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PREFACE

This report contains the results of a study on best practices in nation-building. Its purpose is to analyze U.S. and international military, political, and economic activities in postconflict situations since World War II, determine key principles for success, and draw implications for future U.S. military operations. This report contains the lessons learned from each of these operations, then applies them to the case of Iraq.

The preponderance of this research was conducted prior to the March 19, 2003, commencement of Operation Iraqi Freedom, but the project team focused on the near-term implications of our effort throughout the course of this work. To that end, this study served as the point of departure for a RAND conference on nation-building and the future of Iraq that was held in Arlington, Virginia, on May 6–7, 2003. The results of that conference were factored into the final version of this study. (The appendix lists the conference attendees.)

This report is a result of RAND’s continuing program of self-sponsored independent research. Support for such research is provided, in part, by donors and by the independent research and development provisions of RAND’s contracts for the operation of its U.S. Department of Defense federally funded research and development centers. This report should be of interest to defense and foreign policy decisionmakers, practitioners, analysts, and others concerned with the roles of the United States, other nations, and international and nongovernmental organizations in postconflict situations. Comments are welcome and should be addressed to James Dobbins or Seth Jones.

This research was overseen by RAND’s National Security Research Division (NSRD). NSRD conducts research and analysis for the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the Joint Staff, the unified commands, the defense agencies, the Department of the Navy, the U.S. intelligence community, allied foreign governments, and foundations.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The goal of the work documented here was to analyze and extract the best practices in nation-building from the post–World War II experiences of the United States. To do this, we examined U.S. and international military, political, and economic activities in postconflict situations since World War II, identified the key determinants of the success of these operations in terms of democratization and the creation of vibrant economies, and drew implications for future U.S. nation-building operations.

This report includes seven case studies: Germany, Japan, Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia, Kosovo, and Afghanistan. The final chapter examines the challenge ahead of building a democratic, economically vibrant Iraq and recommends best-practice policies for achieving these goals based on the lessons learned from the case studies.

FROM GERMANY TO AFGHANISTAN

The post–World War II occupations of Germany and Japan were America’s first experiences with the use of military force in the aftermath of a conflict to underpin rapid and fundamental societal transformation. Both were comprehensive efforts that aimed to engineer major social, political, and economic reconstruction. The success of these endeavors demonstrated that democracy was transferable; that societies could, under certain circumstances, be encouraged to transform themselves; and that major transformations could endure. The cases of Germany and Japan set a standard for postconflict nation-building that has not since been matched.

For the next 40 years, there were few attempts to replicate these early successes. During the Cold War, U.S. policy emphasized containment, deterrence, and maintenance of the status quo. Efforts were made to promote democratic and free-market values, but generally without the element of compulsion. American military power was employed to preserve the status quo, not to alter it; to manage crises, not to resolve the underlying problems. Germany, Korea, Vietnam, China, Cyprus, and Palestine were divided. U.S. and international forces were used to maintain these and other divisions, not to compel resolution of the underlying disputes. U.S. interventions in such places as the Dominican Republic, Lebanon, Grenada, and Panama were undertaken to overthrow unfriendly regimes and reinstall friendly ones, rather than bring about fundamental societal transformations.

The end of the Cold War created new problems for the United States and opened new possibilities. Prominent among the problems was a rash of state failures. During the Cold War, the United States and the Soviet Union each—and, in some cases, both—propped up a number of weak states for geopolitical reasons. For instance, Yugoslavia and Afghanistan were regarded as important geostrategic pieces on the Cold War chessboard, and their respective regimes received extensive external support. With the disappearance of the Soviet Union, Moscow lost its capability and Washington its geopolitical rationale for sustaining such regimes. Denied such support, these and other states disintegrated.

After 1989, a balance of terror no longer impelled the United States to preserve the status quo. Washington was free to ignore regional instability when it did not threaten U.S. interests. The United States also had the option of using its unrivaled power to resolve, rather than simply to manage or contain, international problems of strategic importance. Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has felt free to intervene not simply to police cease-fires or restore the status quo but to try to bring about the more-fundamental transformation of war-torn societies, much as it had assisted in transforming those of Germany and Japan four decades earlier. The United States was also able to secure broad international support for such efforts when it chose to mount them. The rest of the international community has also become more interventionist. Of the 55 peace operations the United Nations (UN) has mounted since 1945, 41 (or nearly 80 percent) began after 1989. Fifteen of these were still under way in 2003.

Despite a more-supportive international environment, the costs and risks associated with nation-building have remained high. Consequently, the United States has not embarked on such endeavors lightly. It withdrew from Somalia in 1993 at the first serious resistance. It opted out of international efforts to stem genocide in Rwanda in 1994. It resisted European efforts to entangle it in Balkan peace enforcement through four years of bloody civil war. After intervening in Bosnia, it spent another three years pursuing a nonmilitary solution to ethnic repression in Kosovo.

In spite of this reticence, each successive post–Cold War U.S.-led intervention has generally been wider in scope and more ambitious in intent than its predecessor. In Somalia, the original objective was purely humanitarian but subsequently expanded to democratization. In Haiti, the objective was to reinstall a president and conduct elections according to an existing constitution. In Bosnia, it was to create a multiethnic state. In Kosovo, it was to establish a democratic polity and market economy virtually from scratch. During his presidential campaign in 2000, George W. Bush criticized the Clinton administration for this expansive agenda of nation-building. As President, Bush adopted a more-modest set of objectives when faced with a comparable challenge in Afghanistan. The current administration’s efforts to reverse the trend toward ever larger and more ambitious U.S.-led nation-building operations have proven short lived, however. In Iraq, the United States has taken on a task with a scope comparable to the transformational attempts still under way in Bosnia and Kosovo and a scale comparable only to the earlier U.S. occupations of Germany and Japan. Nation-building, it appears, is the inescapable responsibility of the world’s only superpower.

COMPARISONS ACROSS CASES

Following the elaboration of the seven case studies, we compared quantitative data on inputs of nation-building and progress toward democracy and the creation of a vibrant economy. On the input side, we collected and compared statistics on


	military presence


	police presence


	total external assistance in constant 2001 dollars


	per capita external assistance in constant 2001 dollars


	external assistance as a percentage of gross domestic product (GDP).




On the output side, we looked at statistics on


	postconflict combat deaths


	timing of elections


	changes in the number of refugees and internally displaced persons (IDPs) over time


	changes in per capita GDP over time.




Although each case is unique, we attempted to find areas in which comparisons might be useful. In particular, we attempted to quantify and compare measures of nation-building input (troops, time, and economic assistance) and output (democratic elections and increases in per capita GDP).

Military force levels varied significantly across the cases. They ranged from the 1.6 million U.S. forces in the European theater of operations at the end of the World War II to approximately 14,000 U.S. and international troops in Afghanistan currently. Gross numbers, however, are not always useful for making comparisons across the cases because the sizes and populations of the countries are so disparate. For purposes of comparison, we chose to calculate the numbers of foreign and U.S. soldiers per thousand inhabitants for each country. We used these numbers to compare force levels at specified times after the end of the conflict or after U.S. operation began.

