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Preface 
 

The title of this thesis, "Why Are We Feeding Germany?" is borrowed directly 

from the title of an article from Herbert Hoover published in the Chicago Tribune in 

1919.1 

Initially, this thesis was intended to research the history of the Council of Relief 

Agencies Licensed to Operate in Germany (CRALOG) and its work in providing food 

and other relief aid in post-war occupied Germany in the late 1940s. After much 

reformulation, driven in part by the limited availability of sources during the Covid-19 

pandemic, the topic shifted away from focusing on this aid agency in World War II 

specifically to looking at American food aid to Germany around the World Wars more 

broadly. 

I would like to thank everyone who was able to make the successful completion 

of this thesis possible: my parents, Margaret and Jens Pedersen, whose support 

allowed me to attend this master's program and who provided a great deal of help in 

proofreading multiple drafts of this thesis, my supervisor, Daniel Maul, for his guidance 

in my struggles selecting a topic and possible avenues of research, and for admitting 

me to the Modern International and Transnational History program, allowing me this 

opportunity. And most of all I thank my wife, Lena Pedersen, for her endless patience 

with the delays in the completion of this work, proofreading multiple drafts, numerous 

helpful suggestions throughout the process, and her love and support throughout. 

 

Impact of Covid-19 Pandemic 

While in the process of gathering research for this paper, the Covid-19 

pandemic hit, leading to both public institutions closing and general lockdowns for the 

population. While I was not significantly affected by the stay-at-home orders, the 

archives and libraries I had been working in closed completely. As such, I was left to 

complete this thesis with the books I had already checked out, the archival documents 

I had already scanned, and what other sources I was able to find online. For some 

books which could not be checked out, such as Jean Edward Smith's edited collection 

 
1 Herbert Hoover, "Why are we Feeding Germany?", Chicago Tribune, March 23, 1919. 
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The Papers of General Lucius D. Clay: Germany 1945-1949, this meant being left with 

only the notes taken at the archive. Most of these notes were brief and made with the 

intention of returning to expand on when necessary, and as such listed date and page 

number, but not full quotations or the exact name of the document. It is for this reason 

that citations from this book are listed as page numbers rather than document names. 

This limitation on available sources also meant that in several instances, I was unable 

to follow up on several new potential avenues of thought or potential sources that I 

came across over the course of my readings.  



 

iv 
 

Abstract 
 

This thesis explores the provision of food aid to occupied Germany in the years 

following the end of the Second World War. The objectives of the thesis are twofold: 

first, its goal is to determine the relationship between the military government and the 

American non-governmental aid organizations, by exploring the extent to which they 

were in cooperation or conflict with each other. Second, its goal is to explore the 

motivations behind the American decision to provide food aid to Germany, this 

includes humanitarian concerns, as well as the political and economic concerns seen 

against the backdrop of the nascent American hegemony and the emerging Cold War. 

To achieve these goals, the thesis will examine American food aid during and after 

World War I, the process of planning for the post-WWII occupation, the actions of both 

the military government and non-governmental organizations during the occupation, 

and the persons and groups involved. The thesis should give a multi-angled insight 

into American foreign politics as well as lead to a differentiated picture of American 

food aid.
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Acronyms 

 
AMGOT American Military Government for Occupied Territories 

ARA  American Relief Administration 

ARAECF American Relief Administration European Children's Fund 

CARE  The Cooperative for American Remittances to Europe 

CNSA Comité National de Secours et d'Alimentation (National Relief and 

Food Committee) 

CRALOG Council of Relief Agencies Licensed to Operate in Germany 

CRB  Commission for Relief in Belgium 

GARIOA Government Aid and Relief in Occupied Areas 

GCC German Central Committee for the Distribution of Foreign Relief 

Supplies under the Laenderrat (Deutscher Zentralausschuss für dir 

Verteilung ausländischer Liebesgaben bei Länderrat) 

OMGUS Office of the Military Government, United States 

SHAEF Supreme Headquarters, Allied Expeditionary Force 

UNRRA United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administration 

USFA  United States Food Administration 

USFET United States Forces, European Theater 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Comit%C3%A9_National_de_Secours_et_d%27Alimentation
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Introduction 
 

In May of 1945, Germany surrendered, ending World War II in Europe, and was 

left as a shell of itself, devastated by the war. During this time, the population faced 

numerous challenges for survival – a great deal of housing had been destroyed, basic 

infrastructure was non-functional, and there was precious little food. Hunger had 

become a growing problem towards the end of the war and became far worse in its 

aftermath. Worldwide food shortages limited imports, returning displaced persons 

meant more mouths to feed, partition of the country cut vital farm supplies, and years 

of war took its toll on both labor and machinery. It was under these conditions that the 

U.S. Army found itself in the position of having to occupy and govern, and a large part 

of this governance meant having to feed the people. 

The goal of this thesis is twofold. First, I want to examine the relationship of 

government leadership and agencies with non-governmental organizations in 

supplying food aid in occupied Germany. Second, I want to explore the political, 

economic, and humanitarian considerations that drove this food aid from the United 

States. For both of these questions, the American experience of supplying food aid 

during and after World War I will be considered in its influence on planning for 

occupation post-WWII. In answering these questions, this thesis should contribute to 

the understanding of the history and nature of American food aid and its role in the 

occupation, as well as provide insight into the larger role of food as a political tool to 

enforce control and spread influence. 

This thesis focuses primarily on the American Zone of occupation in Germany 

following the end of the Second World War, from 1945-1949. The British Zone is also 

briefly discussed, both as a separate entity and then later as an inclusion with the 

American Zone following the merger of the two in 1947. In addition, this thesis will 

discuss American aid to Europe both during and after World War I, from 1914-1922, 

as well as American actions prior to and during WWII – especially in North Africa – 

that influenced the post-war occupation. To limit the scope of this thesis, American 

occupation work in other post-war regions, such as Japan or Italy, is not discussed, 

and inclusion of non-American relief aid in the American Zone of occupied Germany 

is briefly included, but is not a primary focus. A large number of actors factor into this 



 

2 
 

thesis, including individuals, governments and their respective agencies, and non-

governmental organizations. Among individuals, two are of particular importance – 

Herbert Hoover, who coordinated American aid to Europe in WWI and later assisted 

with the same work after WWII, and General Lucius Clay, the military governor of the 

American Zone from 1946-1949. For both men, both their formal actions as well as 

their personal opinions are discussed. The American government plays a central role, 

in particular the Department of War and the State Department and their respective 

divisions and agencies, key among these being OMGUS – Office of the Military 

Government, United States – the government of the American occupation. Non-

governmental organizations also take a primary role, most especially the Commission 

for Relief in Belgium (CRB) and the American Relief Administration (ARA) during WWI 

and the Council of Relief Agencies Licensed to Operate in Germany (CRALOG) and 

the German Central Distribution Committee (GCC) in the occupation post-WWII. 

In restricting the scope of this thesis, relations with other zones of occupation 

as well as food aid conducted to those zones, is limited in its mention. Relations with 

the British Zone are included in somewhat more detail, though limited largely to its 

merger in 1947 with the American Zone. For the non-governmental organizations, 

internal affairs are also somewhat limited, owing to the limitations on availability of 

sources. Due to this limitation, and the greater availability of sources relating to the 

governmental agencies, this thesis focuses instead primarily on the views of the 

American government and the military government. Also not included are discussion 

on non-American relief agencies (such as the United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation 

Administration – UNRRA), as well as relief agencies whose focus was either on needs 

other than food or on people other than the general population as a whole (such as a 

focus on medical supplies or on refugees). 

 

Terminology 
 

While the name used to discuss the government in control of occupied 

Germany after the war varies between sources – usually falling on either military 

government or occupational government, the term military government is used 

exclusively in this text. Likewise is the term military governor. Use of terms such as 

occupational government is avoided to maintain uniformity throughout the text and to 

avoid confusion. The term military government was chosen over occupational 
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government based on the contemporaneous terminology used by the American 

government and military. In pre-war planning, it was often described as "military civil 

governance," and the name ultimately given to the established government of the 

occupation was the Office of the Military Government. One explanation for this usage 

in government documents comes from Harry Coles and Albert Weinberg's Civil Affairs: 

Soldiers Become Governors, in which they point out that "[…]Army manuals generally 

referred to occupational operations in liberated countries as civil affairs and to those 

in conquered countries as military government."2 Insofar as it differs from a standard 

government, the military government was run by a general and staffed by members of 

the United States military, unelected, and operated with a different set of priorities to 

a standard civilian government – namely, restoring and maintaining order until such 

time as a civil government can take over. 

 In scholarly works on the subject, when discussing Germany, the extent of what 

is meant can fluctuate depending on the time frame discussed. For example, during 

the war, Germany refers to the country as a whole, but during the post-war occupation, 

Germany can be used to refer to either all four zones of occupation collectively or to a 

single zone if that zone is the primary focus of the work. To avoid this confusion, where 

possible, the specific zone being discussed is referenced rather than the country as a 

whole. This distinction is necessary as in contemporaneous texts – including the one 

from which this thesis borrows its title – the word "Germany," when used in the context 

of "feeding Germany," was often used to describe just the American Zone of 

occupation, rather than the entire country as a whole. 

 To that end, the main focus of this thesis is the American Zone, comprising the 

southern portion of the country, with additional discussion of the British Zone, in the 

northwestern portion. These terms only refer to those areas after the end of the war. 

Collectively, after 1947, these zones combined and were known as either The Bizone 

or Bizonia. These later merged with the French Zone, forming the Trizone, the 

foundation of the later Federal Republic of Germany, but that merger is not discussed 

in detail in this thesis. 

 
2 Harry L. Coles and Albert K. Weinberg, Civil Affairs: Soldiers Become Governors (Washington D.C.: Department 
of the Army, 1964), viii. 
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 Finally, the terms relief aid, humanitarian aid, and food aid, are all used in the 

texts discussing this topic, and often used interchangeably. To avoid confusion, the 

term humanitarian aid is not used in this text, and the term food aid is used to describe 

either shipments of exclusively food or to discuss the concept in the abstract, while the 

term relief aid is used to discuss any aid that consisted of more than just food or whose 

composition was uncertain. 

 

Theoretical Background 
 

 Food and food aid provide an interesting avenue through which to explore the 

work of America in post-war Germany. Food served as an expression of hard power 

in the post-war occupation, later described with the idea of "food as a weapon."3 Not 

a weapon in the sense of one with which to kill an enemy, but rather as a political 

instrument. This presents the occupation in a firmly realist interpretation, as the 

primary interest of the American government and the military government was 

security, first in the form of preventing a future war with Germany and later in the form 

of countering the spread of communism and Soviet influence. Food was a tool with 

which the military government could wield influence, or, at minimum, prevent outside 

influence. The positions of the individuals involved also cannot be ignored, as the work 

and motivations of some challenge the purely realist interpretation of the occupation. 

