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C A B I N E T . 

T H E R U H R A N D W E S T E R N G E R M A N Y . 

M E M O R A N D U M BY THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR FOREIGN A F F A I R S . 

I H A V  E already circulated to my colleagues two papers deal ing respectively 
with the Future of Germany and the Ruhr and w i t h the Saar Territory 
(CP. (46) 156). I have been g iv ing anxious thought to these problems and now 

—1ask my colleagues for authority to proceed on the fol lowing lines

2. I ask for authority to explore the s i tuation w i t h the interested foreign 
Governments on the fo l lowing general l ines, though I would not propose to make 
any final commitment unti l the Dominions have been consulted at the forthcoming 
Imperial Conference:— 

(a) The Ruhr.—(i) To explore the s ituation on the basis of international 
control over the Ruhr industries without pol it ical separation of the territory 
from Germany on the general l ines suggested in paragraph 5 of this paper. 
Meanwhile officials would be instructed to prepare a detailed plan as a matter 
of urgency. 

(ii) A s an essential prelude to any long-term arrangement, to proceed 
within the Br i t i sh zone w i t h the interim measures outlined in paragraph 6. 

(b) The Rhineland.—To support the French Governments proposal that 
French, Be lg ian and Dutch forces should be stationed in German territory west 
of the Rhine for an indefinite period, but to resist their proposal for the 
detachment of the territory from Germany. 

(c) The Saar.—To agree that the ownership of the Saar mines should be 
transferred to France, the territory included in the French customs and currency 
system, French mil i tary forces stationed permanently in the territory, and the 
territory itself transferred forthwith to French administrat ion pending a final 
settlement. The assets so transferred should be debited to France on reparation 
account. 

(d) The A merican Draft Treaty.—To inform the Uni ted States Government 
that H i s Majesty's Government welcome their proposal for a treaty as a most 
useful basis for discussion. 

3. My own original proposal was that the Ruhr should remain part of 
Germany, but that i t s industries should be internationally controlled along the 
lines of a plan prepared by the Economic and Industrial P lanning Staff and shown 
in A n n e x A to Gen. 1 2 1 / 1 ( C P . (46) 156). The following points were raised on 
that proposal : — 

(a) Would my suggest ion that the Ruhr should concentrate on semi-finished 

products and that the finishing industries should be located elsewhere 

in Europe be acceptable to other countries and indeed to our own ? 


(b) Would it be possible to confine to the Ruhr the proposed control over 

German heavy industries ? Might not a central German Government, 

if left free to d o so, build up outside the Ruhr heavy industries which 

were not subject to international control ? 
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id) W h a t would be the relation between the s tandard of l i fe in the Ruhr and 
that in the rest of Germany ? 

id) W o u l d the local adminis trat ive officials and the German workers in the 
Ruhr be l ikely to adopt a policy of obstruction and passive resistance 
towards the Internat ional H o l d i n g Corporation and to be supported 
in this policy by the German Government or administrat ion and by 
workers elsewhere in Germany ? 

4. These points have now been considered w i t h the fo l lowing results :— 
(a)	 There is general agreement that from the security angle there would be 

every advantage in encouraging the basic industries of the Ruhr up 
to the semi-finishing stage, leaving the finishing industries to be set 
up in other parts of Germany and elsewhere in Europe. There is also 
general agreement that this should be our a im as soon as the 
redevelopment of those basic industr ies is al lowed. But for the time 
being we are bound by the level of industry p lan approved by the 
Control Council which restricts production to a level that wi l l bring 
serious unemployment to the area. This unemployment would be 
increased sti l l further if we were now to exclude from the area all the 
ex i s t ing fabricat ing industries . 

(b) A l l heavy industries depend on coal or power, and the Ruhr is the only 
important source of these in Germany apart from the brown coal 
fields in Saxony which cannot provide coking coal for steel production. 
B y controll ing the Ruhr coal output we shall control the development 
of the steel industry not only in the Ruhr area but all over Germany. 
Moreover, i t has never been suggested that if a special system of 
control is appl ied in the Ruhr, the development of industry in the 
rest of Germany should be lef t entirely uncontrolled. The peace 
treaty wi l l , i t i s hoped, provide for a thorough system of industrial 
inspection. 