As Figures S.1 and S.2 illustrate, force levels varied widely across these operations. Bosnia; Kosovo; and, particularly, Germany started with substantial numbers of military forces, while the initial levels in Japan; Somalia; Haiti; and, especially, Afghanistan were much more modest. These levels all decreased over time by varying degrees, then rose in the case of Germany for external reasons. Overall, the differences across the cases had significant implications for other aspects of the postconflict operation.
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Figure S.1—Military Presence over Time, Excluding Germany
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Figure S.2—Military Presence over Time, Including Germany

We conducted a similar analysis of external assistance for the seven cases. Cumulative figures are useful to some degree, but to assess the true impact of assistance on individuals in postconflict situations, it is important to look at how much assistance was provided per capita. Figure S.3 captures the amount of assistance per person during the first two years in the various cases in constant 2001 U.S. dollars.

Germany, which received the most assistance in aggregate terms ($12 billion) after the first two years of conflict, does not rank very high. Per capita assistance ran a little over $200. Kosovo, which ranked fourth in terms of total assistance, received over $800 per resident. Levels of per capita assistance have had some bearing on the speed of economic recovery. Kosovo, with the second-highest level of assistance on a per capita basis, enjoyed the most rapid recovery in levels of per capita GDP following the conflict. In contrast, Haiti, which received much less on a per capita basis than did Kosovo, has experienced little growth in per capita GDP since the end of the conflict.

[image: ]

Figure S.3—Per Capita External Assistance

CRITERIA FOR SUCCESS

The German and Japanese occupations set standards for postconflict transformation that have not since been equaled. One of the most important questions an inquiry such as this must address, therefore, is why those two operations succeeded so well while all subsequent efforts have fallen short to one degree or another. The easiest answer is that Germany and Japan were already highly developed, economically advanced societies. This certainly explains why it was easier to reconstruct the German and Japanese economies than it was to make fundamental reforms to the economies in the other five case studies. However, economics is not a sufficient answer. Nation-building is not principally about economic reconstruction; rather, it is about political transformation. The spread of democracy in Latin America, Asia, and parts of Africa suggests that this form of government is not unique to Western culture or to advanced industrial economies: Democracy can, indeed, take root in circumstances where neither exists.

No postconflict program of reconstruction could turn Somalia, Haiti, or Afghanistan into thriving centers of prosperity. But the failure of U.S.-led interventions to install viable democracies in these countries has more than purely economic explanations. All three societies are divided ethnically, socioeconomically, or tribally in ways that Germany and Japan were not. Thus, homogeneity helps. But it is not a necessary condition. The kind of communal hatreds that mark Somalia, Haiti, and Afghanistan are even more marked in Bosnia and Kosovo, where the process of democratization has nevertheless made some progress.

As Table S.1 summarizes, what principally distinguishes Germany, Japan, Bosnia, and Kosovo from Somalia, Haiti, and Afghanistan are not their levels of Western culture, economic development, or cultural homogeneity. Rather it is the level of effort the United States and the international community put into their democratic transformations. Nation-building, as this study illustrates, is a time- and resource-consuming effort. The United States and its allies have put 25 times more money and 50 times more troops, on a per capita basis, into postconflict Kosovo than into postconflict Afghanistan. This higher level of input accounts in significant measure for the higher level of output measured in the development of democratic institutions and economic growth.

Table S.1
America’s History of Nation-Building
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Japan, one of the two undoubted successes, fully meets these criteria, at least in terms of the amount of time spent on its transformation. On the other hand, Japan received considerably less external economic assistance per capita than did Germany, Bosnia, or Kosovo. Indeed, it received less than Haiti and about the same as Afghanistan. Japan’s postconflict economic growth rate was correspondingly low. U.S. spending on the Korean War, however, spurred Japan’s economic growth during the 1950s, which subsequently helped consolidate public support for the democratic reforms that had been instituted soon after the war. As with the German economic miracle of the 1950s, this experience suggests that rising economic prosperity is not so much a necessary precursor for political reform as a highly desirable follow-up and legitimizer.

The stabilization (or, as it was then termed, occupation) force in Japan was also smaller in proportion to population than those in Germany, Bosnia, or Kosovo, although it was larger than those in Haiti and Afghanistan. The willing collaboration of the existing power structures and the homogeneity of the population undoubtedly enhanced the ability to secure Japan with a comparatively small force. But the very scale of Japan’s defeat was also important: Years of total war had wrought devastation, including the firebombing of Japanese cities and, finally, two nuclear attacks. As a result, the surviving population was weary of conflict and disinclined to contest defeat. When conflicts have ended less conclusively and destructively (or not terminated at all)—as in Somalia; Afghanistan; and, most recently, Iraq—the postconflict security challenges are more difficult. Indeed, it seems that the more swift and bloodless the military victory, the more difficult postconflict stabilization can be.

Unity of Command Versus Multinational Participation

When it was shouldering the burden of Japan’s transformation and most of that for West Germany, the United States generated some 50 percent of the world’s GDP. By the 1990s, that share had dropped to 22 percent. The decline in the United States’ share of global GDP and the concomitant rise in output and incomes elsewhere have made international burden-sharing both politically more important for the United States and more affordable for other countries.

Throughout the 1990s, the United States wrestled with the problem of how to achieve wider participation in its nation-building endeavors while also preserving adequate unity of command. In Somalia and Haiti, the United States experimented with sequential arrangements in which it organized, led, and largely manned and funded the initial phase of each operation but then quickly turned responsibility over to a more broadly representative and more widely funded UN-led force. These efforts were not successful, although the operation in Haiti was better organized than that in Somalia. In Bosnia, the United States succeeded in achieving unity of command and broad participation on the military side of the operation through the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) but resisted the logic of achieving a comparable and cohesive arrangement on the civil side. In Kosovo, the United States achieved unity of command and broad participation on both the military and civil sides through NATO and the UN, respectively. While the military and civil aspects of the Kosovo operation remained under different management, the United States ensured that the mandates and capabilities of the two functional entities, the Kosovo Force (KFOR) and the UN Interim Administration in Kosovo (UNMIK), overlapped sufficiently to prevent a gap from opening between them.

None of these models proved entirely satisfactory. Arrangements in Kosovo, however, do seem to have provided the best amalgam to date of U.S. leadership, European participation, broad financial burden-sharing, and strong unity of command. Every international official in Kosovo works ultimately for either the NATO commander or the Special Representative of the Secretary General. Neither of these is an American, but by virtue of the United States’ credibility in the region and its influence in NATO and the UN Security Council, the United States has been able to maintain a satisfactory leadership role while paying only 16 percent of the reconstruction costs and fielding only 16 percent of the peacekeeping troops.

The efficacy of the Kosovo and Bosnian models for managing a large-scale nation-building operation depends heavily on the ability of the United States and its principal allies to attain a common vision of the enterprise’s objectives and then to shape the response of the relevant institutions—principally NATO, the European Union, and the UN—to the agreed purposes. When the principal participants in a nation-building exercise have such a common vision, the Balkan models offer a viable amalgam of burden-sharing and unity of command.