Individuals such as Herbert Hoover or George Marshall followed a more economic 

liberal position, seeing security coming not from pacification but from economic 

recovery and growth in the unstable region. 

 

Methodology 
 

I have chosen to first explore food aid after WWI, because I want to show what 

experience the United States had with large-scale food assistance, and lessons that 

they learned, and how these were employed in planning for the occupation during 

WWII. This is possible as the two events are very similar, with similar work occurring 

 
3 Bertrand M. Patenaude, "Food as a Weapon," Hoover Digest, Winter, No. 1 (2007), 
https://web.archive.org/web/20080719190529/http://www.hoover.org/publications/digest/6731711.html. 
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less than 30 years apart in the same region with largely the same actors – even 

including specific individuals, such as in the case of Herbert Hoover. The planning 

phase of the occupation during WWII is important, because it reflects on the intentions 

the people involved had for the occupation, and it shows both how much was learned 

from the experience in WWI, and how much was ignored. As Germany both received 

the blame for both World Wars and was the defeated power in each, by comparing 

American food aid after both, I want to explore how far food was used as a weapon or 

political tool, or simply a means of aid, to a German population that was to many still 

viewed as the enemy. To expand the perspective on the issue of food aid beyond a 

single government, the work of non-governmental organizations will be considered as 

well. Of importance will be these organizations' relationship with the military 

government, both their cooperation and their conflict. This perspective may give insight 

to conflicts of interest in terms of food as a political tool vs. food as a means to save 

people from starvation. To present these various angles, I will look at literature for this 

topic as well as some primary sources, including documents from the American 

military government and personal letters and papers from persons directly involved. 

 

Scholarly Debate 
 

Historians of American history have for several decades now been interested 

in the United States' role as a global power, that was largely rooted in its help in 

rebuilding Europe after two world wars. In older literature on the subject of the 

American occupation and American aid after World War II, Americans were often 

presented as generally well-intentioned people who worked through a difficult 

experience and built up Europe, while questions of ulterior motivations are not focused 

on. Some works attempted to be little more than dry recitations of fact without 

questioning or interpreting motivations, such as those published by the U.S. Army 

Center for Military History, including Coles and Weinberg's 1964 work Civil Affairs: 

Soldiers Become Governors, mentioned previously, and Earl Zeimke's The U.S. Army 

in the Occupation of Germany, 1944-1946, from 1975.4 Others, such as Eugene 

Davidson's 1959 work Death & Life in Germany place American actions against the 

 
4 Coles and Weinberg, Soldiers Become Governors.; Earl F. Ziemke, The U.S. Army in the Occupation of Germany: 
1944-1946 (Washington D.C.: United States Government Printing Office, 1975). 



 

6 
 

backdrop of the emerging Cold War, and present the motivation in rebuilding western 

Germany in the context of American values over Soviet.5 Many of the works from prior 

to the fall of the Soviet Union do not stray very far from the master narrative of America 

as a liberator, defender of democracy, and benevolent rebuilder. 

Newer research on the topic approaches the work of the American occupation 

in a number of different ways. Some, such as Alice Weinreb's Modern Hungers: Food 

and Power in Twentieth-Century Germany, from 2017, contextualizes food in the 

occupational years into the greater story of food in Germany, and changes the focus 

from food as a tool of the powerful to its use as a tool for the hungry, exploring the use 

of starvation and low rations by the German people to shift the image of them 

internationally from perpetrators of the crimes of World War II into victims of the 

occupation and of East-West rivalries.6 Other works, such as Susan Carruthers' 2016 

book The Good Occupation, directly confront the earlier narratives of a benevolent 

occupation and America acting as the standard-bearer for democracy and freedom, 

and instead place a greater emphasis on the negative aspects of the occupation, 

looking not only at the more self-interested motivations behind the work done, as well 

as the negative experiences of the individuals who took part.7 

 

Structure 
 

The first chapter will focus on American relief aid during and after WWI. This 

includes both governmental and non-governmental work, and touches on the impact 

the American entry to the war had on the ongoing relief aid. The primary actor within 

the chapter is Herbert Hoover, following his work founding and heading the 

Commission for Relief in Belgium, through his similar position with the United States 

Food Agency and the American Relief Administration. This chapter serves to provide 

a historical background to later American post-war relief work in Europe, both in 

 
5 Eugene Davidson, The Death & Life of Germany; An Account of the American Occupation (New York, NY: A.A. 
Knopf, 1959). 
6 Alice Weinreb, Modern Hungers: Food and Power in Twentieth-Century Germany (New York, NY: Oxford 
University Press, 2017). 
7 Susan L. Carruthers, The Good Occupation: American Soldiers and the Hazards of Peace (Cambridge, MA: 
Harvard University Press, 2016). 
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examining the experience upon which WWII aid was able to build, and in providing a 

direct experience with which to compare the later efforts. 

The second chapter will focus on the early planning and experiences of 

American efforts and experiences of the United States government – in particular the 

Department of War and the State Department – and the United States military both 

immediately prior to American entry to World War II as well during the war. The 

purpose of this chapter is to examine how prior experiences were utilized in 

preparation for occupation after the war, as well as to explore how planning and policy 

was affected by the ongoing experience on the ground as the war progressed. This 

will also provide a background for the experiences of the military government 

discussed in Chapter 4. 

The third chapter will focus on food production both during and after the war. 

While global food production and shortages are touched on, the primary focus is 

production within Germany. The purpose of this chapter is to explain why food aid to 

Europe was such a necessity after the war, and why the United States in particular 

bore that burden. This chapter explores the circumstances in the years immediately 

after the war limited food availability in the American Zone, including inter-zonal 

rivalries, limited farming resources and manpower, uncooperative weather, and global 

shortages. The purpose of this chapter is to provide context for the conflicts faced by 

the military government in regards to feeding the population, as discussed in the next 

chapter. 

The final two chapters focus on the experiences during the several years 

following the end of the war and are separated into governmental and non-

governmental. Chapter four will focus primarily on the American military government, 

known as OMGUS (Office of the Military Government, United States), and the military 

governor, General Lucius Clay. This chapter explores the challenges faced by the 

military government regarding feeding the civilian population in the American Zone 

and the effects of and debate over American policy for the occupation. 

The final chapter will focus on the non-governmental relief aid work in post-war 

Germany. In particular, it will focus on two American organizations – CRALOG and 

CARE – as well as a German partner organization, the German Central Distribution 

Committee, and both their work for and in the occupied country as well as their 
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interactions with the military government. This chapter explores the circumstances 

prompting the initial invitation of civilian relief work, the restrictions placed on such 

work, and the cooperative work both between non-governmental organizations and 

between the individual organizations and the government.  
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1. Relief Aid In World War I 
 

This chapter discusses American relief aid work conducted in Europe both during 

and immediately after the First World War. The primary focus of this chapter is Herbert 

Hoover, who was a central figure in the relief work in every stage of the conflict – 

before the American entry into the war, during the war itself, and after the conclusion 

of the conflict. The first part of this chapter focuses primarily on German-occupied 

Belgium and Northern France, where relief aid was administered by the Commission 

for Relief in Belgium. This section relies on a contemporary history of the organization, 

Commission documents compiled in the 1920s by George I. Gay, and a number of 

secondary histories that have been written since.8 A discussion of the work done by 

the American Relief Administration, first as an official government agency during the 

war, then later as a private organization after the end of the conflict, follows. This 

chapter establishes the foundations upon which later occupation relief aid would build 

and serves to provide a background on previous relief efforts conducted by American 

governmental and private organizations in wartime and post-war Germany. 

  

 
8 George I. Gay, Public Relations of The Commission for Relief in Belgium: Documents (Stanford, CA: Stanford 
University Press, 1929). 
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In August of 1914 Germany invaded Belgium and Luxembourg with the intention 

of using them as a corridor through which to send troops and rapidly seize Paris. This 

initial push stalled short of reaching the French capital, but succeeded in putting all of 

Luxembourg, most of Belgium (save for a small pocket near the city of Ypres), and a 

large portion of northern France under German occupation. Because of several 

compounding factors – including the German army requisition of food supplies from 

the area and the British naval response preventing new food supplies from being 

imported – this occupation created a large-scale humanitarian crisis in the region.9 

Immediately following its entry into the war – which itself was at least partially 

prompted by the German invasion of Belgium, triggering an 1839 treaty in which the 

United Kingdom had pledged to defend Belgium's sovereignty – the United Kingdom 

implemented a total naval blockade of Germany and all of the territory it occupied. Due 

to the particularly harsh restrictions of the blockade, which included the classification 

of foodstuffs as contraband, it had the result of cutting off not only German trade with 

neutral nations as intended, but also of cutting the supply of goods and food to the 

territories which Germany then occupied.10 

At the time, as is still true today, Belgium was one of the most heavily urbanized 

countries in Europe, and as a result only domestically produced a fraction of the food 

it consumed. With the outbreak of war, domestic food production in Germany was 

reserved for Germans, with none made available for Belgian civilians. This left Belgium 

unable to import food from countries like the United States due to the blockade, and 

unable to import food from Germany due to the war effort. Occupying troops 

compounded the supply shortage by seizing Belgian supplies and production for use 

by the German army.11 

The cumulative result of these circumstances, combined with the general panic 

and chaos that resulted from the invasion, was that towns and communities began to 

establish local volunteer committees to aid and feed their towns and refugees from 

elsewhere.12 

 
9 Jeremy Black, A Century of Conflict: War, 1914-2014 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015), 17. 
10 Weinreb, Modern Hungers, 15. 
11 Ibid., 30. 
12 Gay, Commission for Relief in Belgium, Chap. 1. 
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A request for aid was sent from one of these local committees, and in October 1914 

reached Walter Hines Page, the American ambassador to the United Kingdom, and 

Herbert Hoover, who was at the time a mining engineer living in London. Hoover had 

received acclaim for having created and run the American Relief Committee, which 

coordinated the repatriation of tens of thousands of Americans from Europe in the 

months following the outbreak of the war, under the patronage of Ambassador Hines. 

Upon receipt of this request for aid, Hoover founded the Commission for Relief in 

Belgium, or CRB, with the goal to procure and supply food (and possibly other aid) to 

occupied Belgium and Northern France.13 

To have any chance at success, it was necessary for the CRB to operate outside 

of existing governmental structures and allegiances. Complete neutrality was critical, 

as any perceived inclination towards the Allies could lead to Germany either 

preventing delivery and distribution, or simply seizing the supplies, and any perceived 

inclination towards the Central Powers could lead to the British Navy preventing the 

transport of the supplies or to donors in Allied countries ending their support. 

