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Preface

The United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research (UNIDIR), which has been in
existence since 1 October 1980, was established by the General Assembly as an
autonomous institution within the framework of the United Nations to carry out
independent research on disarmament and related international security issues.

The Institute’s work, which is based on the provisions of the Final Document of the
Tenth Session of the General Assembly, aims at:

Providing the international community with more diversified and complete data on
problems relating to international security, the armaments race and disarmament in all
fields, particularly in the nuclear field, so as to facilitate progress, through negotiations,
towards greater security for all States, and towards the economic and social develop-
ment of all peoples;

Promoting informed participation by all States in disarmament efforts;

Assisting on-going negotiations on disarmament and continuing efforts being made
to ensure greater international security at a progressively lower level of armaments,
particularly nuclear armaments, by means of objective and factual studies and analyses;

Carrying out more in-depth, forward looking and long-term research on disar-
mament so as to provide a general insight to the problems involved, and stimulating new
initiatives for new negotiations.

This publication From Versailles to Baghdad: Post-War Armament Control of
Defeated States is the result of a two year project between UNIDIR and the Graduate
Institute of International Studies in Geneva. The project was initiated and coordinated
by Fred Tanner of the Graduate Institute, who also edited this research report. UNIDIR
would like to thank the authors who contributed to this volume.

The project and subsequent publication also benefitted from the help and advice of
Chantal de Jonge Oudraat, Research Associate at UNIDIR. Pamela Thompson, intern at
UNIDIR, assisted with the editing of the Volume. Anita Blétry, also from UNIDIR, was
instrumental in making the manuscript ready for publication. Finally special thanks go
to Martha Orange for her assistance and Eva Tanner for her support.

The research has been carried out with the financial assistance of the Swiss
Government. UNIDIR and the Graduate Institute would like to express their special
thanks to Dr. Theodor Winkler, the Special Representative of the Chief of General Staff
of the Swiss Army.

UNIDIR takes no position on the views and conclusions expressed in these papers
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publication and recommends them to the attention of its readers.
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Deputy Director, UNIDIR
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Introduction

Fred Tanner

The twentieth century has witnessed many violent conflicts, among them inter-state
wars and armed conflicts involving non-governmental groups. Regardless of their
nature, they all eventually came to an end either through victory for one side and defeat
for the other, or through stalemate. But the termination of war does not mean that the
antagonistic relationship between the former belligerents has been removed. This
publication looks at how former belligerents have tried to influence their opponents in
the military field during the post-war period. It will limit its scope to periods following
inter-state wars that have ended with winners and losers.

The purpose of this study is to examine the motivations for and the implementation
of armament control measures in the construction of post-war arrangements. Post-war
armament control enables the victorious parties to continue to exercise control or
influence over the loser’s residual military capabilities during the peace-time period
after the war. As this study will show, there are various categories of post-war armament
control regimes, but they all have in common that their measures are unilateral, coercive
and often punitive in nature. The coercive character prevents such regimesfrom turning
into lasting agreements on armament. This is also the reason why there is an ambiguous
relationship between post-war armament control and “classic” arms control that should
build mutual confidence between adversaries.

Despite the large number of armed conflicts in this century, there have been
surprisingly few cases that have produced some formal armament control arrange-
ments.There are several explanations for this. First, it is the essence of the military art to
reduce the war-fighting capabilities of the opponent. In Clausewitz’s terms “the aim of all
action in war is to disarm the enemy.” Following this rationale, the victors are not
concerned with the enemy's armament after the end of a military confrontation, since most
of it would be destroyed, captured or neutralised during the military campaign. Second,
the nature of the war and its military outcome may not allow the victor to enforce
measures on the loser's military capabilities. The Falkland/Malvinas Island War, for
instance, did not lend itself to such measures, since the war was a limited one that at no
stage engaged all of the military resources of the two belligerents. Despite victory, Britain
had neither the military clout nor the motivation to limit Argentinean military assets after
the end of hostilities. Third, the victor absorbs the loser or occupies its entire territory in
the post-war period. In such cases, no control of the former enemy’s military capabilities
is needed. This was the case after World War II, when all of the German territory was
occupied by the Allies, and the German state as well as its armed forces ceased to exist.

What are the situations that lend themselves to armament control after war?
Armament control may appear attractive to victors if it represents a viable substitute for
the continuation of military operations (i.e., if it assures the selective or total control of
the loser’s military capability after the end of hostilities). Such situations may occur
when the war terminates before the winning side has had the opportunity to completely
destroy the war machine of the loser by military means. World War I and the Second

Gulf War are examples.
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In the first case, the occupation of Germany would have caused heavy losses among
the Allies. Furthermore, rapid termination of the war was essential, since the
revolutionary turmoil within Germany threatened to escalate and spill-over to
neighbouring countries. In the case of the Gulf War, the total occupation of Iraqi
territory would have been inconsistent with UN Security Council Resolution 678 and
would have produced uneasiness among other Arab states. Furthermore, today it is an
accepted thesis that the White House was more concerned with the potential
fragmentation of Iraq (in case of a military occupation) rather than about Hussein’s
military reconstitution capabilities. For both, the victorious Allies of the First World
War and the Gulf War, armament control mechanisms represented an important element
of the settlement with the defeated state.

Second, armament control may find some utility after the end of a war as a means to
allow the vanquished state to engage in a calibrated reconstruction of its military
capabilities. Such a process may also be referred to as re-armament control. Victors may
allow the loser to gain back its lost sovereignty, albeit in a slow and controlled manner.
A rearmament period can stretch over a very long time span: the control of Germany’s
rearmament after World War II, for example, only ceased in 1986.

Here, the use of armament control instruments are primarily of political and less of
military significance. After World War II, the break-out of the Cold War dramatically
changed the outlook of what to do with Germany’s military potential. The Korea shock
of 1950 convinced policy-makers in the West to re-arm Germany and Italy. In the first
case, an elaborate re-armament control mechanism was put in place with the help of the
Western European Union; in the the second, the 1947 Peace Treaty was revised to allow
a substantial arms build-up.

Third, armament control can have specific measures trying to prevent the
conclusion of military alliances between former allies. After World War II, for example,
the former Axis Powers were explicitly prohibited from engaging in cooperation with
Germany and Japan in the field of armament. Here post-war armament control assumes
the role of control parameters that make military arrangements of revanchiste powers
more difficult.

*kk

The contributions in this study focus on cases of post-war armament control (or the
absence of it) that result from three wars that have profoundly affected the international
system in the twentieth century: the First World War, the Second World War, and the
Second Persian Gulf War. Each of these wars ended asymmetrically (i.e., they all
terminated with a clear victor and a clear loser), and in each case the loser was subjected
to armament control measures during the post-war period.

The First World War produced the Versailles Treaty that has become a legacy of
armament control enforcement. Fred Tanner explains in Chapter 1 the reasons why the
Allies finally imposed coercive disarmament and armament control measures upon
Germany as part of the Peace Treaty. He argues that the disarmament of Germany was
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not a war objective of the Allies, but rather the result of Britain's electoral politics. The
chapter also outlines the making and the implementation of Germany’s disarmament
and concludes that post-war armament control became a divisive issue among the Allies
destabilising the post-war order.

The aftermath of World War II produced a series of peace treaties that — with the
exception of Japan — all contained constraints and restrictions in the military field. In
Chapter 2, Ilaria Poggiolini and Leopoldo Nuti describe the making of the Italian Peace
Treaty that served as a reference for the other peace treaties and the 1955 State Treaty.
They show how the elaboration of the Peace Treaty turned Italy into a test case for East-
West relations and how the military clauses were the product of compromises among
reluctant Allies. The case of Italy also describes how revisionist efforts by the Italian
government, particularly after the signature of the Japanese Peace Treaty in 1951,
finally succeeded with the outbreak of the Cold War.

In Chapter 3, Mihaly Fiilop reviews the conditions under which Hungary, Rumania
and Bulgaria were subjected to military clauses. He explains how the military clauses
were not relevant for the countries falling under the direct control of Stalin. Bilateral
arrangements with the Soviet Union, territorial adjustments and crude military pressure
were the actual determinants of the post-war period. Fiilop shows that the blatant
violations of the armament control regime have been motivated by Moscow's war
preparations against Yugoslavia.

In Chapter 4, Pauli Jarvenpii describes Finland’s evolutive relationship with the
1947 Peace Treaty stipulations. He explains why the Finns were able to procure war
material (air planes and missiles) that were prohibited under the military clauses. Of
considerable interest in this context are the Finnish reinterpretation efforts. This chapter
reflects the problem of duration of post-war constraints; it took Finland until 1990 to
finally free itself from all the military restrictions.

Dankward Gerhold reveals in Chapter 5 the various projects that finally led to the re-
armament control of Germany starting in 1954. Due to the Cold War, German manpower
was urgently needed for the West’s common defence. Gerhold analyses the peculiar
situation where an alliance treaty (Western European Union) included armament control
regulations among partners. This chapter also shows that post-war armament restrictions
can be used for the preservation of the victors’ technological edge in the post-war period.

