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The International Organization







I. Formation

1. THE AGREEMENT

N 9 NOVEMBER 1943, seven months before the Anglo-American
landings on Northwest Continental Europe and a year and a
half before the surrender of Germany but about a year after the
victories at El Alamein and Stalingrad had given clear indication of the
ultimate victory of the United Nations, President Franklin D. Roose-
velt addressed these words to “my friends, on this historic occasion”:

Here in the White House, seated about a table in the historic East Room,
are representatives of forty-four nations—United Nations and those as-
sociated with them . . .

Representatives of these forty-four nations—you gentlemen here—have
just signed an agreement creating the United Nations Relief and Re-
habilitation Administration—commonly known by a simpler word as
UNRRA . ..

All of the United Nations agree to codperate and share in the work of
UNRRA—each nation according to its own individual resources—and to
provide relicf and help in rehabilitation for the victims of German and
Japanese barbarism . . .

So it will be the task of UNRRA to operate in these areas of food short-
ages until the resumption of peaceful occupations enables the liberated
peoples once more to assume the full burden of their own support. It will
be for UNRRA, first to assure a fair distribution of available supplies among
all of the liberated peoples, and, second, to ward off death by starvation
or exposure among these peoples . . .

When victory comes there can certainly be no secure peace until there
is a return of law and order in the oppressed countries, until the peoples
of these countries have been restored to 2 normal, healthy, and self-sus-
taining existence. This means that the more quick]y and effectually we
apply measures of relief and rehabilitation, the more quickly will our own
boys overseas be able to come home . . .

As in most of the difficult and complex things in life, nations will learn
to work together only by actually working together. Why not? The na-
tions have common objectives. It is, therefore, with a lift of hope, that we
look on the signing of this agreement by all of the United Nations as a
means of joining them together still more firmly.*

1 Journal, First Council, pp. 1-2.
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Australia, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia,
Costa Rica, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Dominican Republic, Ecuador,
Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, French Committee of National Libera-
tion, Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, India, Iran, Irag,
Liberia, Luxembourg, Mexico, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicara-
gua, Norway, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, the Philippines, Poland, Union
of South Africa, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Kingdom,
United States, Uruguay, Venezuela, and Yugoslavia were the forty-
four nations to whose representatives the President spoke. As allies and
associates in the war against the Axis they had just signed an agreement,
to which Denmark,? the Byelorussian SSR, the Ukrainian SSR,* and
Turkey * later adhered, expressing their determination that, immedi-
ately upon the liberation of any area, the population thereof should
receive “aid and relief from their sufferings, food, clothing and shel-
ter”; and “aid in the prevention of pestilence and in the recovery of
the health of the people”; and that preparation and arrangements
should be made for “the return of prisoners and exiles to their homes,”
and “assistance in the resumption of urgently needed agricultural and
industrial production and the restoration of essential services.” ®

To achieve these aims they were establishing an international organ-
ization—the United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administra-
tion (UNRRA )—which was to:

Plan, coordinate, administer or arrange for the administration of measures
for the relief of victims of war in any area under the control of any of the
United Nations through the provision of food, fuel, clothing, shelter and
other basic necessities, medical and other essential services.®

The Agreement provided for a Council, which was to be the policy=
making body and was to consist of one representative of each member
government or authority; a Central Committee to make policy deci-
sions of an emergency nature between sessions of the Council and to
consist of representatives of China, USSR, the United Kingdom, and
the United States; * a Committee on Supplies, regional committees,
other special committees; and a Director General who was to have
full powers and authority for carrying out the relief operations con-
templated in the Agreement.

2 Resolution 62, August 1945. 3 Resolution 63, August 1945.
4 Resolution 84, March 1946. 5 Agreement, Preamble.
8 Article I, 2. 7 Article III, 3.
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The Council was to be convened in regular session not less than twice
a year by the Central Committee and might be convened in special
session whenever the Central Committee should deem necessary or
within thirty days after a request therefor by one third of the Council
members.® It was to choose its own chairman, to determine its own
rules of procedure except that, unless otherwise provided in the Agree-
ment or by its own action, it was to vote by simple majority.®

The Central Committee was to invite the participation of the chair-
man of the Committee on Supplies at those of its meetings at which
policies affecting the provision of supplies were discussed.’® Between
sessions of the Council it was, when necessary, to make policy decisions
of an emergency nature, which were to be recorded and communicated
to member governments and to be open to reconsideration by the
Council.

There were to be at least two regional committees, one for Europe
(which was to replace the Inter-Allied Committee on Post-War Re-
quirements) 1! and the other for the Far East, which were to recom-
mend to the Council and the Central Committee policies with respect to
relief and rehabilitation within their respective areas.’* The Committee
on Supplies was to recommend to the Council and the Central Com-
mittee policies designed to assure the provision of supplies.'®

The Director General was to be appointed by the Council on the
nomination by unanimous vote of the Central Committee.'* He was
accorded full power and authority to carry out the operations con-
templated by the Agreement, limited only by availability of resources
and the broad policies determined by the Council or its Central Com-
mittee.'® In arranging for the procurement, transportation, and dis-
tribution of supplies, he was to consult and collaborate with the appro-
priate authorities of the United Nations and, wherever practicable, to
use the facilities made available by such authorities.'® Without his con-
sent and acceptance of his regulations foreign relicf agencies were not
to work in any area receiving aid from the Administration.}” He was
to appoint all necessary personnel including deputy dirf:ctors general
who might be assigned special functions within a region and who,

8 Article TII, 2. 9 Article TII, 1. 10 Article Il 3.

11 Miscalled the “Inter-Allied Committee on European Post-War Relief” in the
Agreement, !

12 Article 111, 5. 18 Article I1I, 4. 14 Art}clc IV, 1.
15 Article IV, 2. 16 Article IV, 2. 17 Article IV, 2.
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if so assigned, were to attend meetings of the regional standing com-
mittees.'® The Director General was also to make periodic reports to
the Central Committee and the Council on the activities of the Ad-
ministration, including those within each region.!®

