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Abstract 

 

Henry Morgenthau and German Post-War Planning 

 

By Mark Robbe Eaker, MA. 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2015 

 

Supervisor:  Jeremi Suri 

 

This thesis reexamines the involvement of Secretary of the Treasury Henry 

Morgenthau in the planning for post-war Germany after World War II. His role in the 

process has generally been criticized. This thesis evaluates his participation in a broader 

context and argues that he contributed positively. His proposals were more closely 

aligned with President Roosevelt’s views than those posed by either the State Department 

or the War Department and had a material impact on the final occupation guidelines.  
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                                       Chapter 1: A Plan is Proposed                             

                                                                                                                                                                                     

On a bright summer day, August 12, 1944, in Wiltshire, England, U.S. Secretary of the 

Treasury, Henry Morgenthau Jr., hosted a lunch for members of his staff and the staff of 

John Winant, the American ambassador to the United Kingdom. Shortly after lunch was 

served, Secretary Morgenthau asked the Ambassador’s economic advisor, E.F. Penrose, 

what the British views were on the post-war treatment of Germany.  Penrose responded 

with a summary of State Department and British Foreign Office views, after which the 

luncheon party adjourned for a brief break. When the group reconvened, Secretary 

Morgenthau presented his own ideas on the German question. His remarks, which 

Penrose has described as inchoate, represent the first exposition of what has since been 

referred to as the Morgenthau Plan.1  

 

For the next three months, the Morgenthau Plan would be at the center of an intra-

government debate to determine the appropriate allied post-war policy towards Germany. 

The plan would be disparaged and opposed by the Secretaries of War and State, attacked 

in the press, adopted by Roosevelt and Churchill, modified, and ultimately abandoned. 

History and historians have not been kind to Morgenthau and his involvement in the 

German post-war debate. The resurgence of the German economy, the emergence of a 

democratic republic in West Germany, and the importance of Germany as a buffer to 

communism in eastern Europe, have all contradicted the basic assumptions underlying 

Morgenthau’s proposals. Not only has Germany developed in ways that Morgenthau 

                                                
1 E.F. Penrose, Economic Planning for the Peace, Princeton University Press (Princeton, 1953) pp.244-245. 
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believed unlikely, but historians have also placed much of the responsibility for the 

vacillation of the allies concerning post-war planning for Germany on Morgenthau’s 

intervention.2 

 

The premise of this thesis is to counter the characterization of Morgenthau as a 

bureaucratic maverick stumbling into policy issues where he and the Treasury 

Department had no business being involved. Moreover, I will argue that Morgenthau’s 

proposals most nearly represented the views of President Roosevelt, were consistent with 

achieving the consensus objectives of the allied powers, and were within the bounds of 

the policy making process of the Roosevelt administration. The disparagement of the 

Morgenthau plan is in large part due to the reliance of historians on judgments made by 

contemporaries who participated in the bureaucratic skirmishes, and a failure to place 

Morgenthau’s actions and proposals in a broader context.  

 

The relevant context within which to set the Morgenthau Plan includes several elements 

related to Roosevelt’s administrative style, his personal relationship with Morgenthau, 

prior work that the Treasury Department had undertaken, the different priorities of the 

various government entities, and the variant assumptions about post-war German society 

held by the principals. Among historians, only Bruce Kuklick and Gabriel Kolko have 

analyzed the Morgenthau Plan in a broader context.3  Kuklick’s focus is on State 

Department planning for the peace and its Wilsonian philosophy of internationalism. 
                                                
2 Meredith Lentz Adams, The Morgenthau Plan: A Study in Bureaucratic Depravity, PhD Dissertation, The 
University of Texas at Austin, 1971. 
3 Bruce Kuklick, American Policy and the Division of Germany: The Clash with Russia Over Reparations, 
(Cornell University Press: Ithaca, 1972). Gabriel Kolko, The Politics of War: the World and United States 
Foreign Policy, 1943-1945, (Random House: New York, 1968). 
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Secretary of State Cordell Hull was perhaps the foremost Wilson acolyte and his views 

dominated State’s analysis and its opposition to Morgenthau’s proposals.  In Kuklick’s 

view, “State’s policy memoranda sometimes had only a tenuous connection to reality. 

Hull and those who shared his vision had almost no idea of the chaos that would exist in 

the postwar period….”4 The multilateral approach that dominated State Department 

thinking put the United States and the Soviet Union on a collision course. Kuklick argues 

that State never took into account the concerns of the Soviet Union in formulating its 

plans for Germany and was a contributing factor to the onset of the Cold War. He offers a 

reinterpretation of the Morgenthau Plan that positions it as a different and more 

pragmatic approach to post-war Germany but still in the mainstream of U.S. 

multilateralism.  Kuklick’s assessment of State’s planning stands in contrast to the picture 

painted by two of Ambassador Winant’s senior aides. Philip Mosely, his political advisor, 

describing the confusion surrounding postwar planning wrote, “instead of pursuing this 

farsighted program, the United States, in September 1944, dashed off after the will-o’-

wisp of the Morgenthau Plan’.” 5 Introducing his discussion of the Morgenthau Plan, E.F. 

Penrose, Winant’s economic advisor wrote, 

However, it was just at this time, when enlightened counsels had been given and 

the correct course to follow had been clearly charted, that a catastrophe occurred 

which upset all previous calculations, undid the preparatory work, aroused bitter 

and prolonged controversy, and set back the prospects of future European 

reconstruction.6  

                                                
4 Kuklick, p. 38. 
5 Philip E. Mosely, “The Occupation of Germany: New Light on How the Zones Were 
Drawn”, Foreign Affairs, Vol 28, No 4 (July, 1950), p.596. 
6 Penrose, p. 242. 
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Kolko reviewing the same planning progress as Penrose, arrives at a very different 

judgment of State Department planning and Morgenthau’s involvement. He suggests that 

“…Morgenthau now became the catalyst for further definition of United States and 

British policy, one that was long overdue and probably would have occurred in any event 

in much the same form.”7 Kolko emphasizes the impact on U.S. policy of fears of the rise 

of left wing governments, particularly the Soviet Union, and the competition between the 

United States and Great Britain for post-war dominance. He argues that the Morgenthau 

Plan was essentially an effort to exert U.S. power in Europe and to co-opt Soviet support.   

 

Kolko and Kuklick provide nuanced discussions of the planning process for postwar 

Germany but little of their analyses is represented in the popular textbooks on U.S. 

foreign policy. The accepted line of thought is that Morgenthau was outside his area of 

responsibility as reflected in the brief footnoted comment of Bemis. Referring to the 

second Quebec meeting of Churchill and Roosevelt, “It was at this conference that 

Secretary of the Treasury Morgenthau, invading the province of the Secretary of State, 

Cordell Hull, who did not attend, secured adoption of his plan (soon discarded) for 

dismantling Germany to an agrarian economy as a means of ensuring the future peace of 

Europe.”8 Bemis’ use of the word invasion carries the connotation that Morgenthau was 

acting in an aggressive and destructive manner, an interpretation that ignores any context 

of the events preceding and during the three month period in which the plan was a viable 

option. In addition, Bemis ignores the impact of the Morgenthau Plan even though it was 

not adopted in its entirety. 
                                                
7 Kolko, p.325. 
8 Samuel Flagg Bemis, A Diplomatic History of the United States, 5th Ed. ( Holt, Rinehart, and Winston: 
New York, 1965) p.896. 
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Walter LaFeber does not treat Morgenthau as harshly as Bemis but his discussion of the 

plan is erroneous.  He argues that Churchill went along with Roosevelt and adopted the 

plan at their meeting in Quebec only because his acceptance was tied to the approval of a 

$5.5 billion loan to Great Britain. There is no firm evidence of any quid-pro-quo between 

the loan and post-war German planning. None of the principals at Quebec suggested that 

was the case. The timing of the two decisions was a coincidence created by necessity and 

the discussion of the loan had been a lingering issue between Churchill and Roosevelt. 

LaFeber mistakenly quotes Roosevelt as saying he, Roosevelt, had pulled a boner by 

adopting the Morgenthau proposals at Quebec, when in fact Roosevelt said that it was 

Morgenthau who had pulled a boner, the correct quote. 9 

 

Warren Kimball provides a documentary record of the key decisions involving the 

Morgenthau Plan. His motivation for his book was to demonstrate that when important 

policy issues are decided there are alternatives to the plan that is adopted. Kimball’s 

discussion is not a critique of Morgenthau or his proposals. Kimball uses the Morgenthau 

Plan as a case study of alternatives in the policy making process. He makes no effort to 

analyze Morgenthau’s motivation or to evaluate the reasonableness or impact of his 

involvement in the planning process. Kimball does emphasize the role that Roosevelt’s 

management style played in policy formulation during his administration. Kimball could 

have had the debate over Germany in mind, when he wrote, “ Under Roosevelt, 

                                                
9 Walter LaFeber, The American Age: United States foreign Policy at Home and Abroad, 2nd Edition 
(W.W. Norton: New York, 1994) pp. 432-33. 
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consensus often meant protracted bickering, bitter arguments over policies, and 

compromise on all sides.”10  

 

The events surrounding the Morgenthau Plan took place in a very compressed period of 

time. Understanding the contextual factors that influenced the principle policy makers 

and the eventual outcome requires extending the relevant timeframe before the initial 

articulation of the plan and beyond the date when it was essentially abandoned.  Broad 

studies of U.S. foreign policy such as Bemis and LaFeber’s tend to focus on the short 

period when discussing the plan and isolate Morgenthau’s role to the specific proposals 

made by the Treasury Department. 

 

Understanding Morgenthau’s motivation and the logic underlying his proposals requires 

the longer perspective. However, before expanding the period of analysis a description of 

the events following the luncheon in Wiltshire is helpful for setting the stage for related 

actions. The accounts of the meetings that occurred during this time period come from 

various diaries and memoirs written by the major participants and their colleagues. 

Although the authors have very different views on the process and the appropriateness of 

different proposals, there is no disagreement about the meetings, their agendas and the 

discussions that took place.  

 

 

 
                                                
10 Warren F. Kimball, Swords or Plowshares? The Morgenthau Plan for Defeated Germany, 1943-1946 
(J.P. Lippincott Company: Philadelphia, 1976). 
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                                        Chapter 2: To the Heights of Quebec and Down 

 

 

The day after the luncheon, Morgenthau met with British Foreign Minister Anthony Eden 

as part of his scheduled meetings on phase two of lend-lease. During the course of their 

discussion, Eden referred to the minutes of the Tehran Conference at which several items 

related to post-war planning were discussed including the European Advisory Committee 

(EAC). Morgenthau had not been informed about those discussions and asked Eden if he 

would provide him with a copy. Eden allowed Morgenthau and members of his staff to 

see the minutes, which explicitly raised the issue of partitioning Germany into two or 

more states. According to Morgenthau,  

 

Eden and I were both amazed to learn that the EAC was cheerfully drawing its 

plans on the basis not of German dismemberment but of German unity. Winant 

had been at Tehran. But having received no instruction from the State Department 

to proceed along the Tehran lines, he felt that they might not know of the Big 

Three decision and that it was not his business to inform his superiors on such 

matters.11  

                                                
11 John Morton Blum, From the Morgenthau Diaries, Years of War 1941-1945, (Houghton Mifflin 
Company: Boston, 1967) p.339. 
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In addition, Morgenthau described his proposal for Germany and asked Eden if he 

believed in a soft or harsh peace. Eden indicated that Germany needed to learn a lesson, 

which Morgenthau took, mistakenly as support for his plan.  Eden would disabuse 

Morgenthau of that belief the next month in Quebec when Eden criticized Churchill for 

endorsing the Morgenthau Plan. 

 

Shortly after returning to Washington, Morgenthau met with Cordell Hull on August 18 

at the State Department. Morgenthau informed Hull of his concerns about the progress of 

the EAC and his dissatisfaction with the draft of the Handbook for Military Government 

in Germany prepared by the War Department. The handbook laid out the guidelines for 

the military occupation of Germany. Eisenhower had pressed the War Department to 

provide guidance on the objectives and responsibilities of the allied forces once they had 

captured German territory. 

 

 Morgenthau related that his discussions with Ambassador Winant, the American 

representative on the EAC, were inconsistent with what Morgenthau interpreted as 

agreements among the big three at Tehran. Hull, to his own embarrassment, and to 

Morgenthau’s surprise, said that he had not been allowed to see the minutes from Tehran. 

Winant, who reported to Hull, had been instructed by President Roosevelt not to share the 

Tehran discussions with him. According to Morgenthau, Hull felt that the European 

Advisory Committee “has been a complete failure. The trouble is that Winant is trying to 

do two big jobs and he can’t do them both.”12 Morgenthau’s account of the meeting 

                                                                                                                                            
 
12 Blum, p.340 
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suggests that he and Hull did not have a major disagreement on Germany, although Hull 

did complain to Morgenthau about being left out of the process. “I don’t have any chance 

to do anything. I am not told what is going on…I am told that this is a military affair…I 

am not even consulted…”13 Hull’s memoirs do not include any mention of the August 18 

meeting. Subsequent events do show that Hull had a strong adverse reaction to 

Morgenthau’s proposals that were laid out that morning, and to Morgenthau’s 

participation in what Hull considered State and War Department responsibility. 

 

Morgenthau’s next step was to meet with President Roosevelt on August 19 to inform 

him, on the basis of what he learned in England, that neither the EAC nor the War 

Department were complying with his wishes on Germany.  Roosevelt was in favor of a 

harsh peace that included the dismemberment or partition of Germany, its 

demilitarization, and severe punishment for Nazis. He also wanted to minimize the time 

that American troops would be stationed in Europe, leaving the responsibility to enforce 

the final surrender terms to the Europeans themselves. Morgenthau told Roosevelt, “ 

Nobody has been studying how to treat Germany roughly along the lines you wanted”. 

To which, Roosevelt replied, “We either have to castrate the German people or you have 

got to treat them in such manner so they can’t just go on reproducing people who want to 

continue the way they have in the past”.14  Roosevelt’s comments left Morgenthau in no 

doubt that the President shared his views that the German people, not just the Nazis, were 

responsible and that unless they were treated harshly, would be likely to take the world to 

war again in the future.   

                                                
13 Ibid, p.341. 
14 Ibid, p. 342 
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On August 23, Morgenthau met with Secretary of War Henry Stimson and Assistant 

Secretary John McCloy to discuss the Handbook for Military Government in Germany. 

Morgenthau had his first look at the final draft for the guide on the plane to England. 

Harry Dexter White, Morgenthau’s primary advisor on monetary affairs and later the 

Assistant Secretary of the Treasury, had carried a copy of the document with him in order 

to show it to Morgenthau. White had been part of a deputies committee that reviewed the 

handbook that had largely been prepared by the War Department. The deputies 

committee consisted of representatives from Treasury, War and State. White had been 

relatively inactive during the committee’s deliberations due to his intense involvement in 

the preparations for the Bretton Woods Conference. Treasury’s role on the committee had 

been to deal with currency issues that would arise in areas occupied by the armed forces. 