Takako Ueta explains in Chapter 6 why Japan has not been exposed to contractual
armament control measures after World War II. The case of Japan shows that unilateral
measures can act as a substitute to armament restrictions imposed by victors, provided
that these measures are formally enshrined in the constitution. The chapter reveals a
problem familiar to all architects who attempt to construct a post-war order: what are the
legitimate minimum military requirements for national defence of a defeated state?

Heinz Vetschera presents in Chapter 7 the fate of the military clauses of the State
Treaty that acts as a substitute for a peace treaty between Austria and the Allies. He
indicates the link between the State Treaty and the 1947 Peace Treaties and elaborates
on the domestic struggle in Austria over the interpretation of the military clauses. Asin
the case of Finland, Austria had to wait until the end of the Cold War to eliminate the

armament limitation stipulations.
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In the final chapter, Johan Molander deals with the implementation problems of the
selective disarmament clauses that were imposed on Iraq after the Gulf War. Many
questions raised in Fred Tanner’s chapter on Versailles reappear. What kind of coercive
measures can the Allies or the United Nations use in case of non-compliance of Iraq?
Will the discriminatory measures have a similar fallout on post-war stability as it had in
the Versailles period? This chapter also shows a new dimension of post-war armament
control: the normative interactions between existing arms control regimes (such as the
NPT) and the measures adopted as part of a war termination process. Johan Molander
confirms in his chapter that one of the weak points of the post-war armament is the
question of termination, in particular when the regime foresees long-term monitoring.



Chapter 1
Versailles: German Disarmament after World War 1

Fred Tanner*

Introduction

When on 11 November 1918, the canons of the Great War fell silent, the German armies
had been soundly defeated. But the German armed forces, although weakened through
revolutionary turmoils, were not dissolved and remained combat ready. Their
withdrawal to Germany from forward positions in the last stage of the war was carried
out in a disciplined and orderly fashion. Moreover, the military-industrial area in the
Ruhr was not destroyed and remained under German control and administration. This
would have allowed the still functioning General Staff Organisation to prepare for rapid
reconstitution of both forces and armament.

The Allies sought to respond to the actual and potential German military threat
through coercive disarmament and armament control measures. The implementation of
such clauses can be divided into two phases. First, the armed forces of the defeated states
(Germany, Austria, Hungary and Bulgaria) were disarmed, and then, in a second phase,
they were kept under strict armament control rules. Both phases were prescribed by the
Peace Treaties of 1919 and 1920. The Versailles Peace Treaty with its military clauses
mandating German disarmament, has been used as the model for the other Peace Treaties.

This chapter will examine the making and implementation of the military clauses of
the Versailles Treaty and its ramifications for post-war stability. In the first part, the role
and importance of armament control will be explored with regard to the Armistice and
the Peace Treaty. It demonstrates that disagreements among the Allies over armament
control issues reflect more profound differences on the role Germany should have
played in the post-war order. In the second part, the chapter outlines the major
characteristics of the military clauses and the intrusive verification system. The last part
shows the problems of implementation of the Versailles regime given the reluctant
cooperation of the German military. )

The Making of the Versailles Disarmament Regime

War objectives

During the First World War, the disarmament of- Germany was not among the
Allies’ objectives. The thought of disarming a defeated power in the aftermath of the
war had neither been pronounced publicly nor was it part of the secret agreements of the
Entente.! Rather, the preoccupation was with territorial questions and reparations.

* Claude Wild and Rolf Tanner assisted in the research for this study.
VH.W.V. Temperley, (ed.), A History of the Peace Conference of Paris, London, Hodder and Stoughton,
1920, pp. 166-173. ‘ '

5
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In the last stage of the war, the Allies found themselves in substantial disagreement
over the question of how to deal with Germany. France, but to a lesser extent also Great
Britain, pushed for the total destruction of the German armed forces and a military
occupation of Germany. The American President Wilson, on the other hand, proposed a
“peace without victors or vanquished, ” suggesting that the asymmetrical outcome of the
war should not be exploited by the victors. Wilson’s objectives allowed a German
surrender on terms that fell far short of the war aims of both Lloyd George and
Clemenceau.?

Only with the formulation of his Fourteen Points on 8 January 1918, did President
Wilson introduce disarmament as one of the post-war aims. Point Four reads:

"Adequate guarantees given and taken that national armaments will be reduced to the
lowest point consistent with domestic safety."”

This point implied, however, that disarmament should be reciprocal rather than
unilateral, applying to all states and not only to Germany. The early termination of the
war helped to save important losses on both sides, but confronted the Allies with the
problem of the German military machine. It had not been crushed, and most of its forces,
including command, control and communication, survived the war more or less intact.

Limited Disarmament Through the Armistice

Two formal stages of war termination can be distinguished at the end of World War
I: the Armistice of 1918 and the Versailles Peace Treaty of 1919. During the pre-
armistice talks among the Allies, the concept of disarmament of German forces entered
the negotiation agenda, although not as a top priority. The British and the U.S.
governments favoured German disarmament as a process that would allow their own
forces a timely disengagement from the European continent. The French, in contrast,
opposed an early withdrawal of the Allied troops, considering it a threat to French
national security. Accordingly, the French delegation under Marshall Foch consistently
opposed disarmament of Germany in order to justify the continued presence of large
contingents of Allied troops containing Germany. Because of French persistence,
disarmament did not enter the Armistice agreement of 11 November 1918, nor did the
additional obligations that were imposed on Germany when the Armistice was renewed.

The fact that Germany had to surrender a certain quantity of arms under the Armistice
agreement reflects disarmament only in a limited and temporary sense; there was neither
a control over the disarmament of German forces nor did there exist restrictions upon its
rearmament. At this stage, disarmament measures could be understood as corollaries of
the withdrawal and demobilisation process of the German armed forces.

Article IV of the Armistice requested Germany to surrender 5000 guns, half of
which were to be heavy and the other half were to be field guns, 25,000 machine guns,
3000 trench mortars, and 1700 fighter and bombing planes.? The naval provisions were,

2 For pre-armistice negotiations among the Allied Powers, see Harry R. Rudin, Armistice 1918, New Haven,
Yale University Press, 1944,
3 See H.W.V. Temperley, (ed.), A History of the Peace Conference of Paris, op. cit., p. 460.
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upon British pressure, more severe and amounted to measures that had some long-term
disarmament effects. All submarines, submarine cruisers, and mine layers with
armament and equipment intact had to be surrendered. The battleships, battle cruisers
and destroyers had to be interned in neutral or Allied ports.

Germany complied with most of the Armistice’s stipulations. Irregularities or
violations of the Agreement mainly resulted from the chaotic situation Germany found
itself in immediately after the end of the war. The revolutionary turmoils also shook the
armed forces and made a smooth 1mp1ementat10n of the Armistice, even for a bona fide
government, very difficult.

Despite these adverse conditions, Germany fulfilled the military clauses of the
Armistice more or less in due time. By January 1919, all requested armament and
materials were transferred to Allied control. According to some authors, it was precisely
the German ability to comply with the Armistice stipulations that gave rise to concern
about Germany'’s still prevailing military strength.*

Disarmament Issues During the Versailles Peace Conference

After the Armistice had entered into force, the interlude struggle began over the
question of how to cope with the German military might. The Anglo-Saxon countries
perceived Germany as soundly defeated and argued that there was no imminent danger
of German revanchisme. On the contrary, both the British and the Americans feared that
a severely reduced German military force would not be able to stem the tides of the
Bolshevik revolution, which spilled over into many German cities in the Spring of 1919.

Nevertheless, both the British and American were in favour of disarming Germany.
The British government under Lloyd George was engaged in an electoral battle on the
platform of abolishing the large British conscript army. For this purpose, an unilateral
German disarmament did represent an important political asset, as it would have
allowed the British to demobilise their troops on the continent.® Furthermore, Lloyd
George was also suspicious about the French imperial plans in Europe. A disarmed
Germany would no longer legitimise the French arms build-up and the preservation of
large standing French forces on the continent.®

As the British lobbied for German disarmament because of electoral reasons,
President Wilson introduced the concept of German disarmament as punishment,
"telling the Supreme Council on 12 February that the world had a moral right to disarm
Germany, and to subject her to a generation of thoughtfulness."” The French, and to
some degree also the Italians, strongly believed in German revanchisme. For them,
disarmament of Germany alone was not a sufficient security guarantee. It represented
only one instrument among others to cripple Germany’s power.

4W. M. Jordan, Great Britain, France and the German Problem 1918-1939, London, 1943, p. 131.

5 L. S. Jaffe, The Decision to Disarm Germany: British Policy Toward Postwar German Dtsarmament
1914-1919, Boston, MA., Allen & Unwin, 1985, p. 168.