The Agreement made quite clear that, while hostilities or other
military necessities existed in any area, the Administration was not to
undertake activities therein without the consent of the military com-
mand of that area and unless subject to such control as the command
might find necessary. The determination that such hostilities or mili-
tary necessities existed was to be made by the military commander.2°

Formation

tion within territories of 2 member government ‘‘shall be determined

. . with the consent of the member government,” 21

On the other hand, the Agreement was somewhat vague regarding
the financial aspects of the proposed operations. On authorization of
their appropriate constitutional bodies and in amounts to be determined
by these bodies, member governments were to contribute to the sup-
port of the Administration.2? The Director General was to keep in
review the supplies and resources made available and to initiate action
with a view to assuring such additional supplies as might be required.
Member governments, during the war, were to make purchases outside
their own territories for relief and rehabilitation purposes only after
consultation with the Director General.2? The Director General was
to submit to the Council an annual budget covering necessary adminis-
trative expenses. The total amount approved, in proportions to be de-
termined by the Council, was to be allocated to the member gov-
ernments, which were, subject to conditions of their appropriate
constitutional bodies, to contribute promptly.?

Finally, the Agreement made provision for amendments 2° and for
the withdrawal of members.2¢

This Agreement marked the culmination of consultations between
the signatory governments which, particularly between the Govern-
ments of China, USSR, the United Kingdom, and the United States,
had covered nearly two years. These discussions, in turn, had developed
from various and diverse trends and plans within these countries. The
nature of these plans and the conditions under which they were formu-

18 Article IV, 4. 18 Article 1V, 5. 20 Article VII.

21 Article I, 2a. 22 Article V, 1, 2. 28 Article V, 3.
24 Article VI 25 Article VIIL 26 Article X.
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lated determined the principal aspects of the Agreement. The estab-
lishment of an international organization to bring aid and relief to
stricken nations was, of course, fundamental. Other notable aspects
were: (1) the concentration of authority to determine policy in the
Council which was to decide matters by a simple majority vote; (2) the
small size of the Central Committee, its theoretically restricted author-
ity, and the limitation of the requirement of unanimity to the choice
of the Director General and a few other minor matters; ( 3) the rela-
tive insignificance of the regional committees; (4) the strong adminis-
trative control granted the Director General; (5) the vagueness of the
financial aspects and the definition of the scope of the work to be
done; and (6) the high protection assured to national sovereignty.
These are of interest because the framers of the Agreement were aware
that it might well set a precedent for the organization of other inter-
national bodies.

2. THE BACKGROUND

Though international organizations had existed before, one created
specifically to bring aid and relief to peoples and countries devastated by
the enemies of the United Nations was obviously born of the war and
was designed as a partial answer to some of the inevitable consequences
thereof: devastation, famine, pestilence, disease, and—this, perhaps, a
modern addition to the age-old effects—the exhaustion of foreign ex-
change resources in afflicted areas, which would prevent them, on
resumption of peace, from importing the needed supplies.

The major public suggestion that the work which was to be
UNRRA’s should be performed was made by Winston Churchill,
although he did not suggest that an international organization should be
created for the purpose. On 21 August 1940, in a speech on the war
situation to the House of Commons, his uncompromising refusal to
allow supplies through the blockade was softened by a suggestion of
better things to come:

Let Hitler bear his responsibilities to the full, and let the people of Europe
Who groan beneath his yoke aid in every way the coming of the day ‘Wwhen
that yoke will be broken. Meanwhile we can and we will arrange in ad-
vance for the speedy entry of food into any part of the enslaved area,
when this part has been wholly cleared of German forces and has genuinely
regained its freedom. We shall do our utmost to encourage the building
up of reserves of food all over the world, so that there will always be held
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up before the peoples of Europe including—I say del?berately—thc German
and Austrian peoples, the certainty that the shattering of the Nazi power
will bring them all immediate food, freedom and peace.*”

The United Kingdom Government began immediately to prepare
for the validation of this pledge. Export surpluses thought to be accu-
mulating in British possessions and Latin America as a result of the
1939 blockades appeared as potential resources. In its appeal to the
United States for cooperation in dealing with the surplus problem as a
whole the United Kingdom proposed postwar relief measures as a way
of utilizing world surpluses. As early as September 1940 it raised ques-
tions about arrangements for the storage of existing surplus commodi-
ties to provide reserves for the relief of Europe after liberation.2s

At the same time, a ministerial and an interdepartmental committee,
under the chairmanship of Sir Frederick Leith-Ross, Chief Economie
Adviser to the Government, were established, 2 :

To mitigate the present embarrassments of oversea producers deprived
by the war of many of their normal markets, as well as to prepare in advance
for the relief, at the earliest possible moment after their liberation, of the
plundered countries whose resources are being so ruthlessly drained for the
benefit of the Nazi war machine.?

Similar recognition of the inevitable economic consequences of the
war and need for postwar relief led to other public and private prepara-
tions. Among these the memorandum of agreement regarding the con-
trol of the production, export, and stockpiling of wheat 3! negotiated
in Washington at the instigation of the United States during 1941 and
1942 was to have a direct connection with the work of UNRRA.
Hereby, representatives of Argentina, Australia, Canada, the United
Kingdom, and the United States established an International Wheat
Council in June 1942 which in addition to many duties was to ad-
minister a wheat pool set up for intergovernmental relief in war-stricken
countries where the member governments considered such relief prac-

2? Great Britain, Parliament, House of Commmons, Debates, CCCLXIV (21 August
1940), §5.

%8 United States Department of State (State) (Hawkins’ Papers), memo, 18 Sep-
tember 1940, presented by the Marquess of Lothian (British Ambassador to the United
States) to Cordell Hull (United States Secretary of State), 23 Seprember 1940.

29 Srate (840.48/4989, 3/4), memo appended to note of 11 July 1941 from Kenneth
Bewley (Principal Assistant Secretary, United Kingdom Trcasu}y) to Dean Acheson
(United States Assistant Secretary of State).