(c)	 I t was agreed at P o t s d a m that Germany's s tandard of l iv ing should, 
during the in i t ia l period of control, not exceed that of the European 
average exc luding the U n i t e d Kingdom and Russ ia . The reparation 
plan agreed at Berl in wi l l ensure that this principle is strictly 
observed. I t is not possible to predict at this s tage how the standard 
of l i f e in the various parts of Germany wi l l develop after the repara
tion plan has been completed. A l l that can be sa id is that it wi l l be 
essential to the success of international control of the Ruhr that the 
standard of l i fe in the area should be at least as h i g h as that prevai l ing 
in the rest of Germany. 

(d)	 A l l pol it ical part ies in Germany are deeply hosti le to any idea of the 
pol i t ical separation of the Ruhr from Germany. Their at t i tude to 
international control of the industries is less clear. The best estimate 
of opinion is that , whi l e the Communists would follow Russian 
guidance whatever it might be, the democratic part ies might be brought 
to accept a plan of the k ind worked out by E . I . P . S . if i t were 
accompanied by some immediate advantages and could be represented 
as a step towards Germany's re-establishment in the Western Inter
nat ional framework. Their acceptance might be faci l i tated if the 
p lan were modified in the sense set out in the next paragraph. 

5. Further consideration has been given to the E . I . P . S . paper during the 
past f ew weeks, and I am led to think that the basic conception of international 
control w i t h i n the German State might be better implemented on the following
lines. A n e w German province would be formed in the area affected by the scheme. 
Instead of the industries being owned international ly they would be made into 
a social ised German corporation whose relation to the Provinc ia l Government 
would be the same as that of the Nat iona l Coal Board in this country to H i s 
Majes ty ' s Government. Germany's obl igat ions in regard to the transferred 
industr ies would be la id down i n such detail as was necessary, in the peace 
treaties, and an international control organisat ion would be formed to supervise 
the performance of these obligations. Thus pol i t ical control, w i t h of course the 
poss ibi l i ty of pol it ical and mi l i tary sanctions, would be substituted for industrial 
control through ownership. My impression is that a scheme of this nature, w i th 
its emphasis on pol i t ical rather than industrial control, would be more acceptable 
to the French, whi le German opin ion would certainly prefer to see German 
industr ies in German socialised ownership rather than owned by an international 



corporation. The actual direction of the products of the area into the channels 
we desire would have to be brought about by the various interested Governments 
applying appropriate commercial policies. 

6. I f this sdheme is generally agreed, I should propose to proceed by the 
following stages. The first step would be to create a new German province 
covering the area to which the scheme is to apply. I am advised that this could 
be done without difficulty by unilateral action on the part of the Bri t i sh Com
mander-in-Chief. The next step would be to set up a provincial administrat ion 
of that province, which would have the necessary powers over the proposed German 
corporation to which the industries in the area would be transferred. This wi l l 
take some t ime to achieve, and in the meantime I would propose to follow in 
regard to the other industries in this area the same policy that has already been 
carried out in regard to the Ruhr mines, namely, to vest them as a temporary 
measure in the Commander-in-Chief, announcing at the same time that 1 while 
their ul t imate disposal remains to be decided they wi l l not be returned to their 
previous owners. A l though it is part of the plan that these assets should sub
sequently be transferred to the proposed German corporation, there is some 
doubt whether this transfer could be effected by the Commander-in-Chief under 
the powers which he exercises as a zone commander or whether it would not need 
the quadripartite approval of the Control Council. This , however, is being 
further examined and wi l l not affect my immediate proposal. I t follows that 
during the early stages the direct control over these industries would be exercised 
solely by the Brit ish zone commander, though he would of course be subject to 
quadripartite control at Berl in in so far as the legis lat ion to deal w i t h these 
industries is a matter affecting Germany as a whole. Nevertheless, to prepare 
the way for my ult imate objective of international control I would from the ontset 
associate the Western Powers most closely affected and the Uni ted States by 
invit ing them to appoint in the first place advisers to the Bri t i sh officials 
nominated as custodians of these industrial assets, and later, when the German 
corporation has been formed, to the Bri t i sh body which wi l l control it. But 
when the quadripartite control of Germany comes to an end this Bri t i sh body 
would change into an international organisat ion on the lines set out in para
graph 5 and at that stage the advisers appointed by our Al l ies would become 
fully associated with the control. 