Negotiating personally with the various governments, Hoover created in the CRB what 

was described as, in some ways, an organization masquerading as a nation: 

It had, for example, its own flag, it made contracts and informal treaties with 

belligerent governments, its ships were granted privileges accorded to no other 

flag, its representatives in regions of military occupation enjoyed powers and 

immunities of great significance. The Commission itself was neutral as between 

the opposing lines […] and it received aid and essential cooperation from 

both.14 

Among the concessions Hoover won were the guarantee that the German 

forces would not seize any of the relief supplies sent, nor would they take the influx of 

food to the Belgians as an excuse to requisition a greater amount of existing Belgian 

supplies. Directly addressing the primary concern of Allied leadership, Hoover 

promulgated the assurance that the CRB's actions would not be either directly or 

indirectly supplying the German forces. Additionally, Hoover obtained agreement from 

the German leadership that all of the 1915 Belgian grain harvest would be used for 

 
13 For the creation of the American Relief Committee, see: Gay, Commission for Relief in Belgium, Chap. 1.  For 
the creation of the CRB, see: Eleanor Davey, John Borton, and Matthew Foley, A History of the Humanitarian 
System (Humanitarian Policy Group, Overseas Development Institute, 2013), 17. 
14 Louis P. Lochner, Herbert Hoover and Germany (New York, NY: The Macmillan Company, 1960), 10. 
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the production of bread for the Belgian population, with none being requisitioned by 

German troops.15 

The CRB itself was not directly responsible for the distribution of supplies once 

they had arrived in Belgium. While the CRB oversaw the procurement and shipment 

of the supplies, once the supplies arrived in Belgium, the final transportation and 

distribution was done by a domestic organization, the Comité National de Secours et 

d'Alimentation - the National Relief and Food Committee, or CNSA. The CNSA had 

been established in Brussels the first month following the German invasion, to 

coordinate the distribution of relief supplies. This style of arrangement, with an 

American-led relief organization procuring and delivering supplies to the country, and 

a separate domestic agency taking responsibility for the distribution of the supplies 

once they reach the ports, would repeat itself again a few decades later following the 

end of the Second World War.16 

The CRB, which was disbanded 6 months after the end of the war, served as a 

role model for future war relief efforts to be built upon. After the war, the work done by 

the CRB was recounted by journalist Will Irwin: "For four years it fed ten million people, 

brought them through without starvation or malnutrition. It maintained a stream of 

350,000,000 pounds of foodstuffs a month. It gave its charges the cheapest food in 

Europe. It furnished them good bread, not husks or scrapings."17 The Commission 

also provided help beyond simply delivering food: "between 1914 and 1919, the CRB 

provided relief for a population of 9m people, supported welfare services and 

attempted to revive selected economic sectors; it handled over 2,000 commodity 

cargoes totalling more than 5m tonnes."18 

In April of 1917, the United States officially entered the war. This forced Hoover 

to step down from his leadership role at the CRB, as it was necessary that the 

Commission remain a wholly neutral organization. As an American, and one with 

significant close ties to American political figures, it would not be possible for him to 

both remain in charge and for the Commission to continue to profess total neutrality in 

their work and negotiations. With his new availability, he was put in charge of the 

 
15 Lochner, Hoover and Germany, 17. 
16 Gay, Commission for Relief in Belgium, Chap. 1. 
17 Will Irwin, as quoted in Lochner, Hoover and Germany, 26. 
18 Davey, Borton, and Foley, History of the Humanitarian System, 18. 
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United States Food Administration, overseeing U.S. Army and Allied food reserves 

during the war. He served in this role for the next year and a half, until November of 

1918 and the signing of the Armistice.19 

Following the signing of the Armistice, the USFA was transitioned into the 

American Relief Administration, or ARA. With Hoover still at the helm, the ARA 

assumed a role similar to the one which had been filled by the CRB, though 

significantly larger in scope. This time it was an official American government agency 

rather than private one, it had a very large budget allocated to it by the U.S. Congress, 

and instead of working to help 10 million people in Belgium and France, it was to assist 

400 million people across more than two dozen countries devastated by the war.20 

With official government support and significant financial backing behind the relief 

effort, the ARA ensured that American food became, in the words of Hoover himself, 

“the medium of exchange between the United States and the liberated nations of 

Europe.”21 

Despite the end of combat, the signing of the Armistice did not bring an end to 

the naval blockade. The Armistice Agreement specified that the blockade would 

remain intact, with no end date given, and that "[…] all German merchant ships found 

at sea [were] to remain liable to capture[,]" meaning that Germany would remain 

unable to import food and supplies from overseas. While this would prolong the hunger 

faced by the country and occupied areas, the same section of the Agreement did, 

however, call for support to be given to these areas: "The Allies and the United States 

should give consideration to the provisioning of Germany during the armistice to the 

extent recognized as necessary."22  

In late 1918, Hoover was included as part of the American Peace Delegation to 

Paris for the negotiation of the peace treaty. When he arrived in Paris, he learned that 

the supplies called for in the Agreement were not actually getting through, and he 

spent the succeeding several months working to get the blockade lifted and the 

supplies through. In March of 1919, he issued a statement which was published by the 

Chicago Tribune, in which he presented the motivations for ending the blockade from 

 
19 Lochner, Hoover and Germany, 29. 
20 Ibid., 40. 
21 Weinreb, Modern Hungers, 33. 
22 "Armistice of Compiègne," conclusion date: November 11, 1918, Section 26. 
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various possible American perspectives. This statement, published under the title 

"Why Are We Feeding Germany," from which this thesis borrows its title, includes 

reasons to feed the defeated population ranging from a need to prevent disease and 

mass starvation to the desire to build up a country which is strong enough to pay its 

reparations to the simple need to "maintain order and stable government in Germany 

if we would have someone with whom to sign peace."23 Despite the strength of this 

publication, it would be a further three months before the blockade was finally lifted. 

The work Hoover did during and after the war in feeding the people of Europe 

left a strong impression on him. A decade after the war, Hoover, then the President of 

the United States, proposed making food ships protected vessels in war times, not 

subject to attack, capture, or blockades. 

"For many years, and born of a poignant personal experience, I have held that 

food ships should be made free of any interference in times of war. I would 

place all vessels laden solely with food supplies on the same footing as hospital 

ships. The time has come when we should remove starvation of women and 

children from the weapons of warfare."24 

In his addressing the use of hunger as a weapon, Hoover highlights a larger 

issue surrounding food and warfare. "Food aid was not the direct consequence of 

food’s use as a weapon during the war; it was an extension and modification of a larger 

set of military strategies that had transformed hungry people into a source of political 

power."25 An interesting implication of the discussion of food aid being an indirect 

consequence of the use of food as a weapon is that food aid may then itself possibly 

be used as a weapon. Indeed, food aid found itself used, at least in part, as a political 

tool in both World Wars and in their respective aftermaths. 

While it is tempting to assume that the desire to simply do the right thing and to 

help people in need is motivation enough to explain the actions of those providing aid, 

and for many volunteers and donors that is likely the case, other factors played a part. 

One in particular stands out across both World Wars: the fight against communism. 

There was a common fear among American and European political leaders that 

hunger made people vulnerable to accepting communism. Hoover himself remarked 

 
23 Hoover, "Why are we Feeding Germany?". 
24 Herbert Hoover, "Preparedness for Peace and Immunity for Food Ships", as quoted in Lochner, Hoover and 
Germany, 79. 
25 Weinreb, Modern Hungers, 30. 
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in 1919 on this subject: "Of course, the prime objective of the United States in 

undertaking the fight against famine in Europe is to save the lives of starving people. 

The secondary object, however, and of hardly less importance, [is] to defeat Anarchy, 

which is the handmaiden of Hunger."26 

The aid that Hoover was working to provide to Europe during this time was not 

given for free. The countries on the receiving end were required to pay, on credit, for 

the aid provided. As the food that was being sourced was also purchased, rather than 

donated, Hoover was able to generate domestic support on the platform that such 

work was ultimately profitable for the American farmers providing the food.27 

A few years later, while overseeing relief aid to Russia, he openly spoke of 

using the relief mission as a means of using up surplus American agricultural products, 

a surplus which was driving down prices for farmers: 

The food supplies that we wish to take to Russia are all in surplus in the United 

States, and are without a market in any quarter of the globe […] I have a feeling 

we are dealing today with a situation of a great deal of [economic] depression 

and that we have a proper right to inquire not only whether we are doing an act 

of great humanity, but whether we are doing an act of economic soundness.28 

For its part, the official mandate of the ARA expired at the end of June 1919. 

This did not mean, however, that the work it was doing was complete. Because of the 

considerable ongoing need for its help, the ARA was transformed from an official 

public organization under the purview of the U.S. government into a private entity and 

was to continue its operations. The new organization, officially called the American 

Relief Administration European Children's Fund, or ARAECF, was still run and staffed 

by the same people and continued to be known simply as the ARA.29 

For the first couple of years of the ARA's existence, it was unable to operate 

inside Russia, despite efforts from Hoover to gain access. It was not until 1921, and 

the devastating Povolzhye famine, that Lenin allowed the ARA to enter the country. 

What quickly followed was an influx of money from the U.S. government with the 

passage of the Russian Famine Relief Act of 1921. The Act, which was championed 

 
26 Patenaude, Food as a Weapon. In this quote, the word "Anarchy" was used to mean Bolshevism. 
27 Weinreb, Modern Hungers, 33. 
28 Patenaude, Food as a Weapon. 
29 Lochner, Hoover and Germany, 48; and Patenaude, Food as a Weapon. 
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by Hoover, who was at this point serving not only as the Director of the ARA, but also 

as the U.S. Secretary of Commerce, provided $20 million for the purchase of food to 

be sent to Russia. As with Hoover's motivation to contain the spread of communism 

in Central Europe at the end of the war partially driving his humanitarian work there, 

his motivation with the ARA's work in Russia was similarly motivated.30 

The ARA continued to operate in Europe until 1922, and its mission in Russia 

continued until the summer of 1923. While the work done in and after World War I was 

invaluable to many – in countries such as Belgium, Poland, and Russia, there are still 

tributes to Hoover, such as streets named in his honor – the legacy of this work 

stretched far beyond the immediate time period. Both the CRB and the ARA formed 

the early blueprints for later organizations and agencies to build off following future 

conflict.31 

While none of the organizations discussed in this chapter continued to operate 

until the next war, the lessons gained from their experiences greatly influenced later 

actions from both governments and private organizations. Future governments and 

organizations would attempt to avoid the problems faced in this time, others would 

attempt to replicate the successes. Because of the experiences of Hoover, the CRB, 

the ARA, and others, government planners and organization leadership would not be 

forced to go into the crisis following World War II blind.  