6 Ibid., p. 173.
7 Ibid., p. 175.
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Blueprints of German Disarmament

The disarmament of Germany was never an objective in itself during the Versailles
negotiations. The French presented it as a corollary to the military occupation of
German territory. The U.S. and Britain, in contrast, presented it as a precursor to general
disarmament of the League. For this reason, the Allied negotiations on disarmament
were incoherent and randomly conducted. For a long time, the Versailles Peace
Conference failed to address basic principles of disarmament such as:

*What was the purpose of German disarmament?

*Should German disarmament be temporarily limited or permanent?

+Should the disarmament regime constitute a separate agreement or become an

integral part of the peace treaty? and

«Should the disarmament regime be negotiated with the Germans or simply be

imposed?

The first principles of German disarmament were spelled out by Marshall Foch on
January 1919 in a memorandum that addressed the question of security guarantees of the
Rhine border. The memorandum argued that the German military machine relied on
three factors: the size of the armed forces, the war material, and the General Staff
organisation. Accordingly, Foch’s disarmament scheme focused on those categories. In
particular, the memorandum listed the items that were subjected to arms control
measures:

+Budget for military expenditure;

*Budget for industrial investments;

*Organisation of General Staff;

«Size of armed forces and laws of conscription;

*Existing war material;

*Arms procurement potential in the whole of Germany; and

Military doctrines.?

In the first phase after the war the Supreme War Council was to decide on post-war
disarmament and the construction of the Versailles peace order. Major disagreement
emerged within the Council over the question as to whether the disarmament regime
should be included in a renewed Armistice agreement or in a peace treaty. The first
option would leave the disarmament stipulations limited in time, while the latter would
enshrine them in a permanent freaty framework.

President Wilson favoured disarmament as a “part of an early peace rather than as
revision of the Armistice term”.® He suggested a Preliminary Peace Treaty that would
settle the military questions separately from the other terms of a peace settlement. The
French, on the other hand, pushed for the inclusion of disarmament in a comprehensive

8 F. Berber, (ed.), Das Dikat von Versailles, Enstehung-Inhalt-Zerfall, Essen, 1939, vol. I, p. 26.

% L. S. Jaffe, The Decision to Disarm Germany: British Policy Toward Postwar German Disarmament,
1914-1919, op. cit., p. 175.
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peace treaty because they feared that if Germany disarmed and the Allies demobilised
the remaining terms would have to be negotiated with Germany.

The Loucher Committee, installed to solve the differences, came up with a blueprint
of disarmament for Germany that for the first time also included intrusive verification
measures. The inspection and supervision regime suggested by the Committee was
conceived as an international substitute for German good faith. It should be recalled that
in the early part of the 20th century verification had not yet been accepted by the
international community as an instrument of arms control and disarmament. By and
large, intrusive measures were perceived as incompatible with the notion of national
sovereignty.!?

The Loucher Report designed a German disarmament based on the following
elements:

*Reduction of German armyj;

Prohibition of weapons production;

*Destruction of the German military-industrial capacity;

Supervision of factories by an inter-Allied control committee; and

Strong Allied military presence at the Rhine.

Even though the Supreme Council rejected the Loucher Committee’s report at first due
to American opposition, it served as a reference for the disarmament negotiations during
the Versailles Conference. Still, the report did not take up the suggestions of General
Foch to include the control of military expenditures in the disarmament scheme. Thus,
under the Versailles regime, the control of the German military spending had not been
part of the control regime, a fact that Germany exploited by investing heavily in the
military R&D sector.

Major Issues of Allied Disagreement

Prohibition of Compulsory Conscription and Reduction of Manpower

There was a long, fierce Franco-British battle over the question of whether future
German forces should be based on a volunteer or a conscript army.!! Both countries
feared that the method of recruitment that was to be decided for Germany would serve
as a precedent for their national armed forces. The British delegation —arguing for a
volunteer army— finally prevailed over the French in exchange for concessions to the
French regarding the future size of the German army. Marshall Foch convinced the
Allies to agree to substantial cuts in German manpower. The Allies first contemplated a
ceiling of 400,000 men. During the negotiations, this ceiling was successively reduced
to 200,000 men, 140,000 men, and finally to 100,000 men.

10 On this topic, see R. D. Bumns, “Supervision, control and inspection of armaments: 1919-1941
* perspective,” Orbis, Fall 1971, pp. 943-952.

M. Salewski, Entwaffnung und Militirkontrolle in Deutschland, 1919-1927, Miinchen, R. Oldenburg
Verlag, 1966, p. 32.
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The British gave in to French pressure because of the conscription issue, but also
because German landpower did not represent a priority to them. What mattered was that
the German navy could no longer pose a threat to British naval supremacy, a fact already
taken care of during the war and through the Armistice agreement.?

Supervision and Control Regime

The question of how long the verification regime could be upheld in Germany
dominated the disarmament debate from the very beginning. Two issues were at the
forefront of the debate: First, should verification be limited to the actual implementation
phase of the disarmament clauses only, or should it assure continued compliance of
Germany for an undetermined period? Second, what measures should be taken if
Germany would not comply?

With regard to duration, the French resisted the idea that German disarmament
would be temporary. Indeed, the French Prime Minister refused to sign the Peace Treaty
if the disarmament clauses were to be limited in time.!* The Americans and British, on
the other hand, argued for an Inter-Allied Control mechanism on a temporary basis. The
U.S. delegation knew that a permanent control mechanism, implying a permanent
commitment of U.S. military personnel abroad, would be rejected by the U.S. Senate.
Furthermore, both the Americans and the British were aware that a permanent control
system would be incompatible with the eventual entry of Germany into the League of
Nations. The standoff was solved with a compromise. The French agreed to a time limit
for the control activities, but, in exchange, the Allies accepted the French proposal that
the League would have the right for a long-term supervision of Germany.

The compliance issue centred around a French proposal intended to introduce
mandatory verification measures undertaken by the Council of the League in case of
German violation of the military clauses. President Wilson opposed the automaticity
clause and suggested a formulation allowing the Council a larger margin of manoeuvre
in situations of non-compliance. This proposal was agreed upon by the Council. It reads:

“as long as the present Treaty remains in force, a pledge will be taken by Germany to

respond t% any inquiry that will be deemed necessary by the Council of the League of

Nations.”

The French delegation was able to secure a success in the compliance debate. They were
able to assure that the decision-making of the Council in the matters of German non-
compliance questions would be based on a majority rule. This procedure secured the
French a dominant position over German disarmament issues, in particular after the
American withdrawal from the League.

12 All German submarines had to be handed over to the Allies, including those still under construction. See
H.W.V. Temperley, (ed.), A History of the Peace Conference of Paris, vol. II, p. 141.

13 M. Salewski, Entwaffnung und Militdrkontrolle in Deutschland, 1919-1927, op. cit., p. 31.
14 A. Tardieu, Truth about the Treaty, Indianapolis, Bobbs-Merrill, 1921, pp. 139-140.



Versailles: German Disarmament after World War I 11

General disarmament

During the tough deliberations about the post-war order, the French insistence on
the security dilemma with Germany prevailed over the Anglo-Saxon approach to disarm
Germany and then proceed to a general disarmament process. The latter approach would
have allowed Germany to be reintegrated into the international community. The French
dogmatic approach of “security first, disarmament later” eventually blocked the League
of Nations during an entire decade in its efforts to start negotiations on general
disarmament. Thus, the linkage between security and disarmament that dominated the
entire history of the League of Nations had been conceived by the French during the
Versailles negotiations.

The French opposition to general disarmament did not hinder President Wilson
from making a last minute effort and integrate a negotiation mandate for general
disarmament into both the main text of the Covenant and the disarmament part of
Germany. Article 8 reads Wilson’s Point IV in a slightly modified form:

“the members of the League recognise that the maintenance of peace requires the
reduction of national armaments to the lowest point consistent with national safety
and the enforcement by common action of international obligations.”

Furthermore, the preamble of Part V of the Covenant, stipulating Germany’s
disarmament, hints that Germany’s unilateral disarmament must be understood as a
precursor of an universal disarmament process:

“In order to render possible the initiation of a general limitation of armaments of all
nations, Germany undertakes strictly to observe the military, naval and air clauses
which follow.”!?

Protagonists for general disarmament tried to portray the preamble as a binding mandate
to all parties to the Covenant to begin negotiations on reciprocal and general
disarmament.!6 Several arms control agreements of the period after World War 11
contain similar stipulations in their preamble that have led to disputes as well.!’

The Disarmament of Germany: Terms of the Treaty

Overview

The peace settlement, signed a half a year after the Armistice, was characterised by
an elaborated and coercive mechanism of German disarmament that was enshrined into
the Versailles Peace Treaty. Its duration was unlimited. It imposed ceilings for troops
and weapon systems, outlawed some weapon types altogether, regulated the military

15 Jtalics added by author.

16 W. Rappard, The Quest for Peace since the World War, Cambridge, Harvard Univ. Press, 1940.

17 The preambile of the Partial Test Ban Treaty, for instance, describes the agreement as a first step toward a
comprehensive test ban.
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procurement and the industrial sectors associated with it, redefined the military
organisation of the German armed forces, and created demilitarised zones. Control and
supervision were assured by an inter-Allied military committee that conducted on-site
inspections according to the principle “anytime, anywhere, without the right of refusal”.