7. A highly important point for decision is whether the Russians should 
be admitted into the scheme suggested. My own view is that we should not offer 
to the Russ ians in Western Germany any greater faci l i t ies than they might be 
prepared to give us in Eastern Germany, e.g., part ic ipat ion in the international 
control of the industrial area of Saxony. One may assume that they would not 
wish to set up such an international control in their own zone. If, therefore, at 
any time during the evolution of this p lan the Russians were to claim the right 
to appoint an adviser or an ult imate share in the international controlling body, 
I should only be prepared to accept this provided that they were to give us similar 
part ic ipat ion in the international control of a s imilar organisation in their zone. 

8. In considering th is whole problem w e must, however, bear in mind that 
we have given our agreement in Berl in to a plan for the future level of German 
industry the effect of which wi l l be to reduce the level of German industry as a 
whole to about 50 or 55 per cent, of the 1938 level. The heavy industries are to 
be more drastically reduced than others, the productive capacity remaining to 
them being of the order of a third of pre-war. This wi l l in particular affect the 
Ruhr where the heavy industries chiefly lie. The plan was accepted by the 
Bri t i sh representative on the clear understanding that it would be open to review 
if any of the basic assumptions of the plan were modified. One of these 
assumptions related to the German western frontier and it would clearly be 
modified if the French plan of separat ing the Ruhr from Germany were accepted. 
But it would be impossible to call for review on this ground if a system were 
introduced on the l ines favoured by the Committee on German Industry, under 
which the German western frontier would not be changed. Unless, therefore, we 
are prepared to denounce the Potsdam Agreement—and this is a matter which 
I propose to discuss in a separate paper on our general policy towards Germany— 
it seems to me that we must proceed on the assumption that the level of industry 
plan wi l l be carried out. This , I fear, wi l l inevitably postpone for some years any 
hope of fulfilling one of my principal ideas, which is that the Ruhr should be 
turned into a posit ive element of European reconstruction. I have not, however, 
abandoned this conception and hope that the proposal for controlling the Ruhr 
which I have outlined wi l l enable me to persuade the Russians that a prosperous 



and expanding industry in the E u h r may hold out great advantages for them as 
well as for the rest of Europe. The ful l association of the Germans in the 
development of their own industry under international control, as this modified 
p lan contemplates, seems to me better calculated to achieve this objective than 
does the idea of internat ional ownership which deprives the Germans of an 
interest in the welfare and wel l -being of their own industries . 

9. I took the opportunity of the period required for consideration of the 
po ints mentioned in paragraph 3 above, to invite the views of the Chiefs of Staff 
on the strategic aspect of th is problem. Their report, of which a copy is attached, 
may be briefly summarised as fol lows :— 

Our main strategic aims in Western Europe are that no potential ly hostile 
Power should be in a posi t ion to dominate Western Europe and, secondly, that 
on the outbreak of any future conflict our strategic frontier should be as far east 
as possible. Our policy towards Germany should be guided by the consideration 
that R u s s i a is our most l ikely potent ial enemy and is a more serious danger than 
a revived Germany. Three proposals for the organisat ion of the Ruhr are 
considered a n d none is thought wholly sat isfactory for meet ing these aims. The 
first, namely, that the Ruhr should simply, remain for the time being as part of 
our zone of occupation w i t h the control of i ts industry in our hands, has many 
advantages since it gives us for the immediate future the maximum freedom of 
act ion and leaves the area and i t s industry under our control for so long as 
the occupation of Germany is maintained. B u t the necessary corollary of this 
proposal is that the Ruhr should be returned to German control when occupation 
ceases. This wi l l be dangerous i f Germany is drawn into the Russ ian orbit. 
The Chiefs of Staff regard the French proposals as unacceptable. They regard 
the E . I . P . S . p lan as a possible compromise but draw attent ion to several serious 
d i sadvantages in it. The Chiefs of Staff see no objection to the occupational 
commitment involved in the E . I . P . S . p lan which wTould amount to 10,000 British 
troops and which they consider would probably be less than that involved in 
the French plan. 