 
30 Patenaude, Food as a Weapon. 
31 It should be noted that the CRB and ARA were not the only aid organisations operating in Europe at this time. 
The war and its aftermath prompted the creation of numerous groups and organizations dedicated to 
transnational humanitarian work, as well as prompted a strong debate over the nature of such work, ranging from 
who should receive and who should provide aid to how much aid should be given and the nature in which the aid 
should be provided. For an example, see: Erika Kuhlman, Of Little Comfort: War Widows, Fallen Soldiers, and the 
Remaking of the Nation after the Great War (New York, NY: New York University Press, 2012), 120. 
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2. Wartime Preparation for Post-War Occupation 
 

This chapter discusses the work done by the United States government and 

military both before the American entry into World War II, and during the war itself, in 

planning for military civil governance roles, and in executing those roles as the war 

progressed. Also discussed is the political planning and debate for post-war policy 

regarding Germany. The chapter starts with a discussion on the planning during the 

interwar years for possible future military occupations. This is followed by a section on 

the School of Military Government at the University of Virginia, started shortly after the 

American entry into the war, and created to train soldiers for the role of governing 

occupied or liberated towns and areas during the war. Following this is a section on 

the practical experiences faced by the American military during the war in their role of 

civil governance in occupied areas, specifically in North Africa and Sicily. The chapter 

concludes with a review and critique of the late-war political planning for an official 

post-war policy on Germany, and the creation of JCS 1067 – the official guidance for 

American military in the occupied country. 
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Well before the end of the Second World War, it was understood by American and 

Allied leadership that simply winning the war and returning home was never going to 

be an option. A victory would have to be secured long-term to prevent future conflicts, 

and that would require an occupation, potentially for many years. The Allied 

governments also foresaw that simply having the military take and remain in control 

would invariably run into serious problems. It was understood that officers and soldiers 

were trained and experienced in fighting a war, not in running a peace. This was 

especially true of American forces in World War II, when considering the rapid pace at 

which the United States military needed to grow when it first entered the war, and the 

accelerated pace of basic training this growth necessitated.32 This prescience did not 

come from expert analysis or a stroke of inspiration, but rather from the lessons of the 

past. 

Following the end of hostilities in the First World War, the United States found itself 

unprepared for the possible duties of occupation. Even though the primary occupation 

responsibilities at the time fell far more to the French and British, the U.S. Army was 

still left with the task, among others, of administering both Luxembourg and a portion 

of the Rhineland. In a report detailing the experiences of the American military 

governance in post-WWI Germany entitled, in typical American military concision, 

American Military Government of Occupied Germany, 1918-1920, Lt. Col. Irwin Hunt, 

the Officer in Charge of Civil Affairs, wrote that "[t]he American army of occupation 

lacked both training and organization to guide the destinies of the nearly one million 

civilians whom the fortunes of war had placed under its temporary sovereignty."33 

Following the end of the American involvement in post-WWI Europe, as the U.S. 

military drew down to near pre-war levels, focus again moved away from planning or 

training for civil governance. Only after the growing threat of war in the mid-to-late 

1930's did American military thinking shift back to the potential need for military 

governance. 

 
32 In 1939, the American military numbered fewer than 350,000 total personnel. By the end of the war 6 years 
later, this number was over 12 million. See: National WWII Museum, US Military by the Numbers, 
https://www.nationalww2museum.org/students-teachers/student-resources/research-starters/research-
starters-us-military-numbers. 
33 Irwin L. Hunt, American Military Government of Occupied Germany, 1918-1920 (Washington D.C.: United States 
Government Printing Office, 1943), 77. 



 

19 
 

In July 1940 the U.S. Army published two field manuals on military governance - 

The Rules of Land Warfare and Military Government. Not wishing to repeat the 

mistakes of the past, in early September 1941, the Judge Advocates General 

submitted a proposal to begin preparations to train soldiers specifically for the task of 

civil administration, noting that "[…] there is a possibility of future service involving the 

administration of military government by the United States Army. These facts indicate 

the need of competent personnel for such duties."34 On December 3, 1941, just 4 days 

before the entry of the United States into the war, a request was made to the White 

House Chief of Staff, General Marshall, to authorize the creation of a formal military 

government training center. Located at the University of Virginia, The School of Military 

Government was formally established by order of the Secretary of War, Henry 

Stimson, on April 2, 1942, and the first courses began several weeks later in mid-

May.35 

Initially, the main intention for this school was not to prepare graduates for medium- 

or long-term post-war occupation, but rather for the occupation while the war was still 

underway and in its immediate aftermath. For its graduates, a primary role was to be 

placed in civil control of German towns and cities that had been taken by American 

troops, and to first and foremost ensure that supply lines were maintained as the front 

moved further towards Berlin. "[…] the first priority was to secure the Allies' rear lines 

as the juggernaut of combat rumbled onward. Until war was categorically over, the 

government had to be military."36 

The training for students at this school changed as the war progressed, and as 

American and Allied post-war plans evolved. The fact that details such as the length 

of the occupation, the distribution of occupied areas between the Allied powers, and, 

especially, the overall authority and mission of the eventual military government, were 

always in flux meant that specific plans or training was difficult. Additional difficulties 

for the school came in the form of criticisms and suspicions cast upon it both by the 

press and by politicians, questioning both the quality of the candidates at the school 

and the motivations of the school itself, with some accusing it of becoming a breeding 

 
34 Coles Weinberg, Soldiers Become Governors, 7. 
35 Ziemke, The U.S. Army in the Occupation of Germany, 7. 
36 Carruthers, The Good Occupation, 17. 
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ground of imperialism.37 As the war had called so many men overseas, many of the 

students were either older former soldiers or civilians with no formal military training. 

Those that were current soldiers would have needed to be submitted for the 

assignment by their service command, and command officers would of course prefer 

to keep their best subordinates with them, as such, those who were submitted were 

not likely to be of the highest caliber.38 

In late 1942, following the Allied military successes in North Africa, the U.S. Army 

found itself for the first time entering into the role of civil control. This several week 

period in late November 1942 ultimately helped lay the groundwork for the civil control 

structures put in place by the United States for both the remainder of the war, and in 

the years that followed. Initial plans called for the State Department to be in control of 

all civil matters in liberated areas, with the War Department being left to focus only on 

matters strictly relating to the military campaign. This plan changed quickly to one of 

shifting civil control from the War Department to the State Department only after the 

military situation allowed. While this made sense on the surface, it left a lot of wiggle 

room for interpretation of what constituted the correct situation. Lt. General 

Eisenhower, then theatre general for North Africa, for example, argued that everything 

happening in North Africa constituted a military situation until such time as the Axis 

was entirely removed from the continent.39 

In the ensuing months, military command in North Africa encountered one of the 

primary issues involved in taking responsibility for civil affairs, and the main issue that 

continued to plague military governors through the end of the war and in the years 

beyond: meeting the needs of the civilians in the areas under its control. This included 

not just finding the supplies necessary to support the population, but also the logistics 

surrounding the transport and distribution of them. Describing the logistical issues 

faced in North Africa, Ziemke writes: 

Thirty thousand tons of civilian supplies were needed every month, but the 

Lend-Lease Administration was hard put to get them together in time to meet 

the convoys leaving for North Africa. On arrival in the theater the supplies had 

to be unloaded and moved by the Army, since the North African Economic 

Board did not have the staff even to supervise the work; and both the military 

 
37 Ziemke, Occupation of Germany, 11. 
38 Carruthers, The Good Occupation, 17. Ziemke, Occupation of Germany, 12. 
39 Coles and Weinberg, Soldiers Become Governors, 37, 43. 
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and the civilian agencies agreed that on the drive into Tunisia the Army would 

have to assume complete responsibility for civilian relief.40 

Within a few months, the War Department faced an escalation of these 

challenges, as it prepared for the invasion of Sicily, where the occupied areas would 

be captured enemy territory rather than liberated areas. In preparation for this, and to 

concentrate the growing responsibilities that were being placed on it, on the 1st of 

March 1943, the War Department established the Civil Affairs Division, or CAD. CAD 

was to be "the logical staff to handle civil affairs in nearly all occupied territory[,]"41 a 

move which helped cement the existing reality that it would be the War Department, 

rather than the State Department, that would be largely in control of civil affairs both 

during the war and in its aftermath. This did not mean that civilian agencies were not 

allowed to operate in liberated or conquered areas, but that, by virtue of CAD being a 

division within the War Department, it gave the War Department ultimate authority over 

the coordination of these agencies in those areas.42 

During this time there were ongoing efforts to place limits on the length of War 

Department control in these areas. These included the concern expressed in February 

1943 by New York Governor Herbert Lehman, the head of the newly-formed Office of 

Foreign Relief and Rehabilitation, that the military government in North Africa was 

going beyond what was absolutely necessary "[…]to prevent starvation and extreme 

suffering from exposure[,]"43 and he later proposed strictly limiting military governance 

to 90 days. However, by the latter half of that year, the practical realities of the war 

ultimately made any attempts at restricting military civil control fruitless. "[Military 

governments] would require men and resources and the means to deploy them when 

and where they were needed. The Army had this ability. The civilian agencies did 

not[.]"44 

In late 1943, a study was conducted by the American military on the German 

administrative systems, and how they could be adapted for a military government 

during an occupation. In contrast to the earlier intentions of the War Department 

maintaining civil control until the military situation allowed for civilian authority to take 

 
40 Ziemke, Occupation of Germany, 14. 
41 Letter from Joint Chiefs of Staff, as quoted in Ziemke, Occupation of Germany, 16. 
42 Ziemke, Occupation of Germany, 16. 
43 Coles and Weinberg, Soldiers Become Governors, 72. 
44 Ziemke, Occupation of Germany, 20. 
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over, this study laid out an alternative groundwork for a gradual transition period. Laid 

out in three phases: "a military phase of complete military government either set up 

before the German final collapse or necessitated by chaotic conditions in Germany 

after the surrender; a transitional middle phase in which the military command would 

pass its authority to a control commission; and a final phase in which the occupation 

would assume permanent form."45 This plan, notably, did not mention any specific 

timelines, and in February of 1944, the Joint Chiefs of Staff acknowledged that 

"[…]SHAEF [Supreme Headquarters Allied Expeditionary Forces] would most likely 

have to establish military government in Germany and maintain it for what 'could be 

considerable length of time' after the capitulation."46 

While the War Department and SHAEF were working out plans for 

governmental control in occupied cities and regions, in Washington D.C., discussions 

were ongoing regarding the future plans for Germany as a whole. In September of 

1944, the Cabinet Committee on Germany was formed, with the Secretaries of State, 

War, and Treasury taking part. It was here, on the second day of the Committee's 

existence, that Secretary of the Treasury Henry Morgenthau Jr. presented his 

Suggested Post-Surrender Program for Germany, later known more commonly as the 

Morgenthau Plan. Secretary Morgenthau's proposal was far longer-term and far more 

broad reaching than was hitherto expected. In his proposal, Secretary Morgenthau 

presented what was intended to be nothing less than a permanent solution to any 

possible future German aggression. The Plan included the permanent demilitarization 

of Germany – including the dismantling or demolition of factories that could produce 

military equipment, the division of German territory into two separate countries with a 

third UN-controlled international zone, and the permanent de-industrialization of the 