However, when Morgenthau read the draft, he immediately realized that many of its 

policies and procedures went counter to what he perceived as Roosevelt’s objectives for 

post-war policy. Although there is no archival evidence to prove it, a reasonable 

conjecture is that Morgenthau was prompted to bring up the policy for Germany on his 

trip to England because of what he read in the draft document. Roosevelt had been clear 

in his determination to punish the German people. Morgenthau used his time in England 

to learn about British attitudes, EAC progress and to express his own views.  

 

The meeting with Stimson and McCloy revealed the underlying intra-governmental 

disagreements over German post-war policy. The War Department had given little 

attention to post-war planning until after the landing at Normandy.  According to 
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Stimson, “It was only in the summer of 1944 that high officials outside the State 

Department began to give their close attention to postwar problems.”15 Even within the 

departments, there were divergent views on objectives and policies. McCloy had taken on 

the task of preparing the Handbook for Military Government in Germany. He was under 

increasing pressure from General Eisenhower to develop guidelines for governance in the 

soon to be occupied territories. Military progress after Normandy indicated that the war 

might be over sooner than initially anticipated and although not yet in German territory, 

Eisenhower as Commander-in-Chief of Supreme Headquarters Allied Expeditionary 

Force (SHAEF) was already responsible for governing in areas previously occupied by 

the Germans. McCloy’s focus and that of the handbook were on issues dealing with 

short-term problems such as policing, municipal government, currency and provisioning 

for both civilians and military personnel.  Eisenhower wanted guidance on how to keep 

the lights on and maintain civil order. Stimson was focused on longer-term issues, 

preeminently, how to secure the peace that had eluded the victors after World War I.  

 

Morgenthau’s primary objective was also to prevent conditions that might lead to another 

world war but the approach he favored was very different than Stimson’s. 

Stimson believed that an economically viable Germany was essential to avoiding the 

resentments that the Paris Peace Treaty had engendered in the German people. He 

believed that the Nazis needed to be punished, but that the population as a whole should 

not suffer from the peace. Stimson would write President Roosevelt with regard to the 

disagreement with Morgenthau, “our objective is the same….a difference of 

                                                
15 Henry L. Stimson and McGeorge Bundy, On Active Service in Peace and War, (Harper & Brothers: 
New York, 1947) p. 566.  
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emphasis…regarding economic measures appropriate to that objective.”16 Morgenthau’s 

concern with the handbook centered on economic policies that suited the short-term 

needs of the military but had what he considered detrimental long-term consequences.  

“He [Morgenthau] objected to the handbook’s call to provide for ‘the gradual 

rehabilitation of peacetime industry and a regulated economy’ and for a restoration of 

Germany’s civil service.”17 

 

Two policies were particularly troubling to Morgenthau. The first was the guidance to 

maintain German industrial capacity. The War Department’s desire to utilize existing 

capacity to resupply its forces in the European theater as well as potentially support 

Pacific activities ran counter to his belief that Germany should be demilitarized and de-

industrialized in order to eliminate any future capacity to wage war.  The second issue 

was that Eisenhower wanted the authority to manage the occupied territories’ economies. 

Specifically, he wanted to prevent inflation and food shortages that might lead to civil 

disorder. Morgenthau believed that the allies should avoid responsibility for providing 

economic order. He thought that the military authorities would be so efficient that the 

German population would not suffer severely enough to disabuse them of their proclivity 

for warlike behavior. 

 

 

The disagreement among the cabinet secretaries prompted Stimson to recommend to 

President Roosevelt that he appoint a cabinet committee consisting of Stimson, Hull, and 
                                                
16 Morgenthau Diary Vol. I, p. 612 quoted in Kuklick, p.69. 
17 Thomas Alan Schwartz, America’s Germany: John J.  McCloy and the Federal Republic of Germany, 
(Harvard University Press: Cambridge, 1991) p.19. 
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Morgenthau. Stimson made that recommendation during a lunch on August 25 in which 

he laid out his concerns to President Roosevelt about the lack of preparation for the 

occupation of Germany. Later that day when the cabinet met, Roosevelt announced the 

formation of the committee. He indicated that the Navy Department would participate 

when naval matters were involved. Subsequently, Roosevelt added Harry Hopkins as 

chairman.18 The upcoming meeting between Roosevelt and Churchill to be held in 

Quebec added a sense of urgency to developing U.S. policy. Britain and the United States 

had been negotiating the terms of the second phase of Lend-Lease, the zones for the 

future occupation of Germany, the possibility of reparations, and the status of Britain’s 

imperial trade preferences. Those topics were all likely to be discussed in Quebec and 

had been issues of dispute, not only between the allies, but also among the U.S. cabinet 

members. 

 

The following day, August 26, Roosevelt sent Stimson a letter expressing his 

dissatisfaction with The Handbook for Military Government in Germany. Roosevelt felt 

that the guidelines specified in the handbook were too soft, and that Germany was being 

treated as well if not better than the countries that Germany had invaded and occupied 

during the war. He directed Stimson and the War Department to revise the handbook, 

copies of which had already been printed for distribution. Roosevelt wrote,  

This so-called ‘Handbook’ is pretty bad….It gives the impression that Germany is 

to be restored just as much as the Netherlands or Belgium….It is of the utmost 

importance that every person in Germany should realize that this time Germany is 

                                                
18 Stimson and Bundy, p.569. 
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a defeated nation. I do not want them to starve to death…if they need food…they 

should be fed three times a day from army soup kitchens. The fact that they are a 

defeated nation collectively and individually, must be impressed upon them that 

they will hesitate to start any new war…19  

 

Roosevelt’s willingness to rely on soup kitchens to feed the Germans left little room to 

doubt about his desire for a harsh peace. He expressed similar views at Quebec, Tehran 

and Yalta. 

 

On September 2, the deputies of the members of the Cabinet Committee met. Their 

exchange of ideas reflected a hardening of department positions. The active involvement 

of Treasury created a more extreme view than that of the War Department. The State 

Department, despite its longer activity preparing post-war plans, was unable to convince 

either War or Treasury that their plans should be adopted.  State Department planners 

emphasized a unified Germany, governance through a centralized control council, and the 

rapid rehabilitation of the German economy.  Treasury was adamant that a weakened 

Germany was essential for the peace. The War Department was strongly opposed to 

centralization of authority because it wanted to give Eisenhower greater autonomy and 

flexibility. These fundamental disagreements persisted until a revised version of JCS 

1067 was adopted in the spring of 1945.20   

 
                                                
19 Stimson Diary, pp 167-170. 
20 Paul Y. Hammond, “Directives for the Occupation of Germany: The Washington Controversy” in 
American Civil Military Decisions: A Book of Case Studies, Harold Stein, Editor (University of Alabama 
Press: Tuscaloosa, 1963) pp. 362-363. 
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That same day Morgenthau entertained President and Mrs. Roosevelt at his home in 

Fishkill, New York. The Roosevelts spent over an hour with Morgenthau who delivered a 

preliminary draft of the Treasury proposal for dealing with Germany. According to 

Morgenthau, the President studied the proposal closely. Roosevelt raised three issues that 

concerned him. First, that the territorial recommendations were not consistent with what 

had been agreed upon at Tehran. Morgenthau responded that Treasury was working in the 

dark about prior agreements. Second, Roosevelt wanted Germany to have no control over 

aircraft, even gliders. Flights in and out of Germany should be controlled by non-German 

companies. He also wanted a proscription of uniforms and marching in Germany. The 

third issue was meant to deal with the Nazi mentality that had been inculcated by the 

German people. Roosevelt was concerned that changing that mentality might require 

transplanting Germans to some area such as Central Africa where they would work on a 

TVA type project. Morgenthau sensed that he and Roosevelt were generally in agreement 

but that his own department’s proposals at that time did not go far enough when dealing 

with Germany’s industrial capacity. Morgenthau was surprised to discover that Mrs. 

Roosevelt shared his and the President’s view that Germany should be dealt with harshly, 

despite her pacifist tendencies.21 

 

Morgenthau’s meeting with the Roosevelts strengthened his resolve to make the Treasury 

proposal conform to Roosevelt’s wishes. Within Treasury, there was stiff resistance to 

Roosevelt’s policy of dismemberment. Several of his aides including White were 

opposed to Morgenthau’s plans for the Ruhr, Germany’s industrial heartland. 

                                                
21 Blum, pp. 352-354. 
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Morgenthau argued that it was not enough to impose international controls on the region 

but insisted on dismantling industrial facilities and flooding the coalmines that supplied 

them. In response to his aides’ concerns, Morgenthau argued that the German people 

brought it upon themselves. “It seems a terrific task: it seems inhuman; it seems cruel. 

We didn’t ask for this war; we didn’t put millions of people through gas chambers, we 

didn’t do any of those things. They have asked for it.”22 Morgenthau’s rhetoric was harsh 

and seemingly vengeful, but his objective was the same as Stimson’s, securing a 

prolonged peace. Morgenthau closed the meeting with his Treasury staff by reiterating 

his main concern. “Now, what I say is, for the future of my children and grand children I 

don’t want these beasts to wage war. I don’t know any other way than to go to the heart 

of the thing, which is the Ruhr, and I am not going to be budged. I can be overruled by 

the President, but nobody else is going to overrule me.”23   

 

By September 4, Treasury produced a document detailing the heretofore loosely 

discussed elements of the Morgenthau Plan. Titled, the “Program to Prevent Germany 

from Starting a World War III”, the document would be the Treasury recommendation to 

the President and would later be included in Morgenthau’s book, Germany is Our 

Problem, published in 1945, after he left the cabinet. The program had fourteen points:24 

  

1. Demilitarization of Germany 

2. New boundaries of Germany 

3. Partitioning of New Germany 
                                                
22 Ibid, p. 355. 
23 Ibid, p.355. 
24 Henry Morgenthau Jr., Germany is Our Problem (Harper & Brothers: New York, 1945) flyleaf. 
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4. The Ruhr Area 

5. Restitution and reparation 

6. Education and Propaganda 

7. Political Decentralization 

8. Responsibility of Military for Local German Economy 

9. Controls over Development of German Economy 

10. Agrarian program 

11.Punishment of War Crimes and Treatment of Special Groups 

12. Uniforms and Parades 

13. Aircraft 

14. United States Responsibility 

 

The evening of September 4 Morgenthau hosted a dinner for White, Stimson and 

McCloy. Morgenthau outlined the elements of the Treasury proposal that drew strong 

opposition from Stimson. “We had a pleasant dinner but we were all aware of the feeling 

that a sharp issue is sure to arise over the question of the treatment of Germany. 

Morgenthau is not unnaturally, very bitter and …it became very apparent that he would 

plunge out for a treatment of Germany which I feel would be unwise.”25  

 

The next day, September 5, the Cabinet Committee met for the first time. Stimson was 

surprised to discover that Hull appeared to agree with Morgenthau. Hull had provided an 

agenda of issues and principles which according to Stimson’s diary, “…as we got into a 

                                                
25 Stimson and Bundy, p.569. 
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discussion of these I, to my tremendous surprise, found that Hull was as bitter as 

Morgenthau against the Germans and was ready to jump all the principles that he had 

been laboring for in regard to trade for the past twelve years.”26 After the meeting, 

Stimson prepared a memorandum that he distributed to the three other members of the 

committee. Hull, in turn, forwarded a copy to President Roosevelt. 

 

Stimson’s memo indicates that the level of disagreement was strongest over economic 

issues. “With the exception of the last paragraph I find myself in agreement with the 

principles stated herein and they are in conformity with the lines upon which we have 

been proceeding in the War Department in our directives to the Armed Forces.”27 That 

paragraph dealt with the desire to keep the German standard of living at a subsistence 

level, eliminating Germany as an economic power in Europe, and prohibiting Germany 

from ever having the capacity to reconvert to war production. 

 

The Cabinet Committee met with President Roosevelt late in the afternoon on September 

6.  Morgenthau summed up his opinion of the meeting as being very unsatisfactory. 

Stimson began the meeting by focusing on the destruction of economic resources in 

Germany that were important for the reconstruction of Europe’s economy and that of the 

world as a whole. Roosevelt was not so much moved by Stimson’s argument as he was 

unwilling to commit to anything. Hopkins and Morgenthau believed that action against 

the German steel industry would contribute to future peace and make way for Great 

                                                
26 Ibid. p. 570. Stimson would later indicate that his diary entry was likely an overstatement of Hull’s 
views. Perhaps, Stimson was reacting to his sense of isolation on the German issue. Regardless, Hull would 
soon reverse his own position on Germany. 
27 Ibid, p.571 
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Britain to rebuild its position as a leading industrial power. Morgenthau advocated 

restrictions on the quality and quantity of steel that could be produced in order to prevent 

the conversion from peaceful production to the manufacture of military materials. His 

proposal to destroy the Ruhr coalmines was intended to prevent Germany from having 

the raw materials to support warfare in the future. Roosevelt took the position that the 

economic restrictions that Morgenthau urged could be put in place later and did not 

require a firm decision at this time. Morgenthau was particularly frustrated by the brevity 

of the meeting. “The unfortunate thing is that the President gave us barely a half 

hour….although I pointed out to the President that he had to do this thing right away…he 

just won’t give time enough to talk the thing out.”28  

 

The Cabinet Committee would meet again with the President on September 9. In the 

interim, Morgenthau was active on several fronts. Within Treasury he had his staff 

complete a series of briefing books that would help Roosevelt prepare for Quebec as well 

as support the Treasury Plan for Germany. The most important new arguments set forth 

were that Britain could replace the loss of the Ruhr coalmines and that Germany was not 

essential to the health of the European economy. Morgenthau also met with Major John 

Boettiger, Roosevelt’s son-in-law, who was sent by the War Department to discuss 

revisions of the handbook. Morgenthau and his staff were generally satisfied with the 

changes, except for the decision not to eliminate all Nazi party members from 

administrative positions. The War Department maintained that it would be impossible to 

govern without lower level officials who likely joined the party in order to keep their jobs 
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and not for ideological reasons. The disagreement on that issue highlighted the difference 

of objectives between Treasury and the military. The latter was primarily concerned with 

short-term issues related to the occupation and not the longer-term policy on the new 

Germany. John McCloy was the principal War Department official responsible for 

negotiating the revisions. His “principal concern was to provide some ‘practical’ 

guidance to Eisenhower on military government. The War Department also wanted to 

limit the Army’s involvement in the economic and social problems of postwar Germany, 

with a view toward insuring a rapid return to civilian control.”29 Finally, Morgenthau also 

met with Hull. 