10. There remain the questions of the Rhineland, the Saar and the draft 
treaty proposed by the U n i t e d States Government, the text of which is contained 
in A n n e x C of Gen. 1 2 1 / 1 ( C P . (46) 156). 

11. A s regards the Rhine land, economic and mi l i tary arguments have been 
advanced aga ins t the French proposal that German territory west of the Rhine 
should be set up as a separate S ta te or States detached from Germany. French 
ideas on this po int have been far less definite than their ideas about the Ruhr, 
and there should not be so much difficulty in reaching agreement w i t h them on 
this aspect of their plan provided we can accept their main proposal that their 
forces, and those of the Be lg ians and Dutch, should be stationed permanently 
in the area. I would propose that this should be our policy. I t is not thought 
necessary that any Br i t i sh troops should be stationed in this area. 

12. A s regards the Saar, I suggest that H i s Majes ty ' s Government should 
support the French proposals and that the assets of the territory transferred to 
French administrat ion should be debited to the French Government on reparation 
account. I submit these recommendations to my colleagues' approval. 

13. The Chiefs of Staff have reported favourably on the Amer ican draft 
treaty and, though certain clarifications are required, I am convinced that this 
Amer ican in i t ia t ive is of great importance and potential advantage to ourselves. 
I would accordingly propose to inform the U n i t e d States Government that we 
welcome their proposal and consider i t provides a most useful basis for further 
discussion, subject to the clarification of certain points. 

E . B. 
Foreign Office, S.W. 1, 


lbth April, 1946. 




A N N E X . 


C C S  . (46) 105 ( O ) . 

C H I E F S OF S T A F F C O M M I T T E E . 

T H E F U T U R E OF G E R M A N Y A N D T H E R U H R . 

Report. 
W  E have examined the Foreign Secretary's paper* and the questions you 

put forward m your letter, t I t i s not possible to deal w i th these without con
s i d e n n g wider questions of our strategic interests in Western Europe. 

2. I t must be assumed that the Si les ian industrial area is permanently 
lost to Germany. From the point of view of future war potential , the Ruhr 
is by far the most important area of Germany. Deprived of both the Ruhr and 
Silesia, Germany could hardly count as an independent factor in Europe. 

From the mil i tary point of view, therefore, the future of the Ruhr and the 
Rhineland wi l l largely determine the future of Germany. Thus is becomes 
necessary to consider what our long-term policy wi th regard to Germany as a 
whole should be. 

Long-Term Policy regarding Germany. 

3 . Our main strategic aims in Western Europe are t h a t : — 

(a) N o potential ly hostile Power should be in a posit ion to dominate Western 
Europe. 

(b) On the outbreak of any future conflict, our strategic frontier should be 
as far east a s possible. 

The deduction from the above is that we must do our utmost to ensure 
that France and the Low Countries remain friendly to us. Our posit ion would 
be greatly strengthened by the creation of a western democratic Germany. Fa i l ing 
this, i t is essential that the authority in control in Germany should not be hosti le 
to us. 

This authority must be that, e ither of a revived and independent Germany, 
or of whatever Power might be in a posit ion to exert a controlling influence in 
Germany. A t present it seems that, once the exis t ing system of Al l i ed occupation 
is terminated the only foreign Power which could establish a controlling influence 
in Germany would be Russia . Our policy towards Germany should therefore be 
shaped by whether, in the long run, we regard a revived and independent Germany, 
or Russ ia as l ikely to be the greater danger to our security. 

I t is clear that the worst s i tuat ion of all, and one which we must try to 
avoid a t all costs, i s that of a revived Germany dominated by Russia , since we 
might then be fac ing the combined war potential of both Powers . 

4. I f we consider that the principal danger to our security is eventually 
l ikely to come from a revived and independent Germany, then our policy towards
her should be guided principal ly by the necessity of keeping her war potential 
as low as possible. A t the same time, however, we must not drive Germany into 
the arms of Russ ia . 