3 The Times (London), 3 December 1940, p. .

81 ]I;f’ heat (United States Department of State Publication 2140 [Washington, D.C,
10441).
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ticable. For this pool specific contributions in bushels of wheat or their
equivalent in flour were required of each producing country, while
the United Kingdom undertook to furnish the transportation of relief
wheat as its share. The Council was further empowered to arrange for
the distribution of relief wheat through such an intergovernmental
body as might be set up and given general responsibility for the distribu-
tion of relief.?? Here was the first official international effort to imple-
ment freedom from want. It forecast an intergovernmental relief or-
ganization and made provision for some resources.

In the meantime, various governments in exile, such as the Nether-
lands, for example, began to take steps to accumulate supplies for use
after liberation. As such action was bound to increase competitive buy-
ing, it was a cause of certain apprehension to the United Kingdom and
other governments.?® Partly spurred to action by this situation, the
United Kingdom Government convened a meeting of the representa-
tives of fifteen governments fighting Germany, at St. James’s Palace
on 24 September 1941, for the purpose of establishing machinery to
deal with the preliminary questions related to postwar relief in Europe.
The United States Government had been consulted in advance regard-
ing the plans ¢ and had sent a message of encouragement.?* Anthony
Eden presided and formally presented the following resolution, which
had already been communicated to the governments concerned:

The Governments of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern
Ireland, Canada, the Commonwealth of Australia, New Zealand and the
Union of South Africa, the Governments of Belgium, Czechoslovakia,
Greece, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, thc Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics and Yugoslavia, and the representatives of Gen-
eral de Gaulle, leader of Free Frenchmen, agree: —

(1) That it is their common aim to secure that supplies of food, raw
materials and articles of prime necessity should be r_nade ava_ilablc for the
post-war needs of the countries liberated from Nazi oppression.

(2) That, while each of the Allied Governments and authorities will be
primarily responsible for making provision for the e(lzonomi(_: necds‘ Qf its
own peoples, their respective plans should be coordinated, in a spirit of

inter-allied collaboration, for the successful achievement of the common
aim.

%2 Ibid., Article VI, pp. g-1o. ; :
2 United Kingdom Command 6315, Report of Proceedings, Inter-Allied Meeting,
24 September 1941, p. 19.
¥ State (840.48/4988, 1/2), cable, Winant to Secretary (_)f State 2887, 7 July 1941.
** United Kingdom Command 6315, Report of Proceedings, Inter-Allied Meeting,
24 September 1941, P 22,
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(3) That they welcome the preparatory measures which have already
been undertaken for this purpose and express their readiness to collaborate
to the fullest extent of their power in pursuing the action required.

(4) That, accordingly, each of the Allied Governments and authorities
should prepare estimates of the kinds and amounts of foodstuffs, raw
materials and articles of prime necessity required, and indicate the order
of priority in which it would desire supplies to be delivered.

(5) That the reprovisioning of Europe will require the most efficient
employment after the war of the shipping resources controlled by each
Government and of Allied resources as a whole as well as of those belonging
to other European countries, and that plans to this end should be worked
out as soon as possible between the Allied Governments and authorities,
in consultation as and when appropriate with other Governments con-
cerned.

(6) That, as a first step, a bureau should be established by His Majesty’s
Government in the United Kingdom, with which the Allied Governments
and authorities would collaborate in framing estimates of their require-
ments, and which, after collating and coordinating these estimates, would
present proposals to a Committee of Allied representatives under the chair-
manship of Sir Frederick Leith-Ross.?®

The Netherlands Government wanted assurance that this resolu-
tion would not preclude action by individual governments to assist their
own peoplc. Eden gave such assurance and added: “I wish to make it
clear that our idea is that responsibility rests, in the first place, with
the individual governments to help their own people. But we shall also
do our best to help one another.”

The USSR Government alone was unable to accept the resolution
in its entirety; it considered that the Bureau, which the resolution en-
visaged, should itself be built on the basis of equal representation of all
the governments concerned. It proposed that detailed plans concerning
the scope and form and methods of work of the Bureau should be sub-
mitted for preliminary consideration to the Allied Governments so that
a final decision could be approved at the next inter-Allied conference,
and reserved the right to put forward, at a later date, certain fresh pro-
posals concerning that part of the resolution which covered the con-
stitution of the Bureau.?”

Pending the recipt of these proposals the Inter-Allied Committee on
Post-War Requirements (popularly called the Leith-Ross Committee),
to which the USSR Government did not send a representative nor
submit estimates, met once. Nevertheless, the Allied Post-War Re-

86 Ibid., pp. 17-18. °7 Ibid., pp. 29-31.
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quirements Bureau, staffed entirely by British Government officials,
and eventually a network of forty-four international committees, sub-
committees, and panels were established ** to prepare estimates of the
needs of nine European countries.?® Their conclusions were ultimately
presented to the governments concerned in June 1943.*°

The USSR proposals #* were submitted in January 1942 to the gov-
ernments which had actively participated in the St. James’s Palace
Conference and, at the suggestion of the United Kingdom Govern-
ment,*? to the Government of the United States,** which by that time
had entered the war and had attached a representative to the Inter-
Allied Committee. The principal suggestion was for the establishment
of an international organization in place of the British-dominated
Post-War Requirements Bureau to deal with some of the problems con-
cerning the economic life of postwar Europe.

Formal answer to these proposals was postponed until the United
Kingdom and United States Governments had had an opportunity to
study them and to confer.** The Allied Post-War Requirements Bu-
reau, in response, made recommendations ** which the United King-
dom Government, although it did not put them forward officially,
considered a workable plan.*® These were submitted to the United
States Government in February 1942.47

The two proposals were, in turn, considered by the United States
Government, which made known its suggestions in May.*® It further

88 Inter-Allied Committee on Post-War Requirements, Report to Allied Govern-
ments (1943), Appendix L

89 Those attending the St. James's Palace Conference, except the USSR and the
United Kingdom.

40 Inter-Allied Committee on Post-War Requirements, Report to Allied Govern-
nients.

41See State, Handbook, United States Delegation (First Session of the Council,
Atlantic City, N.J., 1943), Section A, Document V, Supplement b.