In Afghanistan, the United States opted for parallel arrangements on the military side and even greater variety on the civil side. An international force, with no U.S. participation, operates in Kabul, while a national, mostly U.S. force, operates everywhere else. The UN is responsible for promoting political transformation, while individual donors coordinate economic reconstruction—or, more often, fail to do so. This arrangement is a marginal improvement over Somalia, since the separate U.S. and international forces are at least not operating in the same physical territory, but it represents a clear regression from what was achieved in Haiti; Bosnia; or, in particular, Kosovo. By the same token, the overall results achieved to date in Afghanistan are better than those in Somalia, not yet better than those in Haiti, and not as good as those in Bosnia or Kosovo. However, the operation in Afghanistan is a good deal less expensive.

Duration

Another aspect in which these seven cases differ is in duration. Some began with clear departure deadlines that were adhered to, such as Haiti. Some began with very short time lines but saw those amended, such as Germany, Japan, Somalia, and Bosnia. And some began without any expectation of an early exit, such as Kosovo and Afghanistan. The record suggests that, while staying long does not guarantee success, leaving early ensures failure. To date, no effort at enforced democratization has taken hold in less than five years.

And if democratization takes hold, does that provide the ultimate exit strategy? As these case studies suggest, not necessarily. U.S. forces have left clear failures behind, such as Somalia and Haiti, but remain present in every successful or still-pending case: Germany, Japan, Bosnia, Kosovo, and Afghanistan. These five interventions were motivated by regional or global geopolitical concerns. Democratization alone did not fully address such concerns. Germany and Japan were disarmed and consequently required U.S. help in providing for their external security long after they became reliable democracies, fully capable of looking after their own internal affairs. Bosnia, Kosovo, and Afghanistan may also require assistance with their external security long after internal peace has been established.

Whether this help will take the form of an external troop presence, an external security guarantee, or external leadership in forging new regional security arrangements remains to be seen. But some security relationship is likely to continue long after the democratic transformation is completed. Indeed, if Germany and Japan are any guide, the more thorough the democratic transformation the more deeply forged the residual links may be. The record suggests that nation-building creates ties of affection and dependency that persist for a substantial amount of time.

Conclusions

With these considerations in mind, we draw a number of general conclusions, in addition to the numerous case-specific lessons contained in the chapters:


	Many factors influence the ease or difficulty of nation-building: prior democratic experience, level of economic development, and national homogeneity. However, among the controllable factors, the most important determinant seems to be the level of effort—measured in time, manpower, and money.


	Multilateral nation-building is more complex and time consuming than undertaking unilateral efforts but is also considerably less expensive for participants.


	Multilateral nation-building can produce more thoroughgoing transformations and greater regional reconciliation than can unilateral efforts.


	Unity of command and broad participation are compatible if the major participants share a common vision and can shape international institutions accordingly.


	There appears to be an inverse correlation between the size of the stabilization force and the level of risk. The higher the proportion of stabilizing troops, the lower the number of casualties suffered and inflicted. Indeed, most adequately manned post-conflict operations suffered no casualties whatsoever.


	Neighboring states can exert significant influence. It is nearly impossible to put together a fragmented nation if its neighbors try to tear it apart. Every effort should be made to secure their support.


	Accountability for past injustices can be a powerful component of democratization. It can also be among the most difficult and controversial aspects of any nation-building endeavor and should, therefore, be attempted only if there is a deep, long-term commitment to the overall operation.


	There is no quick route to nation-building. Five years seems to be the minimum required to enforce an enduring transition to democracy.




APPLYING THESE LESSONS TO IRAQ

After reviewing these experiences and seeking to draw the most-important lessons, we conclude by suggesting how these best practices might be applied to future operations and, in particular, to Iraq. Although the military phase of the war against Iraq went very well, and the regime collapsed much faster than many expected, the United States has been left with an unenviable task in seeking to build a democratic, economically vibrant Iraqi state. The British spent several decades forging an Iraqi state out of the remains of the Ottoman Empire, but neither they nor their Iraqi successors managed to forge a real Iraqi nation.

Nation-building in Iraq faces a number of challenges. Iraq has no tradition of pluralist democracy; politics has always been about authoritarian rule and the settlement of disputes by force. Although a sense of Iraqi national identity does exist, it does not override communal forms of identity along ethnic, geographic, tribal, or religious grounds. The majority of the population, the Kurds and Shia, have no real tradition of representation in national Iraqi politics but will now have to be brought into the polity. To make matters worse, organized crime and banditry are strongly rooted in Iraqi society. The past decade of sanctions and dictatorship have denuded Iraq of its once-strong middle class, which had a stake in the development of a civil society.

In addition to these particular Iraqi problems, the country faces the familiar challenges of a society emerging from a long period of totalitarian rule. The military, security services, and bureaucracy need to be radically reformed and purged. Justice needs to be achieved for victims of human rights abuses, and the economy has experienced two decades of turmoil. These challenges are significant. Because of the diplomatic circumstances of the conflict, the United States must also cope with unsympathetic neighbors—Iran, Syria, and Turkey—who have an interest in shaping Iraqi politics and perhaps destabilizing a smooth transition. At the international level, the prewar splits in the UN Security Council make it much harder for the United States to adopt the burden-sharing models adopted in Bosnia, Kosovo, or even Afghanistan. At the same time, the United States was unable to undertake many of the prewar preparations that would have eased postwar transition, such as coordinating humanitarian relief with the UN and nongovernmental organizations, organizing international civil police forces, and establishing an international political authority to rebut Arab suspicions of U.S. imperialism.

Nonetheless, Iraq does have some advantages for nation-builders. First, it has a nationwide civil administration, which is relatively efficient. This administration needs to be rebuilt but not to be reconstructed from scratch. Staffed mainly by Iraqis, it will reduce the need for direct international intervention and facilitate security and development across the country. Second, the civil administration and the extensive links with UN agencies mean that the humanitarian issues should be soluble. Third, Iraq’s oil means that the country will not remain dependent on international aid in the medium term.

As it embarks on its most ambitious program of nation-building since 1945, the United States can learn important lessons from the case studies we have examined. It has staked its credibility on a successful outcome in Iraq. This will require an extensive commitment of financial, personnel, and diplomatic resources over a long period. The United States cannot afford to contemplate early exit strategies and cannot afford to leave the job half completed. The real question for the United States should not be how soon it can leave, but rather how fast and how much to share power with Iraqis and the international community while retaining enough power to oversee an enduring transition to democracy and stability.

PROGRESS TO DATE

In its early months, the U.S.-led stabilization and reconstruction of Iraq has not gone as smoothly as might have been expected, given the abundant, recent, and relevant U.S. experience highlighted in this study. This is, after all, the sixth major nation-building enterprise the United States has mounted in 12 years and the fifth such in a Muslim nation. In many of the previous cases, the United States and its allies have faced similar challenges immediately after an intervention. Somalia, Haiti, Kosovo, and Afghanistan also experienced the rapid and utter collapse of central state authority. In each of these instances, local police, courts, penal services, and militaries were destroyed, disrupted, disbanded, or discredited and were consequently unavailable to fill the postconflict security gap. In Somalia, Bosnia, Kosovo, and Afghanistan, extremist elements emerged to fill the resultant vacuum of power. In most cases, organized crime quickly became a major challenge to the occupying authority. In Bosnia and Kosovo, the external stabilization forces ultimately proved adequate to surmount these security challenges; in Somalia and Afghanistan, they did not or have not yet.