The German input to the making of the Versailles regime was virtually nil, since
Germany was not allowed to participate at the Peace Conference. However, a German
delegation was allowed to articulate its view of the Peace Treaty. Regarding the
disarmament clauses, the German delegation argued that it could only accept them
under the following conditions:

*Germany has to be admitted to the League of Nations;

«Other parties to the League have to reduce their armaments and abolish

conscription within two years; and

*No international supervision of German disarmament.!8

The Allies decided not to enter into negotiations with Germany over these conditions.
This stalemate was the basis for persistent German efforts to revise the military clauses
throughout the duration of the Versailles regime.

Formal Aspects of the Disarmament Regime'®

German disarmament is covered by Part V of the Treaty, containing the military,
naval and air clauses from Article 159-213.

1. Troop ceiling, formations, and command structure (Chapter I):

The first chapter not only imposed the troop ceilings of 100,000 men and dissolved
the Great German General Staff, but it also clearly prescribed the troop formations and
force structures allowed under the disarmament regime. Article 160 stipulates that:

“the German army must not comprise more than seven divisions of infantry and
three divisions of cavalry.”?

This stipulation tried to eliminate the temptation of the German militaries to create a
cadre army with the 100,000 men that, in turn, would allow the field deployment of a
large number of low-readiness combat divisions.

2. Armament, Munitions and Materials (Articles 164-172):

In the second chapter, the Treaty limits the number of guns, machine guns, trench-
mortars, rifles, and the stock of munitions. It gives Germany time until the 31 March

18 See A. Luckau, German Delegation at the Paris Peace Conference, New York, Columbia Univ. Press, 1941.
19 For the text of Part V see Annex I.
2 For the text of the portions of the Versailles Treaty dealing with German disarmament, see T.N., Dupuy

and G. M. Hammerman, (eds.), A Documentary History of Arms Control and Disarmament, T.N. Dupuy
Associates, New York, 1973, pp. 82-104.
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1920 to reduce the limited items to the maximum allowed ceiling levels. Through very
detailed and somewhat complicated tables, the Treaty allocated restricted items to the
infantry-and cavalry divisions. The surplus of weapons and munition must be
“surrendered to the Principal Allied and Associated Powers to be destroyed or rendered
useless.”?! Future manufacturing of the restricted weapons and munition will be allowed
only in Allied-approved factories. This meant that many factories had to be closed down
or converted into exclusively civilian production sites.
The Treaty prohibited, in absolute terms, the following activities:

Import and export “of arms, munition and war material of
every kind(...);"*

*The import, production and use of chemical weapons; and
«Import and production of tanks and “armoured cars.”?

3. Recruiting and military training (Chapter I1I):

This chapter outlawed universal compulsory military service and prescribed the
modalities for a new voluntary army —including mobilisation, instruction and exer-
cises. Relevant for later compliance debates was the prohibition of German nationals
from going abroad for military training.

4 .Other restrictions and prohibitions:

In addition to the restriction on the army and arms production, Germany had to
eliminate

“all fortified works, fortresses, and field works situated in German territory to the west of
a line drawn fifty kilometres to the east of the Rhine”.

The naval clauses prohibited Germany from having any submarines. They were only
allowed a small number of surface combat ships.?* The air clauses stated that Germany
was not to have any military or naval air forces.

Mechanisms of Verification

Structure of Verification Regime

Under Section IV of Part V, the Peace Treaty establishes the instruments of control
and supervision for the disarmament regime. For each military. branch —the army, air
force and navy— an Inter-Allied Control Commission (IACC) was set up. Due to
French insistence, the verification regime was remarkably ‘intrusive. It draws its
authority from Article 204: |

2 Article 168.

22 Article 170.

2 Article 171. |

2 6 battleships, six light cruisers, twelve destroyers, and twelve torpedo boats, see Article 181-197.
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“All the military, naval and air clauses contained in the present Treaty, for the execution of
which a time-limit is prescribed, shall be executed by Germany under the control of Inter-
Allied Commissions specially appointed for this purpose by the Principal Allied and
Associated Powers.”

Access “anytime, anywhere” was granted to the Inter-Allied Commissions of Control
under Article 205, entitling them:

“...as often as they think desirable to proceed to any point whatever in German territory, or
to send sub-commissions, or to authorise one or more members to go, to any such part.”

This Article gave the Inter-Allied Commissions “carte blanche” for their activities on
German territory. They were able to proceed to inspections as often as they wished, at
any time, and at all locations within Germany.

The Paris Peace Conference decided that the intrusive control activities of the IACC
would come to an end with the completion of the disarmament process. After that point
it would be up to the League of Nations to assure the supervision of continued German
compliance with the military terms.

The verification activities were, thus, divided up into several phases that are
outlined by Article 208:

+Collecting information about the location and quantities of all the treaty restricted

items;

*Baseline inspection to verify the German information;

*Receive the delivery of surplus items;

*Supervise the destruction of surplus items;

eIdentify military factories that will be allowed to continue production under

supervision; and

«Supervise destruction or conversion of all other military production sites.

After the completion of the disarmament process, Article 213 provided for the long-term
supervision and control:
“So long as the present Treaty remains in force, Germany undertakes to give every
facility for any investigation which the Council of the League of Nations, acting if
need be by a majority vote, may consider necessary.”

In contrast to the case of Iraq, where UN inspectors executed the disarmament measures,
it was during the Versailles period up to the German government and not to the Inter-
Allied Control Commissions to carry out the terms, such as the physical destruction
surplus weapons.

Decision-Making

For the purpose of executing th: control and supervision activities, the Allies set up
a rather complex, hierarchical structure. The main executing agent of the verification
regime was the International Military Control Commission (IMCC). This Commission
was subdivided into three sub-commissions:
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«Effectives (manpower);
Armaments; and
Fortifications.

The IMCC was under the direct authority of the Versailles Committee (Inter-Allied
Military Committee of Versailles) which was responsible for the coordination of all
verification activities. The Committee, headed by Marshall Foch, took a leading role in
the implementation of the disarmament clauses. The Versailles Committee, at least in
theory, was under the authority of a Conference of Ambassadors, a permanent institution
that should have functioned as a clearing house for the governments of the Allied and
Associated Powers. Finally, major policy decisions were reserved to the Supreme
Council of the Allied and Associated Powers.

The hierarchical structure did not work very well in practise. During the
disarmament process the IMCC gained a lot of autonomy which had severe implications
for the entire implementation period. After the American refusal to join the League of
Nations, French officers took over the positions reserved for the American inspectors.
The decision-making procedures, based on the majority rule, gave the French a
controlling interest in the Council of the IMCC.% Moreover, it was headed by a French
General.

The German government, in an attempt to counteract the dominant position of the
IMCC, consistently tried to deal directly with the Conference of Ambassadors. This
practice was finally prohibited in 1922.% The French-biased policy of the IMCC also
antagonised other Allied states —in particular, Britain. Accordingly, in 1923, the
Conference of Ambassadors changed the voting procedures of the IMCC from majority
to unanimous rule. This gave the British Officers a veto right over the IMCC activities.
As a consequence,the IMCC activities slowed down considerably thereafter.

The Implementation Phase (1920-1927)

Brief Description of the Implementation Period

On-site inspections were carried out between 15 September 1919 and 1 February
1927. The first inspections can be understood as trial inspections; they were conducted
at the demand of the German government even before the Versailles Treaty entered into
force. The German rational was that such trial inspections could ensure that the
disarmament process would not last longer than the three months envisaged in the draft
of the Versailles Treaty.?” The participating countries of the inspections were France,
Great Britain, Italy, Belgium, and Japan. The United States did not send officers after the
U.S. Senate refused to ratify the Covenant.

25 The French had 4 of 9 votes, the British 2, 1 vote each was given to Italy, Japan and Belgium.
26 M. Salewski, Entwaffnung und Militdrkontrolle in Deutschland, 1919-1927, op. cit., 54.
2 Ibid., p. 46.
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Interallied Military Control Commission (IMCC)
(1919-1927)
Governments of Allied and Associated Powers
. Conference of Ambassadors i
I = 7] Chairman: Amb. J. Cambon - —
| I
1 !
| |
I |
' Allied Military Committee '
| (Versailles Committee) - —
I Chairman: Gen. Foch
I __3French _
: 2 British
! 1 Belgi
| Interallied Military T oelgian
Control Commission .
Chairman: Gen. Nollet 1 Italian
1 Japanese
Armaments Manpower Fortifications
Chairman: Chairman: Chairman:
Gen. Bingham Gen. Barthélemy Col. Bizouard
Statistics:

291 Officers
88 Interpreters
654 Inspectors

39 1/2 months of inspections;
33 381 controls.