42 United  Kingdom ~Allied Post-War Requirements Bureau (Wg1g/ 17), Aide
Mémoire, 8 May 1942.

48 State (Hawkins' Papers), memo, Acheson to Hull, 23 June 1942; cable, United
States Embassy, London, to Secretary of State 327, 22 January 1942.

#t United Kingdom Foreign Office, ES. (0) (42), 14, 21; State (Hawkins' Papers),
cable, United States Embassy, London, to Secretary of State 1223, 14 March 1942.

15 State, Handbook, United States Delegation, Section A, Document V, Supple-
ment g.

46 State (UNRRA Docs.), memo, Ray Atherton (Chief, Division of European Af-
fairs, Department of State) to Acheson, 14 March 1942.

47 Srate (UNRRA Docs.), Enclosure I to dispatch, United States Embassy, London,
to Secretary of State 2054, 26 February 1942.

48 State (Hawkins' Papers), memo, Acheson to Hull, 23 June 1942; (840.48/52/13),
cable, Hull to United States Embassy, London, 1995, 7 May 1942.
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proposed that conferences should be held in Washington between
‘ representatives of the Chinese, USSR, United Kingdom, and United
States Governments to discuss these proposals, after which there should
be held a conference of all the interested nations.
. Accordingly, Leith-Ross was sent by the United Kingdom Govern-
1 ment to Washington in June. Though the terms in which his memo-
‘ randum of February had been drawn up were wide and provided the
iB basis for an ambitious approach to relief problems, he left London with
‘ ! no plenipotentiary power to negotiate an agreement for the establish-
_ ment of a relief organization. On the contrary, he was given discretion
l to deal with the organizational aspects of the problem in whatever
manner seemed to him most likely to reconcile the divergent views of
the governments concerned, but his powers to commit his government
| on how the supplies and materials could be made available to the organi-
‘ zation and what contribution the United Kingdom Government could
make were strictly limited.*® The United States Government was fully
aware of the limitations of his instructions.®®
As a basis for discussion with Leith-Ross the United States proposals
were presented in the form of a United Nations agreement creating a
relief administration—a paper written by Harry Hawkins °* (Chief,
Division of Commercial Policy and Agreements, United States Depart-
ment of State), in line with suggestions by Dean Acheson 52 (Assistant
Secretary of State). When amended by Acheson and the Subcommittee
‘ i on Economic Reconstruction of the Department of State,*® this was
" known as the Acheson draft.’* It also had no official sanction. Confer-
ences under the able direction of Acheson continued into the summer.®®
Although representatives from China and the USSR were not present
. at these meetings their ambassadors in Washington were kept fully
| informed regarding the progress of the discussions.®®

| 49 Monograph, R. Miller, “The United Kingdom Approach to UNRRA,” p. 24.
] 50 State (UNRRA Docs.), memo, conversation, Acheson and R. Opie (British Em-
bassy), 27 June 1942.
51 State (Hawkins’ Papers), memos, Hawkins to Acheson, 8, 9 June 1942,
52 Srate (Hawkins’ Papers), memo, Acheson to Sumner Welles (Under Secretary of
' State), enclosing suggestion for draft agreement, 6 June 1942.
| 53 Srate (UNRRA Docs.), Acheson to Secretary of State, 23 June 1943.
54 Srate (UNRRA Docs.), Acheson draft of 15 June 1942.
(| o5 State (Hawkins’ Papers), minutes, first four meetings, 2, 3, 7, 10 July 1943. Later
| minutes are Missing.
Il 56 State (840.50/464), memo, conversation, Soviet Ambassador, Chinese Ambassador,
: and Acheson, 1 July 1942; (840.50/571), memo, conversation, Chinese Ambassador and
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By August the negotiators had adopted a revised text for an agree-
ment establishing a United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Admin-
istration. When amended to include a suggestion of the United States
military authorities which became Article VIL?" this was approved by
the United States Secretary of State and by the President as a basis for
discussion. The draft 5 was submitted to the Governments of China,
USSR, and the United Kingdom. It was decided at that time,’® how-
ever, not to call a2 wider international conference to consider it, since
the war situation hardly seemed favorable (Tobruk had recently fallen;
the Germans were still advancing in southern USSR; and the counter-
attack against Japan had not yet started).

Further discussions proceeded very slowly. In November, however,
the United States Government asked for immediate comments.®® This
soon brought forth further suggestions.®* Negotiations were resumed
in January 1943, this time by representatives of the four Governments
meeting with Acheson in the Department of State. By then the war
situation had taken an emphatic turn for the better (El Alamein, the
landings on North Africa, Stalingrad, and the offensive against the
Japanese). Furthermore, the other Allies were growing restless and
anxious to push their own relief buying. The renewed discussions were
continued until May when the representatives of the Four Powers pro-
duced a draft agreement that was, with the President’s approval, re-
leased to the other forty Allied and associated governm ents.®? Criticisms
from these countries and from members of the United States Senate

Acheson, 14 July 1942; (840.50/572), memo, conversation, Soviet Ambassador and
Acheson, 14 July 1942; (UNRRA Daocs.), letter, Leith-Ross to Acheson, 14 July 1942.

57 Srate (UNRRA Docs.), letter, R. P. Patterson (Under Secretary of War), to
Acheson, 20 August 1942.

58 See Stare, Handbook, United States Delegation, Section A, Document V, Supple-
ment e.

39 State (UNRRA Docs.), memo, “UNRRA Program” (prepared for Secretary’s
conference with the Vice-President, 4 November 1942).

60 State (840.50/830 A), cables: Hull to United States Embassy, London 5695, 12
November 1942; (840.50/527 H), Hull to United States Embassy, Chungking, 13 No-
vember 1942; (840.50/830 B), Hull to United Srates Embassy, Kuibyshev, 13 November
1942.