Over the past decade, the United States has made major investments in the combat efficiency of its forces. The return on investment has been evident in the dramatic improvement in warfighting demonstrated from Desert Storm to the Kosovo air campaign to Operation Iraqi Freedom. There has been no comparable increase in the capacity of U.S. armed forces or of U.S. civilian agencies to conduct postcombat stabilization and reconstruction operations. Throughout the 1990s, the management of each major mission showed some limited advance over its predecessor, but in the current decade, even this modestly improved learning curve has not been sustained. The Afghan mission can certainly be considered an improvement over Somalia but cannot yet be assessed as being more successful than Haiti. It is too early to evaluate the success of the postconflict mission in Iraq, but its first few months do not raise it above those in Bosnia and Kosovo at a similar stage.

Nation-building has been a controversial mission over the past decade, and the intensity of this debate has undoubtedly inhibited the investments that would be needed to do these tasks better. Institutional resistance in departments of State and Defense, neither of which regard nation-building among their core missions, has also been an obstacle. As a result, successive administrations have treated each new mission as if it were the first and, more importantly, as if it were the last.

This expectation is unlikely to be realized anytime soon. Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has become increasingly involved in nation-building operations. In the 1990s, the Clinton administration conducted a major nation-building intervention, on the average, every two years. The current administration, despite a strong disinclination to engage U.S. armed forces in such activities, has launched two major nation-building enterprises within 18 months. It now seems clear that nation-building is the inescapable responsibility of the world’s only superpower. Once that recognition is more widely accepted, there is much the United States can do to better prepare itself to lead such missions.
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Chapter One

INTRODUCTION

Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has invested significant military, political, and economic resources into conducting operations in the aftermaths of conflicts or civil unrest. Numerous studies, articles, and reports have been published on various aspects of these operations, but most have focused exclusively on the post–Cold War period. This is the first effort of which we are aware to review the major U.S. experiences in nation-building exercises since 1945, compare and contrast the results of these operations, outline significant lessons and best practices, and then suggest how those lessons might be applied to the current challenges facing U.S. policymakers in Iraq.

Various terms have been used over the past 57 years to describe the activities we are seeking to analyze. The German and Japanese operations were referred to as occupations. The operations in Somalia, Haiti, and Bosnia were generally termed peacekeeping or peace enforcement missions. The current U.S. administration has preferred to use the terms stabilization and reconstruction to refer to its post-conflict operations in Afghanistan and in Iraq. In all these cases, the intent was to use military force to underpin a process of democratization. Occupation, peacekeeping, peace enforcement, stabilization, and reconstruction do not fully capture the scope of such operations. Neither does the term nation-building, but we believe it comes closest to suggesting the full range of activities and objectives involved.

We chose seven historical cases for this study: Germany, Japan, Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia, Kosovo, and Afghanistan. These are the most important instances in the post–World War II period in which U.S. military power has been used to underpin democratization. Furthermore, they include substantial variation in both the success of nation-building and such critical inputs as resources, manpower, and money. Success is defined as the ability to promote an enduring transfer of democratic institutions. We did not include the U.S. colonial experience in the Philippines because the societal transformation attempted there was intended to span several generations. We did not include the post–World War II occupation of Austria because we believed its lessons would largely parallel those of Germany and Japan. We did not include the Cold War interventions in Korea, Vietnam, the Dominican Republic, Lebanon, Grenada, and Panama because these were shorter lived and had more-limited political objectives.

The case studies themselves were designed to draw out “best practice” policies for democratizing states. To achieve this goal, we adopted a common approach for each case study. In each instance, we first described the nature of the settlement that ended the conflict. Second, we describe the scope of the problem. To develop a set of best practices, we needed to be able to compare the magnitude of the challenges facing the United States across the case studies. To do so, we outlined the security, humanitarian, administrative, political, and economic challenges that the United States faced at the end of the conflict. Third, we described the institutional arrangements and policies adopted during the operations. In particular, we described the roles the United States, other countries, and international organizations assumed during reconstruction. Fourth, we examined how each operation developed over time, how the security environment stabilized or grew more fragile, how the humanitarian situation evolved, how a civil administration was constructed, how the process of democratization developed, and how economic reconstruction progressed. Finally, we evaluated each operation. Then, using our evaluations of the various operations, we compiled the most important cross-cutting nation-building lessons.

In the final chapter, we applied these lessons learned to the case of Iraq. We first examined the challenges that the United States faces in assisting the reconstruction of Iraq. Then, based on best practices from the case-study operations, we provided recommendations concerning policies likely to be most effective for creating an economically healthy and democratic Iraq.


Chapter Two

GERMANY

World War II was the bloodiest conflict in European history. Millions of soldiers and civilians were killed in battle or in Nazi Germany’s concentration camps. In May 1945, Germany surrendered unconditionally to the United States, the Soviet Union, and the United Kingdom. The Allies had already decided to occupy Germany militarily. The United States, the United Kingdom, and France occupied zones in the west, while the Soviets occupied the east. The capital of Berlin was also partitioned among the four occupying powers. Common Allied policy was developed in a series of summit meetings, most notably at Casablanca in January 1943, at Yalta in February 1945, and at Potsdam in August 1945. At Casablanca, British Prime Minister Winston Churchill and U.S. President Franklin Roosevelt had decided to accept only unconditional surrender from Germany. This decision was reiterated in subsequent meetings that included Soviet leader Josef Stalin. The Yalta Conference called for unconditional surrender, the destruction of Nazism, the disarmament of Germany, the speedy punishment of war criminals, reparations, and an economy able to sustain the German people but not capable of waging war. The Potsdam Conference elaborated on these political and economic principles and included agreements about occupation areas, the disposition of eastern German borders, population transfers, and the treatment of war criminals.1

CHALLENGES

Germany was utterly defeated by the end of the war. The last years of conflict severely damaged the state’s physical infrastructure, although later analysis suggests that the damage was not as extensive as first thought.2 The more immediate problem was the collapse of the economy in 1945 as the German government was replaced by the occupying powers and as central fiscal and monetary management was in abeyance. In addition to the economic problems, Germany was awash in refugees; the Germans were a defeated people. This situation created tremendous challenges for the United States and its allies as the victors began to think about how they should act in the war’s aftermath.