Alternat ively , if Russ ia is considered the more serious danger, our policy 
towards Germany should be such as would not prevent us from building her up 
again i f this becomes necessary. In addit ion, so that we could count on effective 
German assistance in the event of conflict w i th Russia, we should try to avoid 
arousing permanent German antagonism towards us. 

5. The above are questions of the highest policy and are to a great extent 
political. W e consider that it is still too early to decide these issues finally, but, 
if we have to shape our policy now we can, from the mil itary point of view, choose 
only the second alternative since Russ ia appears, at present, our most l ikely 
potential enemy. 

I n the event of conflict w i t h Russ ia we cannot, in view of the man-power 
and war potential at her disposal, afford to exclude any method of redressing the 

* Gen. 121/1 (Annex I to C.O.S. (46) 93 ( 0 ) ) . t C.O.B. (46) 93 (O). 
[ 3 1 6 6 1 ] C 



 t 

balance. Moreover, Germany is so placed strategical ly that, if she was prepared 
to resist , she m i g h t be able to g a i n the necessary time for us to develop our own 
effort, and for the resources of the U n i t e d States to be brought into play. 

6. I t would clearly be pol i t ical ly unacceptable, nor is it mi l i tar i ly necessary, 
to adopt a pol icy of rebui lding Germany in the immediate future. W e consider! 
however, that our policy should be shaped to give u s maximum freedom to do 
th is later in case it should prove to be necessary. Such a course wi l l be subject 
a lways to the fo l lowing provisos :— 

(a) W e must be able to carry the U n i t e d States w i t h us in any proposals 
we make. 

(&) W e	 must not so offend France and the Low Countries that we alienate 
them permanently. 

(c) A n y	 arrangement which al lows the s tat ioning of Russ ian forces in 
Western Germany or extends Russ ian influence is undesirable. 

(d) W e w i s h to reduce our occupational commitment as far as possible and to 
avoid a permanent commitment on the continent. 

(e) A n y sett lement which does not conform to the spirit of the Atlantic 
Charter is unl ikely to s tand the test of time. 

7. I n the l ight of the above oyerall considerations, we examine the points 
raised by the Foreign Office. 

Proposed Methods of Control of the Ruhr. 


Method 1.^Eventual Return of the Ruhr to Germany. 

8. T h i s g ives us for the immediate future the maximum freedom of action 

in that it would avoid the necessity of dec id ing now upon any special long-term 
regime for the Ruhr, and would leave i t under our control as long as the 
occupation of Germany is mainta ined . Moreover, the prospect of the eventual 
return of the Ruhr might divert German attention to the question of the recovery 
of her next most important lost province, Silesia, and therefore incl ine Germany 
to a pol icy of collaboration with the W e s t rather than the East . The fact that we 
would remain in occupation of the area unt i l it was considered safe to abandon 
the occupation of the whole country would give us, at any rate for some time, a 
considerable degree of security against a revived and hosti le Germany. 

9. On the other hand, th is p lan contains, as a long-term policy, a n element 
of risk in that, should it not achieve its object and should Western Germany in I !, 
spi te of it be drawn into the R u s s i a n orbit, Russ ia would ga in the war potential 
of the whole of Germany, inc luding her most important industr ial area. Whether 
or not th is p lan would bring us solid advantages must therefore depend upon g 

i ts being accompanied by a pos i t ive policy towards Germany which wi l l hold j 
out real hope for the future to her, and so combat despair and i ts accompanying 
opportuni t ies for Communist propaganda. This policy should ensure keeping ^ 
at least Western Germany outside the " iron curta in ." -

W e would relate this policy to the Fore ign Secretary's remarks on the forma- , 
t ion of a Western " zone,"* and to our v iews on areas of strategic importance.t 

I t must not be overlooked that this plan may be expected to be vigorously ^ 
opposed by France. The risk of a l i enat ing her that it involves would have to be 
faced, and a means found to persuade her that i t wil l be in her long-term interests 
to accept it. ( 

10. A s regard occupational commitments, this plan reduces our long-term F 
occupational tasks to a minimum, since, once the occupation of Germany as a 
whole hand been abandoned, there would be no need for forces of occupation ^ 
east of the Rhine. The reluctance to evacuate the Ruhr might prolong the occupa- 1 

ct ional commitments as a whole. On the other hand, i t seems to us that the
decision whether or not to abandon the occupation of Germany as a whole is likely 1 

to be influenced primari ly by other factors. \ 

Method 2.-E.I.P.S. Plan.
 
