar after cellar I found 5, 6, 9 people–fathers, mothers, children, adult daughters and sons–all jumbled together without light or air, and lacking even the pretense of any decent privacy. But a conference with young people at Dusseldorf a day later, and then another, were still more horrible; and what I learned then confirmed similar experiences with university students at Kiel and Hamburg.

The attitude of the youth varies from one of a puzzled bewilderment, still friendly to the British–these are in a minority–to bitterness, cynicism and a growing hostility to us and all our works. The mood is not (yet) pro-Nazi: it shows rather a nihilistic contempt for government and governments of every kind. They contrast our promises with our deeds: the B.B.C. told us, they say, that you were coming to liberate us, but what has it all amounted to? I mention democracy; and they ask whether democracy means starvation rations and lack of the barest necessities, or turning people out of their homes and seizing their furniture, or blowing up shipyards, closing down factories, and throwing tens of thousands of men out of employment. I risk a question about Nuremberg; and they say–at the very best–yes, they were guilty, but so are the Allies: look at the expellees, sick, starving and robbed, not thousands of them but millions. Many jeer openly at Nuremberg. I met no single young person who denied the Nazi guilt; but I met very few who thought it in any way special, or different in kind from that of all politicians everywhere. They talk a good deal about justice; and they want to know whether it is just to hale a man off to internment without trial and release him as innocent a year later. They talk, too, about their ostracism by the British on the one hand, and the behavior of our troops to German girls on the other.

At the root is despair about the future. Time after time I was told “We don’t mind how hard life is if only we can have something to hope for”. But they see their factories being dismantled; they know that hundreds of other factories are on the list; and the majority is convinced that we are determined to ruin them, partly by way of punishment but mainly as commercial rivals. The minority wonders.

And yet–I am convinced of it after contact with them–they had, and perhaps still have, the makings in them of good democrats. After Belsen, the worst of all my experiences was when a university student at Hamburg said in an agonized voice “For God’s sake don’t make us Nazis.” If we are to save them we must (1) stop doing the things they justly criticize, and give instead a living example of the liberal tradition; (2) put a little psychological understanding into our propaganda, which, on such subjects as war guilt or the world food situation, has been contemptible when it has not been non-existent; (3) increase the establishment of the education and youth section of the C.C.G., which is doing devoted work, but is as grotesquely understaffed as Trade and Industry is overstaffed, and is frustrated at every turn into the bargain; (4) remove the nightmare of uncertainty from the German future–which is to say, abandon Potsdam.
7. Synthesize the feelings of the German youth expressed in this document. Do they express a valid argument?  Why or why not?
Presidential Defiance: “Ich bin ein Berliner” 

John F. Kennedy 

(1961) 

There are some people in the world who really don’t understand, or say they don’t, what is the great issue between the free world and the Communist world.

Let them come to Berlin!

There are some who say that Communism is the wave of the future.

Let them come to Berlin!

And there are some who say in Europe and elsewhere we can work with the Communists.

Let them come to Berlin!

And there are even a few who say that it is true that Communism is an evil system, but it permits us to make economic progress.

Lass sie nach Berlin kommen! Let them come to Berlin!

I know of no town, no city, that has been besieged for eighteen years, that still lives with the vitality and the force and the determination of the city of West Berlin.

When all are free the people of West Berlin can take sober satisfaction in the fact that they were in the front lines for almost two decades.

All free men, wherever they may live, are citizens of Berlin. And, therefore, as a free man, I take pride in the words: “Ich bin ein Berliner.”
8. Do some research to explain the circumstances that led to this speech by President John F. Kennedy. Mention your references in your answer. What is the message expressed in it and to what purpose?
Ostpolitik Begins to Breach the Divide Between East and West 

Willy Brandt 

(1969) 

I was not happy about the concept of Ostpolitik as it was first ascribed to me and then identified with me. But how can you capture a term which has acquired a life of its own and been swiftly adopted into foreign languages? Why did I dislike the label? Because I was afraid it suggested that I regarded foreign policy as a chest from which you might pull out now one drawer, now another. Together with my colleagues, and not least my Foreign Minister and Deputy Chancellor, I assumed that we needed two things at the same time, and coordinated with each other: reliable partnership with the West, and the understanding with the East that was laboriously taking shape and must then be extended. I was aware that our national interests simply would not allow us to oscillate between West and East. 