Security

As U.S. and other allied forces occupied Germany in the immediate aftermath of the May unconditional surrender, there was a great deal of concern about preventing a security vacuum in the country. The German military was defeated, but it needed to be disarmed and demobilized promptly and efficiently. As part of that process, Nazi war criminals needed to be identified and brought to trial. In addition, the Allies feared that renegade guerrilla groups of German military forces would re-form into small units and launch attacks against Allied forces. Consequently, the first order of business for the occupation was to have the occupying forces establish security for the military governments. This required, at least initially, a robust presence throughout the country. At the same time, however, there were tremendous external pressures on the United States and the other Allies to withdraw their forces as quickly as possible. The need to shift forces to Asia to finish the war against Japan and, especially, the domestic cry to “bring the boys home” created tremendous pressure on U.S. forces to withdraw as soon as the fighting stopped.

Humanitarian

The scope of the refugee crisis in central Europe at the end of the war is hard to overstate. The Inter-Allied Committee reported in mid-1941 that there were 21 million displaced persons in Europe. Millions of non-Germans, for example, had been brought to Germany as forced laborers. This situation worsened during the last years of the war as millions more people fled in the face of German scorched-earth withdrawals or in fear of Soviet military retribution. Moreover, the Soviets and other states were eager to expel ethnic Germans from their countries. Many of these refugees and displaced persons had no homes to which to return and no means of support. Native Germans, meanwhile, were facing massive food shortages and deprivations as economic activity ground to a halt after Allied forces invaded Germany proper. It was truly a humanitarian and refugee crisis of unprecedented magnitude.3

Civil Administration

During 1944 and 1945, debates raged both within the U.S. government and among the Allies about the shape of a postwar German government and a postwar Germany. The Soviets and, to a lesser extent, France advocated that Germany never again be given full sovereignty because of the potential danger it presented to Europe. There was considerable sympathy within the U.S. government for this view. Secretary of Treasury Henry J. Morgenthau advocated the deindustrialization of Germany; other U.S. government officials argued for the establishment of Germany along modern democratic and capitalist lines.4 Managing these internal U.S. dynamics and trying to forge a consensus among the Allies were daunting challenges. In Germany, meanwhile, the Allies were determined to dismantle the Nazi state apparatus, prosecute war criminals, and rebuild the German state with people untainted by the Nazi regime. This would be a massive undertaking, and it was unclear what type of reception Allied efforts along these lines would receive.

Democratization

Germany had some experience with democracy in the years prior to World War II. The post-Versailles Weimar Republic had a parliamentary government with active political parties. It was a volatile form of government, however, because there were a number of radical splinter parties on the political right and left, and significant elements of German society did not fully embrace the Enlightenment traditions of personal liberty and self-government. Instead, Germans focused on the inner development of the individual and the unique cultural expression of the German nation.5 Furthermore, the economic crisis during the interwar years, which was marked by high unemployment and rampant inflation, strengthened the extremist parties and wiped out a large portion of the German middle class. The assassinations of Matthias Erzberger in 1921 and Walter Rathenau in 1922 were symptomatic of the terrorist tactics that extreme nationalist groups adopted, many of whose members later joined the National Socialist party of Adolf Hitler. The failure of German society to fully embrace Enlightenment concepts and the economic crisis allowed antidemocratic forces in German society to wreck the Weimar Republic and facilitate the rise of Hitler. It was unclear whether the German people would accept Western democratic principles more readily after 1945.

Reconstruction

The Allied commands in Germany faced the problems of restarting the German economy after its collapse in early 1945, repairing war damage, and providing housing and employment opportunities for the influx of German refugees from the east. They also had to deal with demands from their own governments and other countries for reparations from Germany for the damage the war had caused.

THE U.S. AND INTERNATIONAL ROLES

As described above, the United States and the other allied powers discussed and planned the shape of post-Hitler Germany extensively in 1944 and 1945. Unlike after World War I, the victorious powers, at least those in the West, were determined to play an active role in transforming the German state into a peaceful democratic state that would never again threaten Europe with military force. Indeed, a significant impetus for the reconstruction of western Germany was the increasing power struggle between the United States and the Soviet Union over the future of Europe—and particularly the future of Germany.6

Military

Each of the Allies established military governments in its respective sector. The U.S. sector was organized under the command of the Office of the Military Government, United States (OMGUS). After much internal discussion, the U.S. military Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) promulgated JCS directive 1067 in April 1945. Its stated objective was to establish a


stern, all-powerful military administration of a conquered country, based on its unconditional surrender, impressing the Germans with their military defeat and the futility of any further aggression.7



In substance, JCS 1067 directed dissolution of the Nazi party; demilitarization; controls over communications, press, propaganda, and education; reparations for countries desiring them; and decentralization of the German government. On the matter of humanitarian assistance, the directive discouraged, but did not prohibit, the importation of relief supplies.8

Civil and Economic

After Germany’s unconditional surrender on May 7–8, 1945, the victorious Allies—initially the United States, the United Kingdom, and the Soviet Union—assumed supreme authority over Germany on June 5. (France would become one of the occupation powers in the months following Potsdam.) Acting by the authority of their respective governments and “in the interest of the United Nations [UN],” the United States and the other two allies declared their primacy over the conquered nation, “including all the powers possessed by the German Government, the High Command and any state, municipal, or local government or authority.”9 This gave the Allies authority to occupy and completely control German political, economic, and cultural life until they decided when or if Germany would regain national sovereignty. Germany was divided into four zones, which the four powers administered separately. Berlin was to be occupied jointly, with each power administering a sector of the city, and was to be governed by an inter-Allied authority.

The chief agency for coordinating Allied policy toward Germany during the war had been the European Advisory Commission, created in November 1943. It met in London and helped guide decisions about the determination of the zones of occupation and such issues as reparations policy. The Council of Foreign Ministers replaced the Commission in July 1945. To coordinate the occupation, the Allies established the Control Council. The purpose of the Control Council was to ensure “appropriate uniformity of action by the Commanders-in-Chief in their respective zones of occupation and [to] reach agreed decisions on the chief questions affecting Germany as a whole.”10

WHAT HAPPENED

In the immediate postwar period, the Western Allies pursued nation-building in Germany by demobilizing the German military, holding war crimes tribunals, helping construct democratic institutions, and providing substantial humanitarian and economic assistance. In time, the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG)—consisting of the former U.S., British, and French zones—developed into a robust democratic state with a thriving economy. These achievements, however, took several years, and the early international efforts were not uniformly successful.

Security

The Soviet and Western troops that had defeated the German Wehrmacht remained in country and took up occupation duties. In the Western zones, U.S., British, and French forces established military governments in their respective sectors.11 OMGUS oversaw the U.S. sector. On V-E day, General Dwight D. Eisenhower had 61 U.S. divisions (1,622,000 men) in Germany out of a total of 3,077,000 men in Europe. These soldiers became the occupation force for the U.S. sector. They manned border crossings, maintained checkpoints at road junctions, and conducted patrols throughout the sector. The occupation was comprehensive and demonstrated the scope of the German defeat.12

Rapid U.S. demobilization, particularly after the Japanese surrender in August, quickly reduced the levels of U.S. forces in Germany. U.S. planners developed an Occupational Troop Basis goal of 404,500, later reduced to 370,000, to be reached a year after surrender. This goal, however, was overtaken by events. The domestic pressures for bringing U.S. soldiers became acute in late 1945 and into 1946. The plan for a nine-division force in Germany was reduced quickly to a forecast of five divisions.