Ruhr region. Additionally, the Plan called for several forms of reparations, both 

reasonable – such as the return of looted property, and severe – such as "forced 

German labor outside of Germany."47 Ultimately, the plan intended to not simply 

 
45 Ibid., 58. 
46 Ibid.; the Supreme Headquarters Allied Expeditionary Forces, or SHAEF, was the name for the headquarters of 
the commander of the Allied forces in the European theatre. The term was often used as a stand-in to mean 
General Eisenhower specifically, as he was the commander of SHAEF through its entire existence. 
47 Henry Morgenthau, Suggested Post-Surrender Program for Germany (Washington D.C.: Department of the 
Treasury, 1944). 
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severely punish the Germans for the war, but to make Germany a permanent agrarian 

state, forever unable to wage war on its neighbors again.48 

While the Morgenthau Plan was never officially adopted, it did provide a 

blueprint from which the later official plans were derived. In mid-October of 1945, the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff issued the U.S Directive to General Eisenhower on Military Rule 

of Germany, known simply as JCS 1067.49 It was this memo that formed the operating 

guidelines for the American military in general and the military government in particular 

in Germany for the next two years. While not as comprehensive or long-term as the 

Morgenthau Plan – explicitly stating that "[…]it is not intended to be an ultimate 

statement of policies of this Government concerning the treatment of Germany in the 

post-war world." – it was heavily influenced by Morgenthau, and was seen by many 

as simply a watered down version of the Morgenthau Plan. Like the Morgenthau Plan 

it called for the removal of Germany as a possible future threat to Europe, but rather 

than a complete deindustrialization of the nation, JCS 1067 instead called for 

"[…]industrial disarmament and demilitarization[…]" as well as steps such as the 

denazification of the country and the rapid apprehension of war criminals, and 

[…]preparation for an eventual reconstruction of German political life on a democratic 

basis."50 This order was not, however, lenient. It made clear that punishment of the 

German people was a priority51 and that any work aimed at improving the quality of 

life or the economy within Germany was strictly forbidden.52 

From the first publication of the texts guiding the creation and operation of 

military governments, to the establishment in North Africa and Sicily that military 

governance would last far beyond the end of immediate hostilities, to the development 

in late 1944 and early 1945 of the official guidance for how that military government 

was to act and what goals it was to pursue, nearly all of the groundwork for what 

 
48 Davidson, The Death & Life of Germany, 8-12. 
49 Guidance on civil governance prior to the issuance of JCS 1067 largely came from the Handbook for Military 
Government in Germany Prior to Defeat or Surrender, issued by SHAEF in August, 1944.  
50 Joint Chiefs of Staff, JCS 1067 – Directive to Commander-in-Chief of United States Forces of Occupation 
Regarding the Military Government of Germany (17 October 1945), 4.c. 
51 "It should be brought home to the Germans that Germany's ruthless warfare and the fanatical Nazi resistance 
have destroyed the German economy and made chaos and suffering inevitable and that the Germans cannot 
escape responsibility for what they have brought upon themselves." JCS 1067, 4.a. 
52 "Except as may be necessary to carry out these objectives, you will take no steps (a) looking toward the 
economic rehabilitation of Germany, or (b) designed to maintain or strengthen the German economy." JCS 1067, 
16. 
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became the American military government was laid in the five years from July 1940 to 

May 1945.  



 

25 
 

3. Food Production During and After the War 
 

This chapter explores food production during and after the war, as well as the 

use of food by the different governments. While food production outside of Germany 

is touched on, the primary focus is production within Germany itself. The chapter 

begins with a discussion on food's place in the Nazi regime and production and 

distribution during the war. Then, the chapter explores the impact of the war itself, the 

subsequent political realities – including the division of the country, the mass 

movement of displaced persons, and the restrictions placed on the military 

government – and the global economic situation affected the production and 

distribution of food in the occupied country. Discussion of ration levels and military 

government issues towards food production are largely saved for the following 

chapter.   
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In the lead up to and during the Second World War, the Nazi regime placed a 

high priority on making Germany as self-sufficient as possible in food production. This 

was driven by several factors – including the desire to put as many people to work as 

possible and nationalist beliefs in the superiority of German food – but it also came in 

no small part out of the experience with the British blockade in World War I. There was 

a perception that Germany had allowed itself to be reliant on the international food 

economy, and thus had become vulnerable to such a blockade. As such, a focus was 

placed on relying on German-produced foodstuffs as much as possible, to mitigate the 

impact of any possible future blockades. The result of this was that by the start of the 

war, Germany was domestically producing nearly 85% of its food.53 

This self-sufficiency did not last through the war, however. As more and more 

of the industrial production and manpower was transferred towards the war effort, food 

production waned. Existing food production was also increasingly diverted to the war 

effort, so in real terms the amount of food reaching the population actually decreased, 

in spite of the government propaganda espousing German self-reliance. In order to 

maintain both an adequate food supply for the public and the claim of Germany 

producing its own food, the country increasingly shifted to importing food from 

countries under its control. While food imports were 50 percent greater in 1942 than 

they were in 1938, as most were coming from areas now under the control of the Nazi 

regime, they could still be called domestic sources.54 

In the year following the end of the Second World War, only four countries in 

the world were producing grain surpluses: the United States, Canada, Argentina, and 

Australia.  Apart from the simple matter of distance and travel time, all of Australia’s 

surpluses were dedicated to supporting the Asia-Pacific region, and as such were not 

available for European relief. By virtue of geography, Argentina faced a similar 

problem to Australia as far as travel time, but a far more significant impediment was 

that the country was in the middle of a fuel crisis, one that saw them burning corn in 

place of coal to power their locomotives. Additionally, poor diplomatic relations with 

the United States meant that political pressure to contribute was difficult at best. 

Canada, meanwhile, only produced a relatively small surplus, and as a member of the 

 
53 John E. Farquharson, The Western Allies and the Politics of Food; Agrarian Management in Postwar Germany 
(Dover, NH: Berg Publishers, 1985), 16.  
54 Weinreb, Modern Hungers, 86. 
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Commonwealth Realm their food was prioritized toward the United Kingdom and its 

colonies. This all ultimately meant that for the immediate post-war period, nearly all 

food imports – both commercial and relief aid – to Europe would come from the United 

States.55 

In the first few years of the occupation, for the British and American Zones 

especially, the problems surrounding producing food were compounded by 

agreements laid out prior to the end of the war. The Potsdam Agreement placed limits 

on production within Germany of materials which could be used for war or which were 

built in factories which could be easily retooled for military production. In the case of 

the former, this meant very limited fertilizer production, as some of the ingredients 

could also be used to manufacture explosives, in the case of the latter, this meant 

significant restrictions on the production of farm equipment such as tractors. In 

addition, there were fairly few operation factories to even begin the necessary 

production in the first place. A large amount equipment in the country had been 

damaged in the war or been scrapped for material, and factories that previously built 

farm equipment had turned to the war effort, and as such became military targets. This 

meant that at war’s end, not only was there almost no functional farm equipment, there 

was also almost no domestic ability to build new equipment. As the Potsdam 

Agreement limited what could be built, this meant that for the first few years, the yields 

in the American and British Zones were much lower than would normally have been 

possible, as, like the Germans had faced near the end of the war, many farms lacked 

fertilizer and proper equipment.56 

Another issue which contributed to the problem of food production in multiple 

ways was the partition of Germany itself. By the end of the war, there was no solid 

agreement in place for inter-zonal cooperation, as Potsdam did not explicitly lay out 

 
55 Farquharson, Western Allies, 98. 
56 Potsdam Agreement: Protocol of the Proceedings, August 1 1945. Also included in the Potsdam Agreement was 
a passage regarding the extent of occupying army control over the German economy. "15. Allied controls shall be 
imposed upon the German economy but only to the extent necessary: […] (b) to assure the production and 
maintenance of goods and services required to meet the needs of the occupying forces and displaced persons in 
Germany and essential to maintain in Germany average living standards not exceeding the average of the 
standards of living of European countries." (Emphasis added.) The limit on standards of living in Germany not 
being allowed to exceed the average of Europe created issues for the military government, as there was 
disagreement as to what was permissible when it came to rations, reconstruction, and other efforts which could 
improve the standard of living within Germany. For text of the Potsdam Agreement, see: 
https://www.nato.int/ebookshop/video/declassified/doc_files/Potsdam%20Agreement.pdf 
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terms of inter-zonal commerce or cooperation, so each acted de facto as independent 

entities from each other.57 For the American and British zones in particular this posed 

a significant problem. The two major operational fertilizer plants in Germany were 

located in the French and Soviet zones, so getting fertilizer meant trading with them, 

which was not always easy. The scale of the shortage of available fertilizer can be 

seen when comparing the usage totals from 1945/46 with those of the same regions 

from earlier years. Nitrogen and phosphate fertilizer usage that year was 18,000 tons 

in the American Zone and 43,000 tons in the British Zone, while usage the same areas 

in 1938/39 was 226,000 tons and 420,500 tons, respectively. Additionally, a large 

majority of the crop seed of Germany came from the Soviet Zone, which meant that 

even if farmers in Bavaria cleared extra land in preparation for growing more crops, 

there was no guarantee they could get enough seed crop to actually plant all of the 

available land.58 

These combined to drastically reduce potential domestic crop yield, the success 

of which was being heavily relied upon for Allied projections regarding civilian rations. 

Any food that could not be produced domestically would either supplemented with 

imports, usually from the United States, or reflected in a downward adjustment of the 

ration. Supplementing with imports came with several problems: first, there simply was 

not enough food being produced in the United States to make up for all of the shortfalls 

across Europe, meaning German occupation zones were forced to compete with 

places like France and England in buying food from North America. Second, there was 

a conflict around prioritization that hampered getting food to feed German civilians, as 

both popular and political will in the Allied countries was not on the side of sending 

food to the defeated enemy, especially when people were still starving at home. This 

was especially true of the British Zone, where food imports were prioritized to the U.K. 

and its colonial empire over their occupation zone within Germany.59 

 
57 While the Potsdam Agreement, which set out the conditions of Germany's occupation and reconstruction, was 
signed a few months after the war's end, it did not significantly reduce the general independence of the various 
occupation zones. First, the negotiations around the Agreement did not include France (although France was later 
included after it was signed), and secondly, there were numerous instances of the major powers accusing the 
others of failing to follow the Agreement.  
58 For fertilizer usage, see: Farquharson, Western Allies, 256. For seed crop limitations, see: Farquharson, Western 
Allies, 53-54; Herbert Hoover, The President's Economic Mission to Germany and Austria: Report No. 1 – German 
Agriculture and Food Requirements (1947), 12. 
59 Farquharson, Western Allies, 98. 
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In the early days of the occupation, the addition of displaced persons, so-called 

DPs, meant that the strain placed on the already limited food supply was even greater. 