 

Morgenthau recorded in his diary that Hull seemed tired and dispirited. Hull was 

particularly upset that Roosevelt had not involved the State Department on issues of 

diplomatic policy. He complained that despite Hull’s urging, Roosevelt had not taken 

anyone from State to Tehran. Hull also complained about Stimson and told Morgenthau 

that Roosevelt was not likely to listen to Stimson. Despite Hull’s complaint that he and 

State were not consulted, he told Morgenthau that he turned down a request by Roosevelt 

to accompany him to Quebec. Hull said he was just too tired to make the trip.30 

 

The Cabinet Committee met with Roosevelt again on September 9. According to 

Stimson, the meeting was requested by Morgenthau because he felt that he had lost 

ground at the September 6 meeting; a conclusion that Stimson shared. Treasury and War 

presented new supporting documents to buttress their cases. Stimson countered 
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Treasury’s contention that the Ruhr output could be replaced by Britain. Stimson 

believed that the British mines had been worked to such a depth as to make them 

uneconomic. Morgenthau felt that the Treasury analysis had a real impact on the 

President. Looking through the Treasury book, the President read, “…it is a fallacy that 

Europe needs a strong industrial Germany” and commented, “This is the first time I have 

seen this stated.”31  

 

Stimson was distressed that Roosevelt seemed unhealthy and distracted. He was 

concerned that the President was going to Quebec unprepared to negotiate with Churchill. 

“I am particularly troubled…that he is going up there without any real preparation for the 

solution of the underlying and fundamental problem of how to treat Germany…I hope the 

British have brought better trained men with them than we are likely to have meet 

them.”32 Stimson was also concerned that Roosevelt was overly troubled by the situation 

in France. Roosevelt felt that there was a distinct possibility that France would experience 

a civil war and he wanted the United States to be far removed from any involvement.  

 

At the September 9 meeting Roosevelt again asked Hull to accompany him to Quebec. 

Hull once again refused to go. Roosevelt also indicated that phase two of lend-lease was 

likely to be discussed at Quebec and if that was the case, he would send for Morgenthau 

to join the conference. The meeting adjourned without Roosevelt committing to any 

policies to the consternation of all three cabinet members. 
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The majority of the sessions at Quebec dealt with military issues, but as Roosevelt 

anticipated, Lend-Lease and Germany were also discussed. Morgenthau received a 

telegram on September 12 from Roosevelt instructing him to be in Quebec by noon on 

Thursday, Sept 14. Morgenthau, accompanied by Harry White, arrived on the 13th.  Late 

that afternoon, Morgenthau met with the President and Mrs. Roosevelt for tea. Roosevelt 

indicated, “I have asked you to come up here so that you could talk to the Prof. [Lord 

Cherwell].”33 Cherwell was the Paymaster-General for Great Britain and a close advisor 

to Churchill. Although Cherwell was a physicist, his ability to understand and explain 

complex issues led to his involvement in areas far removed from science. When 

Morgenthau asked how freely he could speak with Cherwell, Roosevelt initially said, 

“anything you want.” However, after referring to the Treasury briefing book on 

Germany, he instructed Morgenthau to stay away from the questions of occupation zones 

and the partitioning of Germany. The former was a military question and the latter, a 

political one. The President also indicated that Foreign Minister Anthony Eden would be 

coming over because he believed Eden would be tough on Germany. Finally, Roosevelt 

said, “Don’t worry about Churchill. He is going to be tough too.”34 The President asked 

his secretary, Grace Tully, to put the briefing book next to his bed so that he could read it 

later. 

 

Dinner conversation that evening revealed that Roosevelt was too optimistic about 

Churchill. The discussion that night was on how to prevent a future war with Germany. 

Ultimately, that led to Morgenthau’s plan to de-industrialize the Ruhr. 
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Churchill reacted in what Morgenthau later recalled an “irascible and vitriolic” manner. 

Churchill declared that, “I am all for disarming Germany, but we ought not to prevent her 

living decently. I agree with Burke. You cannot indict a whole nation.”35 The discussion 

or argument continued on for three hours with little substance and even less agreement. 

Roosevelt was largely silent although he did interject a quote from Stalin that a factory 

that could make steel furniture could also produce war materials. Lord Cherwell was 

sympathetic to the American position, particularly as it applied to the possibility of 

British exports replacing German industry. Roosevelt closed the evening by suggesting 

that Morgenthau and Cherwell meet to go over the U.S. plans. 

 

Morgenthau and Cherwell took up two topics at their meeting the next morning. The first 

was the extension of Lend-Lease to cover the period between the defeat of Germany and 

the conclusion of the war in the Pacific. Britain was on the brink of bankruptcy so 

resolving arrangements was crucial if Britain was to continue to contribute to the war 

effort against Japan, and to begin to convert its economy from its wartime footing. Once 

an agreement had been reached on Lend-Lease, the discussion turned to Germany. 

Cherwell expressed surprise at Churchill’s reaction the previous evening and suggested 

that Churchill did not really understand Morgenthau’s plan. Morgenthau indicated that 

both Secretary Hull and Foreign Minister Eden were in general agreement with him, but 

that would later prove to be incorrect. Based on White’s memo describing the meeting, 

there was no explicit link between the two issues and the agreement on Lend-Lease was 
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reached before any discussion of Germany.36 Morgenthau and Cherwell agreed on the 

procedure to be followed to determine the amount of aid to be provided under phase two 

of Lend-Lease. Britain agreed to provide detailed financial statements on which to base 

the amount of funds required to keep Britain in the Pacific theater. Ultimately, the United 

States proved generous in terms of meeting Britain’s military requests but did not accede 

to provide support for the revitalization of its domestic economy. The final sum was $5.5 

billion dollars. 

 

Late that morning, Churchill reversed his position of the night before and endorsed the 

Treasury plan and seemed to accept the program to weaken the German economy. There 

is no obvious explanation for his change of mind. During the meeting, Cherwell 

presented a clearer and softer version of the plan but was interrupted by Churchill who 

said, “I will take it.”37 In his history of World War II, Churchill does write that he was 

willing to consider the Morgenthau Plan because Roosevelt and Morgenthau were 

insistent on it.  His final assessment was,  

 

Even if it had been practicable I do not think it would have been right to depress 

Germany’s standard of life in such a way: but at that time, when German 

militarism based on German industry had done such appalling damage to Europe, 

it did not seem unfair to agree that her manufacturing capacity need not be 
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revived beyond what was required to give her the same standards of life as her 

neighbors.38 

 

The final day of the conference was taken up with polishing the various memoranda that 

had been agreed upon. Morgenthau and Cherwell had written the one on Germany’s 

economy but Churchill expressed his dissatisfaction with it. After some effort on the part 

of the original drafters, Morgenthau and Cherwell, to revise it, a frustrated Churchill took 

over the task. He dictated the penultimate version including the phrase “pastoral” in 

describing the nature of the new German economy. Roosevelt inserted two modifications, 

expanding the range of prohibited industries and the geographic reach to include all of 

Germany, not just the Ruhr and Saarland. Anthony Eden was present and confronted 

Churchill for what he considered a poor and inappropriate decision. Churchill responded 

to Eden, “After all, the future of my people is at stake, and when I have to choose 

between my people and the German people, I am going to choose my people.”39  

 

Morgenthau left Quebec exhilarated by the experience and his success. Quebec was the 

only meeting of the principals that Morgenthau attended. He clearly reveled at his role. 

From a policy perspective, he had not only gotten the Treasury Plan adopted by 

Roosevelt and Churchill but he successfully negotiated the formula for phase two of 

Lend-Lease. When he met with his staff in Washington, he told them, “…the thing up at 
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Quebec…was unbelievably good…As far as I went personally, it was the high spot of my 

whole career in the government.”40 

 

Roosevelt informed Hull and Stimson of the outcome of the meetings with Churchill by 

telegrams sent from Quebec. Morgenthau met with his cabinet colleagues in Washington 

on September 20 in order to provide a report on the meetings. According to Stimson, 

“Morgenthau told this story, modestly and without rubbing it in, but it was a narration of 

a pretty heavy defeat for everything that we had fought for.”41 Hull’s reaction was even 

stronger than Stimson’s. “I made no effort to hide my stupefaction at what the President 

and Mr. Churchill, at Morgenthau’s insistence, had agreed to at Quebec. I considered it a 

tragedy for all concerned.”42 Hull apparently believed that Morgenthau’s influence with 

Roosevelt and Churchill or his powers of persuasion were capable of pushing them in 

directions they did not want to go. 

 

Stimson asked Morgenthau directly whether Churchill’s acceptance of the Treasury Plan 

was a quid-pro-quo for the Lend-lease agreement. Morgenthau denied this. He suggested 

that Churchill was persuaded by Lord Cherwell’s argument that Britain would benefit 

competitively from a de-industrialized Germany. The record shows that the Lend-Lease 

arrangements had been negotiated prior to Churchill’s acceptance of the German 

proposal. Hull was more vocal in his opposition to the Morgenthau Plan than he had been 

at previous meetings. However, Hull’s anger was aroused by broader issues and 
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resentment at Morgenthau’s involvement in what Hull considered State and War 

Department responsibilities.  

 

With regard to the Lend-Lease agreement, Hull wrote,  

 

This struck me amidships. It tended to shatter negotiations we had been 

conducting with the British for three years. It derogated from Article VII of our 

basic Lend-Lease agreement with Britain, signed in 1942….The whole 

development at Quebec, I believe, angered me as much as anything that had 

happened during my career as Secretary of State.43  

 

At no point in his memoirs does Hull connect his own decision not to attend the Quebec 

Conference to the “tragic outcomes” he complains about.  

 

Stimson and Hull were unwilling to throw in the towel and accept the Morgenthau Plan 

as a final decision. Stimson was reluctant at first to continue the argument with 

Roosevelt, but as he “thought the thing over and decided to do it. I should not keep my 

self-respect if I did not.”44 Rather than raise again his previous objections to the plan, 

Stimson decided to make a case on broad economic and moral grounds.  In a memo to 

Roosevelt, Stimson stated that he felt the plan might be feasible and that Europe might be 

able to recover without an economically strong Germany. But, he asked, “A subordinate 

question is whether even if you could do this is it good for the rest of the world either 
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economically or spiritually….poverty in one part of the world usually induces poverty in 

other parts. Enforced poverty is even worse, for it destroys the spirit not only of the 

victim but debases the victor.”45 Stimson added that the heart of the plan ran counter to 

the Atlantic Charter that Roosevelt and Churchill had proclaimed at the beginning of the 

war. They had established the principles that free human beings should not live in fear 

and that “the victors and vanquished alike are entitled to freedom from economic want.”46 

 

After receiving Stimson’s memo, Roosevelt sent word that he wanted to speak with him 

about it. Prior to that meeting, a series of newspaper columns and stories appeared that 

revealed key elements of the Treasury Plan and the fact that there was strong 

disagreement within the cabinet.47 The disclosure of the content of top-secret minutes and 

memoranda caused anger and recriminations throughout the government but the source of 

the leak was never determined. The public disclosure and the general criticism bothered 

Roosevelt particularly, since he was in the middle of his campaign for a fourth term. 

Roosevelt was concerned that the negative reaction to the plan, the timing of the 

disclosure and the involvement of Morgenthau would become election issues. Those 

concerns were borne out when on the eve of the election, Governor Dewey blamed 

Morgenthau and Roosevelt for prolonging the war by adopting a harsh peace that 

purportedly motivated the German army to fight harder.48 
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Roosevelt held a news conference on September 29 in which he acknowledged that he 

had written Leo Crowley about the disagreement among the Cabinet Committee, 

although there is no evidence that indicates the memo as being the source of the leak. 

More important, without any substantive detail the President also announced that the 

State Department and Cordell Hull would be responsible for German post-war planning. 

The Morgenthau Plan that had been first voiced at Wiltshire, debated among the Cabinet 

leaders, and adopted by Churchill and Roosevelt at Quebec was now abandoned, 

although Treasury would retain a role in both the planning for, and governing of post-war 

Germany through its responsibility for finance issues. 

 

Stimson and Roosevelt met for lunch on October 3 and at some point, according to 

Stimson, “He (Roosevelt) grinned and looked naughty and said, ‘Henry Morgenthau 

pulled a boner’ or an equivalent expression, and said, that we were really not apart on 

that; that he had no intention of turning Germany into an agrarian state.” Roosevelt 

elaborated by explaining that he was only trying to help Great Britain and saw the 

Treasury Plan as the best way to do so. When Stimson read out loud a portion of the 

memo Roosevelt and Churchill had initialed, Roosevelt, “was frankly staggered by this 

and said he had no idea how he could have initialed this; that he had evidently done it 

without much thought.”49 Stimson never again discussed governmental policy with 

regard to Germany with Roosevelt. Stimson believed that, “Mr. Roosevelt has never 

really intended to carry out the Morgenthau plan, and that the Quebec memorandum did 
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not represent his matured opinions.”50 John McCloy became the primary War Department 

participant when discussions of German policy continued. 

 

Morgenthau was unhappy with the change in policy but told his staff that he did not view 

it as officially resolved. He understood that Roosevelt was in the midst of a re-election 

campaign and that the publicity surrounding the Treasury proposals and Quebec were an 

unwanted distraction. Treasury needed to lie low until after the election was over. “This 

isn’t the first time that I have been the whipping [boy] for the President,” he said, “and I 

have taken it on taxes again and again…So don’t worry; I can take it… I have not yet had 

any indication from the President that he has changed.”51 

 

 Understanding Morgenthau’s optimism that the Treasury Plan might still prevail is an 

important step in the process of understanding Morgenthau’s participation in the planning 

for post-war Germany. Morgenthau’s role was not an invasive force as described by 

Bemis, an act of vengeance as believed by Stimson, or a bizarre experiment as conceived 

by Penrose. The Morgenthau Plan was a thoughtful and reasonable approach to achieve a 

stated objective, the prevention of a third world war begun by a militant and powerful 

resurgent Germany. The plan consisted of a number of steps that would contribute to the 

creation of a democratic government in Germany. In that regard the plan was essentially 

the same as those advocated by both the State and War departments. The distinctive 

elements of the Morgenthau Plan were its policies on German industrial capacity and the 

Ruhr valley. Those policies eliminated the ability of Germany to produce military 
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supplies. Under the plan, Germany would not have a heavy steel industry, would not have 

an aviation industry and would not have domestic access to the raw materials necessary 

to support those industries. Morgenthau was unwilling to constrain Germany’s ability to 

support war related industries through international controls and oversight. He wanted to 

destroy Germany’s capacity to engage in warfare. Germany’s actions after World War I 

demonstrated its willingness and ingenuity to circumvent international controls. Given 

that history, Morgenthau’s proposals were a reasonable response.        