Sources:

P. Roques, Le Contréle Militaire Interallié en Allemagne (1927)

Germany

Handbuch zur deutschen Militdrgeschichte, Bd VI, (1970)

M. Salewski, Entwaffnung und Militdrkontrolle in Deutschland (1966)

© F.Tanner
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The headquarters of the IMCC was established in Berlin. The inspections for the Army,
Navy and Air Force were conducted by approximately 400 Allied officers, who in turn,
were supported by another 1000 personnel. During the time of its existence, the IMCC
conducted 33,381 control missions. All the costs of the verification process were paid by
Germany.28

The implementation phase of Part V of the Peace Treaty can be subdivided into two
parts: (1) Control of disarmament, and (2) Supervision under the League of Nations.

According to the Treaty, the disarmament and, therefore, also the on-site
inspections should have been completed by 31 March 1920. But three factors derailed
the time schedule of the Peace Treaty. First, the opting out of the United States delayed
the entry into force of the League of Nations by several months. Second, the Kapp-
Putsch and the riots in the Ruhr in March 1920 temporarily stopped the disarmament
activities. Third, the German government was calculating that a deliberate slow-down of
the implementation would force the Allies over time to allow a softening of the
disarmament terms.

Slow progress in Germany’s disarmament convinced the Allies to hold a summit at
Spa in order to assess the situation. Lloyd George revealed that Germany was still very
far from the implementation of Part V. 2 million guns and 2000 machine guns more had
to be destroyed, the artillery pieces had to be reduced by the factor 6 and the number of
armed persons by the factor of 10.° The Allied Powers pushed in particular for a rapid
disarmament of paramilitary and civilian organisations (Einwohnerwehren) as they
were afraid that large quantities of these weapons could fall into the hands of the
communists.

Finally, by the Fall of 1921, Germany fulfilled most of the terms of the Treaty. An
ultimatum by the Allies —the London Ultimatum — threatening the military occupation
of the Ruhr if their demands were not immediately accepted, greatly contributed to
German compliance. From this point on, the Germans considered their Treaty
obligations fulfilled and requested the withdrawal of the IMCC. By the Spring of 1922,
the disarmament process had produced very impressive figures. According to the New
York Times “Germany had destroyed 5,855,000 rifles and carabines, 104,000 machine
guns, 35,700,000 loaded shells and mines, 14,800,000 grenades, 13,383 airplanes, and
24,045 airplanes engines”.’® But, the French were reluctant to give up the control
instrument; ever since the end of the war they had considered the intrusive control
mechanism as an integral part of their containment policy toward Germany.

The debate about the future of the IMCC came to an temporary end in 1923 with the
French and Belgian occupation of the Ruhr. The German authorities decided to adopt a
policy of passive resistance, which, in fact, suspended the verification activities for
almost two years. After the end of the Rubhr crisis, the Allies decided to hold a general
inspection in Germany, the results determining whether the disarmament was fully

2 Total costs by 1924 amounted to over 38 m Goldmark.
® M. Salewski, Entwaffnung und Militirkontrolle in Deutschland, 1919-1927, op. cit., p. 135.
% The New York Times, 22 May, 1922, p. 19.
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implemented. The general inspection was conducted over a period of five months and
resulted in more than 2000 on-site inspections.>!

The general inspection indicated that Germany had complied with the disarmament
terms in 95 percent of the cases.?? However, the Allies deemed the non-execution of 5
percent of the terms serious enough to postpone the military evacuation of the
Rhineland. The Germans recognised non-compliance with some of the terms, but
argued that “the defaults were not serious enough to warrant continued foreign
supervision.”3

The beginning of the end of the intrusive verification period came with the
fundamental change of the international situation, epitomised by the Locarno Pact of
December 1925. Brigadier Morgan, the British member of the IMCC, claimed that the
withdrawal of the Commission, despite known German violations, was the price of
Locarno.?* By January 1926, the last Allied troops left the Rhineland and in September
1926 Germany joined the League of Nations. The League decided, in turn, that the
IMCC would terminate its mandate by 1 February 1927. The supervision activities by
military experts continued under Article 213 of the Peace Treaty. They had, however, no
right for on-site inspections. These observers were withdrawn from Germany by 1930.

The de facto termination of the verification mechanism did not mean that
Germany’s disarmament commitments had come to an end. But from 1932 on, Germany
was more or less openly involved in the rearmament process. In 1934, Germany
reintroduced conscription. In 1935, the Anglo-German naval agreement effectively
eliminated the validity of the naval clauses of the Versailles regime. By 1936, Hitler
discarded both Versailles and Locarno by remilitarising the Rhineland.

Problems of Implementation

Lack of Accurate Data

The delay of entry into force of the Versailles Treaty and German reluctance to
cooperate adversely affected the crucial first phase of the verification process. The
IMCC was unable to proceed to what are called today baseline inspections. The German
demobilisation and the disposal or transfer of weapons happened without Allied control.
This led to major disagreements between the German government and the IMCC about
how many weapons were destroyed before the inspection activities started.3’

3' M. Efinger, Rdstungssteuerung und Verifikation in der Zwischenzheit, Tiibinger Arbeitspapiere zur
Internationalen Politik und Friedensforschung, 1990, Nr. 16, p. 4.

2 Ibid.

3 See R. D. Burns and D. Urquidi, Disarmament in Perspective, Califoria State College Foundation, Los
Angeles, July 1968, vol. L., p. 179.

34J. A. Morgan, Assize of Arms, The Disarmament of Germany and her Rearmament, 1919-1939, London, 1946.
35 P. Roques, Le Contréle Militaire Interallié en Allemagne, Paris, Berger-Levtault, 1927, p. 36.



Versailles: German Disarmament after World War I

19

STEWARD RUDDIE, Peace Patrol, New York, G.P. Putnam’s Sons, 1933.
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In addition, the collection of data turned out to be a major challenge to the IMCC
because of the unclear definition of Treaty Limited Equipment (TLE). For instance, Part
V of the Peace Treaty did not provide definitions of war material. Dual purpose items,
such as sporting rifles, added to this problem. It was up to the IMCC officers to make
case by case decisions in this respect. Thus, until the end of the verification period, the
Allies were not able to establish accurate data on German holdings.

Control vs. Monitoring

The ambiguity of the mandate for verification gave rise to a dispute between
Germany and the Versailles Committee. The contention emerged over the question as to
whether the IMCC could place inspectors in factories for permanent monitoring. The
German argued that the relevant formulation of Article 205 ”...as often as necessary...”
did not explicitly allow the permanent presence of inspectors in private factories.
General Foch determined, however, that monitoring teams within the key factories
would be established, nevertheless.

Allied officers predominantly monitored factories producing Treaty restricted
items. Large armament factories in Essen represented a primary interest to the Allies.36
The IMCC dispatched eight control officers to this military-industrial city for permanent
monitoring of the major armament production sites.3’” The German government
repeatedly challenged the monitoring activities, but without success.

Lack of Cooperation of German A uthorities

The IMCC was hated by the Germans because it was a physical reminder of
Germany’s impotence after the end of the war. "Wehrlos, ehrlos™® was not only a
platitude at the time. The IMCC was seen as the responsible agent for the economic
misery that plagued Germany in the early 1920s. Indeed, the IMCC closed many
factories which added to growing unemployment. This trend was aggravated by the
rapid demobilisation since several 100,000 men suddenly had to look for new
employment. In many ways the situation reminds one of that of Russia after the collapse
of the Soviet Empire in late 1991.

The aversion to the IMCC made it very difficult for German authorities to cooperate
with the Allies. In fact, the occupation of the Ruhr by French and Belgium troops
virtually terminated the possibility of cooperation with those inspection teams that
contained French or Belgium officers. Numerous inspection reports were found
complaining about German non-cooperation. In one plant alone (in Saxony) six hundred
hidden 105 mm gun barrels were discovered. Also, in several cases Allied officers were
harassed. In the Fall of 1924, for instance, threatening crowds stoned vehicles of Allied
Officers in Ingolstadt and Passau.

% E.g. “Deutsche Werke” or “Krupp Werke”.

3 M. Salewski, Entwaffnung und Militdrkontrolle in Deutschland, 1919-1927, op. cit., p. 103.
38 «“Without defence, without honour”.

¥ R. D. Burns and D. Urquidi, Disarmament in Perspective, op. cit., p. 160.
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Rewards for Denunciations

After the first experiences of non-cooperation, the Inter-Allied Armament
Commission developed a rather curious reward system for denunciation. Anyone
helping to discover non-declared arsenals with weapon systems or other TLE was
rewarded. The reward was to be granted in proportion to the value of the discovered
materials. A secret Executive Report of the Inter-Allied Armament Control Commission
reads:

“Permission is granted to reward informers up to, but not exceeding, 21/2 % of the actual

value found, with a maximum total of 10,000 marks in any one case. Informer are only to
be rewarded when material is actually discovered.”*

The money for the payments of the informers came out “of funds advanced by the
German Government for the payment of allowances.”! For the Allies, this informer
system served as a substitute for German cooperation. The IMCC claimed that 20
million denunciations led to a nearly perfect information system. It was obvious that this
kind of method did not favour the working conditions for on-site inspections.