This was compounded by the limitations of logistics, as the roads had not yet been 

completely cleared and repaired, and the number of available trucks was limited. 

Because of these conditions, both the amount and variety of food available to provide 

for civilians was incredibly limited. In some places, the food situation was so dire that 

it prompted the use of wood as a basis for food substitutes. In Arnsberg, for example, 

a factory produced 10 tons of imitation liverwurst, made entirely of beech and pine 

pulp, weekly. As General Clay recounted in October of 1945, "[…]with the influx of 

refugees and occupying forces, the available food will provide only about 1150 calories 

per person per day, consisting mostly of bread, potatoes and limited amounts of sugar. 

Due to the breakdown of transport and distribution, many will receive much less than 

this average."60 

 Throughout the years leading up to World War II, and through most of the war, 

the Nazi regime produced enough food domestically, or acquired enough in conquered 

territories, that hunger was not a widespread issue among German civilians until very 

late. The breakdown in food production in Germany in the late stages of the war, and 

especially in its immediate aftermath, combined with the difficulties in importing nearly 

enough food to make up the difference, created a situation in which feeding the people 

was the top priority of the military government, and hung over a great deal of the policy 

decisions regarding the country for several years. 

  

 
60 For wood-based liverwurst, see: British Pathé, Germany's Food – The Truth (1946), April 13 2014, video, 7:50, 
https://youtu.be/ee87x7TWNMc.; For Clay quote, see: Jean Edward Smith, ed., The Papers of General Lucius D. 
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4. Military Governance 
 

This chapter discusses the post-war occupation of Germany, focusing on the 

military government in the American Zone. It focuses on the creation of the Office of 

the Military Government (OMGUS), the struggles with rations and feeding the 

population, and changes in official American policy towards the country. The chapter 

beings with the initial directive leading American policy in the occupied areas – JCS 

1067. This is followed by a discussion of the fears of military government leadership 

regarding poor food availability, the resulting low rations, and the possible negative 

consequences of underfeeding the population. The chapter concludes with the shift in 

American policy from punishment-oriented to recovery-oriented, with the replacement 

of JCS 1067 and the start of the Marshall Plan. This chapter makes heavy use of the 

documents and letters from the military governor of the American Zone at the time, 

General Lucius Clay. The goal of this chapter is to provide an understanding of the 

structure of the military government, the policies guiding it, and the challenges it faced.  
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Despite the experience and planning before and during the war, the 

establishment of a formal American military government in Germany was not seamless 

by any means. In the first six months after the end of the war, every aspect was in flux. 

The leadership, the headquarters location, the chains of command, and the names 

and acronyms changed multiple times. During the reorganizations and reassignments 

taking place in the latter half of 1945, General Lucius Clay, the deputy to General 

Eisenhower, felt it was necessary to create, separate from the existing structures, a 

military government which was able to transfer control to a civilian government at any 

time, and operated parallel to existing military command structure.61 

Following the return of the majority of American troops to the United States, the 

reassignment of General Eisenhower to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the dissolution 

of SHAEF in January 1946, the Office of Military Government, United States – or 

OMGUS – was formed, with General Clay at its helm. OMGUS, while reporting to 

USFET (United States Forces, European Theater – a peacetime successor to 

SHAEF), was the military government authority for the American Zone, and General 

Clay served as the Military Governor from 1946 through 1949. It was with OMGUS 

that civilian aid agencies would have to negotiate the terms of their operation in 

Germany.62 

At the immediate end of the war, the ruling directive for the American military 

government was Joint Chiefs of Staff Directive 1067 – JCS 1067. One of the main 

impacts of JCS 1067 was the requirement, like in the Potsdam Agreement, that the 

military government: 

[…]will take no action that would tend to support basic living standards in 

Germany on a higher level than that existing in any one of the neighboring 

United Nations and you will take appropriate measures to ensure that basic 

living standards of the German people are not higher than those existing in any 

one of the neighboring United Nations when such measures will contribute to 

raising the standards of any such nation.63 

 
61 Walter M. Hudson, The U.S. Military Government and Democratic Reform and Denazification in Bavaria, 1945-
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In practice, this meant not allowing rations of German civilians to be raised 

above those of civilians in neighboring countries and meant that Germans were kept 

at the bottom of the priority for who was fed first, and who received better food. 

The immediate experience post-war for the victorious armies had a significant 

impact in both the public perception of the treatment of the German people as well as 

on the governmental policy surrounding rationing and food production. When Germany 

first fell, there were numerous stories about the disconnect between the seemingly 

well-fed and healthy German population and the severe starvation seen in liberated 

concentration camps. Stories mentioning "the plumpness of the German hausfrau" or 

"fat SS girls" were run in major publications. This impression of the Germans, as well 

fed up until the end of the war, left very little public or political sympathy for the plight 

of the hungry German civilians in the war's aftermath.64 

While the images and initial reports presented the German population as well-

fed, the reality was that by the end of the war, Germany was not producing nearly 

enough food to feed its people. This, combined with the huge influx of displaced 

persons meant that severe hunger and starvation was widespread within months. The 

Germans themselves soon began to use the Cold War and the confrontations between 

he Americans and Soviets to attempt to drive the narrative, and shift the foreign public 

opinion away from that of them being a well-fed people who perpetrated crimes against 

their fellow man to being the starved victims of burgeoning Cold War rivalries playing 

out in their divided country.65 

While the Cold War had not yet fully begun in earnest, the fears that underlaid 

it had already taken hold. The worry regarding the poor harvests in late 1945, and the 

consequent low-calorie rations the U.S. government had set for German civilians in 

their zone, were being seen not just for their risk to the general wellbeing of the 

population, but also for the risk of the long-term political situation in the region. The 

United States was working to swiftly reestablish democracy in the region, and local 

elections were being organized rapidly, with Munich holding their first local elections 

less than a year after the war ended. American policy was strict regarding not directly 

interfering in the campaign and election process, and as such communist candidates 
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were allowed to campaign and run for office. Even if the Soviet Union was not directly 

working to influence the election, word was making its way into the American Zone 

that the Soviet Zone was receiving a significantly higher rations.66 

Fearing the risks this information posed to the upcoming election, General Clay 

remarked in a memo in late March 1946 that “[t]here is no choice between becoming 

a Communist on 1500 calories and a believer in democracy on 1000 calories. It is my 

sincere belief that our proposed ration allowance in Germany will not only defeat our 

objectives in middle Europe but will pave the road to a Communist Germany.”67 This 

shows that the claims by German citizens of being victims of early Cold War rivalry 

were not entirely without merit, though an argument can be made that the impact of 

the Soviet and American sparring was more beneficial than detrimental to the German 

people, as the rivalry was clearly on General Clay's mind and at least in part motivating 

him to increase the rations as quickly as possible. 

The first few months after the war ended saw significant effort, and impasse, in 

official government channels attempting to simultaneously maintain a standard of 

living low enough to follow JCS 1067 and not starve the civilian population. Ultimately 

this was not their decision to make, as poor harvests in Germany at the end of 1945 

meant that food shortages required a near-starvation level ration for the civilian 

population. The initial ration was set at 1550 calories per day, but starting on April 1, 

1946, the civilian ration was cut to 1275, due to global shortages. The initial amount 

of 1550 was planned to be sustained by imports from the US, as the 1275 calorie 

amount was. According to an article from The Grooper, the weekly newspaper put out 

by OMGUS, “In order to sustain this ration […] 150,000 tons of wheat would be made 

available from U.S. crops for consumption in the U.S. Zone of Germany, in addition to 

amounts already made available. Shipment will be made at the rate of 50,000 tons 

monthly during April, May, and June.”68 

Adding to the problems of the early occupation were that the winter between 

1946-47 was one of the coldest on record for Europe. Critically, this meant that the 

growing season was shorter and that crop yields, already dangerously low, were 

further reduced. This also meant that home heating was a greater necessity, with 
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widespread hunger already putting the population at greater risk from the coal.  

Because the Bizone agreement did not occur until the beginning of 1947, for the first 

year and a half of occupation, the rich coal deposits of northwestern Germany were 

largely unavailable to the American-occupied south. The demands of the British 

government that coal exports be prioritized to the U.K., combined with the greatly 

reduced output caused by the dual factors of war damages (both personnel and 

material) and post-war restrictions on heavy machinery construction, meant that coal 

from domestic sources was largely not available in the American Zone. This also 

hampered food procurement in the British Zone, as exports from their Zone were 

intended to pay for food imports, yet Ruhr coal was particularly cheap on the 

international market, at under $10 per ton.69  

A major issue facing the occupation effort regarding rationing was the method 

of determining the ration itself. The ration was set to a specific number of calories per 

person per day. While on paper and in planning the idea of using a set number was 

quite appealing, in practice, it ran into the reality that all calories are not created equal. 

A fundamental assumption that had to be made in establishing rations based on 

calorie count is that "[…] food was uniform and comparable between nations[.]"70 This 

assumption fails to recognize that 1000 calories of potatoes or bread is not the same 

as 1000 calories of sugars or fats. A later assessment which mentioned the problems 

inherent in relying on calorie count referenced the differences in even the most basic 

foodstuffs between regions: "[…]since in different parts of Germany different ratios of 

flour and water are used to make bread, bread is not always the same bread; 

nonetheless, rationing boards assume a constant value."71 

While this issue was recognized by military and government planners, and 

many references are made to the quality and type of food that was available, the sheer 

scale of the situation seemed to leave them little choice in the matter. With the scarcity 

of the available resources, combined with both the number of people needing to be 

fed and the size of the area they covered, any rationing plan more nuanced than simply 

a daily caloric count would likely have been a near impossible task. 
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In addition to these problems, General Clay understood the risk that a poorly 

fed populace was an unruly populace, and that properly feeding people was the surest 

way to keep them passive. In multiple communiques, Clay mused that if he was not 

able to get the food necessary to properly feed the civilian population in the American 

Zone, he would instead require soldiers to maintain order and put down the eventual 

unrest and possible uprisings that he believed would inevitably occur. This fear in part 

is what helped prompt the change in policy regarding allowing civilian relief agencies 

access to Germany, as discussed in the next chapter.72 

As was the case with the fears regarding the effects of widespread hunger on 

crime and civil unrest, this fear of the risk of rising communist support also has a direct 

parallel to the experience of Hoover after World War I. In April of 1919, the British, out 

of fear of the potential spread of communism in Germany, made a specific request to 

Hoover and the American Relief Administration to increase the food shipments to the 

continent.73  

The ration itself took years to reach even a basic acceptable level for the health 

of the population. In early 1948, when discussing the food situation in the region, 

General Clay suggested that the current ration at the time of 1800 calories would not 

be sufficient to allow for economic recovery and growth, and warned that even with 

the progress made it was unlikely that a 2000 calorie ration would be possible before 