61 State (840.50/1064), memo, Acheson to Hull, 6 January 1943, enclosing memo,
“Points Raised by British, Russian, and Chinese Governments regarding the Draft
Agreement for UNRRA.”

%2 State  (840.50/7039 A), letter, Hull to the President, 7 June 1943; State
(840.50/2929 M), cable, Acheson to United States Embassy, London 2779, 5 June 19433
(840.50/2031 B), circular relegram to chiefs of United States missions, 9 June 1943.
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during the coming summer °2 led to the revision of 20 September,®* the
third major draft. This was released to the Allied and associated powers
23 September 1943 and to the press the following day.®® It became the
text of the Agreement, which was formally adopted at the meeting
held on 9 November 1943.

3. THE AGREEMENT DISCUSSED

During the months that followed the St. James’s Palace Conference
three important, separate proposals for the formation of an interna-
tional relief organization were advanced: the USSR proposals of Janu-
ary 1942; the Allied Post-War Requirements Bureau (the Leith-Ross)
proposals of February 1942; and the United States proposals of May
1942. There were likewise three major draft versions of an agreement
to establish such an organization: the first draft of August 1942, pre-
pared by the United Kingdom and United States Governments; the
second draft of May 1943, prepared by representatives of the Govern-
ments of China, USSR, the United Kingdom, and the United States;
and the third and final draft (which was officially adopted in November
1943) of September 1943, prepared by representatives of the same four
Governments after receiving the views of the other governments con-
cerned.

Necessarily, these proposals and drafts, though containing much in
common, differed one from another. Certain matters were constant
in all: relief work (not, however, precisely defined and limited) was
to be performed in liberated countries; this work was to be performed
by an international organization; and the supreme body of this organ-
ization was to be a body consisting of one representative of each mem-
ber state. Certain other matters were not settled, even in the final and
accepted version of the Agreement, and were officially left for decision
to the first meeting of the Council of the organization: the financial
arrangements; and the exact scope of the work to be performed. Still
other matters, regarding which different views had been advanced from

63 State (UNRRA Docs.), negotiations after 9 June presentation, not including Four
Powers; (UNRRA Docs.), memos of Four Power discussions in Acheson’s office, 21
July, 19 August 1943; (840.50/2482 A, B, and C), cables: State to American ambassadors,
Chungking 381, London 3093, Moscow 236, 27 August 1943.

64 State (UNRRA. Docs.), Draft Agreement of 20 September 1943.

65 State (840.50/2567 A), United States circular telegram to chiefs of missions, 21
September 1943; (840.50/2627, 2624), State Press Releases 394, 395, 23 September 1943.
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time to time, were settled in the final draft: the size, authority, and vot-
ing procedure of the Central (or Executive, as it was at first called)
Committee; and the nature of the organization.

The first recommendation for a strong, policy-making, but small
committee appeared in the United States proposals of May 1942,%
in which it was suggested that there should be an Executive Committee,
consisting of representatives of the four big Powers “to provide for
the required centralization of responsibility and authority as concerns
both the formulation and execution of policy.” It was further stated
that careful consideration would have to be given, among other sub-
jects, to: the extent to which other countries should be represented
on this committee; the principles under which it should function; and
the extent of its powers. It was precisely these three topics that involved
the greatest discussions between the time the Committee was first sug-
gested and the Agreement was adopted.

During the discussions in the summer of 1942 the United Kingdom
Government recommended that the Committee be limited to four
members for the sake of efficiency. Though the United States Govern-
ment was concerned about the reaction of the small powers, it never-
theless accepted this view,*” which was embodied in the draft of August
1942, where the name “Policy Committee” was used.*® When negotia-
tions were actively resumed in January 1943, the United Kingdom
Government proposed a Policy Committee of seven members, one of
which would be Canada,®® the other two, presumably, a Continental
European power and a representative of Latin America. The presence
of the Allied Governments in London and the persistent claims of the
Canadian Government for membership in the executive group in recog-
nition of its position as a major potential supplier of relief goods ™ had
wielded such influence that the United Kingdom then subordinated
its concern about efficiency to its desire to secure the wholehearted

66 State, Handbook, United States Delegation, Section A, Document V, Supple-
ment f.

67 State (Hawkins' Papers), interdepartmental meeting with Leith-Ross, minutes,
3 July 1942, )

88 Article III, 3. See State, Handbaok, United States Delegation, Section A, Docu-
ment V, Section e. i

% State (UNRRA Dacs.), official reply from British Embassy, Washington, 21
December 1942.

70 Canadian Government Documents (Can. Docs.), telegram, Secretary of State
for External Affairs, Ottawa, to High Commissioner for Canada, London, 6 June 1942;
letter, Canadian Department of External Affairs to Leith-Ross, 3 September 1942.
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support of all the United Nations for the relief project.” The Soviets
and the Chinese, however, continued to adhere to the concept of a
Four Power Committee. Upon news of this the Canadian Govern-
ment presented its views directly to the State Department, declaring
that a position proportionate to its expected importance as a source of
relief supplies was necessary to convince Parliament to accept the
financial burden and other sacrifices in furnishing relief goods.”™ Both
the Canadians and the Soviets, though for different reasons, stressed the
danger of establishing a precedent in the executive body of the relief
organization which should not be adopted by other international bodies
likely to be set up under the aegis of the United Nations. The Cana-
dian Government wished to avoid a world directed by the Four Pow-
ers.”™ The Soviet Government argued that the obvious difficulties of
selecting one minor European government for membership on the relief
Executive would be negligible in comparison with the problems to be
encountered if seven powers had to be chosen in succeeding interna-
tional organizations to deal with more controversial matters. These
differences were compromised; 7 in the second draft (May 1943) the
membership of the Committee, now called “Central,” was left at four,
but it was added that the chairman of a newly proposed Committee on
Supplies would attend those meetings at which policies affecting the
provision of supplies were discussed; 7® and there was the definite under-
standing that this position would be held by a representative of the
Canadian Government.” In the summer of 1943 other countries ob-
jected to the exclusive membership but did not push their objections
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7 State (UNRRA Docs.), official reply from British Embassy, Washington, 21
December 1942.