As a way to meet the U.S. sector requirements while still reducing the Occupational Troop Basis, U.S. military leaders began to consider adopting a constabulary or police-type occupation force in Germany in fall 1945. The purpose of the constabulary force was to fill the law-and-order gap until a professional German police force could be trained. General George Marshall asked General Eisenhower to develop a plan for this possibility. Commanders in Germany objected to the concept as inefficient, uneconomical, and impractical, but personal intervention by Marshall and Eisenhower overcame these reservations. The constabulary was planned to be a mobile reserve force that could respond to incidents of civil unrest, conduct mounted and dismounted patrols, interdict smuggling operations, and assist in intelligence gathering.13 The planned force of 38,000 was calculated on the basis of one constabulary soldier per 450 Germans.14 This would be enough to ensure civil order in the U.S. sector. Three tactical divisions and headquarters elements would back up the constabulary force, but the Occupational Troop Basis would drop significantly, from 370,000 to under 290,000.

The U.S. Constabulary was established in January 1946, but initially comprised only the commanding major general and his staff. They established a school to train soldiers on constabulary duties. These troops received training on law enforcement and military government issues. The constabulary was organized into three brigades and was equipped along the lines of mechanized cavalry, possessing jeeps, armored cars, and some light tanks.15 The force was formally established in July 1946, with just over 30,000 soldiers, and was deployed throughout the American sector. The constabulary peaked at 31,000 troops. It played an effective role in the U.S. sector despite significant personnel turnover resulting from rapid demobilization. Although the constabulary’s troop strength remained constant, overall troop strength dropped to around 200,000 by the end of 1946.16

Initially, the U.S. occupation forces focused on demobilization of the vast German army, denazification of German society, and the prevention of the reemergence of Nazi elements. The Western zones quickly demobilized the German military, with little resistance. The Wehrmacht and all other military and paramilitary organizations were dissolved, and the German General Staff was abolished. The Allied Control Council promulgated a series of laws that codified this disarmament and demilitarization of Germany.17 The constabulary force, meanwhile, trained a new German police force that was soon able to conduct routine police duties. This allowed the constabulary to focus on border control and law enforcement among displaced persons and U.S. servicemen.18

Ironically, by 1949 the United States began to push for the rearmament of West Germany as the Cold War began to heat up. With the signing of the North Atlantic Treaty and the creation of the FRG in 1949, the United States saw West Germany as an additional bulwark against the perceived Soviet military threat to Central Europe. Initially, France and the United Kingdom were unreceptive to the idea of rearming Germany. Moreover, Germany did not yet have full sovereignty because U.S. and other Western occupation forces remained in country, although at reduced numbers.

The Korean War brought the issue of German rearmament to a head. The June 1950 invasion from North Korea shocked the United States and its European allies. It transformed the security of Western Europe into an imminent problem in the minds of government officials on both sides of the Atlantic. In the central region of Germany, the Western allies had only 11 divisions, and most of these forces were not combat ready. The British High Commissioner noted that the central region had “only 4 weak Anglo-American divisions and practically no air force stood between the Channel ports and the 22 Soviet divisions poised a few miles from our zonal boundary.”19 The consensus estimate of Soviet forces, meanwhile, was that Moscow had 2.5 million men (175 divisions) under arms. Although Soviet divisions were significantly smaller than Western divisions, the disparity in force levels was on the order of 10 to 1. In response, North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) countries developed conventional and nuclear forces to face the perceived Soviet threat.20 France and other Western allies eventually acceded to the rearmament of Germany under the condition that all German forces would be under the control of NATO.21 The FRG and other NATO members positioned troops along the FRG’s eastern border in defense against a possible Soviet-led invasion. These troops would stay there throughout the Cold War and remain there, in reduced numbers, today.

Humanitarian

Humanitarian assistance and aid to refugees in Germany were coordinated and financed through OMGUS. However, private relief organizations, such as the International Red Cross and religious organizations, were heavily involved in the actual provision of food, clothing, and health care and in assisting refugees and displaced people to find surviving family and friends. They also assisted people to emigrate or move to new locations.

The U.S. government provided financial support for these activities in the U.S. zone through the Government Aid and Relief in Occupied Areas (GARIOA) program and through grants of war surplus supplies. The British had their own program in their zone. Figures on gross flows to the U.S. zone under GARIOA and provision of surplus supplies ran to nearly $9 million in late 1946; Germany was allowed to purchase $875 million of military surplus for $184 million on credit.22 However, on a net basis, the flows were smaller because Germany was supplying France and other European countries with coal and other supplies as part of reparations. When payments were made, they came in the form of “credits” from the recipient countries. At the time, these were of dubious value.

The total number of German refugees was estimated at 15 million at the end of 1945. They consisted primarily of Germans who had been expelled or had fled from East Germany, German territories awarded to Poland and the Soviet Union, and traditional German areas throughout Central and Eastern Europe. By 1947, there were still 9 million refugees in Germany, although this number fell sharply over the course of the next few years.23 The FRG continued to receive refugees throughout the post–World War II period.

Civil Administration

In addition to demobilization of the German military, initial Western policy focused on the denazification of German society. The basic principles of the denazification program were laid out in JCS 1067 and at the Potsdam Conference of August 1945. These principles focused on dismantling the political and legal structures that the Nazi Party had created in Germany, arresting and punishing Nazi leaders and supporters, and excluding active Nazis from public life. In August 1945, the Allied occupying powers met in London and signed an agreement creating the Nuremberg Tribunal, officially entitled the International Military Tribunal. The London Charter set the ground rules for the Tribunal. In early October 1945, the Allies issued an indictment against 24 men, charging them with the systematic murder of millions of people and with planning and carrying out the war in Europe. With two of the indicted dead or missing and one too frail to stand trail, 21 defendants were tried in Nuremberg beginning in November 1945. The tribunal concluded in October 1946. Ten Nazi leaders were sentenced to death by hanging, and all but three of the remaining received lengthy prison terms.

The United States and other occupying powers also envisioned denazification extending below the national Nazi leadership and therefore set up tribunals to punish offenders at various levels of society. Although denazification was one of the principal objectives of the early occupation period, the proposed scale of denazification quickly proved impractical. The occupying powers did not have the manpower or resources to accomplish such a thorough purging of German society, and U.S. forces found it impossible to administer the state without interacting with and utilizing competent bureaucrats and officials, at least some of whom were complicit in the Nazi regime.24 Instead, German officials largely ran the sector-level tribunals, or Spruchkammern, with occupying power supervision. Of the 3,623,112 persons considered chargeable under the Law of Liberation from National Socialism and Militarism, the Spruchkammern tried 887,252.

All told, the Spruchkammern convicted 117,523 people as offenders of some degree during the two years of trials, although most were in the lower categories. These results have led some to question the thoroughness of denazification, but most analysts contend that scaling back U.S. and allied denazification efforts resulted from the recognition of what was attainable.25 In the long run, this more-practical policy helped lead to a more-thorough repudiation of Nazi policies by the German populace and eliminated remaining support for the return of such an autocratic regime.