 

Morgenthau’s role was consistent with the bureaucratic workings of the Roosevelt 

administration and his personal relationship with the President. Beyond his loyalty to the 

President, Morgenthau was also motivated by the personal history of his father, Henry 

Morgenthau Sr. This was not because he was a Jew but because of his father’s own battle 

against the Turkish mass murders in Armenia. Each of those factors will be explored in 

this section of the paper beginning with Morgenthau’s personal relationship with Franklin 

Roosevelt. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                          

  



 32 

Chapter 3: Relationships and Personal History 

 

Of all of Roosevelt’s cabinet members, Henry Morgenthau was both his closest personal 

friend and the least likely by background to hold his position. Eleanor Roosevelt in her 

preface to Blum’s book wrote,  

 

It is interesting to know that my husband never held a political office from the 

time of his governorship of New York State without having Henry Morgenthau, 

Jr., in some way in his official family. My husband no doubt often treated Henry 

as a younger brother, they differed and were annoyed with each other and 

probably said things neither of them meant on occasion, but there was an 

underlying deep devotion and trust which never wavered.52 

 

Roosevelt and Morgenthau met in 1913 when both became involved in reforming the 

local politics of Duchess County, New York where Franklin’s family had lived and 

Henry had moved to begin his career as a farmer. The two kept in touch socially and 

politically while Roosevelt served as Assistant Secretary of the Navy. Their relationship 

deepened after Morgenthau married Elinor Fatman, the niece of Herbert Lehman. The 

Roosevelts and the Morgenthaus shared progressive views on politics and the husbands 

both had Jeffersonian ideals concerning agriculture and the virtue of an agrarian life. 

Morgenthau was intent on bringing modern techniques to farming which earned him 
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Roosevelt’s admiration. Roosevelt would later describe Morgenthau as the only person he 

knew who had made a profit farming.  

 

Morgenthau was the son of a wealthy New York businessman. Henry Morgenthau, Sr. 

made a fortune speculating in real estate and had hoped that his son would join him in 

business. However, Henry Jr. was not inclined to work with his father despite, or perhaps 

because of his admiration for his father and their close relationship. Henry Morgenthau 

Jr. had been a lackluster student who had twice matriculated at Cornell but never 

graduated. In between his enrollments at Cornell, Morgenthau spent several months 

working on a ranch in Texas. That experience left him with an appreciation of the 

outdoors and a desire make a career in agriculture. 

 

When Roosevelt was elected Governor of New York, he established the Agricultural 

Advisory Commission and appointed Morgenthau to be its chairman. Ostensibly, the 

commission was created to look at pricing of agricultural commodities. Agriculture had 

already experienced the deflation that would characterize the whole economy with the 

onset of the Depression. The effect of the deflation was to make it difficult for farmers to 

make a decent living and to pay their debts. Although Morgenthau recognized the 

importance of the pricing issue, he expanded the commission’s mandate to examine other 

aspects of rural life. The commission produced a legislative agenda that was successfully 

passed into law and was favorably received by farmers, including upstate republicans. 

The legislation went beyond direct efforts to increase prices. The commission 

recommended and the legislature passed tax reductions on agriculture as well as 
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programs to ease rural life and make agricultural marketing and distribution more 

efficient. An important example was legislation to get paved roads paid for by the state to 

every farm.53  Roosevelt’s margin of victory in the 1930 gubernatorial election benefitted 

from his enlarged rural support from usually Republican upstate New York. 

 

As a reward for his service on the commission, Roosevelt appointed Morgenthau to his 

first governmental office, Conservation Commissioner for the state of New York.  

Roosevelt, with his eyes on Washington, told Morgenthau that he wanted him to get 

experience running a large department. Morgenthau’s wife wrote Roosevelt thanking him 

for appointing Henry and giving him the opportunity to grow, “so that your friendship 

can continue to be cemented by a community of interest as well as by the deep affection 

with which he holds you.”54 

 

During the 1932 presidential campaign Morgenthau stumped for Roosevelt in the west 

and Midwest speaking with various agricultural associations. He proved so effective that 

many of those organizations endorsed him for Secretary of Agriculture, a position that he 

dearly wanted. Roosevelt disappointed him when Agriculture went to Henry Wallace, a 

favorite of the liberal wing of the Democratic Party. Instead, Roosevelt offered 

Morgenthau an agency that would oversee unemployment. Morgenthau, uncomfortable 

accepting responsibility for an issue that he had no background with, turned the 

appointment down. Roosevelt then offered to make Morgenthau the head of the Federal 
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Farm Board, an agency that Hoover had established to oversee farm credit. Morgenthau 

was delighted by the offer and readily accepted the position. 

 

Morgenthau would prove himself an efficient and diligent public servant who shared with 

President Roosevelt a willingness to experiment, a commitment to solving problems, and 

a desire to help the common man. They were both scions of wealthy families but whose 

interest, and those of their wives, went beyond their upper class up-bringing. 

Morgenthau’s biographer, Herbert Levy, believes that Morgenthau and his wife, Elinor, 

were trying to escape their Jewish identity.  

 

Both …could take great satisfaction in Morgenthau’s participation in the 

dairymen’s cooperative and the local Grange, and when asked, they served on the 

boards of rural schools and state fairs, establishing visiting nurse service and a 

mobile library in Dutchess County. Their community service represented a visible 

acceptance of them by elements of Gentile society in Dutchess County.55   

Their work in New York and in the first years of the Roosevelt administration brought 

the two men and their families even closer together. Eleanor Roosevelt commented that 

Henry was one of two men, Louis Howe being the other, who could tell Roosevelt that he 

was wrong and not have his loyalty questioned. 

 

Morgenthau and Roosevelt recognized early on that the Federal Farm Board did not have 

the right structure to address adequately agriculture’s problems. Morgenthau helped 
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shape the legislation that would eliminate the Board and replace it with the Farm Credit 

Administration (FCA) that he would lead. Morgenthau’s activities at the FCA shed 

interesting light on his relationship to Roosevelt and Roosevelt’s reliance on him. Two 

examples stand out, his involvement in Roosevelt’s efforts to recognize the Soviet Union 

and the attempt to raise the price of gold. In both cases, Roosevelt’s frustration with the 

bureaucracy led him to utilize extra-departmental means to achieve his goals. 

 

Roosevelt believed that the time had come to recognize the Soviet Union but the State 

Department was opposed to any effort to normalize relations. The President asked 

Morgenthau to take the lead and try to establish a working relationship with the Soviets 

that could then be expanded upon. The route to accomplish this was through a loan that 

would finance up to $100,000,000 of cotton purchases by the Soviet Union. Along with 

the goal of furthering relations, the sale of cotton would raise the price of cotton, 

eliminate some surplus, and generally support agriculture in the United States. 

Morgenthau was enthusiastic about the sale and utilized the FCA to approve the loan. His 

diplomatic efforts were less successful. Russia bought less cotton than anticipated and 

Morgenthau was unable to make connections that might lead to greater interaction 

between the two countries. 

 

Despite dramatic efforts as part of the New Deal, the economy proved very resistant to 

stimulation. Morgenthau introduced Roosevelt to Dr. George Warren, an expert on 

agricultural economics who taught at Cornell. Warren in a series of books and articles 

had argued that the key to ending the depression was to inflate prices, and the way to re-
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inflate was to raise the price of gold and thereby devalue the dollar.  Warren’s ideas ran 

counter to the prevailing economic orthodoxy at the time. Although some prominent 

business leaders subscribed to them, the Treasury Department did not. The Secretary of 

the Treasury William H. Woodin was seriously ill and the de-facto leader of the 

department was Under-Secretary Dean Acheson. 

 

Acheson opposed any effort to devalue the dollar. Under him, Treasury officials argued 

that the President did not have the authority to raise the price of gold.  The Attorney 

General, Homer Cummings, and the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, Lewis 

Douglas, both opposed the action. Cummings offered his legal opinion that Roosevelt 

lacked the authority to raise the price of gold and devalue the dollar. 

 

Morgenthau enlisted some non-justice department attorneys to devise a plan to allow 

Roosevelt to authorize the purchase of gold through the FCA and the Reconstruction 

Finance Corporation headed by Jesse Jones. The two agencies embarked on a series of 

open market purchases that successfully devalued the dollar as gold rose to a price above 

$35 an ounce. Once again, Morgenthau proved himself to be an effective ally in 

surmounting bureaucratic opposition to Roosevelt’s policies.  

 

As a corollary to the gold episode, when Secretary Woodin was forced to take a leave of 

absence due to poor health, Roosevelt made Morgenthau the Acting Secretary of the 

Treasury. Dean Acheson was disappointed at not being chosen, and resigned. 

Morgenthau would later praise Acheson for the professional and courteous manner in 
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which he handled a difficult situation.  Although the two men would in the future 

frequently find themselves on different sides of an issue, they maintained a cordial and 

respectful relationship. 

 

After Woodin’s death, Morgenthau was named the permanent Secretary of the Treasury, 

a position he would hold until shortly after Roosevelt’s death. Morgenthau was neither a 

popular choice nor an obviously qualified one. He had not graduated from college or had 

any private experience in finance or in big business. Morgenthau, when asked what his 

profession was, always answered, an apple farmer. Yet, his twelve years as Secretary 

would turn out to be the longest tenure of any Treasury Secretary and one of the most 

momentous. Treasury would play an important role in the establishment of Social 

Security and the development of new tax policies, issues that involved financial and fiscal 

policy. In addition, Roosevelt would continue to tap Morgenthau to oversee programs 

that might normally not be part of Treasury’s mandate because other Cabinet members 

were not as loyal and committed to Roosevelt’s ideas. Several of the programs that 

Morgenthau was asked to be involved in were directly related to aspects that would bear 

on the Morgenthau Plan. Others, including in particular Lend-Lease, would be the source 

of friction between Morgenthau and the War, Justice, and State Departments.   

 

Roosevelt’s reliance on Morgenthau was typical of his managerial style throughout his 

presidency. Roosevelt used trusted assistants in areas that Cabinet Secretaries believed 

should be their own. Secretary of State Hull never had the President’s full confidence and 

throughout his tenure would be excluded or circumvented on major foreign policy issues. 
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Hull had been appointed because Roosevelt felt he needed a Southerner and a 

Congressman in his cabinet, not because Hull was a friend or loyal supporter. In 1940, 

Roosevelt would ask former Secretary of War and State Henry Stimson to return to the 

War Department to replace Harry Woodring, an ardent isolationist. A conservative 

Republican, Stimson was never comfortable with New Deal policies or Roosevelt’s 

managerial style. Although the two developed a respectful relationship, it was never a 

warm or personal one.  

 

As Nazi Germany’s aggression increased in Europe, Roosevelt became convinced that 

the United States would have to aid the democracies in Europe and prepare to defend its 

own interests. He wanted to expand the production of military materials, especially 

airplanes, to bolster U.S. forces and to ship overseas to those opposing the Nazis. 

Woodring opposed the sale of arms and used the neutrality laws to argue his case.  

Roosevelt went around the War Department and gave Morgenthau the responsibility of 

negotiating the sale of arms abroad. Morgenthau worked with a reluctant George 

Marshall to determine production levels that would satisfy domestic military 

requirements and also provide supplies that could be sold to European democracies.  

 

After Germany invaded Poland on September 1,1939, the urgency to supply Great Britain 

and France increased and Roosevelt sought to meet their needs. Roosevelt was running 

for an unprecedented third term, and he felt that expanded military production would 

contribute to economic recovery at home as well as provide military material for the 

European democracies. At a meeting with Morgenthau, Edwin Watson, and Stephen 
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Early, Roosevelt commented, “Let’s be very frank. These foreign orders mean prosperity 

in this country and we can’t elect the Democratic party unless we get prosperity.”56 

Morgenthau negotiated the terms of sale and also navigated the legal restrictions to make 

the sales possible. At Morgenthau’s suggestion Roosevelt established a Liaison 

Committee to work with the Anglo-French Purchasing Mission. The chairman of the 

committee was Harry Collins, the acting director of the Treasury’s Division of 

Procurement, and the navy and army had representatives on it. The President did not put 

either Woodring or his Undersecretary Lewis Johnson on the committee. When 

Woodring, Johnson, and General Hap Arnold refused to give permission to allow the 

sales of airplanes to proceed, Morgenthau with Roosevelt’s encouragement and support 

made it known that they might not retain their positions. The sales were completed.57 

 

Morgenthau would continue to lead the effort to supply those fighting Germany and in 

July he gained a cabinet partner when Stimson replaced Woodring as Secretary of War. 

Roosevelt wanted to increase the aid to the allied countries but still encountered 

resistance from isolationist members of Congress. Great Britain was in need of funds and 

equipment. German submarine warfare had taken a toll on British shipping and the 

British economy. Great Britain was unable to produce all the military supplies it required 

to continue to fight and did not have the financial reserves to pay cash for what she 

bought.  Opponents of aid were concerned that the British would not be able to withstand 

the German onslaught and that whatever supplies were sold to Britain would ultimately 

be wasted or captured by the Germans. The argument was that the U.S should retain all of 
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its military material for its own use. In addition, there was a lingering resentment towards 

the British because they had not repaid their World War I debts to the United States.  

 

After his 1940 re-election, Roosevelt became more aggressive in his efforts to support 

Great Britain. On December 17 he delivered his famous Lend-Lease speech in which he 

linked aid to Britain directly to the defense of the United States. He argued that helping 

Britain bought time for the U.S. armed forces to prepare to fight directly if necessary. 

Roosevelt also described the program in terms that the average American could 

understand. He used the analogy of having a neighbor whose house was on fire, and 

lending him your hose to fight the fire. When the fire is out, he will return your hose.  

 

Roosevelt assigned Morgenthau the job of drafting the legislation that would create Lend-

Lease. He and Stimson lobbied Congress to win passage of The Act to Further Support 

the Defense of the United States which was introduced as House Resolution 1776. 

Notable for his lack of active participation was Secretary of State Cordell Hull. Roosevelt 

had to twist Hull’s arm in order to get him to testify in support of the bill at the hearings 

of the Foreign Affairs Committee. Hull gave the bill a strong endorsement but he had 

reluctantly testified because Morgenthau and Treasury had led the activities to create 

Lend-Lease. The need to bring the bill through Foreign Affairs, made Hull’s testimony a 

necessity from the standpoint of winning its passage. The Lend-Lease bill passed the 

House in February and the Senate in March 1941. Roosevelt initially put Morgenthau in 

charge of the program, although Harry Hopkins would later replace Morgenthau.  
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When Hull commented in his memoirs that the agreements for phase two of lend lease 

negotiated at Quebec were a tragic outcome that obviated years of careful State 

Department planning, he seemed to be ignoring his and State’s failure to fully engage in 

the establishment of Lend-Lease. Moreover, Morgenthau’s role in drafting the legislation, 

working for its passage, negotiating and overseeing the first  

agreements with Great Britain all should have been viewed as qualifying him to negotiate 

its second phase. 

 

Morgenthau’s relationship with Roosevelt did not guarantee that he would win all the 

jurisdictional battles with other government departments. Prior to America’s entry into 

the war, Treasury’s Foreign Funds Control agency was responsible for monitoring and 

licensing Axis nations’ assets in the United States. Treasury had closed down a number 

of companies whose operations represented a threat to U.S. national interest. After Pearl 

Harbor, Attorney General Francis Biddle made the case that responsibility for foreign 

assets should rest with the Justice Department’s Alien Property Custodian as had been the 

case during World War I. Morgenthau objected, but Roosevelt ultimately split the 

responsibility between the two departments with Treasury overseeing foreign funds and 

Justice overseeing operating assets. One of the most contentious cases involved General 

Aniline, an American subsidiary of I.G. Farben, a German corporation and one of the 

largest manufacturing companies in the world. 