11. Thi s plan has the fo l lowing advantages :—-	 ^ 
(a) I t	 ensures that sanctions can be appl ied quickly if the need arises. 
(p) Our share in the control over the industries of the Ruhr wi l l offer us 

a certain degree of security whoever may be in control of Germany. 
(c) French insistence on the separat ion of the Ruhr appears to be weakening, 

a n d they might therefore be brought to accept this plan. 
(d) I t should ensure that U n i t e d States troops remain in Europe for a £ 

prolonged period. 
* D.O. (46) 40. 	 f D.O. (46) 47. 



(e) I f the Russ ians are included in the plan, they are robbed of their propa
ganda line wi th the Germans that it is the Western Powers who are 
screwing down Germany. 

12. The plan has, however, considerable disadvantages :— 
(a)	 W e abandon the posit ion which we hold at present of being the sole 

authority in the area. 
(b) I t is doubtful whether the Germans would regard the return of the 

territory only, without control of the industries which give it its main 
value, as a concession of any great consequence. 

I t would not therefore divert German hosti l i ty away from the 
Western Democracies, and if the Russ ians are not included in the plan, 
might drive Germany into the arms of Russ ia by g iv ing Russ ia a 
weapon w i t h which to incite the German population against us. 

(c) On the other hand, if the Russ ians do part ic ipate in control, it might be 
difficult to exclude Russ ian troops from the Ruhr while a l lowing 
forces of the Western Powers to be stationed there. 

In the event of our being forced to admit Russ ian troops, it is 
unlikely that we shall be able to prevent them establ ishing a Russian 
zone, and w i t h it a secure base for the conduct of Communistic 
activit ies . 

(d) International control would be held responsible by the German population 
for any distress caused by slumps, unemployment, & c , and a difficult 
internal security problem would therefore exist. This unrest might be 
exploited to their own ends by the Russian representatives on the 
controll ing body in the Ruhr. 

(e) There	 wi l l be a n inevitable danger of conflicting economic interests 
between the controll ing Powers, and the consequential danger that in 
the course of time one or more Powers might withdraw, causing a 
breakdown in control. 

(/) The plan produces an indefinite, though small, occupational commitment. 

13. W i t h regard to the questions raised by the Foreign Office regarding 
occupational commitments, it is not possible to give a firm est imate of the number 
of troops required, but the figure of 50,000 quoted for the French Plan seems 
reasonable. Since the other part ic ipat ing Powers would presumably provide 
contingents, we should probably have to provide not more than 10,000, and this 
is a commitment which could be accepted. 

The fact that the territory would not be polit ically separated from Germany 
should render the task of occupation easier rather than the reverse since such a 
regime would presumably be more acceptable to the population than one involving
complete separation. I t should be noted that mil i tari ly it would be highly 
desirable that the area should be extended as has already been proposed,* so as to 
include an area west of the Rhine up to the Dutch frontier. I f this is not clone 
the Ruhr area would become a n is land surrounded by potentially hostile territory. 

Method 3.'—French Plan. 
14. Acceptance of this p lan should improve our relations with France. 

Otherwise it produces no advantages which we cannot obtain under the E . I .P .S . 
plan, and only accentuates the disadvantages of that plan. 

The Ruhr wi l l be detached permanently from Germany. The scheme will 
therefore encounter the bitter hosti l i ty of the Germans, and in the passage of 
time wi l l fa i l to retain the continued support of popular opinion in the 
democracies. I t seems to us that German hosti l i ty to this plan, combined wi th 
the effect it would have upon German economy, would almost certainly drive 
Germany into the arms of Russia . Furthermore, the plan would entail an 
indefinite occupation commitment which, in view of local hostil ity, would probably 
be larger than that required under the E . I .P .S . plan, without any corresponding 
advantage from the security point of view. In addit ion, Russ ian influence would 
be al lowed to extend into Western Germany. 