Until 1949, the military governments ran their respective sectors. Even after 1949, Germany was only gradually given its political sovereignty.26 The Potsdam Conference called for the establishment of local self-government “on democratic principles and in particular through elective councils as rapidly as is consistent with military security and the purposes of military occupation,” with later extensions of authority to regional and state administrations. The agreement stipulated that there would be central German administrative departments for finance, transportation, communications, trade, and industry but was silent on the future of a unified German state. Tensions among the four occupying powers, especially between the Soviet Union and the Western allies, precluded the establishment of any central German institutions, however.27

In fact, cooperation between the Soviet Union and the other occupying powers broke down quickly in the years after the war. By 1947, the Control Council and the Council of Foreign Ministers had become hopelessly deadlocked and were only able to achieve consensus on a few issues. Reparations, the structure and timing of the creation of a German state, the length of military occupation, and other major issues became contentious among the Allies, especially between the Soviet Union and the Western allies. Coordination among the Western allies progressed slowly but steadily. The British and French initially resisted General Lucius D. Clay’s entreaties to unify the Western zones. But the United States and the United Kingdom merged their occupation zones in January 1947, in part to coordinate a common economic policy across their respective zones and expand economic opportunities for German businesses in their areas.28 The French relinquished some control over their zone with the creation of the FRG in May 1949.

Democratization

Central to the objectives of the United States and the other Western occupying powers was the transformation of German political life along democratic lines. The Potsdam Conference declared that “all democratic political parties with rights of assembly and of public discussion shall be allowed and encouraged throughout Germany.” In its sector, U.S. policy focused on a “grass roots” approach, designed to build a German civil society from the bottom up. JCS 1067, for example, argued that one of the Allies’ most important objectives should be “the preparation for an eventual reconstruction of German political life on a democratic basis.”

This effort to inculcate and nurture democratic political structures was done in incremental steps. Political parties were initially limited to the county (Kreis) level but were later authorized at the state (Land) level. Land administrations were set up in fall 1945. The military government appointed Länder officials who were assigned full responsibility for internal affairs not concerned with security. OMGUS carefully scrutinized all aspects of the German administration, and, over time, additional functions were transferred from OMGUS to the various Lander administrations. In November 1945, OMGUS set up a Council of Ministers–President (Länderrat) for the three states in the U.S. sector. At first advisory, the Länderrat had been assigned substantial executive functions by June 1946 and was the principal implementing agency for OMGUS.29 In addition, elections for small communities of less than 20,000 people were scheduled in January 1946, with elections for larger communities held a few months later. The French and British took a slower approach to local elections in their zones, but active political life had resumed by late 1946.30

By 1947–1948, under military proconsul General Clay’s leadership, the United States, and then the British and the French, continued to return more authority to the German people.31 The military government attempted to strike a balance between the return of sovereignty with the need for denazification, but the former was in ascendance by 1948. Moreover, in the U.S. view, the increase in Soviet power in Eastern Europe necessitated the rapid reconstruction of Germany.

The Western allies permitted the first countrywide elections in the Western zones in 1949. These elections led to the creation of the FRG and the election of Konrad Adenauer as the first chancellor. Adenauer’s government administered the new West German state at the national level, but ultimate sovereignty was vested in the Allied High Commission (i.e., the three Western occupying powers).32 With the agreement of the Western powers, West Germany joined NATO and commenced rearmament in 1955.

Another part of the U.S. and international effort to promote democratic ideals and eliminate vestiges of the Nazi regime was to change the education system, encourage freedom of press, and foster free discussion of ideas. For example, textbooks that perpetuated Nazi ideas were removed, as were the majority of elementary- and secondary-level teachers. OMGUS strictly licensed and monitored newspapers and made special efforts to ensure that the press and radio were staffed with personnel with anti-Nazi backgrounds. These cultural efforts all worked to support allied goals of creating a peaceful and democratic German state.

Reconstruction

Disbanding the German government also meant disbanding German budgetary institutions. The occupying forces became responsible for economic and budgetary policies. On paper, the U.S. occupying force was only supposed to organize the economy to the extent needed to “meet the needs of the occupying forces and to ensure the production and maintenance of goods and service required to prevent disease and unrest.”33 However, General Clay, the military governor of the U.S. zone, ignored this directive, as did the U.S. military officers under his command who were in charge of various German municipalities. The U.S. military government directed its energies to reviving German output as quickly as possible to provide sustenance to the German population, including refugees. Financial pressures soon came into play as well, since both Britain and the United States wished to reduce the cost of feeding and clothing German populations in their zones.

The occupying powers continued to allow the German central bank to operate, but they, rather than the Germans, exercised control over it. As early as 1946, U.S. economists had plans for replacing the debased reichsmark with a new currency. The deutschmark was not introduced until 1948, in the context of the Ludwig Erhard’s reforms, however, because the Allies and the Soviets had joint control over the currency until then. The Western powers were afraid that the Soviets would print large quantities of a new currency to purchase goods from the Western zones, negating the effects of a currency reform. Only in 1948 were currencies and central banking activities sharply divided between east and west.34

Because the national German government was, for all intents and purposes, dissolved, the military governors of the zones were not only responsible for civil and political affairs but also for the economic recovery of their sectors. In the U.S. sector, General Clay devoted substantial effort and resources to restarting German factories and mines. The same was true in the British sector. The French were more fearful and hence much less willing to see a resurgence of the German economy.

Despite initial discussions about prohibiting the reindustrialization of Germany, German economic output recovered rapidly in 1946 as plants and mines were reopened. By the fourth quarter of 1946, industrial output in the U.S. zone had risen to 2.4 times its fourth-quarter 1945 level, although it was still 45 percent of its 1937 level. In the more heavily industrialized British zone, output was up 50 percent. Nonetheless, the German gross domestic product (GDP) was only 40 percent of its 1944 level because of the disastrous economic situation in the first half of the year. British and U.S. economic policies quickly moved toward creating an economic environment favorable for business. U.S. policy, partially influenced by successful U.S. businessmen who were part of the Roosevelt and Truman administrations, was directed at creating a free-market economy in Germany. As part of this process, the German cartels were broken up. In addition, both zone commanders encouraged the development of trade.

Resources to support the German population were provided through GARIOA, surplus U.S. military supplies, U.S. and British military inzone expenditures, and funds from the British budget. At the same time, the U.S. government recognized French and Russian claims for reparations. In particular, the U.S. government forced German mines to deliver coal to France and other nearby states for free. In return, the U.S. zonal authorities provided miners with food and wages. In addition, the Soviet Union dismantled German plants in both the British and U.S. zones and shipped the equipment back to the Soviet Union as part of reparations. Thus, some of what was given was taken away by other governments. The United States attempted to reduce the impact of these reparations payments by instituting a “first charge” principle. German export earnings were first used to pay for essential imports and only then for reparations.35 The United States also provided very large loans to the United Kingdom in 1946, some of which helped defray its costs for running its zone.