Irregular Military F orces

The IMCC had a very difficult time with their mandate to disarm all irregular
organisations in Germany. The mushrooming of military, paramilitary and civilian self-
defence forces after the end of the war was due to the revolutionary turmoils taking hold
within the very young and very fragile Weimar Republic. In a “Foreign Affairs” article
of 1933, German General Groener blamed the military clauses of the Versailles Treaty
as responsible for the emergence of extremist paramilitary organisations, such as
“Stahlhelm,” “Reichbanner,” and the “Nazis” after 1919. He argued that the abolition of
the conscription army has been a mistake since it forced many young Germans to join
paramilitary organisations.*

The Allies succeeded in disarming the paramilitary and civilian defence
organisations only after a series of ultimata. Given the open opposition of the public as
well as local governments (such as Bavaria), the IMCC moved away from their original
intention of dissolving the organisations and accepted only their disarmament. The task
of disarming irregular organisations was particularly onerous to the inspectors because
the former received encouragement and active support from regional and local
authorities. Moreover, the German militaries often perceived the paramilitary forces as
necessary substitutes for the disarmed regular forces.*?

4 Doc 8/23038/11518 COL 91, Inter-Allied Armament Control Commission, Execution Report, vol. II, p.
51-52. - : - v ‘ R -
! Ibid. L _ .
“2 General Wilhelm Groener, “German Military Power since Versailles, Foreign Affairs, vol. 11, No. 3, April
1933, p. 434, _ , o ‘
“3R. D. Burns and D. Urquidi, Disarmament in Perspective, op. cit., p. 177.
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German Non-Compliance and Circumvention

The question of German non-compliance and circumvention of the Versailles
disarmament regime has become an integral part of the history of German disarmament.
In the first phase of the disarmament process, numerous violations of the Versailles
Treaty were reported by the Allied Control Commissions. But they were considered
minor, as they were primarily the result of the delayed disarmament process.

Of a more serious nature were allegations that Germany was engaging in secret
rearmament programmes, violating prohibitions in the area of non-production, testing
and training. This non-compliant behaviour was basically the result of the violation of
Article 160 of the Versailles Treaty —i.e., the disbanding of the Great German General
Staff. Under the leadership of General Seeckt, the military authority of Germany
planned and executed German rearmament in defiance of the Versailles Treaty from as
early as 1920 onward. General Seeckt was building up a military elite (“Fiihrerheer”) to
prepare for mobilisation (prohibited by Article 178) and training with forbidden
weapons such as tanks and armoured cars with the objective to prepare for modern
warfare that was based on mobility.

In the naval sector, the absence of provisions for the control of German defence
expenditure enabled Germany to invest in the construction of modern battleships.
Article 190 of the Peace Treaty prohibited Germany from constructing armoured ships
with displacement of over 10,000 tons. But no constraints existed regarding the calibres
of the ships. Through technological innovation and new design techniques, the Germans
were able to build a battleship with high speed and high firepower capabilities. The
construction of such “pocket battleships” took advantage of loopholes in the Peace
Treaty.** Although the British were concerned about German technological innovations
in the shipbuilding sector, no steps were taken to stop German efforts in this respect.

In addition to German rearmament, German-Soviet cooperation in violation of the
Versailles Treaty constituted a serious threat to the survival of the Versailles regime. The
high degree of secrecy of the illegal activities made it impossible for the Allied Control
Commissions to find hard evidence of non-compliance. One of the reasons was that the
military did not inform the political authorities about the extent of its cooperation with
the Red Army. But indications of German-Soviet collusion were known early on.

Paul Roques, for instance, reports that during the time of the Soviet offensive
against Poland in July 1920, the German government deliberately ignored requests from
the IMCC to prevent a Russian train —loaded with 100 canons and 10,000 guns that had
been confiscated from Bolshevik prisoners interned in Germany— from leaving
Germany towards Russia.*’

The motivation for both the German and Soviet militaries to cooperate in defiance
of Versailles was great: the Soviet Union needed military know-how and technology and
the Germans needed a place to test their military technology and to train formations with
prohibited arms. Even before Rapailo, the Germans arranged with the Soviets for the
construction of artillery and tanks at Kazan, the manufacturing and experimenting with

4 See B. D. Berkowitz, Calculated Risks, Simon and Schuster, New York, 1987, p. 47.
45 P. Roques, Le Contréle Militaire Interallié en Allemagne, op. cit., p. 36.
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poison gas at Saratov, and the training of fighter planes and dive bombers at Lipetsk
airbase.*¢ After Rapallo, the German company Junkers began construction of aircraft in
the Soviet Union and large German industrial groups, such as Blohm and Voss
(submarine construction) and Krupp (production of shells and grenades) began their
illegal activities. The Germans also carried out arms experiments in Spain and
Switzerland, and submarine crews were trained in Holland, Spain and Finland.#

Sanctions

A major issue that divided the Allies was the question of how to react to German
non-compliance. Since 1919, the French adopted the position of punishing German non-
compliance with military sanctions in the form of territorial occupation. The British,
however, opposed this enforcement method as they saw behind this a French policy to
further cripple Germany.*® They suggested, in turn, the use of diplomatic pressures and
direct negotiations with the Germans.

The British, supported in this point by the Italians, rejected the use of force as a
viable option for enforcement. They believed that the Germans acted in good faith, but
were technically and politically unable to implement all the terms in due time.* France,
fearful of possible treaty revisions, first opposed this approach, but then conceded to a
meeting with the Germans at the Spa Conference. At that meeting —the first in the post-
war era, where Germany was allowed to participate— the Allies presented a list of
violations to the German delegation.

The next step the Allies took to enforce the disarmament terms was to issue the
London Ultimatum. This explicitly threatened the occupation of the Ruhr in case of
continued non-compliance. The Germans responded to this ultimatum positively and
visibly accelerated the disarmament process.

In fact, the actual military intervention —the occupation of the Ruhr in January
1923— was not related to disarmament questions, but to German non-compliance
regarding reparations. The assumption that use of military force would improve
Germany’s compliance record in the arms control field as well proved to be wrong. On
the contrary, the result of the military action was temporary non-compliance in the form
of passive resistance. ‘

In 1925, the Allies proceeded to the indirect use of military coercion after a
comprehensive inspection had provided evidence that Germany was still cheating.®

4 R. Butler, “The Peace Settlement of Versailles, 1918-1933”, in Mowat, ed., Cambridge New Modern
History, vol. XII, Cambridge Univ. Press, 1968, p. 236.
41 H. Forbes, Strategy of Disarmament, Public Affairs Press, Washington, D.C., 1963, p. 66., and R. Butler,
“The Peace Settlement of Versailles, 1918-1933”, op. cit., p. 236.
48 R. D. Burns and D. Urquidi, Disarmament in Perspective, op. cit., p. 162.
“ Ibid., p. 168.
50 points of allegation of the Allies:
econtinuation of the General Staff;
einsufficient disarmament of the security police;
straining of irregular forces;
«insufficient industrial conversion.
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The Allies did not occupy more German territory, but simply did not withdraw from
occupied zones in the Rhineland. The non-withdrawal from Allied troops in defiance of
a deadline was explained as a sanction against German violations in the field of
disarmament. The Germans suspected, however, that the non-compliance arguments
were used to camouflage French territorial aspirations.>!

The experience with the Versailles military clauses has shown that the successful
implementation of coercive disarmament measures is a function of the international
situation. During the first two years after the war the common determination of the
Allies towards Germany enabled them to ensure the execution of the military terms —if
necessary with the help of ultimata. After the arrival of Streseman, who succeeded in
terminating the “Ruhrkampf”, and who survived the Hitlerputsch, the Allies developed
more scruples for blatant coercion toward Germany in case of non-compliance.

After the Locarno Pact, German non-compliance virtually ceased to be an issue. In
fact, the Allies agreed to withdraw the IMCC in late 1926 even though only days before
the German social-democrats leaked to the English newspaper Manchester Guardian
that German militaries had, in defiance of Versailles, produced warplanes, bombs and
poisonous gas in the Soviet Union, and imported them to Germany. Even after a public
announcement of these allegations in the German Parliament and a Soviet confirmation,
the Allies did not take any action. It became clear that a strategic German-Soviet alliance
had become a more serious threat to the security of the members of the League than
German violations of the military terms of the Versailles Peace Treaty.

Conclusions

Versailles has become a synonym of failed efforts to construct a stable post-war order.
The causality behind this is, however, less the imposition of a non-negotiated, unilateral
and coercive disarmament scheme on Germany, but rather the inability of the members
of the League of Nations to proceed to general disarmament. Versailles has not been the
only case of compulsory disarmament, but it has definitely contributed to the general
assumption that disarmament, unilaterally enforced on the defeated party after a war can
only serve short-term objectives, and cannot be used as an element for a lasting post-war
order.