1950.74 

The first two years of the occupation saw an attempt to maintain the original 

plan as laid out in JCS 1067. As Clay put it in a memorandum on the conditions in 

Germany as he took command of the military government: “As I see it, conditions are 

going to be extremely difficult in Germany this winter and there will be much cold and 

hunger. Some cold and hunger will be necessary to make the German people realize 

the consequences of a war which they caused.”75 He did note that there was a 

difference between punishment and brutality, and that while punishment was desired, 

brutality was not, saying “between the cold and hunger which is necessary for this 

purpose and the cold and hunger which brings about human distress is a wide range. 
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We may not be able to avoid the latter, but it is our duty to do so.”76 He repeated this 

sentiment in a memo two weeks later, stating “I feel that the Germans should suffer 

the consequences of a war which they caused. Nevertheless, this type of suffering 

should not extend to the point where it results in mass starvation and sickness.”77 

While it was not directly cited, the experience in Germany immediately following 

the end of World War I, before the end of the British blockade, was the exact sort of 

circumstance that General Clay wished to avoid. As described by Alonzo Taylor, an 

expert sent to Germany by Hoover to investigate the situation that was developing 

there: 

The entire industrial population, with the exception of the wealth classes, is 

much below weight, and emaciation has proceeded to the point of lassitude and 

apathy, against which even the willing worker is hardly able to successfully 

contend. […] Crime is rampant in Germany, offenses against the person as well 

as against property. […] The demobilized soldier carries into civil life the 

brutalities of a lawless warfare.78 

While on the one hand there was both a desire and a stated mission to limit the 

rations and other support for the German civilians, on the other hand, the possibility of 

either a downward adjustment of the ration or failing to meet the ration quota could 

mean a number of problems for the military government. First, it meant a greater 

chance of starvation, disease, and lower morale among the population. The possibility 

of widespread starvation was considered too horrible to allow, as it was tantamount to 

a crime against humanity to starve a defeated population to death. Second, it meant 

weaker workers, which was especially a problem for the British Zone in the Ruhr, 

where the extraction of coal was the main source of income for the zone that could be 

used to buy food, as well as being useful directly in the production of food (for example, 

in the production of fertilizer or to power food processing plants). This was itself a 

vicious cycle, which Farquharson identifies as the coal-food cycle, in which the levels 

at which miners were fed directly affected their coal output, and their coal output 

directly affected the amount of food available to feed the miners. And while miners 

were given significantly greater rations than the general population in order to keep 

their energy up for the important work of mining, they often would share their extra 
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rations with their family who were kept on the much lower rations, meaning that in 

practice they were still far weaker at their jobs than they should have been. A final 

issue with lowering the rations is that the Soviet Zone, being primarily farmland and 

significantly less urbanized, was perceived as able to produce more food for the area 

(the rations in the Soviet zone, however, were often not significantly greater than in 

the other zones, despite Soviet propaganda claims to the contrary).79 

The morale issue has an interesting side note in the American Zone specifically. 

By March 1946, there was talk of reopening the Bavarian breweries. By this point, the 

other zones of occupation had reopened their breweries, but the American Zone kept 

them closed. The reasoning was that the grain necessary to brew beer was better 

used directly as food, as the caloric loss in making beer was far greater than in, for 

example, making bread. As American policy was focused heavily on calorie numbers, 

this created a strong debate among policy makers. As there was still a severe food 

shortage and the rations were already set to an exceptionally low level, there was a 

desire to maximize the caloric output of any available resource. The argument in favor 

of reopening the breweries, however, was entirely for the morale of the population. As 

beer and breweries were such a significant part of German culture, especially in the 

American Zone, which included the home of Oktoberfest, the thinking was that the 

improvement in public morale with the reintroduction of local beer would more than 

make up for the lost food calories. This restarting of the breweries was a direct means 

of not only preventing uprisings, but also of countering Soviet propaganda, which 

referenced the availability of beer in the Soviet Zone.80 

By the start of 1947, however, the situation had become such that the American 

and British zones that the two zones merged, creating the Bizone, or Bizonia. In 1948, 

the French Zone also joined, forming the Trizone, which itself became the Federal 

Republic of Germany, or West Germany, the following year. The formal merger of the 

American and British zones was preceded by an agreement in mid-1946 that created 

an economic merger between the two, which called for a common ration and standard 

of living between the two zones, as well as shared usage of indigenous resources. In 

principle, this meant that the coal from the mines in the Ruhr would be available for 

use in the south and food from the farmlands of Bavaria would be available in the 
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north. In practice, however, there was still a long road of recovery before either region 

was producing sufficient surpluses to prove a significant benefit to the other.81 

The same month as the merger, a far more important event to the management 

of the zones, especially in regards to supplying and feeding the civilian population, 

occurred: General George Marshall was appointed Secretary of State. In this position, 

General Marshall quickly scrapped the JCS 1067 orders, and by July they had been 

replaced by JCS 1779. This new directive outlined the new American government 

attitude towards Germany, outlining a desire for a long-lasting peace, and recognizing 

that "[s]uch a peace can be achieved only if conditions of public order and prosperity 

are created in Europe as a whole. An orderly and prosperous Europe requires the 

economic contributions of a stable and productive Germany[.]"82 This was the first step 

towards the creation the following year of the European Recovery Program, better 

known as the Marshall Plan, and marked the shift in American policy towards Germany 

from one of punishment to one of reconstruction.  
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5. Non-governmental Relief in Occupied Germany 
 

This chapter discusses the creation of and the work done by non-governmental 

relief aid organizations in Germany. This chapter focuses largely on two organizations, 

one American and one German: the Council of Relief Agencies Licensed to Operate 

in Germany (CRALOG) and the German Central Distribution Committee (GCC). The 

American governmental negotiations surrounding allowing non-governmental aid into 

the occupied country is touched upon, and the presence of other humanitarian 

organizations, including CARE and several non-American organizations, is briefly 

discussed. This chapter relies heavily on contemporary documents, including OMGUS 

archival documents, contemporary news reporting, and letters and correspondence 

from General Clay, as well as his memoirs, published in 1950. The goal of this chapter 

is to explore the origins of post-war non-governmental aid to occupied Germany and 

the struggles with which they were faced.  
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Soon after the end of the war, it was decided that civilian aid would be allowed 

into Germany, but only under strict conditions. By December of 1945 there was 

discussion of civilian relief donations, with the U.S. War Department asking the military 

government (still referred to at that time as USFET – United States Forces European 

Theater) about their opinion on the matter. In his reply, which is arguably one of his 

most impactful documents, General Clay laid out the first foundations of what 

eventually became CRALOG. 

At its core, CRALOG was a collection of over a dozen American private service 

organizations, all of which wished to help with the aid effort. Collecting the 

organizations under single umbrella organization had multiple benefits. First, it meant 

that the military government only had to coordinate with a single entity, rather than 

each organization individually (although other aid organizations later were allowed to 

operate in the American Zone alongside CRALOG), and it avoided one of the problems 

that plagued the relief response after World War I: inefficiency due to lack of 

coordination. As was Jessica Reinisch notes, in discussing the failings in that relief 

response: "Resources had also been squandered because the efforts of the many 

voluntary organizations had not been coordinated. The biggest problem, it seemed, 

had been the absence of a plan."83 

One of General Clay's suggestions, which was ultimately included in the 

operation of CRALOG, was that the basic logistics, suggesting that supplies from the 

United States be transported by the U.S. Army Transport Service to Bremen and then 

handed over to the German Central Committee for transport and distribution within 

Germany. This was one of the more overt parallels between First and Second World 

War aid, as this suggested method of an American agency delivering supplies to a 

domestic agency in charge of distribution very similar to the methods first used 30 

years prior in WWI, in which the Commission for Relief in Belgium procured and 

shipped food supplies to the country, which were given over to the CNSA which 

conducted the in-country transport and distribution. Additionally, he laid out the 

recommendation that individual aid should not be allowed, preferring general aid 
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distributed according to need by organizations, fearing that allowing relief supplies 

sent to and from individuals would “establish a favored small group in Germany.”84 

In fact, the only recommendation from Clay’s Dec. 15 reply to the War 

Department that was not ultimately accepted was his belief that “in lieu of a relief 

committee coming to Germany to discuss the situation, a representative of this Theater 

proceed to Washington to meet with representative of United States agencies there to 

develop program.” The government in Washington instead sent multiple study groups 

over to Europe to investigate the state of the occupation and possible relief activities 

in Germany. The first of these groups was sent soon after this letter, and was 

composed of representatives of various American charitable organizations. This study 

group's visit upset Clay, even though on their recommendation CRALOG was created 

a few months later, and followed many of the suggestions that Clay had laid out in his 

December memo. After they had left, he sent a strongly-worded letter complaining that 

he felt they had overstepped their purview and questioned American policy, and made 

recommendations he strongly disagreed with.85 

Within Germany, prior to the establishment of CRALOG, there had already 

been domestic aid agencies operating and attempting to do what they could to help 

the population with what they had available. General Clay praises their work in his 

memoirs, and recounts the process that lead to the creation of the later system under 

which CRALOG operated: 

 While German welfare agencies deserved high praise for their work in the 

winter of 1945-46 with meager resources, there was a growing consciousness 

of their need for help from the United States. I was convinced that German 

organizations were competent to distribute supplies and that United States aid 

sent directly to these agencies would prove most effective.86 

Several of these agencies were merged under the banner of the German 

Central Distribution Committee (GCC). This agency is referred to by several names 

depending on the language and formality of the reference, and while most often called 

the German Central Committee or German Central Distribution Committee, the full title 

was The German Central Committee for the Distribution of Foreign Relief Supplies 
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under the Laenderrat (Deutscher Zentralausschuss für dir Verteilung ausländischer 

Liebesgaben bei Länderrat). He existing German agencies comprising it included the 

regional Red Cross societies (the German Red Cross had been disbanded following 

the war for its association with the Nazi government) and several religious welfare 

organizations. These roughly corresponded with the American organizations that were 

members of CRALOG – for example the American National Catholic War Relief 

Service with the German Caritas Verband and the American Red Cross with the 

Bavarian Red Cross. General Clay specifically mentioned the desirability of this 

arrangement, noting that "[…]relief supplies will be obtained more readily if roughly 

corresponding agencies in Germany are used to distribute the supplies collected in 

the United States[.]"87 

While food was clearly the main priority for the military government in the early 

months of the occupation, General Clay was hesitant to allow civilian food aid into the 

country, noting in December of 1945 that he felt that relief supplies "[…]should be 

limited to medical supplies, soaps and sanitary supplies, and clothing."88 By April of 

1946, however, General Clay had changed his position both on civilian food aid in 

general, and on individual donations, stating that the situation had become so dire, 

and the number of requests to send individual aid had become so great that a 

compromise might be needed: 