 

The General Aniline case was extremely complex and the resolution of ownership rights 

and compensation was not settled until 1953. At the time Morgenthau and Biddle were 



 43 

fighting for control of foreign assets, Morgenthau was particularly concerned with the 

role of Leo Crowley whom Biddle had appointed Alien Property Custodian. However, 

the relevance of General Aniline to the Morgenthau Plan is based on other aspects of the 

relationship between Farben and General Aniline. 

 

Beginning in the 1920’s, Farben aggressively expanded its overseas operations including 

the acquisition of companies in the United States. Farben’s intention was to expand its 

business opportunities but also to evade restrictions imposed on German businesses at 

Versailles. By the 1930’s General Aniline had established a near monopoly position in 

the United States in several areas including industrial dyes and the manufacturing of 

blueprints. General Aniline’s blueprint division gave it access to plans for a vast array of 

military installations and equipment including new aircraft and ship designs. The senior 

management of General Aniline and its technical staff had a large number of Americans 

of German ancestry and more importantly German expats. I. G. Farben was an early 

financial supporter of the Nazi party and the majority of the German nationals employed 

by General Aniline were party members. Morgenthau believed that Crowley’s oversight 

of General Aniline was flawed. He accused Crowley of appointing directors who were 

motivated by high salaries and not a desire to eliminate the Nazi influence. 

 

In Germany is Our Problem, Morgenthau would expand on the activities of Farben, 

Bosch and Krupp to use international cartels to weaken the economies and military 

capabilities of other countries by gaining control of key resources and technologies.  
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At a whole series of vital points, American production for war was hampered as it 

had been for peace by the dominant position of German heavy industry. It 

happened in optical goods, in synthetic rubber, in tungsten carbide for machine 

tools, in atabrine to fight malaria, in high octane gas, in the new explosive 

tetracene, in magnesium and beryllium and plexiglass.58  

 

Germany was able to maintain the industrial capacity to wage war through the overseas 

efforts of its leading manufacturing companies despite the controls that were put in place 

to prevent such activities after Versailles. Morgenthau was unwilling to place much faith 

on similar controls to prevent German militarization after World War II. 

 

 

Morgenthau’s distrust and antagonism towards Germany stemmed from broader exposure 

than his experience as Treasury Secretary. When Stimson and others spoke of 

Morgenthau’s underlying bitterness, they were making lightly veiled references to the 

German treatment of Jews. However, Morgenthau’s associating Germans with the murder 

of millions of civilians had a much older and in some ways more personal antecedent. His 

father, Henry Morgenthau Sr., was U.S. ambassador to the Ottoman Empire under 

President Wilson. Morgenthau Jr. twice visited his parents in Constantinople and worked 

for his father as an informal secretary. During his father’s ambassadorship, the Turks, 

allies of the Germans, engaged in a murderous campaign against the Armenians. 

Ambassador Morgenthau tried unsuccessfully to get international support to stop the 

                                                
58 Morgenthau, pp.41-42. 



 45 

massacre and in 1918 published a book, Ambassador Morgenthau’s Story in which he 

assigned culpability to Turkish leaders and faulted the Germans for their failure to stop 

the mass murders. Some historians have expressed doubts about German complicity but 

Secretary Morgenthau would write, ”Later on when the Germans did the same things to 

the Jews, I remembered the feelings I had in Turkey during World War I.”59 

 

Although Morgenthau’s background and prior experience as Treasury Secretary 

influenced his attitude towards Germany, he would not have been able to advance his 

views as far as he did had they not been consistent with Roosevelt’s. Throughout 

Morgenthau’s government career, he was committed to implementing Roosevelt’s 

policies. Without Roosevelt’s support and confidence, Morgenthau would not have held 

the positions he did, nor would he have had the influence that he wielded. Prior 

references to Roosevelt’s conversations with Morgenthau clearly suggest that at the time 

of the debate about the Morgenthau Plan, Roosevelt wanted to pursue a harsh peace and 

that he even suggested some specific items to be part of the post-war treatment of 

Germany. A skeptic might argue that those discussions do not reflect Roosevelt’s actual 

views but are the result of two old friends having an off the record conversation. The 

minutes of the Tehran Conference prove otherwise. 
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                 Chapter 4: The Big Three Discuss Post-War Germany at Tehran 

 

Roosevelt, Churchill, and Stalin met in Tehran from November 28 through December 

1,1943.The conference had both formal and informal sessions with an open agenda. 

Much of the discussion focused on military matters, most notably the plans for Operation 

Overlord and future activities in the Pacific theatre. Poland, Turkey and Germany’s 

futures were also discussed. One note worthy observation is that although Churchill and 

Stalin were accompanied by their Foreign Ministers, Roosevelt did not bring Secretary 

Hull. Except for Averill Harriman, the American ambassador to the Soviet Union, and 

Charles Bohlen, Roosevelt’s interpreter, there were no State Department representatives.   

 

The conversations concerning post-war Germany took place in plenary sessions among 

the three leaders and also in one-on-one sessions between Stalin and both Churchill and 

Roosevelt. Churchill’s account of the meetings indicates that he had the least harsh view 

of what was appropriate policy for Germany. He favored a geographical restructuring of 

Germany that separated Prussia from the rest of German territory, which along with 

Austria and Hungary would be joined into some form of confederation. Unlike Roosevelt 

and Stalin, Churchill did not believe that all Germans were militaristic and should be 

treated in the same way. “The people of those parts of Germany are not the most 

ferocious, and I should like to see them live tolerably, and in a generation they would feel 

differently. South Germans are not going to start another war, and we would have to 

make it worth their while to forget Prussia.”60 Churchill advocated other measures 

                                                
60 Winston S. Churchill, The Second World War: Closing the Ring, Vol. V. (Houghton Mifflin Company: 
Boston, 1951) p. 355. 



 47 

including “no aviation of any character…that the German general staff system should be 

completely abolished…other measures of control such as constant over such industries as 

might be left to Germany….”61 Stalin responded to Churchill’s proposals as being too 

ineffective if the goal was to ensure that Germany would not start another war for at least 

fifty years. During a later discussion, “Marshall Stalin implied on several occasions that 

Mr. Churchill nursed a secret affection for Germany and desired to see a soft peace.”62 

 

Stalin argued that the German people were very hardworking and efficient. Without harsh 

treatment, they would be able to convert peaceful industries such as furniture 

manufacturing into industries capable of military materials. Referring to the period after 

World War I in which Germany secretly rearmed, Stalin believed “…that the Germans 

had shown great ability to conceal such beginnings.”63 

 

On the final day of the conference, Roosevelt offered his own plan for the 

dismemberment of Germany. Germany would be divided into five self-governed parts 

and two areas that would be subject to international control. The five parts were: 

 

1. All Prussia to be rendered as small and weak as possible. 
 
2. Hanover and Northwest section. 
 
3.Saxony and Leipzig area. 
 
4.Hesse-Darstadt, Hesse-Kassel and the area South of the Rhine. 
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5. Bavaria, Baden and Wurtenburg. 
 
The two regions under United Nations control were: 
 
1. The area of the Kiel Canal and the City of Hamburg. 
 
2. The Ruhr and the Saar, the latter to be used for the benefit of all Europe. 
 

Stalin indicated that he wanted a real dismemberment of Germany and that he preferred 

Roosevelt’s plan to Churchill’s. Moreover, he disagreed with Churchill’s view that 

Germans from different regions differed. He believed that it was essential that 

international controls including force would be necessary to keep Germany from 

reuniting. Roosevelt indicated he agreed with Stalin particularly on the issue of German 

character. Before World War I there was a difference but not any longer.64  

 

The only real decision that was made relating to post-war Germany was that the 

European Advisory Committee (EAC) should assume the task of studying the question of 

dismemberment. One month before the meeting of the big three at Tehran, Secretary of 

State Hull and Foreign Ministers Eden and Molotov met in Moscow. Two weeks of 

discussions led to no decisions except for the recommendation that the tripartite EAC 

should be established to study issues related to post-war Germany. The three leaders at 

Tehran endorsed the idea for the EAC, but it failed to function in a meaningful way. 

There were several reasons for its failure. One of the most important was that Hull, Eden, 

and Molotov and their expert advisors were all opposed to dismemberment while 

Roosevelt, Churchill and Stalin all favored some form of partitioning. The second reason 

was that the EAC could only make recommendations that had unanimous support, 
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effectively giving each country a veto. The U.S. representative, Ambassador Winant, 

never had the support of, or guidance from, Roosevelt that would allow him to approve 

EAC proposals. Although the State and War Departments continued to work on plans for 

Germany, nothing was agreed to. That lack of agreement or any specific plans created the 

vacuum that the War Department ultimately tried to fill with The Handbook for Military 

Government in Germany.65 

 

 Roosevelt’s decision on September 29, 1944 to give responsibility for German post-war 

planning to the State Department raises several questions: why did Roosevelt act at that 

time; did that reflect a change in Roosevelt’s objectives; and, how did Treasury’s role 

changed. Answers to the first two questions require insight into  

 Roosevelt’s thinking at the time. Unfortunately, since he did not keep a diary or live long 

enough to produce a memoir there is no record of what motivated him, although one 

plausible explanation, is the negative press that occurred at that time.  The third question 

is a matter of public record because it is possible to trace the actions of Morgenthau and 

the Treasury Department through the end of Morgenthau’s tenure as Secretary. 

 

With regard to Roosevelt’s thinking, the best indication comes from two memoranda he 

sent to Secretary of State Hull. The first, dated September 29, 1944, deals with what 

Roosevelt regarded as the key issues including the role of the EAC and the relationship 

with the Soviet Union in regard to Germany. That memo was written before Roosevelt 

received a memo of the same date that Hull sent him outlining State’s most recent 
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thoughts on Germany. The second Roosevelt memo is dated October 20 and is a reply to 

the Hull memo. 

 

In his first memo to Hull, Roosevelt expressed the view that he did not think the time was 

right to negotiate with Britain and Russia on the treatment of German industry. He was 

adamant that, “Most certainly it should not be taken up with the European Advisory 

Commission which, in a case like this, is on a tertiary and not even a secondary level.”66 

Roosevelt reiterates his concern about the need to keep Britain from going bankrupt, 

which was an important issue underlying his support for the Morgenthau Plan at Quebec. 

“I just can not go along with the idea of seeing the British empire collapse financially, 

and Germany at the same time building up a potential re-armament machine to make 

another war possible in twenty years. Mere inspection of plants will not prevent that.”67 

Roosevelt disavowed any intention to make Germany a wholly agricultural economy or 

to destroy the productive capacity of the Ruhr and Saar. He ended the memo by 

indicating that Soviet intentions are a mystery and that the Russians will do what they 

want in the territory they occupy. Roosevelt wrote that he did not want to be in the 

position of protesting unless there is a chance that those protests will be successful. 

 

Hull’s memo of September 29 was written prior to receiving Roosevelt’s of the same 

date. In his memo, Hull provided a status report on negotiations with the British and 

Russians as well as a positive report on EAC progress. The difference between Roosevelt 

and Hull’s views on negotiations and the EAC highlight the gap between the two on 
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planning for post-war Germany and the lack of communication between the President and 

his Secretary of State. Hull included in his memo a list of issues under the heading of 

“Important Problems for Which High Policy Decisions Must be Worked Out by the three 

Governments”. Those topics were: 

 

1. Demilitarization of Germany 

2. Dissolution of the Nazi party and all affiliated organizations 

3. Maintenance of controls over communications, press and propaganda  

4. Extensive controls over the German educational system 

5. No decision should be taken on the possible partition of Germany 

6. Economic Objectives68 

 

Hull closed his memo with a statement of the appropriate standard of living for the 

German people, an area in which his views were very different from those of Morgenthau 

and Roosevelt. Both of them had been willing to hold the Germans at a subsistence level. 

Hull mainly wanted to send the Germans a message.  

 

It is of the highest importance that the standard of living of the German people in 

the early years be such as to bring home to them that they have lost the war and to 

impress on them that they must abandon all their pretentious theories that they are 
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a superior race created to govern the world. Through lack of luxuries we may 

teach them that war does not pay.69 

 

Roosevelt’s response to Hull was contained in the memo dated October 20. If the time 

delay in responding was not a clear signal of Roosevelt’s disinterest in making plans for 

Germany, his opening paragraph leaves no room for ambiguity.  

 

…I think it is all very well for us to make all kinds of preparations for the 

treatment of Germany but there are some matters in regard to such treatment that 

lead me to believe that speed on these matters is not essential at the present 

moment. It may be in a week, or it may be in a month, or it may be several 

months hence. I dislike making plans for a country which we do not occupy.70  

Roosevelt’s procrastination was consistent with his management style. He wanted to keep 

his options open until a decision had to be made. Once a decision was made, he would 

monitor results and be ready to change direction if necessary. 

 

Beyond his general wait and see attitude, Roosevelt did include some specific comments. 

With regard to the EAC, he reminded Hull that it was an “advisory” body and that neither 

he nor Hull was bound by its advice. Roosevelt’s other comments reflected general 

agreement with Hull but were non-committal due to a lack of detail. The only substantive 

point Roosevelt made was to indicate that demilitarization should include everything to 

do with aircraft, a policy that he had raised with Morgenthau and at Tehran.  
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As of September 29, Treasury and Morgenthau’s involvement in planning for Germany 

were circumscribed. The Cabinet Committee was disbanded and responsibility for future 

policy rested with the State Department. However, there was a recognition that certain 

matters still required War and Treasury Department input. The War Department needed 

to deal with the immediate issues that related to the military occupation by SHAEF. 

Eisenhower required guidance on what his responsibilities were and how those related to 

the allies. The War Department was not prepared to cede those to State. By the same 

token, financial issues such as currency controls and valuation were regarded as 

appropriate areas for Treasury to manage. Although not stated as such, State had gained 

the job of formulating long-term policy for Germany while War and Treasury had the 

responsibility for determining short-term occupation related procedures. The debate 

within the government would center on JCS 1067, the instructions for occupying forces 

in Germany. Before turning to a review of that debate, two further questions concerning 

the Morgenthau Plan need to be addressed. 

 

First, was the Morgenthau Plan a realistic alternative? Was it logically consistent; was it 

based on a reasonable set of assumptions; did it have clear objectives; and was it 

implementable? The second question is how different was the Morgenthau Plan from the 

alternative proposals of State and War? Were Morgenthau’s ideas so different that they 

disrupted planning activities as suggested by Penrose or were they a desirable or even 

necessary catalyst to provide focus to a State Department process that was itself chaotic 

according to Kolko? 
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A detailed analysis of the Morgenthau Plan and a comparison of it with other proposals 

such as those of State and War are difficult because none of the plans was fully 

formulated. They were reflections of the world-views of the authors and guidelines for 

policies in Germany. None of the plans included specific details about how the objectives 

were to be achieved or the policies monitored or implemented. Moreover, during the 

course of the debates among the agencies of government statements were made that were 

never put into the written documents and the question arises as to whether or not those 

should be considered part of the plan. 