This chapter has shown that the disarmament of Germany was not a war objective,
but rather the result of electoral politics of Britain. At the end of the war, the Allies saw
a correlation between disarmament of German armed forces and demobilisation of their
own troops, but not between disarmament and security. Also, the French saw no security
gains in disarmament, but rather another way to continue to fight German revanchisme.

The disarmament question finally became a divisive issue among the Allies
themselves and an extremely destabilising phenomenon for the post-war period. The
dissent related to the question of objectives to be pursued within coercive disarmament.

51 B. Gebhardt, Handbuch der Geschichte, IV, Stuttgart, Union Verlag, 1959, p. 149.
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For Wilson and Lloyd George, it should have been punitive, but temporarily limited
measures, allowing Germany to join the League as an equal partner afterwards. The
underlying assumption was that the new democratic Germany would act in good faith.

The French did not agree with this view. For them, German revanchisme remained
a threat even if Germany was run by a democratic government. The only way to assure
French national security was through the continued containment and coercion of
Germany. For this purpose, Part V the Versailles Treaty turned out to be a welcome
instrument, as it allowed the reduction of German power and the effective verification
of German compliance. It was, however, at no point in time perceived as a substitute for
the need to contain Germany with large standing forces.

Germany felt a security dilemma as much as France or Britain. The Versailles
disarmament scheme represented to the German leaders the institutionalisation of
assured vulnerability towards armed coercion from Allied powers. The only way to
respond to this threat was to engage in illegal rearmament.

The disarmament did not proceed as planned primarily because of the rigid time
table of Part V which was not compatible with the chaotic situation right after the war.
The delay of the beginning of the implementation made baseline inspections impossible
and contributed to the struggle over the question of when German disarmament would
be fully implemented.

Itis debatable as to what extent German non-compliance in the 1920s had an impact
upon the military capabilities of Germany in the late 1930s. The importance of the cadre
army was definitely exaggerated by historians. Even after a full mobilisation of all
illegally trained troops, the German armed forces would not have matched the number
of the French active forces alone. Also, German forces were without heavy weapons.

More serious were the violations and evasions of non-production and non-testing
commitments. The German military-industrial complex took great efforts for not falling
behind in the field of arms procurement and weapons modernisation. For that purpose,
it continued research, development and testing of new military technology in Germany
and abroad. This was true for the new design and construction methods in the navy, air
force, the mechanised ground forces and chemical warfare.

But the success or failure of the disarmament of defeated Germany cannot only be
measured in terms of implementation and compliance behaviour. The coercive,
unilateral disarmament of the German armed forces left profound frustrations in the
German population. The continued humiliation was epitomised by the uniforms of
foreign officers who had the right to conduct on-site inspections anytime, anywhere,
without allowing German authorities a right of refusal.

Thus, regardless of how successful the disarmament exercise, the political side-
effects had in the long-term overcome any security gains from disarmament. This same
line of thought is only one step away from General Groener’s argument that it was the
disarmament itself that was responsible for the illegal militarisation and rearmament of
Germany in the post-war period.






Chapter 2
The Italian Peace Treaty of 1947:
The Enemy/Ally Dilemma and Military Limitations

llaria Poggiolini and Leopoldo Nuti

Introduction
(Ilaria Poggiolini)

The termination of World War II did not coincide with the formal process leading to
peace treaties among the former enemies. This gap of two years, that included the phase
of the Allied occupation and the elaboration of the peace treaty, turned Italy into a test
case of East-West relations.

The focus of this chapter is on the process of transition from war to peace which
included the elaboration of the Italian Peace Treaty of 1947. Particular attention is
devoted to the inconsistency of the Italian settlement once international relations shifted
towards East-West competition during the years 1945-1947. This is particularly relevant
because it shows that mechanisms of revision and peaceful change issues, much more
than specific mechanisms of enforcement, are pertinent to the Italian case.

The introductory observations on American policy towards Italy, as well as on the
British punitive attitude and the Soviet attempt to exploit the lack of agreement among
the occupying powers, will provide the background for an analysis of the Treaty. In
actual fact, the clauses of the Italian Treaty were the result of a series of diplomatic
compromises elaborated in the phase of transition from war-time collaboration to Cold
War confrontation. Thus, the background of these decisions cannot be underestimated.

Since the time of negotiations for the Italian Armistice (August-September 1943),
both the state of relations between the Allies and the outcome of war operations had a
major impact in shaping the terms of Italy’s surrender. Italian expectations of changing
sides and receiving a mild armistice, could not be reconciled with the formula of
‘“unconditional surrender” elaborated by the Allies at Casablanca on 24 January 1943.
The Italian Armistice was signed at Cassibile in Sicily on 3 September 1943 and took the
form of a military capitulation. A longer document establishing political, economic and
financial conditions followed.

On the whole, the “rules of unconditionality” were unpalatable for the Italians but
did not coincide with the total collapse of the state. The Allies soon realised that a
political vacuum in the peninsula would not help them in carrying on military
operations. As a result, they recognised the post-Fascist Italian government as co-
belligerent less than two months after the unconditional surrender, thus obtaining Italy’s
collaboration in the war against the Germans.!

! Bruno Arcidiacono, Le “Précédent Italien” et les origines de la guerre froide, Bruxelles: Bruylant, 1984.
David Ellwood, ltaly 1943-1945, Leicester: Leicester University Press, 1985. Ilaria Poggiolini, “Italy 1943-1955”
in David Reynolds, ed., The Origins of the Cold War in Europe: New International Viewpoints, New Haven, CN:
Yale University Press (forthcoming).
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However, Washington and London disagreed about Italy’s future and,
consequently, about the ultimate aim of their occupation policies. The Americans had
never really felt at war with the Italians. As soon as Italy’s post-war governments could
be regarded as democratic, the United States aimed at easing the country’s “passage”
from enemy into ally. Unfortunately, on the British side, there was not the same
willingness for friendly relations. London kept to the idea that the Italians should be held
responsible for their recent past. Thus, their interest in ameliorating Italy’s international
status could only be conceived as a military necessity. This lack of common planning on
the side of the Anglo-Saxon Allies frustrated the expectations of the Italians who had
counted on their status of co-belligerents and on American goodwill, in order to achieve
a quick reversal of their fortune.?

Moreover, even before negotiating the Armistice, in early 1943, the problem of
relations between the war-time allies had affected the future of Italy. British ambitions
and the fact that the occupation of the country had developed into a test-case of post-war
collaboration within the “Grand Alliance” was likely to lead to the establishment of
rules of behaviour in dealing with all liberated countries. However, the British attempt
at being officially regarded as the ““senior partner” in the occupation of Italy was rejected
by the Americans throughout the long diplomatic discussion, finally concluded at the
Trident Conference in May of 1943. This avoided establishing a rank between the Allies
but led to the question of who was going to inherit the legacy of British influence in the
Mediterranean.?

As for Soviet participation in implementing the Italian Armistice, London was in
favour of not excluding Moscow from the policy of occupation in Italy. This should have
prevented the Soviets from excluding the Western Allies from the countries of Eastern
Europe. However, as a result of the continuation of military operations, the idea of
associating Moscow to the administration of Italy faded.

Soviet interests in Italy were covered only through an advisory Allied body that
included Moscow. Such an unbalanced situation was the source of Soviet retaliation in
Eastern Europe and in Italy itself. The latter took the form of Soviet diplomatic
recognition of the Italian government in March of 1944. The Italo-Soviet initiative put
pressure on London and Washington regarding the improvement of Italian relations with
the West. Therefore, at the end of 1944, Roosevelt and Churchill elaborated the “New
Deal for Italy” which was aimed at reconciling Anglo-American differences, thus easing
the burden of the Armistice on the Italians*. Making the transition from unconditional
surrender to the softening of the Armistice strained the American-British relations and
implied a remarkable shift in Allied policy towards Italy.

But a peace treaty was needed in order to put an end to the state of war still existing
between Italy and the victorious powers and to free the peninsula from the occupation.

2 Bruno Arcidiacono, “The Dress Rehearsal: The Foreign Office and the Control of Italy, 1943-1944”, The
Historical Journal, 28:2, 1985, pp.417-427.

3 Antonio Varsori, "Senior' or 'Equal’ Partner?", Rivista di Studi Internazionali, 45:2, pp. 229-260.

4 Roberto Morozzo della Rocca, La politica estera italiana e I'Unione Sovietica 1944-1948, Roma: La
Goliardica, 1985.
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According to the mechanism of peace negotiations set up at Potsdam, the Italian Treaty
would have to be given priority over the former satellites of Germany in the course of
peace talks. However, during the Fall of 1945, the course taken by the negotiation of the
Italian Peace Treaty, with the failure of the London meetings of the Council of Foreign
Ministers (CFM) to reach an agreement, made East/West confrontation unavoidable. As
a result, the Italian government became aware of the risk of receiving a punitive treaty.
Furthermore, the Moscow Conference of December 1945 deprived Italy of the priority
in peace-making accorded to her at Potsdam. Rome felt betrayed and even more inclined
not to accept a disappointing treaty.