Although annual economic statistics show double-digit growth in German GDP from 1947 to 1952, the statistics mask quarterly ups and downs. The winter of 1947 was very severe, and the following summer was very dry. A series of strikes and a slowdown in the rate of economic recovery in both Germany and Europe resulted in substantial concern about European recovery. This was enunciated in George Marshall’s famous speech at Harvard University on June 5, 1947, calling for a massive commitment of funds from the United States to assist European reconstruction.

The Marshall Plan was finally passed on April 3, 1948. Because of concerns about control, the U.S. Congress did not want the UN Relief and Rehabilitation Administration to administer the funds. Consequently, the U.S. European Cooperation Administration administered the Marshall Plan, in conjunction with the Organization for European Economic Cooperation, which eventually became the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development.

The Marshall Plan did contribute to rapid European (and German) economic growth and recovery between 1948 and 1951, when the program ended; however, in many ways, the period from 1946 to early 1948, before the official launch of the Marshall Plan, was more critical. During this period, the United States provided large loans and aid to a number of European countries, totaling $3.4 billion in 1946 and $4.7 billion in 1947. In addition, such international organizations as the International Monetary Fund (IMF), International Bank for Reconstruction and Development, and UN Relief and Rehabilitation Administration provided an additional $1.2 billion and $1.1 billion in 1946 and 1947, respectively. The United States also provided these funds and enabled Germany and the rest of Europe to pay for the large inflows of imports that were instrumental for the postwar recovery. As with other case studies in this report, external assistance was needed for a period when the economies were not yet able to generate sufficient export revenues to pay for the imports needed for recovery.

Some scholars have argued that German economic recovery was well under way by the time the Marshall Plan was passed. In addition, some consider the Erhard currency and fiscal reforms to have been more important for subsequent German economic growth than the Marshall Plan was, especially since Germany received less assistance than other countries on a per capita basis: $12 in 1948 compared with $45 in Holland.36

However, a more useful way to assess the U.S. role in German economic recovery is to assess the full panoply of assistance and policies. In fact, in policy discourse in the United States, the term Marshall Plan has become a shorthand term for U.S. economic policies in the aggregate, not just the specific 1948–1951 program. Under this definition, the “Marshall Plan” provided substantial resources directly or indirectly through loans and assistance to the United Kingdom to finance the imports needed to get the German economy on its feet. U.S. policies in its zone helped contribute to freer markets in Germany by breaking up major cartels and providing an environment in which private businesses could flourish. The U.S. insistence on trade liberalization and support for the creation of the European Payments Union in 1950 played important roles in European economic integration and the eventual European decision, in 1951, to create the European Coal and Steel Community and to sign the 1957 Treaty of Rome, which established the European Common Market. Trade liberalization, economic integration, and the creation of the European Union (EU) have been primary factors in post–World War II European and German economic growth.

LESSONS LEARNED

An examination of Allied reconstruction efforts in Germany highlights a number of important lessons regarding democratization, civil administration, security, and economics:


	Democracy can be transferred, and societies can, in some situations, be encouraged to change.


	Defeated populations can sometimes be more cooperative and malleable than anticipated.


	Enforced accountability for past injustices, through such forums as war crimes tribunals, can facilitate transformation.


	Dismembered and divided countries can be difficult to put back together.


	Defeated countries often need sizable transfers to cover basic government expenditures and quickly provide humanitarian assistance after the conflict.


	Reparations immediately after the end of the conflict are counterproductive. The economy must grow before a country can compensate the victims of the conflict.


	Permitting more than one power to determine economic policy can significantly delay economic recovery.




The most important lesson from the U.S. occupation of Germany is that military force and political capital can, at least in some circumstances, be successfully employed to underpin democratic and societal transformation. Furthermore, such a transformation can be enduring. U.S., French, and British efforts to help build democratic institutions in Germany and to encourage the establishment of political parties were incremental and began in 1945. Over the next several years, these powers oversaw local and national elections; the establishment of a constitution and a bicameral parliament; and, in September 1949, the election of Konrad Adenauer as the first postwar chancellor of the newly formed West German state. While U.S. and allied efforts were important in ensuring this outcome, the West German population obviously played a critical role. Indeed, by the late 1940s, Western allies increasingly gave sovereignty of political institutions to the German people, who continued to deepen the democratization process.

U.S. officials anticipated and planned to deal with significant residual German resistance following the surrender of its armed forces. Yet no resistance of consequence emerged then or at any time thereafter, much as in Haiti during Operation Uphold Democracy (see Chapter Five). The large number of U.S. and allied military forces in West Germany and the establishment of a strong constabulary force preempted most resistance. Indeed, the constabulary force was specifically created to respond to incidents of civil unrest, conduct mounted and dismounted police patrols, interdict smuggling operations, and aid in intelligence gathering. This contrasts starkly with nation-building efforts in such countries as Bosnia, which were marred by organized crime and civil unrest.

The institution of war crimes tribunals and the thorough purging from public life of those associated with the Nazi regime was messy, controversial, and occasionally unfair. However, it consolidated the democratization process by removing a potential threat to a nascent democratic political system. Furthermore, denazification eliminated virtually all support for the return of the Nazi regime and caused a thorough repudiation of Nazi policies in Germany society. In short, justice and retribution in postwar Germany facilitated the population’s reconciliation with its history and its neighbors.

The division of Germany into four occupation zones with independent political, economic, and military authority took 45 years to overcome. This was largely because the German question became tangled in the Cold War struggle between the United States and the Soviet Union. As historian John Lewis Gaddis notes:


What each superpower most feared was that [Germany] might align itself with its Cold War adversary: if that were to happen, the resulting concentration of military, industrial, and economic power could be too great to overcome.37



Even reassembling the three Western zones took nearly half a decade, lengthening the occupation and slowing many reforms. Consequently, it is clear that divided countries can be very difficult to put back together—even among allies.

The economic policies General Clay and the U.S. Army personnel under his command pursued were key to the economic recovery of West Germany. In the U.S. zone, Clay and his subordinates rapidly and efficiently organized the provision of humanitarian assistance and restarted government services and economic activity. The U.S. Army’s focus on “getting things moving” was key to minimizing humanitarian suffering and accelerating economic recovery in its zone in the immediate aftermath of World War II. Similar efforts in the British zone were also constructive. The American and British zones were large net recipients of assistance in the first few years after World War II. These inflows were needed to cover the cost of government services and to provide minimum levels of food and other goods. They played a crucial role in jump-starting economic activity in West Germany.

Other zones did not fare as well because of reparations paid to the Soviet Union, France, and other states. Germany was compelled to export coal for free or on long-term credit to other European states. Soviet forces dismantled a number of assembly lines and shipped them back to the Soviet Union. These reparations slowed German economic recovery.

Each of the occupying powers set its own economic policies. The Soviet Union controlled presses that printed reichsmarks, the German currency, which it used to print money circulated throughout all four zones. Consequently, German inflation did not come under control until the introduction of the deutschmark in West Germany in 1948, thereby depriving the Soviets of their ability to print money. The introduction of the new currency and Erhard’s conservative fiscal policies were crucial ingredients for the German boom of the 1950s and 1960s.
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