72 Srate (UNRRA Docs.), memo from Soviet Embassy, 16 February 1943; memo,
Four Power meeting, State Department, 17 February 1943.

78 Can. Docs., “Departmental Memorandum concerning the Composition of the
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1942, 8 February 1943 giving text of memo to be submitted to Cordell Hull; State
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when others of their suggestions, involving decreases in the powers of
the Central Committee, were accepted.”®

In its proposals of January 1942 the USSR Government had sug-
gested thar all decisions of the Inter-Allied Committee (the body more
or less corresponding to the Council of the drafts) should be taken by
the unanimous vote of all the representatives participating in the pro-
ceedings.™ This suggestion of unanimity,not contained in the first draft,
was renewed during the January-May 1943 discussions in relation to
the Central Committee. The compromise of Acheson, that decision
would be by majority vote except in specific instances defined in the
Agreement, was accepted *° and incorporated in the second draft, Four
such instances were specified,®! and one was watered down in the final
draft.®* The only significant instance was the choice of the Director
General.

The first and second drafts assigned considerable powers to the Cen-
tral Committee, the most important being contained in the provision
that “between sessions of the Council it shall exercise all the powers and
functions thereof.” 8 To these powers, coupled with the limited size
of the Committee, other nations objected during the summer of 1943.54
Changes were made to meet their views: (1) new members were to
be admitted by the Council and by the Committee if it were authorized
to do so by the Council (instead of by Council and Committee); 55
(2) members of committees were to be appointed by the Council, and
by the Central Committee if authorized by the Council, on an emer-
gency basis until the next Council session (instead of by the Committee,
subject to ratification by the Council); ¢ (3) emergency sessions of
the Council could be called by the Committee or at the request of one

8 State (UNRRA. Docs.), Chart of Replies from United Nations to Draft Agree-
ment of 15 May 1943, released 7 June 1943. ; '

™ See State, Handbook, United States Delegation, Section A, Document V, Supple-
ment b.

80 State (UNRRA Docs.), official memo from USSR Embassy, 29 December 1942;
memo, State Department meeting, 6 January 1943. !

81 Article I, z¢; Article IV, 1 (two incidents); Article VIII (Article VIII, 4, of final
draft).

82 Article VIII, b; compare with Article VIII, 15 May draft. Sec State, Handbook,
United States Delegation, Section A, Document V, Supplement i.

82 Article 11, 3 (both drafts). 4

84 Srate, Handbook, United States Delegation, Section A, Dlocumcnt V, Supplements
i, j, and k; State (UNRRA Docs.), replies from United Nations to Draft Agreement,
July-September 1943.

8 Article I, 86 Article 111, s, 6.
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- third of the Council members (instead of by the Committee or at the
‘ request of a majority of the members); 5" (4) certain amendments
(those affecting Articles III and IV) were to be made only on a two-
thirds vote of the Council including all the votes of the members of the
Committee (instead of all amendments depending on the unanimous
vote of the members of the Committee).*8 The most important change,
however, was the elimination of the statement that the Committee,
between Council sessions, would exercise all the powers of the Council
and the substitution of the provision that between sessions it could take
decisions of an emergency nature which should be communicated
promptly to the member governments and which would be subject to
discussion at the next Council session.5?

Concepts regarding the nature of the organization developed steadily
from the time of the USSR proposals of January 1942. There it was
suggested that there should be: an Inter-Allied Committee (corre-
sponding to the Council of the Agreement); a small bureau or secre-
tariat, of four or five persons, to handle day-to-day business; and two
special commissions of experts to advise the Committee. The Commit-
tee was to determine the requirements of liberated territories, allocate
supplies to them, and suggest ways to facilitate the procurement of
supplies, but it was not to procure nor distribute supplies. It was not,
therefore, to be an operating organization.*”

The Leith-Ross proposals of February 1942 introduced the concept
of an operating organization. He proposed the establishment of a Coun-
cil, and an Executive consisting of a Director General (to be a citizen

of the United States, which view was thereafter accepted without fur-
I ther discussion) and six Directors heading subsidiary agencies. Among
these were to be: a Financial Committee to investigate the financial
needs of countries, to investigate methods of assisting destitute coun-
| tries, and to develop a relief fund to assist such countries; and a Relief
Service Agency to use the relief fund to acquire necessary supplies, to
have field missions to aid in distribution, and to allocate inland transport
facilities (that is, to perform a task similar to that which was, in fact,
later handled by the European Central Inland Transport Organiza-

87 Article III, 2.
' 88 Article VIIL, b (final draft), Article VIII (second draft).

89 Article III, 3.

90 See State, Handbook, United States Delegation, Section A, Document V, Supple-
ment b.
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tion).?* Here the possibility (a vital factor in UNRRA operations) of
free distribution to destitute countries (those without foreign exchange
resources) was clearly introduced as well as the establishment of an
operating organization.

The United States proposal of May 1942 suggested the establishment
of a Council, an Executive Committee, technical advisory subcommit-
tees, and a Director General heading a Bureau which was to correspond
to Leith-Ross’s Executive.??