Summary. 

15 None of the three methods proposed is wholly satisfactory, nor can 

we at present see any solution to the problem of tJhe ult imate disposal of the Ruhr 
territory which fully meets our mil i tary requirements. The French plan we 
regard as unacceptable. 

* Gen. 121/1, paragraph 42. 
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From the mi l i tary po int of view, w e w i s h to prevent Western Germany 
from fa l l ing under Russ ian domination. Th i s requirement would be most nearly 
met by Method 1, i.e., retention of the Ruhr w i t h i n our area of occupation an 
i ts u l t imate return to Germany. The feas ib i l i ty of t ins must, however, depend 
upon a pol i t ical est imate of the possibi l i ty of keeping at least Western Germany 
w i t h i n the Western democratic zone, and the plan wi l l clearly raise considerable 
pol i t ical difficulties. 

I f Method 1 cannot be adopted, the E . I . P . S . P l a n offers a possible compromise. 
I t has , however, the very great d isadvantage that i t extends Russ ian influence 
into Western Germany, and leaves the seed of discontent among the local popula
t ion, and the danger of future disagreement between the Al l ies . 

The Saar, 

16. The French have a good claim to ownership of the Saar mines and 

for the inclusion of the area in their Customs Union . W e consider that their 
demand wi l l be difficult to refuse, and as there are few mil i tary impl icat ions to 
th is we should certainly offer no objection on mi l i tary grounds. 

Remaining Territory West of the Rhine. 


17. From the mi l i tary po int of view, we can see l i t t le object in sett ing this 
area up as a separate State, since at best i t can only be a small weak uni t which 
would be a continual source of dispute between France and Germany. 

18. I n order to increase our essential security against attack from the east, 
whether by Germany or Russ ia , we should support the indefinite maintenance of 
French, Be lg ian and Dutch garrisons throughout the area west of the Rhine. 
T h i s wi l l apply whatever solution is reached w i t h regard to the Ruhr. 

19. W e see no necessity to provide a Br i t i sh contingent in th is area. If, 
however, the provision of such a contingent would mean that the Americans 
would d o the same, thereby g i v i n g them an indefinite commitment in Europe, we 
think w e should also be prepared to provide a small force. 

Conclusions. 

20.	 W e conclude t h a t : — 
(a) Our long-term policy w i t h regard to Germany must take full account of 

the fact that R u s s i a is a much more dangerous potent ial enemy than 
Germany; i t cannot be shaped solely from the point of view of 
preventing a revival of a threat from Germany. 

(6) W e	 therefore wish , from a mi l i tary point of view, to bring about a 
s i tuat ion in which Western Germany wi l l not be dominated by Russia. 

(c) I n the l ight of the above, the implicat ions of the three solutions	 proposed 
for the Ruhr are as follows :— 

(i) Provided we can obtain American co-operation	 and can convince 
the French that i t i s in their long-term interest to agree, and 
provided tha t i t is coupled w i t h a posi t ive policy towards 
Germany that Avill ensure at least Western Germany remaining 
w i t h i n the western democratic zone, Method 1 most nearly meets 
our mi l i tary requirements, 

(ii) Method 2 (E . I .P .S .	 Plan) presents a compromise but only at the 
price of Russ ian part ic ipat ion, to which we are most strongly 
opposed. 

(iii)	 Method 3 (French Plan) i s unacceptable. 
(d) There are no mi l i tary objections to acceptance of the French proposals 

wi th regard to the Saar. 
(e) W e	 should only support the French proposals that French, Be lg ian and 

Dutch garrisons should be mainta ined indefinitely in German territory 
west of the R h i n e if the Ruhr and the adjacent Rhine land are also to 
be occupied by Al l i ed Forces. 

(Signed) A L A N B R O O K E . 
T E D D E R . 
R H O D E R I C K R. M c G R I G O R , 

V.C.N.S. 

Of/ices of the Cabinet and 


Minister of Defence, S.W.1, 

5th April, 1946. 