 

Morgenthau and Roosevelt’s statements in private conversations often were more 

extreme than anything in memos or written proposals. For example, both stated in the 

course of discussions that it might be necessary to subject Germans to forced labor in 

order to repair damage done by German armies in formerly occupied nations. However, 

the use of forced labor as a substitute for reparations was never a part of the formal 

Treasury Plan. Morgenthau also suggested that as part of the efforts to obliterate the Nazi 

Party certain leaders, perhaps several thousand, should be summarily executed after 

apprehension. Again, that was not included in official Treasury memos. The analysis that 

follows will focus on the plan as delivered to Roosevelt prior to Quebec and included in 

Morgenthau’s book. 

 

As Stimson indicated in his memoirs, he and Morgenthau shared the same objective but 

differed on the method of achieving it. Hull, Roosevelt, Churchill and Stalin all at one 
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time or another stated the same goal: to keep Germany from starting a third world war. 

Given that Germany had precipitated three major wars in the previous 70 years including 

World War II, only twenty years after the armistice which ended the Great War, the 

notion that Germany would be the cause of the next major war was a reasonable one. All 

of the proposals for post-war Germany began with that assumption and the goal of 

preventing it. The framework for preventing future German aggression proposed by the 

various parties differed because of differing views of the German people and their place 

in the world.   

 

Morgenthau, along with Roosevelt and Stalin and many others, believed that the German 

people as a whole were responsible. They attributed the aggressiveness of Germany to the 

arrogance of Germans combined with the dominance of Prussia and its military tradition. 

Those who held the German people as a whole responsible advocated a harsh peace, one 

that would minimize the economic potential of Germany. Others, including Hull, Stimson 

and Churchill believed that Germans were led astray by the Nazis and the Prussian 

military/industrial complex. Once those bad influences were removed and prevented from 

reemerging, Germany could become a constructive member of the community of nations. 

The latter group favored a soft peace that would allow Germany to reap the benefits of 

peacetime reconstruction and economic progress.  

 

The balance between those who wanted a harsh peace and those who wanted a soft one 

would begin to shift after the surrender of Germany, as concerns grew in Britain and the 

United States about the post-war actions of the Soviet Union in Eastern and Central 
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Europe. East-West tensions contributed to the view that a united and economically strong 

Germany was necessary as a buffer to the Soviet Union. Roosevelt died before those 

issues became paramount and Morgenthau never wavered in his view that the problem 

was Germany. 

 

The Treasury Plan that Morgenthau presented at Quebec had fourteen points. There was 

little or no disagreement among State, War and Treasury on several of the items 

contained in the plan. Item one, the Demilitarization of Germany was a part of all of the 

alternative proposals. Demilitarization included the disarming of the German Army, the 

destruction of all military equipment, and the removal or destruction of the armament 

industry and other industries necessary to support the military.71 The definition of what 

supplementary industries should be eliminated was an issue of dispute and never made 

clear. Morgenthau certainly argued for a broader policy than Hull or Stimson, but they 

both agreed that peripheral industries such as steel and chemicals should be tightly 

controlled by an international commission. Morgenthau was concerned that whatever 

control policies were put in place would either be too lax, or over time would be 

eliminated. 

 

All of the parties involved supported new boundaries for Germany. There was agreement 

that Germany should be returned to its pre-war borders. In addition, East Prussia would 

go to Poland and Russia. Morgenthau pushed for France to get the Saar and for the Ruhr 
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to be part of an International Zone. The nature of the international zone and of France’s 

control of the Saar were left vague. Two separate points dealt with the further geographic 

future of Germany and the Ruhr region.  

 

Item three of the Morgenthau Plan called for the division of new German territory into 

two autonomous, independent states. The South German state would consist of several 

smaller states, Bavaria, Wuerttemberg, and Baden. The North German state would be 

comprised of the part of Prussia not ceded to Poland and Russia, Saxony, Thuringia and 

several smaller states. Austria would be restored to its pre-1938 border and be joined to 

the South State through a customs union. (See the map in the appendix). State and War 

were opposed to partition. They believed that partition would lead to resentment on the 

part of the German people and lead to future problems. The opponents of partition 

believed that a unified Germany was necessary if Germany was to be a contributor to a 

revitalized European economy.  Roosevelt believed (without any apparent evidence) that 

the Germans would want to partition themselves into separate states. His suggestion at 

the Tehran conference that there should be seven states was based on his feeling that 

there were strong regional cultures in Germany that would welcome independence. Stalin 

did not believe in voluntary dismemberment. He maintained that Germans were 

nationalistic and would work towards reunification if the allies did not actively enforce 

partition. 

 

The treatment of the Ruhr was the second most controversial aspect of the Morgenthau 

Plan. Item four called for that area “ …not only to be stripped of all presently existing 



 58 

industries but so weakened and controlled that it can not in the foreseeable future become 

an industrial area.”72 As with other major industrial resources, there was general 

agreement that some form of international control was necessary. However, Morgenthau 

went beyond control. Item four included a time period no longer than six months within 

which all industrial plants should be dismantled and transported to Allied Nations as part 

of restitution for destroyed or looted property. In addition, all mines should be stripped of 

equipment and closed. Morgenthau’s rhetoric on the mines went further in that he argued 

that the mines should be bombed or flooded to prevent their future use. Stimson strongly 

objected to the destruction of the mines, “It would breed war, not peace; it would arouse 

sympathy for Germany all over the world; it would destroy resources desperately needed 

for the reconstruction of Europe.”73 

 

Restitution and reparations were covered under item five. Although Morgenthau agreed 

with others that Germany should bear the cost of reconstruction in occupied territories, he 

did not support future payments or in kind deliveries of materials. Instead he called for 

the dismantling of German industrial facilities and their transfer to nations that suffered 

damage at the hands of Nazi Germany. In addition, he wanted any German assets that had 

been held overseas to be utilized to compensate for war-time damage. Hull believed that 

the amount of reparations and the time period of payments should be limited, but that the 

German economy needed to be resuscitated in order to support the German standard of 

living and to meet the reparations demands. Morgenthau opposed reparations of the type 

that Hull advocated on two grounds. First, he believed that rebuilt German industrial 
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capacity could in the future be converted to war production and pose a threat to world 

peace. He did not have confidence in industrial control policies and cited the German 

evasions of such controls during the interwar period as evidence. His second objection 

was also based on the experience of World War I. As the strongest post-war economy, 

the United States became the major lender to Germany and essentially the financier for 

reparations and the German war machine. Morgenthau did not want the United States to 

again be put in the position of financing reparations. 

 

Item six dealt with education and propaganda. All the participants in the debate over 

post-war policy were intent on eliminating the Nazi philosophy from educational 

institutions and the media. Control over education, culture and media were considered 

important instruments of the Nazi Party as a means by which popular opinion was 

swayed to support militarism as well as the mass murders of Jews and other minorities. 

The revamping of curricula, screening of instructors, and the preparation of new materials 

were all elements that had universal support. Similarly, newspapers and other media were 

to be controlled in order to eradicate Nazi influence. 

 

The seventh item, political decentralization, was supported by all parties but for different 

reasons. Morgenthau was an advocate of partition and viewed decentralization as the first 

step in establishing new regional political institutions. Hull endorsed decentralization as a 

means of moving Germany toward a more democratic society. The concentration of 

power within the central government had contributed to the ability of the Nazi Party to 

crush all opposition. Dispersed power and free elections would support greater diversity 
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of views. The War Department recognized that at least in the short run there would be 

three (later four with the addition of France) zones of occupation. Decentralized 

government rule would allow the United States to act with greater autonomy in its zone. 

 

The extent of military responsibility was the subject of item eight. Morgenthau argued 

that the United States should not take responsibility for the German economy except to 

the extent that it had an influence on the well-being and safety of American forces. He 

believed that the United States should not take any measures that would strengthen the 

German economy including policies that expanded production, reduced unemployment or 

controlled inflation. The responsibility to address those issues belonged to the Germans 

who had to rely on the facilities and institutions that were available. Roosevelt had 

expressed a similar view when he commented that if the German’s had to rely on soup 

kitchens for their three meals a day, they would be reminded of the consequence of their 

actions. Hull and Stimson thought that imposing too low a standard of living on the 

German people was both immoral and counterproductive. Citing the Atlantic Charter, 

they argued that the United States had an obligation to treat the vanquished with respect. 

Such treatment would ease the resentment of the occupation and contribute to the 

reintegration of Germany into the world economy. Morgenthau saw that progress as a 

step on the path to future German militarism. He also believed that the efficiency of the 

American forces would lead them to do too good of job of rebuilding the German 

economy if they were responsible. 
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Item nine continued the theme of the future German economy. Morgenthau called for 

strict controls for at least twenty years on the economies of the newly established states. 

He was concerned that they would develop industrial resources that could be converted to 

military use. Economic controls were supported by Stimson and Hull but, as in other 

cases, for a different reason. Both Stimson and Hull were advocates of global free trade. 

During the inter-war period Germany was a major violator of free trade practices through 

its use of tariffs and support of cartels. Hull wanted to ensure that Germany participated 

in the revamped world economic system and did not revert to its protectionist policies. 

 

The tenth item required agricultural reform through the breakup of large estates and the 

abolition of primogeniture and entail. Agrarian reform was important for Morgenthau for 

two reasons. His program to eliminate much of Germany’s heavy industry would leave 

many Germans to seek work elsewhere. Morgenthau and Roosevelt shared a Jeffersonian 

view of the agrarian lifestyle. They saw significant value and virtue in expanding the 

number of people who lived off the land as small, independent landowners. The large 

inherited estates that dominated German agriculture bred a conservative aristocracy. 

Economists at the State Department were skeptical that small farms could employ the 

displaced workers or efficiently feed the German population.  

 

The punishment of war criminals was taken up in item eleven. Morgenthau was less 

interested in judicial process than Stimson and at one point suggested that Nazi leaders be 

executed without trials. Stimson was no less supportive of harsh treatment for war 
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criminals but believed it was imperative that the accused had fair trials and the 

opportunity to defend their actions. 

 

The next two items, concerning uniforms and aircraft, were included on specific 

instructions of Roosevelt. There is no indication that Morgenthau objected to either one 

or that others thought it useful to disagree with the President. Roosevelt in his memo of 

October 20 to Secretary Hull emphasized his desire to ban German control of aircraft 

manufacturing and flight operations. 

 

The final point in the Morgenthau Plan limited United States responsibility to 

participating in whatever international commissions would be created to determine policy 

and monitor control in Germany. Specifically, the plan called for Europeans to be 

responsible for the policing and civil administration of Germany. The constrained 

participation of the United States was consistent with Roosevelt’s goal of getting all 

American troops out of Germany as quickly as possible. Roosevelt felt that Congress and 

the American people were anxious to focus on domestic issues. Although the war had 

revived the U.S. economy, Americans were weary of war and the involvement in 

European affairs. Both State and War believed that the reconstruction of Europe and the 

reintegration of Germany into the world economy would be a longer-term project 

requiring a sustained presence in Germany on the part of American forces.  

 

Summarizing the agreements and disagreements is difficult because all of the plans 

underwent modification during the discussions, were relatively vague, and none of them 
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actually became policy. The major disagreements arose because of the differing 

assumptions about the character of the German people and the viability of international 

controls. Those who placed a great deal of faith in international organizations and 

emphasized the distinction between Nazi ideologues and the general populace favored a 

softer, more redemptive peace. On the other hand, people who held all Germans 

responsible and had little confidence in an international control regime were in favor of a 

harsh peace. Morgenthau and Roosevelt belonged to the latter camp. They were not alone 

in that regard. The former Permanent Under Secretary of the British Foreign Ministry, 

Lord Vansittart and the future President of Harvard, James Conant, were supporters of 

the Morgenthau Plan.  

 

The areas of disagreement between the adherents of a harsh or soft peace were focused 

on two key issues: dismemberment and deindustrialization. Dismemberment was the 

partition of Germany into two or more separate nations. Deindustrialization was the 

policy of limiting the manufacturing capacity and scope of German industry. Each 

element contributed to the weakening of Germany and decreased its ability to wage war. 

The Morgenthau Plan contained both elements although the former was due more to 

Roosevelt’s preference than Morgenthau’s. In fact, the plan submitted by Treasury did 

not partition Germany to the extent that Roosevelt had proposed at Tehran. On the other 

hand, Morgenthau was the strongest advocate of the most stringent industrial restrictions 

of any of the policy makers. Why did he take that position? 
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Given that the common goal of post-war planning was to prevent Germany from starting 

another major war for at least a generation if not longer, then the surest way to achieve 

that goal was to eliminate Germany’s capacity to wage war through comprehensive 

deindustrialization. The efforts to prevent Germany from militarizing after World War I 

had failed. Direct controls on military activities and controls on the weapons industry 

proved to be ineffective. Morgenthau, as a result of his experience at Treasury, had more 

knowledge than any senior policy maker on the means by which German industrialists 

subverted the various rules put in place to limit Germany’s capacity to wage war. 

Military occupation, international economic controls, monitoring German progress by the 

United Nations, and eliminating certain industries comprised a more moderate approach 

but not one that offered the same certainty of success as the destruction of the raw 

materials of warfare that existed in the Ruhr region. 

 

Two other controversial elements of the Morgenthau Plan were logically related to the 

deindustrialization policy. Agrarian reform was necessary in order to provide 

employment opportunities for displaced industrial workers. Morgenthau’s agricultural 

background led him to favor small-scale farming as idealized labor and the necessary 

agrarian structure to make Germany self-sufficient in the supply of food. Morgenthau had 

been the publisher of American Agriculturalist and the Chairman of the Agricultural 

Advisory Commission in New York as well as head of the Farm Credit Bureau. His 

experience and background in agriculture led him to conclude that Germany could 

become a highly productive agricultural nation. According to Morgenthau, the 

agricultural reform that he proposed would accomplish four things: 
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1.Give employment to several million workers displaced from industry. 

2.Break the economic power of the Junkers, who have been the most persistent 

warmongers in Europe for generations. 

3.Build up the small farmer as the backbone of a peaceful, perhaps democratic 

nation. 

4.Permit the rest of Europe to go about its business of building peace…74 

 

The second related element was the elimination of monetary reparations. Morgenthau 

believed that if Germany were forced to make cash payments, then it would have to have 

export industries that would generate the funds. Countries that were due the reparations 

would face a conflict of interest between easing restrictions on certain industries or 

foregoing the payments. Morgenthau was willing to support reparations in kind as 

manufacturing facilities were dismantled and shipped to recipient countries, but not 

continuing payments that would require strong export industries in Germany. 

 

Cotemporary critics of the Morgenthau Plan attacked it primarily on two grounds. 