The first draft agreement of August 1942 ** closely followed this
proposal; there were to be: a Council, a Policy Committee, regional
committees “to advise,” and other technical committees; and a Direc-
tor General, who would have authority to appoint his own staff and to
carry out the relief operations and functions inherent in the powers to
be vested in the Administration, such as the power “to acquire, hold
and convey property.” Here was provided an operating and strongly
centralized organization. The important additions to the United States
proposals were the regional and technical committees, which, to be sure,
had been foreshadowed in the Leith-Ross and USSR proposals respec-
tively. The former were included to satisfy Leith-Ross’s inclinations
toward a regional organization but limited to advisory activities to ac-
cord with the United States preference for a centralized organization.®
In January 1943 the USSR and the United Kingdom Governments
suggested that the committees’ powers might be more than advisory,
but they quickly accepted the United States view that that limitation
be retained.?®

No changes of substance, in respect of the nature of the organiza-
tion, were made either in the second or in the final draft. One sentence
was, however, added in the second and retained in the final draft which,
nearly meaningless in itself, yet reflected important discussions on the
authority of the Director General. After the statement that he was to
select his own staff, another was added, in no way limiting this power,
mentioning deputy directors general to whom might be assigned spe-
cial functions within a region.®® In February 1943 the United Kingdom

91 See ibid., Supplement g. 92 See ibid., Supplement f,

9% See ibid., Supplement e. ¢ y

94 State (Hawkins’ Papers), interdepartmental meeting, minutes, 2 ]u]y 1942.

9 Srate (UNRRA. Docs.), memo, replies of Chinese, USSR, and United Kingdom
Governments, 6 January 1943; memo, Four Power discussion, Acheson’s office, 11
January 1943. 88 Article IV, 4.
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had proposed that the selection of regional deputy directors general
should be subject to the approval of the Central Committee. The
USSR Government then requested that there be two such regional
officials in Europe, one specifically representing the USSR Govern-
ment and the other the United Kingdom Government. The United
States Government, however, held to the view, which the others ac-
cepted, that the Director General’s authority should not be so dero-
gated.*” To meet this request of the USSR Government and a similar
one from the Chinese Government,”® the four consulting powers
reached the following understanding:

It was agreed that because of the interest and responsibility of the Govern-
ments represented on the Central Committee in the work of the Adminis-
tration, it would be natural and desirable that in appointment of Deputy
Directors General nationals of these countries would be included in their
number. When Deputies are assigned responsibilities and duties in connec-
tion with the Administration’s work in the European region and in the Far
East, it is anticipated that among their number would be included those
who are nationals of those countries represented on the Central Com-
mittee which lie within those respective regions. Other Deputies might be
similarly engaged or might work on matters of a more general nature.
While recognizing that all such appointments and assignments are the func-
tions of the Director General, the powers engaged in these discussions
were agreed in recommending to him such arrangements and in using their
best efforts in helping to establish them.*

Though there never was any suggestion that the proposed organiza-
tion should be able to override national sovereign powers, to meet
USSR fears 1°° on this point a sentence was added in the second draft
(and thereafter retained) to the article authorizing the A dministration
to administer the provision of relief supplies and services and to facili-
tate the production and transport of such supplies in countries receiv-
ing aid, making assurance doubly certain by stating that such functions

97 State (UNRRA Docs.), letter, Roy Veatch (Office of Foreign Relief and Re-
habilitation Operations [OFRRO]) to Acheson, 16 February 1943, transmitting sug-
gestions of F. F. Thorold (First Secretary of British Embassy), 2 February 1943; letter,
Maxim Litvinov (USSR Ambassador to the United States) to Acheson, 18 March
1943; memos, Four Power discussions, Acheson’s office, 17 February, 24 March 1943.

98 State (UNRRA Docs.), letter, Wei-Tao-Ming (Chinese Ambassador to the United
States) to Acheson, 23 April 1943.

99 State (UNRRA Docs.), memo, Four Power discussion, Acheson’s office, 4 May
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100 Srate (UNRRA Docs.), memos from USSR Embassy, 29 December 1942, 16
February 1943; memos, Four Power discussions, Acheson’s office, 11 January, 17 Feb-
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were to be performed only “after consultation with and with the con-
sent of the member government.” 101

4. OTHER ORGANIZATIONS

The Agreement to establish UNRRA was thus developed, but much
had obviously to be determined by the Council of the new organiza-
tion. After Leith-Ross’s attempts, all reference to financing the pro-
posed operations had been excluded from the proposals and drafts.
The limitations of scope had likewise not been clearly defined. Before
these questions had been settled, there had been three other develop-
ments which were to affect the work of the new international organ-
ization.

In July 1942 the United Kingdom Government formed the Middle
East Relief and Refugee Administration as successor to various sep-
arate offices. This organization thenceforth undertook to provide aid
for refugees in the Middle East (principally Poles, Greeks, and Yugo-
slavs). This was the first operation, on a substantial scale, in the field of
displaced persons 12 which was later to be of considerable concern to
the member governments of UNRRA and was to involve the time
and energy of many UNRRA employees. The particular organization
was itself merged in UNRRA in the spring of 1944.7°*

A still more important development took place on 18 November
1942 when President Roosevelt delegated to the Secretary of State the
responsibility for developing United States policies toward the peoples
of the territories occupied by the armed forces of the United Na-
tions.’** Three days later he appointed Herbert I. Lehman, then Gov-

ernor of New York, Director of the Office of Foreign Relief and Re-
habilitation Operations (OFRRO) to “undertake the work of organ-
izing American participation in the activities of the United Nations in
furnishing relief and other assistance to victims of war in areas reoc-
cupied by the forces of the United Nations.” 1> Thenceforth it was
accepted that he would be the American who it had been generally
agreed should head the coming international administration.

101 Article I, 2a. y £¥an

102 Monograph, Elizabeth K. Simeon, “The Origins of the Balkan Mission,” I,
Part 1, 70-72; see infra, Part Five, Chapter I.