Once again even London and Washington could not reconcile their views of how to
overcome Soviet obstructionism at peace negotiations. Notwithstanding the fact that the
settlement of the Yugoslav-Italian border required Soviet consent, the appeal of a separate
peace between the Western Allies and Italy had been very strong among State Department
analysts in Washington. Yet, when the CFM resumed in Paris during the Spring of 1946,
the Western representatives did not appear less determined to avoid a definitive break-
down of their negotiations with the Soviet Union over the Italian treaty. From the Italian
point of view, British and American reluctance in applying their new “containment”
approach to formal peace-making could only lead to a policy of Western sell-out.

In response to Italy’s fears and requests to revise the Armistice agreements, the
victorious powers abolished the Allied Control Commission and the most burdensome
military restrictions. As far as peace negotiations were concerned, the creation of the
Free Territory of Trieste at the CFM meetings in the Summer 1946, was a source of
particularly profound disappointment for the Italians. They felt betrayed and threatened
not to accept a treaty that would deprive them of Trieste, of the colonies, and the
imposition of reparations as well as military restrictions.5

The peace conference that took place in a climate of East-West confrontation,
confirmed the majority of provisions agreed upon by the CFM. Very few minor
amendments were adopted at the final session which was held in New York between the
beginning of November and the first half of December 1946. Amid doubts, resentments
and the first attempts to have the principle of revision recognised, the Italian Peace
Treaty was signed on 10 February 1947.

Instead of contributing to a better understanding, peace diplomacy had increased
suspicion and fears. As a result, Italy found herself in the position of confronting a treaty
which was perceived as punitive and inconsistent with the liberal policy of the Western
Allies towards the Italian peninsula.

What the Italian settlement did achieve was the end of the state of war between Italy
and her former enemies. This could only be formalised by a joint East-West agreement.
However, to impose a punitive treaty on Italy was not what the occupying powers aimed
for in 1947. Immediately after the signature, the United States had become aware of the
contradiction existing between the treaty provisions - including a “war guilty clause” and
strict limitations of the armed forces - and Italy’s potential role within the Western camp.

5 Ilaria Poggiolini, Diplomazia della transizione, Firenze: Ponte alle Grazie, 1990, pp. 15-40.
6 Ibid., pp. 41-73.
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The Military Clauses of the Italian Peace Treaty
(Leopoldo Nuti)

In drafting the military clauses of the Italian Peace Treaty, the great powers did not
have any of the difficulties they had encountered in the preparation of the other sections,
the only exception being the division of the Italian fleet. There was actually a substantial
agreement among the powers to impose upon Italy a moderate, partial and temporary
disarmament, with some slight differences in tone.

Such a decision was the result of similar points of view. For the British government,
the military clauses of the Treaty were crucial to eradicate Italian ambitions to play a great
power role in the future. The British military, in particular, wanted to avoid any future
repetition of Mussolini’s Mediterranean threats of 1940-1942 to the lines of communi-
cation of the Empire. The British determination to limit Italian armaments was
strengthened by the fact that the Italian Treaty was the first one to be drafted, which implied
that its contents would establish a pattern to be followed for other former Nazi satellites
such as Bulgaria and Romania. The military clauses of the Italian treaty were therefore
regarded as the instrument through which the British Chiefs of Staff hoped to weaken the
potential aggressiveness of the Balkan countries, in order to prevent them from enforcing
a policy of military intimidation against Greece, the only British ally in Southeast Europe.’

The U.S. delegation also supported the idea of imposing a limited disarmament
upon Italy, but did not regard Italy as a military threat to be curbed once and forever. The
draft treaty presented at the London session of the Council of Foreign Ministers was
more moderate than the British one, although it accepted the principles of a temporary
limitation of armaments, control of warlike material production, and of the demili-
tarisation of certain areas of Italian territory.® A limited disarmament, in American eyes,
was going to be quite helpful in steering Italy away from any nationalist temptation or
great power illusion, as well as in persuading Italian statesmen to look towards the
United Nations and the Western powers for the country’s security.’

The somewhat harsher British draft was used as the framework for the final text of the
Treaty, with some relevant modifications added during the sessions of the Council of
Deputy Foreign Ministers in Paris in the spring of 1946. During these sessions both France
and the Soviet Union successfully tried to modify the British text: the French, in particular,
wanted the Treaty to eliminate any future chance of Italian aggression, and were responsible
for adding some severe clauses such as the delimitarization of a 20 km. area along the border
and the prohibition of deploying more than 200 medium and heavy tanks.!® As for the

7 The Military and Air Side of the Peace Treaty Negotiations, Report by the Service Advisors to UK
Delegation at the Peace Conference, May 29, 1947, in Public Record Office (PRO), DEFE, 5/1.

8 An earlier draft submitted to Bymes by the State-War-Navy Coordinating Committee was so benevolent
towards Italy that it was not even presented at the Council of FM. The SWNCC draft is the Report on Military,
Naval and Air Clauses of the Treaty of Peace with Italy by an ad-hoc Committee of the SWNCC, September 6,
1945, in FRUS, 1945, vol. IV, Europe, pp. 1034-1045; the later draft, “Memorandum by the US Delegation to the
Council of Foreign Ministers”, is in FRUS, 1945, vol. I, Council of Foreign Ministers, pp. 179-181.

% Grew to Stimson, June 15, 1945, in FRUS, 1945, vol. IV, Europe, pp. 1008-9.

10 For the French attitude, see Pierre Guillen, "I rapporti franco-italiani dall'armistizio alla firma del Patto
Atlantico,” in L'Italia dalla liberazione alla Repubblica, Milano: Feltrinelli, 1976, pp. 145-180.
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Soviet Union, it tried to cultivate Italian neutralist inclinations by taking a relatively
moderate attitude, hoping that such moderation could then be applied when the other
peace treaties with the Balkan countries would be drafted. After the French obtained the
demilitarisation of a 20 km area along their border, however, the Soviet Union also
insisted that the same be applied to the Italo-Jugoslav border.

The only real bone of contention was the division of the Italian fleet. In spite of the
fact that both Great Britain and the U.S. did intend to impose some limits upon the
Italian Navy, they had to defend it against the much more rapacious intentions of France
and the Soviet Union. The latter did not only try to acquire a large section of the Italian
Navy, but were also adamant in their request to treat the fleet as war booty, and therefore
separately from the reparations that Italy had to pay to the countries she had damaged
during the war. US Secretary of State Byrnes tried hard to limit Italian losses by insisting
that the fleet had to be counted as part of the reparations, to no avail. Eventually not all
the Soviet and French demands were met by the Treaty, but the naval clauses reflected
their firm intentions to get a fair share of Italian ships, and they were probably the most
severe ones of the whole military section.!!

It must be kept in mind that disarmament, however, was just one side of the coin of
Anglo-American policy towards Italy, given the ambiguous status of co-belli-
gerent/semi—defeated country that Italy had been enjoying since the Armistice of
September 1943. In the last two years of the war Italian armed forces had been fighting
against the Germans and alongside the Allies under the orders of the Supreme Allied
Commander in the Mediterranean, and had been equipped mostly with Allied warlike
material. When hostilities ended in the Italian theatre, the SACMED was left with the
puzzling task of guaranteeing both the domestic and the external security of Italy with a
dwindling number of Allied occupation troops, and by the summer of 1945 he ended up
asking the Combined Chiefs of Staff for permission to continue equipping the Italian
Army and Air Force in order to be able to meet his requirements — a permission which
was promptly granted.!? Thus, by the end of 1945, the Allies —or actually one should say
the British since until early 1947 they were the ones who provided the bulk of the
material- were already rearming, or at least providing military surplus to the Italian
Army and Air Force, albeit on a rather limited scale. Such an endeavour fit very well
with the Anglo-American design to keep Italy firmly aligned with the West, as well as
with the British intention to retain a certain amount of influence among the postwar
Italian armed forces.!?

When the draft treaty was made known, the Italian government presented a number
of counterproposals prepared by each one of the three services, and tried to use them as

11 See FRUS, 1946, vol. I, Council of Foreign Ministers, pp. 58-59; 128-134; 139; 584-587; 603-606; 678-
679; 688-689; 696; 816-817; 1492-1493.

12.CCS to SACMED (FAN 621), September 30, 1945, in National Archives, Washington (from now on,
NAW), Record Group 165 (Records of the War Department General and Special Staffs), ABC 420 Italy (30 Oct.
1943) Sec. 1-B.

13 Lepoldo Nuti, L'Esercito Italiano nel secondo dopoguerra. La sua ricostruzione e l'assistenza militare
alleata, Rome: Ufficio Storico Stato Maggiore Esercito, 1989.






























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