“In view of recent cut in food ration it appears desirable to extend food relief 

measures. We have received considerable requests to receive shipments of 

food for individuals which have been turned down as we have felt to date that 

all relief brought into Germany should be equitably distributed. However, we 

feel that individual food packages would be helpful now[...]"89 

CRALOG was not limited to simply food, and coordinated other necessary 

supplies, such as clothing and medicine. Insulin, for example, was one of the more 

important non-food items that they collected and transported. CRALOG archival 

material from the time shows, for example, the lengthy debate that was had over the 

transportation of several million units of insulin, with arguments over air or sea shipping 

and the relative costs and urgency. General Clay mentions specifically that “toward 

the end of 1946 our supply of insulin proved inadequate to meet the needs of diabetics, 
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and only prompt assistance by CRALOG in bringing supplies from the United States 

prevented the loss of many lives.”90 

CRALOG also was involved with occasional community projects, though how 

direct of an involvement CRALOG had is occasionally unclear. For example, in his 

memoirs, General Clay refences specific actions performed by CRALOG member 

organizations as though they were separate and independent of CRALOG, while 

CRALOG documents seem to indicate that these actions were done through and with 

heavy involvement of CRALOG itself. Clay writes: “[l]ate in 1946 the American Friends 

Service Committee organized settlement centers in Darmstadt and Frankfurt, and 

during 1947 in Berlin, Freiburg, Brunswick, and Cologne.”91 Additionally, a 

contemporaneous magazine article references CRALOG supplies going “to such 

projects as the Quaker community center program sat Darmstadt and Frankfurt.”92 

Meanwhile, there are a large number of internal CRALOG and OMGUS documents 

involving a long back-and-forth regarding the approval of and later operation of these 

centers.93 

In his memoirs written in 1950, shortly after he left his position in charge of 

OMGUS, Clay dedicated a chapter to the food and health conditions in the country in 

the years of his tenure. Along with briefly discussing the conditions around the 

admission of civilian relief aid to the country, General Clay also discloses some 

numbers detailing some of the extent of civilian relief aid that had been provided to 

Germany:  

By the end of 1948 assistance for the United States Zone along came to almost 

$15,000,000 from CARE, and $14,000,000 from CRALOG. Both organizations 

also operated in the other zones of Germany. Two Swiss agencies provided 

approximately $7,000,000 worth of supplies during the same period.94 

The actual role of CRALOG seems to occasionally have been uncertain to 

people both in and around the organization. In a number of internal communications, 

officers of CRALOG are seen discussing the problem of relief supplies or other 
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donations arriving in the country without first being cleared by or going through 

CRALOG. And while the organization itself, as its name suggests, was the entity 

responsible for relief organizations in Germany, they were by no means the only one 

operating in the country. CARE and the Red Cross both had very similar contracts with 

the GCC, though there were a few key differences in their operation and purview. First, 

CARE operated in a far wider area than CRALOG, being focused on Europe as a 

whole, rather than on just Germany (and CRALOG for its part only focused on parts 

of Germany, as it began operation exclusively for the American Zone in late January 

of 1946, then expanded out later to the British and French Zones in July of that year, 

while never operating in the Soviet Zone). Secondly, CRALOG was at least in part 

under the control of the military government.95 

General Clay also mentioned in a communication the ongoing discussions with 

CARE regarding allow it entry to the country, stating that it would not be possible to 

allow them access "[…]unless CARE can operate under the general conditions agreed 

by CRALOG[.]"96 One interesting note about requiring CARE to operate under the 

same conditions was that for certain circumstances, CARE's distribution system 

operated in a very different way from CRALOG. Whereas CRALOG effectively did not 

operate beyond the phase of delivery of goods to the port in Bremen, CARE had a 

German branch that operated distribution centers. As mentioned in a document 

detailing their arrangement with the GCC: 

"The German Land CARE Cooperative is responsible for distribution of CARE 

food packages in Land Wuerttemberg-Baden. This German agency receives 

the CARE remittances and packages from the German Central Committee for 

the Distribution of Foreign Relief Supplies under the Laenderrat. It distributes 

the addressed remittances and food packages in accordance with the 

addressee's location to 31 local distribution points."97 

As mentioned previously, other organizations created similar arrangements 

with OMGUS and the German Central Committee during these years, including the 
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Archives.; For CRALOG operation under the military government, see: Richard Dominic Wiggers, "The United 
States and the Refusal to Feed German Civilians after World War II", in Ethnic Cleansing in 20th-Century Europe, 
eds. Steven B. Vardy and T. Hunt Tooley (Eastern European Monographs, 2003), 282.  
96 Smith, ed., The Papers of General Clay, 207. 
97 OMGUS-RGCO 11, 38-1, 8: German Central Distribution Committee (Correspondence), Institut für 
Zeitgeschichte Archives. 
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League of Red Cross Societies (referred to as Licross in documents, later to become 

the International Federation of Red Cross Societies), which collected and transported 

relief supplies from national Red Cross societies around the world in a manner similar 

to CRALOG's constituent organizations, and the Centre d'Entr'Aide Internationale aux 

populations Civies of Switzerland (referred to simply as Centre in documents), which 

collected and transported relief supplies from Switzerland.98 

In 1940, Hoover had also attempted to recreate the success he had had with 

the Committee for Relief in Belgium by creating the National Committee on Food for 

the Small Democracies, with the intention of bringing food aid to Belgium, Finland, the 

Netherlands, Norway, and Poland, which were by that time all under German 

occupation. This organization, while it did garner some level of public support, 

ultimately failed to make the inroads into occupied areas that the CRB had a few 

decades earlier. In addition to this organization, by 1942, Hoover had already begun 

planning for post-war food aid to be provided to Europe, following the model he had 

previously set with the American Relief Administration. Again, however, he found that 

the differences between the two wars were too great to easily transfer the same 

solution over.99 

In this time, there was a government-run program focused on providing food 

relief: the Government Aid and Relief in Occupied Areas, or GARIOA. This program 

existed largely as the consolidated government allocation with which to purchase food 

to be sent to occupied Germany, Japan, and Italy. This program was created from an 

understanding by American officials that if domestic food production was unable to 

sustain the population, the occupying power would need to import food to fill the 

shortfall at their own expense. It was argued by some officials that this requirement 

was even a necessity for compliance with international law.100 

  

 
98 Ibid. 
99 Weinreb, Modern Hungers, 89. 
100 Wiggers, Refusal, 275. 
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Conclusion 
 

This thesis has discussed American efforts, both governmental and non-

governmental, to feed the people of occupied Germany post-WWII. In examining this 

topic, several topics were explored which formed the foundation of both the problem 

that was faced as well as the solutions that were attempted. 

The first chapter discussed American food aid provided to occupied Belgium 

and France during the First World War, as well as ongoing aid to Europe beyond the 

end of the conflict. The experiences of the people, organizations, and governments in 

this time directly influenced the actions taken two decades later during and after the 

Second World War. In addition, by exploring the work of American agencies providing 

food aid to a Germany hurting from war, this chapter provided a direct historical 

contrast to the work done in the 1940s. 

Chapter 2 discussed the preparation work done by the American government 

and American military to take on the role of occupier. This stretches from the first 

proposals in the late 1930s considering the possible necessity of a future occupation, 

through the planning and training experiences, to the lived experience of military 

governance in liberated North Africa and conquered Sicily. The debates within the 

civilian leadership in Washington D.C. and their impact on military policy and actions 

were also explored. Examining the planning done for the occupation, as well as the 

challenges and changes that occurred along the way, provides a reference on which 

to understand the post-war military government and its actions. 

Chapter 3 discussed food production in Germany specifically and the rest of the 

world more broadly. It examined the impact of the war on food production in Germany, 

as resources were increasingly driven towards the war effort, then explored the 

struggles faced by the occupying armies in regenerating the agricultural base in a 

country that was ravaged by war. The struggles of inter-zonal conflict, shortages of 

basic farming equipment and resources, extreme winter, and limitations on imports to 

make up shortfalls were all discussed. This chapter provides the context for the years-

long struggle the military government faced in feeding the population, and gives 

explanation for the low rations and the conflicts surrounding them. 
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Chapter 4 discussed the formation and operations of the American military 

government in Germany, OMGUS, and the military governor of the American Zone, 

General Lucius Clay. This chapter explored the issues faced by OMGUS over the 

struggle to meet ration needs and citizen morale more broadly, debates over allowing 

civilian aid into the country, and conflicts with other zones. Also discussed were the 

policy decisions guiding the military government activities in Germany, and the shift 

from a policy of punishment with the Morgenthau Plan and JCS 1067 to a policy of 

reconstruction with the Marshall Plan and JCS 1779.  

The final chapter discussed the creation, operation, and impact of multiple non-

governmental relief agencies working to help the citizens of occupied Germany. 

Specifically discussed were the American CRALOG, a collection of over a dozen 

American private voluntary organizations, and the German GCC, a collection of four 

German voluntary organizations. This chapter explores the organizations' means of 

operation, the impact of their work, and their historical parallels to earlier agencies.  

Two questions were posed in the opening of this thesis. First, what was the 

relationship of government leadership and agencies with non-governmental 

organizations in supplying food aid in occupied Germany, and second, what were the 

political, economic, and humanitarian considerations that drove this food aid from the 

United States. In reference to the former, the relationship that developed in both wars 

was largely a symbiotic one. Private organizations were able to accomplish what 

government agencies were not, in the case of WWI and the CRB, operation within 

German-occupied territory, or in the case of WWII, solicitation and coordination of 

relief supplies from private donors. Likewise, government entities were able to 

accomplish what private ones could not, such as the grant of $100 million in funding 

for the ARA from the U.S. Congress, or the ability of the U.S. Army to mobilize 

manpower and equipment to transport supplies. In reference to the second question 

posed, what was seen in both wars, though more explicitly in WWI, was the use of 

food aid as an economic stimulant for the United States, giving farmers a market for 

otherwise surplus grain. Meanwhile, the use of food in the post-war occupation, in 

particular by the military government, was seen to have a far more political motivation, 

with fears of either a citizen uprising or the spread of communist ideology among the 

population driving the push for increased rations and food production. 
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In possible future study continuing the exploration of food aid to Germany, two 

avenues stand out. First, an investigation of the work and impact of other non-

governmental organizations which were not able to be covered in this thesis, such as 

the Red Cross Societies, the United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administration, 

or other non-American agencies. Second, a lot has been written about the history of 

Marshall Plan aid and its impact on the reconstruction of Europe and the emergence 

of the American hegemony of the latter half of the century, yet much of this work 

focuses on reconstruction broadly – both literal in the terms of infrastructure and 

buildings, and figuratively in terms of economic recovery – but more work could be 

done on the impact of how food aid in particular in this time period impacted the post-

occupational relationship between nations. 
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