Moseley and Penrose, both aides to Winant, argued that Treasury should have no role in 

the policy process. They argued that the State Department had been preparing for the 

peace for several years and that Morgenthau’s involvement represented a serious 

distraction. Both of them ignore Hull’s criticism of Winant and the failure of State 

Department planners to propose policies consistent with Roosevelt’s objectives. Others, 

                                                
74 Morgenthau, Germany is Our Problem, pp. 54-55 
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including Stimson and Eden believed that the plan was too extreme in its treatment of the 

German people and industry. They attributed Morgenthau’s actions to a desire for 

revenge. Although the plan was harsh, it was based on a reasonable set of assumptions 

and not designed out of a purely vengeful motive. Morgenthau was insistent on a policy 

that would prevent another German war. Morgenthau, Stalin, Roosevelt and to a lesser 

extent, Churchill agreed that the way to achieve that objective was to harshly deal with 

the German people. Stimson’s concerns that the plan was morally repugnant, inconsistent 

with U.S. values, and potentially dangerous were meaningful depending on one’s view of 

human nature and justice. Beyond those highly subjective issues, the plan was also based 

on a problematic set of economic assumptions. Germany’s ability to employ displaced 

workers and to feed itself was questionable. In addition, Treasury’s view that Europe 

could recover economically without the participation of its most populous country and its 

largest prewar economy was highly optimistic.75 One motive for the destruction of the 

German coal and steel industries was that Britain would be able to provide coal and that 

Britain and Belgium would meet Europe’s steel needs. Unfortunately, coal production in 

Britain was already past its peak, a point noted by Stimson in his early criticism of the 

plan, and European industrial capacity had suffered massive war-time destruction.76 

 

John Maynard Keynes, who negotiated the second phase of Lend-Lease on behalf of 

Britain, did not agree with the de-industrialization of Germany.  

 

                                                
75 Morgenthau, pp.30-47. 
76 Stimson and Bundy, pp.570-571. 
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When he called in on Morgenthau and White for a preliminary talk, he found they 

were considerably more interested in their ‘mad’ plan for de-industrializing 

Germany than in the details of Lend-Lease. Fearful of getting involved in 

Washington in-fighting, Keynes was driven to preserve an “unwonted and 

uncomfortable silence.” After asking White how the Germans in the Ruhr were to 

feed themselves, he was told there would have to be bread lines. “So whilst the 

hills are being turned into a sheep run, the valleys will be filled…with a closely 

packed bread line…How I am to keep a straight face…I cannot imagine.77  

 

Treasury’s optimistic assessment of Europe’s recovery was not an isolated view 

particular to the German question. Morgenthau and White had just months before their 

involvement in German post-war planning, been the ringmasters for the creation of the 

International Monetary Fund and the World Bank. White sparred with Keynes over major 

structural issues related to the new world financial system at the famous Bretton Woods 

conference. Due to the dominant position of the U.S. economy and the strength of the 

dollar, White prevailed over Keynes. A major flaw in the White approach was an 

optimistic view on the time it would take Europe to recover and the necessary funding for 

that to occur. Several years would pass before the changes that would be necessary to 

make the IMF and the World Bank effective would be implemented.78  

 

                                                
77 Robert Skidelsky, John Maynard Keynes: Fighting for Freedom, 1937-1946  (Viking: New York, 2001), 
p.365. 
78 Ben Steil, The Battle of Bretton Woods: John Maynard Keynes, Harry Dexter White, and the Making of 
a new World Order (Princeton University Press: Princeton, 2013).   
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Roosevelt’s September 29 decision to shut-down the Cabinet Committee on post-war 

Germany and to assign leadership responsibility to the State Department did not end 

intra-departmental squabbling or Morgenthau’s efforts to influence U. S. policy. Perhaps 

more important, it did not lead to the adoption of formal policies and a definitive plan for 

Germany. Events in Germany would be determined not by plans but largely by military 

circumstances at the war’s end, the beginning of the Cold War, and the realization that 

Europe’s economy needed much more help than anticipated by any of the government 

planners. Planners at State and Treasury underestimated the damage done to European 

economies and the lack of civil institutions. The military had a greater task than 

anticipated to provide food, transportation, and safety for itself and the millions of 

homeless and displaced people. Moreover, disagreements among the allies led to a 

breakdown in centralized control. Each of the occupying powers exercised authority in 

their respective zone without coordinating with the others.  
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                                              Chapter 5: The Debate Over JCS 1067 

 

Although Roosevelt had designated the State Department as the lead agency in 

formulating plans for Germany, both War and Treasury had maintained roles in the 

planning process after September 29. Stimson, having led the successful fight against the 

Morgenthau Plan, gave Assistant Secretary John J. McCloy, the responsibility for 

representing War Department interests. Those interests would become paramount in 

importance as the end of the war approached. Cordell Hull resigned as Secretary of State 

in November and Edward Stettinius became the Acting Secretary. In January, he would 

be named the permanent Secretary of State but neither he nor Morgenthau would remain 

in the cabinet for very long after Roosevelt’s death.  

 

Beginning in November the debate over post-war Germany policy was carried out on two 

parallel tracks, each one involving State, War and Treasury. One area of discussion was 

the development of policy guidelines for the military occupation of Germany.  McCloy 

would take the lead in the preparation of JCS 1067, the Directive to the Commander in 

Chief of the U.S. Occupation Forces. JCS 1067 would become the official U.S. policy 

governing the American zone of responsibility from April, 1945 until the middle of 1947 

although not before undergoing several heatedly debated revisions. Morgenthau and 

Stettinius were both dissatisfied with the initial version that had been prepared in order to 

replace the Handbook for Military Government in Germany that had led to Morgenthau’s 
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initial involvement in policy for Germany, and had been rejected by Roosevelt. 

Morgenthau judged 1067 to be too soft while Stettinius found it too harsh, but both 

agreed that it was too short-term and lacking a long-term strategy for dealing with 

Germany. The initial version of 1067 “…was intended only for use until long-term policy 

could be agreed upon. It was to embody no policy…as the directive itself stated, 

objectives must be of short term and military character, in order not to prejudice whatever 

ultimate policies may be later determined upon.’’79  Although Stimson while engaged in 

the debate had argued from a long-term perspective, McCloy was focused on providing 

Eisenhower with the guidelines he needed to govern occupied territory and not the future 

of Germany. Morgenthau was concerned that short-term accommodations required by the 

military would become long-term policy. 

 

The second debate arena was the preparation for the meeting of Roosevelt, Churchill and 

Stalin at Yalta that was set to take place in February. The agenda for the Yalta 

Conference was primarily on military matters, but several political issues were also to be 

discussed including the occupation of and future of Germany.  

 

Morgenthau had scheduled lunch with the President for January 10,1945. In preparation 

for their meeting, Morgenthau’s staff prepared a memo that he intended to present to 

Roosevelt. A postscript on the original document indicates that Morgenthau sent a copy 

to Secretary of State Stettinius. In the memo, Morgenthau alludes to the work Treasury 

had done during the past few months on the German problem. He goes on to write, “We 
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are more convinced than ever that if we really mean to deprive Germany of the ability to 

make war again within a few years it is absolutely critical that she be deprived of her 

chemical, metallurgical and electrical industries.”80  Morgenthau reiterates arguments that 

he had previously made concerning the German people, their willingness to wage war, 

and their versatility at converting peacetime manufacturing to military production. In the 

memo, Morgenthau does broach an issue that had not been part of his previous 

arguments. “The more I think of this problem, and the more I hear and read discussions 

of it, the clearer it becomes to me that the real motive of most of those who oppose a 

weak Germany….is simply an expression of fear of Russia and communism.”81 As it 

turned out, Morgenthau did not deliver the memo to Roosevelt. 

 

He told his staff that, “I decided before I went over not to give him the German thing. 

The President was very tired…and I am awfully glad I did not. We will put in the 

…pouch. It will be much better.”82 Treasury did arrange for a memo on Germany to be 

among the papers supplied to Roosevelt in preparation for Yalta but not the memo Blum 

refers to. The Treasury document in the pre-conference materials is dated January 19. 

Although the tenor of the two documents was the same, the second one did not include 

Morgenthau’s belief that opposition to his plan was largely a result of anti-Soviet 

sentiment.83 
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81 Ibid. 
82 Blum, Vol. iii, p.395. 
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A reasonable guess is that the timing of Morgenthau’s memo was prompted by the 

conference at Yalta that was to begin on February 4. The allies’ policy on post-war 

Germany was still very much an open question. Morgenthau was not going to be in 

attendance but the new Secretary of State, Stettinius, would be participating. Morgenthau 

was motivated to get his views another consideration from the President. That was 

particularly important because State had supplied the President with extensive pre-

conference documents detailing States’ recommendations for German policy and also 

analyses of British and Russian positions.84 The State Department recommendations were 

noteworthy for their opposition to the partition of Germany, support for a tripartite 

control council to coordinate policies across the occupation zones, and a long-term goal 

of bringing Germany into the liberal world economic system. 

  

In many ways as it related to Germany, Yalta was a reprise of Tehran. The three 

principals: Roosevelt, Churchill, and Stalin articulated positions that were harsher than 

those of their foreign policy advisors and failed to make definitive decisions. 

The one exception was a decision on the part of Britain and the United States to include 

France as one of the occupation authorities in Germany. Stalin was opposed to giving 

France a major role but acceded to the United States and Britain’s view on the condition 

that the inclusion of France did not alter Russia’s territorial control. 

The United States and Britain carved France’s zone out of their own. Stalin’s opposition 

to France was based on her failure to make a significant contribution to the war effort. 
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Several items that related to Germany were included in the protocol of the proceedings in 

addition to the decision to carve out a zone of occupation for France. The surrender terms 

for Germany were amended to allow for dismemberment at the discretion of the United 

Kingdom, the United States, and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. Reparations in 

kind were to be paid by Germany to compensate those countries that bore the main 

burden of the war. Those reparations could take three forms: removal of industrial 

equipment during the first two years after surrender with the purpose of destroying 

Germany’s war potential; annual deliveries of goods from current production (for an 

undetermined period); and the use of German labor to rebuild nations that incurred war 

damage. The amount of reparations and the final allocation, would be established by a 

commission that would take as its initial position at the suggestion of the Soviet Union, 

that the total be $20 billion and half would go to the USSR. The final item was that the 

conference participants agreed that the treatment of war criminals should be examined by 

the three Foreign Secretaries.85 

 

The process of referring key decisions to committees seemed to be a reasonable approach 

to complex problems. The committees would consist of experts with detailed knowledge 

of economics and history, as well as area expertise. However, because the guidance 

provided by the principals was so vague, there was a tendency for the staff experts to 

develop plans that did not meet with the principals’ expectations. According to 

Hammond, with regard to dismemberment, “On this there was also a strange kind of 

unanimity: apparently the three chiefs of state all favored partition, while the three 
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foreign ministers and their experts were against it.”86 As would become the case for 

essentially all the policies concerning Germany, none of the proposed agreements would 

be implemented. Events on the ground would determine policies and not the 

recommendations of commissions and experts. As Hammond suggests, “President 

Roosevelt’s misgivings about premature decision on Germany proved prophetic…the 

experience of occupation had an enormous impact on opinions about policy for the 

occupation.”87 

 

The interdepartmental debate about Germany continued with renewed urgency after the 

meeting at Yalta. Allied forces had entered German territory and Eisenhower needed 

guidance for his military commanders. The bureaucratic initiative that had been held by 

the State Department since Roosevelt’s decision of September 29, now shifted to the War 

Department that had the responsibility for developing occupation policy for the armed 

forces. John McCloy directed the effort to reach an agreement on JCS 1067 among his 

staff, the Joint Chiefs, State and Treasury. State and Treasury still had major stakes in the 

outcome because of their responsibilities for political and financial aspects of the 

occupation. 

 

The major points of contention during the drafting of 1067 were essentially the same as 

those of earlier efforts to formulate German policy. Eisenhower’s primary concern was 

the continuing conduct of the war and the safety of the forces under his command. 

Consequently, McCloy argued for giving maximum flexibility to the commanders in the 
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field to meet short-term needs and to defer longer-term strategic decisions. The State 

Department, under Stettinius’ leadership, accentuated the strategic objectives and was 

trying to develop policies that would be approved by the EAC and the various 

commissions established under the Yalta protocol. State continued to be opposed to the 

partition of Germany, and believed that governing through the Control Council, 

comprised of representatives of the four occupying powers, would be most conducive to 

that outcome. Treasury maintained its stance on a harsh peace and pushed for the various 

elements of the Morgenthau Plan. Although Morgenthau interacted with McCloy and 

Stettinius more harmoniously than he had with Hull and Stimson, the fundamental 

disagreements across the departments were not resolved. What transpired was eventual 

agreement on 1067 after a revision of the initial version included vague enough language 

to satisfy the three departments. Each department interpreted the language in the manner 

most consistent with their objectives. Again, the reality was that the occupation was 

shaped by events and not philosophies or plans. 

 

The version of 1067 that was sent to Eisenhower instructed him to treat Germany as an 

enemy state. The directive emphasized that fraternization between Germans and 

American occupation forces was prohibited and that the process of denazification would 

exclude party members from public life and higher positions in the economic sector. 1067 

was not a long-term strategy. Its purpose and scope set “…forth policies relating to 

Germany in the initial post-defeat period. As such it is not intended to be an ultimate 

statement of policies of this Government concerning Germany in the post-war world.”88 
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The directive also proscribed economic policies that would lead to a higher standard of 

living in Germany than in neighboring countries. Economic controls that enhanced the 

German economy were only allowed  “…as they may be essential to protect the safety 

and meet the needs of the occupying forces and assure the production and maintenance of 

goods and services required to prevent starvation or such disease and unrest as would 

endanger these forces.”89 Morgenthau viewed 1067 as a victory for Treasury. “I feel all 

these documents are far better than I had any hope for that I am perfectly willing to sit 

tight…They are…completely satisfactory to me.”90 Stimson also expressed his view that 

the final draft was “a fairly good paper.”91 

 

For the next several weeks, Morgenthau worked to convince President Truman that his 

plan for Germany should guide long-term policy. He received support from the Chairman 

of the Military Affairs Committee, Senator Harley Kilgore. The Committee held hearings 

in June 1945 in which Treasury representatives were well received. 

However, Morgenthau’s influence had diminished with Roosevelt’s death. Although 

Truman met with Morgenthau to discuss his proposals, Truman was not interested in 

taking him to Potsdam or endorsing the Treasury Plan. Stimson pointed out to Truman 

that if something happened to both Truman and Secretary of State Byrnes while they 

were in Europe, Morgenthau would become President. Truman was uncomfortable with 

that possibility. When Morgenthau gave Truman an ultimatum of taking him to Potsdam 

or resigning, Truman asked for and received Morgenthau’s resignation that day. 

                                                
89 Ibid 
90 Blum, Vol. iii, p.457 
91 Stimson and Bundy, P.582 



 77 

According to David McCullough, in a conversation with Jonathan Daniels, Truman said, 

“Morgenthau didn’t know shit from apple butter.”92 
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                                                  Chapter 6: Morgenthau’s Impact 

 

Several issues remain to be examined. Did Morgenthau have an impact on post-war 

policy for Germany? To what extent did any policy influence also have a direct affect on 

the occupation itself? Finally, how great was the influence of Harry Dexter White 

subsequently found to be a Soviet agent?  