Reduced to basics, this meant that our efforts in Ostpolitik must be attuned to our Western partners and rooted in the political structure of the Atlantic Alliance. Even more simply: our Ostpolitik had to begin in the West. But developments since the Western treaties of 1955 meant that relations as normal and productive as possible were also called for with the Soviet Union and the other Warsaw Pact countries. Normalizing those relations was necessary for the Federal Republic to be able to protect its own interests in European cooperation on anything like an equal footing. We were therefore determined to do what we could to encourage peace on a basis of the utmost possible security–’in awareness of our special responsibility in Europe and to the best of our ability, which we do not, however, overestimate.’

At the time, in the autumn of 1969, a West European summit conference of the six Common Market countries was imminent. It took place in The Hague at the beginning of December. We said that this conference could and perhaps would decide whether Western Europe took a brave step forward or plunged into a dangerous crisis. My government assumed that the European Economic Community would have to be made deeper and broader, and needed both the United Kingdom and the other countries that were willing to join. It must also find appropriate forms of co-operation with those European states which could not or would not join. We determined that German and French unanimity could be the deciding factor in this process. We would try to give our close contractual ties with France a steadiness which would be a model for the nature of relations between European partners. We declared our readiness to encourage closer co-operation in foreign policy, with the aim of helping the Western European states, step by step, to adopt a common stance on international political questions.

Another important point of departure was our assumption that the North Atlantic Alliance would continue to guarantee our security. Its firm coherence was the prerequisite for the kind of solidarity of conduct which could lead to detente in Europe. Safeguarding peace was the first essential, whether we were concerned with a serious and tenacious effort to bring about proportional arms limitation, or with the guaranteeing of our own security policy. As part of the Western Alliance, we wanted to help bring equilibrium between West and East. We saw our contribution as defensive, which was how the Western Alliance soon came to see itself. The Bundeswehr, we said, was not suitable for offensive strategy, by virtue either of its training and structure or of its arms and equipment. At no price would I be moved from the defensive principle that lay at the heart of our defense policy.

It has sometimes been suggested, not always kindly, that my policies may have been motivated by doubts about the intentions of the United States. They were not. However, it is true that I took an evaluation of the interests and special problems of the United States into consideration, and assumed that American commitment to Europe would be reduced rather than increased over the years. But I stated with the utmost clarity that our close ties with the United States excluded any doubt about the binding nature of the duties they had undertaken towards Europe, the Federal Republic and West Berlin. Our common interest required neither additional assurances nor repeated declarations. They supported a more independent German policy in a more active partnership. …

And what about keeping the Western powers informed? What about consulting them, in so far as their rights in connection with ‘Germany as a whole’ were affected? It is true that we wanted to represent ourselves–that goes for the East as well–and to that extent we wanted to be ‘more equal’ than before. We did observe the principle of regularly furnishing accurate information. However, Henry Kissinger was correct in saying that Brandt had not asked for permission, but for American co-operation in a political course whose direction was already determined.

You do not need to have read Kissinger’s memoirs to know that there was ill-concealed suspicion in the Western capitals–as far as I could see, it was least felt in London; in Paris, there were marked swings between friendly understanding and wild speculation; the Washington attitude was quite simple–Nixon’s security adviser told my eminent colleague Paul Frank in 1970 that any detente with the Soviet Union would be America’s doing.

Before our meeting in April 1970 Nixon invited me to spend a few days of relaxation at Camp David. … Henry Kissinger turned up at the President’s retreat, and did not trouble to hide his suspicions. In later years, however, he set the record straight by several times ‘congratulating’ me on the achievements of German Ostpolitik. He was once heard to say that all we got in return for accepting the division of Germany was ‘improvements in the political atmosphere.’ Kissinger, powerful as a security adviser, and later Secretary of State under Presidents Nixon and Ford, thought in terms of the Concert of Powers and the classic secret diplomacy of the nineteenth century. He saw Europeans as pawns in the great game of the superpowers. 

9. Who is Willy Brandt and what does the term Ostpolitik refer to?
10. What specific issue about European cooperation is discussed in the source?

Answer briefly and to the point ( not less than two paragraphs and not more than four)
According to your study of Germany’s situation after the Second World War, the separation and later unification of East and West Germany and your knowledge of the government and economic structure of Modern Germany, what is your analysis of the forces that drove this nation into becoming the economic superpower and core of the European Union it is nowadays?