 

Morgenthau expressed his satisfaction with the final version of JCS 1067 that Truman 

authorized and was sent to Eisenhower. As was shown above, the directive contained 

language that was consistent with the harsh peace that Morgenthau had advocated. Areas 

in which his influence was particularly strong included denazification, restrictions on a 

broad range of industries, educational guidelines and the efforts or lack of effort on the 

part of the occupying forces to manage the German economy. Without Morgenthau’s 

involvement, it is reasonable to conclude that the softer Handbook for Military 

Government in Germany would have been the controlling document for the occupation. 

That document had already been printed and ready for distribution only to be recalled 

after Morgenthau brought it to Roosevelt’s attention. At the same time, Morgenthau’s 

more extreme proposals such as the destruction of the Ruhr, greater deindustrialization, 

and summary execution of war criminals were not part of the directive. 

 

A more important factor affecting the actual occupation was that none of the other 

occupying powers accepted 1067 as the framework for the occupation. Almost 
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immediately after the surrender each nation began to exercise authority in their individual 

zone. The role of the Control Council was minimized by the differences in the objectives 

of the respective zonal authorities. Britain wanted a softer peace because she recognized 

the importance of a revitalized German economy as an export market for British goods. 

France was a fractious partner and difficult to deal with on economic and political issues. 

The Soviet Union was intent on mining its zone for materials and labor that fulfilled its 

reparations grievance. The United States was frustrated by the cost of occupation, 

particularly because her zone was not self sufficient in food and the population did not 

have financial resources to pay for imports.  

 

There is no way to determine whether or not Morgenthau’s influence on 1067 was a 

factor in the failure to have it adopted in other zones. Given the behavior of the other 

powers, what seems evident is that they had different objectives. That would also explain 

the failure of the EAC to arrive at common policy. Moreover, an important additional 

point is the Big Three never made definitive plans at Tehran and Yalta in part because 

they had disagreements among themselves and between them and their foreign policy 

staffs.93 

 

JCS 1067 remained the governing protocol for the American zone when Eisenhower’s 

deputy, General Lucius Clay, succeeded him as the military governor of Germany in 

1947. Although Clay was in favor of revising 1067 to allow the United States to expand 

its support for German development, The Department of State initially blocked his 
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efforts. State was in the midst of negotiating for a consolidation of the western zones and 

did not want to upset the Soviet Union. Once it became apparent that the Russians were 

unwilling to cooperate with their former allies, the Joint Chiefs of Staff sent Clay the 

final revision of 1067 that had been prepared by the JCS in conjunction with the 

Departments of State, Treasury and War. That revision gave Clay the authority to 

actively support the German economy and set the stage for the Marshall Plan. It 

effectively ended any of the legacy positions of the Morgenthau Plan. 

 

As early as 1944, Harry Dexter White, was under investigation by the FBI for spying on 

behalf of the Soviet Union. FBI Director J. Edgar Hoover chose not to share that 

information with either Morgenthau or Roosevelt. Consequently, White continued in his 

position at Treasury and to be the leading advisor on international monetary affairs. 

White was set to become the first Managing Director of the newly created International 

Monetary Fund and had already been named as the American executive director by 

Truman. For reasons of national security, Truman chose not to withdraw his nomination 

as executive director but he did not allow White to obtain the Managing Director 

position. At that time, there was no firm evidence with which to prosecute White, 

although there were rumors about his espionage activities. White requested a hearing in 

front of the House Un-American Activities Committee in order to refute the rumors. 

White gave a bravura performance and his testimony was well received. White died of a 

heart attack a few days after testifying. Both Elizabeth Bentley and Whittaker Chambers 

would later identify White as an important Soviet agent but it was not until the breakup of 
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the Soviet Union and the opening of Soviet archives that White’s espionage activities 

were definitively proven.94 

 

Lingering suspicions about White, Cold War conspiracy theories, and the revelation of 

Morgenthau’s diaries led to hearings by the Senate Internal Security Subcommittee under 

Senator Eastland of Mississippi’s leadership. The objective of the hearings was to 

determine if Morgenthau had been influenced by White to advocate for the Morgenthau 

Plan in order to benefit the Soviet Union. The subcommittee hired Anthony Kubek, a 

history professor at the University of Dallas, to digest and summarize portions of 

Morgenthau’s diaries to determine the extent of White’s involvement and possible 

authorship of the plan.  

 

The question that Kubek raises is “if the Morgenthau Plan was indeed psychopathically 

anti-German, was it also consciously and purposefully pro-Russian.”95 According to 

Kubek the Morgenthau Plan was a devious attempt to generate anti-western sentiments in 

Germany. The deindustrialization of Germany would lead to economic hardship, 

widespread discontent with the occupation and the subsequent rise of communist leaders 

in the non-Soviet zones. Describing White as playing a Svengali role, Kubek states 

“Innocent of higher economics and the mysteries of international finance, the Secretary 

                                                
94 Benn Steil, “Red White: Why a Founding Father of Postwar Capitalism Spied for the Soviets”, Foreign 
Affairs, March/April 2013, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/138847/benn-steil/res-white. 
95 Anthony Kubek, “The Morgenthau Plan and the Problem of Policy Perversion”, Journal of Historical 
Review, http://www.ihr.org/jhr/v09/v09p287_Kubek.html 
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had always leaned heavily on his team of experts for all manner of general and specific 

recommendations.”96  

 

 In his position of Assistant Secretary, White was as Kubek says, the captain of that team. 

There is no debate about White’s role as Morgenthau’s senior advisor or Morgenthau’s 

reliance on experts. Of course, the same comment could be made about practically any 

cabinet member. In order to support his argument, Kubek ignores several relevant details 

that relate to the chronology of the Morgenthau Plan.  

 

The first mention of the plan occurred during Morgenthau’s trip to England. The 

Treasury staff prepared a background memo for the Secretary that identified the issues to 

be addressed during the trip and the key talking points. Germany was not mentioned in 

that document.97 Morgenthau initiated the discussion of Germany with Winant and Eden 

after he was made aware of the inconsistencies between the War Department planning as 

detailed in the Handbook for Military Government in Germany, and the discussions at 

Tehran. 

 

Morgenthau had not previously voiced a position on Germany. His concern was that 

Roosevelt’s views as stated at Tehran were not being represented in the bureaucracy’s 

planning. His personal loyalty to Roosevelt was arguably his strongest motivation to 

intervene. Roosevelt had looked to Morgenthau in previous situations as a catalyst and a 

direct agent to achieve goals that the bureaucracy was thwarting. 

                                                
96 Ibid 
97 Harry Dexter White Papers, Princeton University, Mudd Library, Box 5, Folder 14. 
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In this case, Morgenthau took it upon himself to represent the President’s views. 

Roosevelt’s subsequent actions during the inter-departmental debates and his statements 

at Quebec and Yalta confirm that he wanted a harsh peace consistent with the philosophy 

of the Morgenthau Plan.  

 

The most extreme element of the Morgenthau Plan was the destruction of the Ruhr 

resources in order to eliminate Germany’s heavy industrial capacity. White opposed that 

element of the plan and argued that it should be dropped. Morgenthau insisted on 

retaining it, demonstrating that he did not always submit to White’s views.  

 

Robert Morgenthau, Henry’s son, has some interesting insights on the Morgenthau/White 

relationship. Although White worked for Morgenthau for almost a decade, and 

Morgenthau was clearly responsible for White’s rise in the government, they were not 

personal friends. Robert Morgenthau contrasts that with his father’s relationship with 

several other Treasury staffers with whom the Secretary did have a social connection. 

Moreover, the son describes his father as an independent thinker who would not be easily 

swayed by other people’s views. White was an effective administrator and economist 

whom the Secretary trusted to accomplish department objectives.  

 

With regard to the suspicion that White was a Soviet agent, Robert Morgenthau says that 

his father went to Hoover and asked him what evidence existed to support those rumors. 

Hoover told Secretary Morgenthau that there was neither evidence nor suspicion. Hoover 

subsequently changed his position on White. Robert Morgenthau insists that his father 
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had no sympathy for communism or people that had communist beliefs. Had he been 

aware of White’s collaboration, he would have fired him immediately. When the Senate 

began to investigate White’s role in German post-war policy, Morgenthau willingly made 

his diaries available without having to be subpoenaed.98 

 

Kubek’s premise that the Morgenthau Plan was pro-Soviet is by no means widely 

accepted. Soviet objectives for the peace in Europe were inherently contradictory. There 

was a conflict between Russia’s security concerns and its desire for substantial 

reparations. A weak Germany as foreseen under the Morgenthau Plan was consistent with 

the Soviet desire to eliminate Germany as a military threat. However, the 

deindustrialization of Germany proposed by Morgenthau would leave the German 

economy unable to meet the Soviet demands for reparations. Morgenthau was opposed to 

Versailles-like reparations because he believed that their payment would lead the 

recipients to support a reinvigorated German economy and its concomitant capability to 

wage war. In-kind reparations through the transfer of industrial equipment from Germany 

to the Soviet Union would mitigate the problem but because of war damage they would 

not meet Soviet expectations.  

 

Morgenthau proposed a $10 billion credit to the Soviet Union to substitute for 

reparations. His suggestion was for the credit to be in exchange for natural resources that 

the USSR would provide the United States thereby benefitting both countries. Kuklick 

argues that Morgenthau’s proposals taken together were neither pro-communist nor 

                                                
98 Telephone conversation between Robert Morgenthau and the author on October 20, 2014. 
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frivolous. They were an attempt to prevent another war with Germany and to bring the 

Soviet Union into the multi-lateral world economy. Morgenthau and White’s efforts to 

include Russia in the Bretton Woods system were consistent with the proposals for 

Germany.99   

 

Kolko provides a different perspective on Morgenthau’s motivation vis-à-vis the Soviet 

Union. He agrees that the Morgenthau Plan was not pro-communist. According to Kolko, 

“Morgenthau and White became the most important and sophisticated advocates of the 

reintegration of the U.S.S.R. into the capitalist world economy on a basis which 

economists have dubbed as neo-colonialism in recent years when Western states have 

made similar proposals elsewhere.”100Treasury was interested in creating a world 

economic order dominated by the United States, and the credit was in fact a proposal to 

garner cheap natural resources to rebuild the U.S. economy. 

 

 

Almost seventy years have past since the end of World War II. Germany has been unified 

for twenty-five years and established itself as the political and economic leader of 

Europe, a stalwart American ally and a major force in the multi-lateral global system that 

Hull, Stimson and Morgenthau dreamed of. Although a member of NATO, Germany has 

a low military profile. The legacy of Prussian militancy and aggression that concerned 

Morgenthau has not reared its head. Germany’s influence in Europe and elsewhere is not 

based on military strength but on the prowess of its manufacturing system and the 

                                                
99 Kuklick, pp.47-73. 
100 Kolko, p. 338. 
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strength of its economy. The history of Germany in the post-war period stands in stark 

contrast to the fears that existed in 1945. That history makes the Morgenthau Plan seem 

even more extreme and wrong-headed than its critics felt at the time it was proposed. But 

judging Morgenthau and his plan on the basis of what we have observed over the past 

seventy years is unfair. None of the participants in the policy debate about how to treat 

Germany predicted the impact of the Cold War, the leadership of men like Konrad 

Adenauer, the formation of the European Union and its predecessor organizations, or the 

sudden collapse of the Soviet Union and the communist regimes of Eastern Europe in the 

1980’s. What they knew was the seventy-five year history of Germany up to 1945. 

 

That history motivated President Roosevelt to favor a harsh peace including a 

dismembered Germany as the only certain way to prevent Germany from plunging the 

world into war again. Although Roosevelt’s views were made clear in meetings, memos 

and at major conferences, neither the War Department nor State Department prepared 

plans in accord with his favored policies. When Secretary of the Treasury Henry 

Morgenthau became aware of the distance between what the President wanted and what 

the bureaucracy was proposing, he devised a plan that was congruent with Roosevelt’s 

ideas.  

 

Henry Morgenthau was Roosevelt’s closest friend in the cabinet. Throughout his career 

in government, a career made possible by Roosevelt’s sponsorship, Morgenthau devoted 

himself to supporting his friend. He did it while serving the state of New York when 

Roosevelt was the Governor and time and again during Roosevelt’s presidency. That 
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Morgenthau would involve himself in the policy debate on post-war Germany should not 

stand out as exceptional. Nor should it be considered unusual that Roosevelt encouraged 

or supported Morgenthau’s activities. He had relied on Morgenthau before to accomplish 

things when Roosevelt felt stymied by his own bureaucracy. Drawing on individuals 

across organizational lines was a fixture of Roosevelt’s administrative style. Stimson was 

particularly upset about that approach. Commenting on internecine strife, he felt the 

individuals were “…less to blame than their chief, who not infrequently placed his bets 

on two subordinates at once.”101  

 

Morgenthau’s involvement in German issues in August 1944 intensified the debate and 

clarified the issues. Without his participation the final version of JCS 1067 would have 

been softer in areas of deindustrialization, denazification and in assigning responsibility 

for hardship and reconstruction to Germans. State, whether under Hull or Stettinius, 

never altered its approach to coincide more closely with Roosevelt’s. Morgenthau worked 

successfully with McCloy to construct a directive that gave Eisenhower the short-term 

flexibility he desired and yet was consistent with the long-term objectives of the 

President. At the same time, Morgenthau’s ability to work with others and to compromise 

eliminated the more extreme elements of the Morgenthau Plan. 

 

Events on the ground in Europe and Germany, dramatic changes in the relationship 

between the Soviet Union and her allies, Great Britain and the United States, altered the 

role Germany would play in the post-war period. An economically strong and 

                                                
101 Stimson and Bundy, p.333. 
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democratically vibrant Germany was desirable as opposed to the weak, agrarian state that 

Roosevelt and Morgenthau envisioned. Had Roosevelt lived longer and Morgenthau 

continued as Secretary of the Treasury would they have recognized the changing situation 

and responded accordingly? That is an unanswerable question, but both men were 

pragmatists.102 They sought to solve problems with creative policies and when those 

policies did not work, they changed course and tried others. There is no reason to believe 

that they would have not adapted to the new reality in Europe. 

 

Henry Morgenthau’s involvement in post-war planning for Germany upset Hull and 

Stimson and altered the process established by the bureaucrats at State and War. 

Historians have focused on the disruption and not the cause or the results.  

Commentators have looked for reasons that Morgenthau should not have been involved 

rather than understanding the full context of his efforts on behalf of Roosevelt, his 

personal and professional experiences, and the greater certainty that his proposals would 

achieve the main objective of preventing another German war. 

His actions were not an invasion or a will-o-wisp but an important contribution to 

American post-war planning.  

    

 

 

 

 

                                                
102 Robert Morgenthau in the interview with the author said that his father never discussed second thoughts 
about his plan or the changes in Germany that occurred between 1945 and his death in 1967. 
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Appendix- Map of Post-War German Boundaries 
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