108 See Part Five, Chapter L.

104 State (OFRRO Docs.), letter, Roosevelt to Hull, 18 November 1942,

105 Department of State Bulletin, 21 November 1942, p. 948.
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Although Lehman’s office was set up within the Department of State
almost immediately,’°® its functions were not defined until March
1943.'7 Even then its exact powers in relation to other agencies and
departments were not clear. In September 1943 it was merged with
the Office of Lend-Lease Administration and the Office of Economic
Warfare (formerly the Board of Economic Warfare) to form the
Foreign Economic Administration (FEA).1% The former OFRRO
personnel of the new administration, however, maintained, for practi-
cal purposes, separate identity, and after the formation of UNRRA
many of them joined the new international organization. Governor
Lehman was at the time appointed Special Assistant to the President
for the purpose of perfecting the plans for the meeting of representa-
tives of the United Nations already scheduled for 9 November 1943.1%9

The direction of the negotiations leading to the formation of the
UNRRA Agreement remained under the control of the Department
of State and of Dean Acheson. Governor Lehman and his OFRRO
staff kept in close touch with the progress of the negotiations and with
other United States agencies interested in the international relief pro-
gram. Meanwhile, in addition to conducting some field operations in
North Africa,'*® OFRRO devoted itself to the study of relief require-
ments in the occupied countries, the development of procedures for the
procurement and handling of supplies,’** and to plans and policies for
the international organization to be.*'® At the invitation of the United
Kingdom,'** Governor Lehman and his Special Assistant, Hugh R.
Jackson, went to London in April 1943. There his conversations with
Allied civilian and military authorities, including representatives of
the Chinese and Soviet Governments, helped in the development of

108 State (OFRRO Docs.), letter, Roosevelt to Secretary of the Treasury, 3 De-
cember 1942.

107 State (OFRRO Docs.), letter, Roosevelt to Lehman, 19 March 1943.

108 Executive Order of the President 9380, 25 September 1943.

108 State (OFRRO Docs.), White House Press Release, 25 September 1043,

110 State (OFRRO Docs.), E. R. Fryer (OFRRO), “Report of Tunisian Operations,
20 May-1 July 1943"; (OFRRO Docs.), Department of State Press Release 267, 21
June 1943.

111 Srate (OFRRO Docs.), “Area Commodity Programs”™; “Status of the Supply
Programs of the Supply and Transport Division of OFRRO for the Year 1943";
OFRRO Bulletin 1, 15 June 1943.

112 State (UNRRA Docs.), conferences on UNRRA Preparations, minutes, 25, 26
June 1943; (UNRRA Docs.), memo, Veatch to Lehman and Francis B. Sayre (Deputy
Director of OFRRO), 15 May 1943.

113 State (UNRRA Docs.), letter, the Earl of Halifax (British Ambassador to the
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mutual understanding of the preparations for the postwar relief pro-
gram on both sides of the Atlantic,4

OFRRO’s work culminated in the preparation, by twenty-four
committees made up of former members of the OFRRO staff now
attached to FEA and of consultants, of a collection of documents deal-
ing with such subjects as the Agreement, the organization of the Coun-
cil and its committees, the permanent rules of the Council, the per-
sonnel policies of the Administration, the scope of its activities, its
relations with governments, procedures for ascertaining the needs of
countries, policies with respect to health and medical care, welfare serv-
ices, displaced persons, distribution—indeed, with practically all the
actual problems that were to confront UNRRA.15 Much of this vast
body of material was collected under the title Handbook, United States
Delegation. This compilation, though not in fact adopted as the official
guide of the United States Delegation, nevertheless exercised a major
influence on the work of the Council in its First Session and subse-
quent developments within UNRRA, if not directly, at least by virtue
of the fact that many of the individuals who worked on its preparation
also had key positions on the various committees of the First Session
and later in the Administration.

While the plans for UNRRA were being developed, the problem of
relief for civilians upon liberation was being considered by various mili-
tary authorities, who necessarily considered such relief an important
adjunct to military operations, particularly in those liberated areas
which they anticipated would have to be used as bases for further
prosecution of the war against the enemy. As early as July 1942 the
United Kingdom War Office established a committee to consider “in
conjunction with the force commanders concerned and with other
government departments at the appropriate stages, the steps necessary
on military grounds to insure efficient civil administration of military
territory liberated in Europe as a result of operations by forces of the
United Nations.” ¢ The United States War Department established a
Civil Affairs Division in March 1 943. The Combined Chiefs of Staff
(CCS) established a Combined Civil Affairs Committee in July 1943.
In the United Kingdom it was accepted, certainly before 1943, that

114 Lehman and H. R. Jackson, “Journal of Mission to London,” 8-23 April 1943.

135 Srate (UNRRA Docs.), working papers of the twenty-four committees; memo,
“UNRRA Preparations, Committee and Staff Assignments,” 7 October 1943.

116 State, Committee on Administration of Territories (Europe) (42) 1.
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; initial relief supply activities in liberated areas would be handled by

| the military authorities. On 10 November 1943 the President informed
the Secretary of War that the Army was to assume the initial responsi-
bility for shipping and distributing relief supplies.’*” The period during
which it was to exercise this responsibility was not precisely defined

| but was generally assumed to be six months,**®

l When the UNRRA Council held its First Session, it was known that,

' at least in the areas in which Anglo-American forces were operating,

W | active UNRRA operations would not commence for some months after

! liberation and that, in order to assure continuity of policy in respect to

. supply operations, there would be need for close collaboration with

| the military authorities. 2755 3

5. THE FIRST COUNCIL SESSION

This First Session was held at Atlantic City, New [ersey, from 10
November to 1 December 1gﬂlmnediatcly after the signing of the
Agreement. A% Thost Government the United States had provided a
staff of technical advisers and assistants responsible to Governor Leh-
man and a secretariat to service the Session.!*® It had prepared a draft
agenda, a set of temporary rules of procedure, and suggestions for
! temporary ad hoc committees on which each government would be
' rq:prt:smltcd.120 And in accordance with the “Temporary Rules” 12!
_ the President had appointed a temporary chairman, Dean Acheson, to
' preside at the opening meeting and until the Coundil elected its own
‘ [ chairman.

The UNRRA Council was the first public meeting 122 of representa-
| tives of the United Nations and as such excited considerable interest.
‘| ' From the time of the Allied military successes in North Africa the

United States Government had given wide publicity to its interest
in postwar relief. The President himself had taken the lead, reafirming

117 State (OFRRO Docs.), letter, Roosevelt to Secretary of War, 10 November
1043-
9113 Henry L. Stimson and McGeorge Bundy, On Active Service in Peace and War
(New York, 1948), p- 560.
119 Srate (UNRRA Docs.), conference in Sayre’s office, 25 September 1943.
120 Srate (840.50/3120 B), letter, Acting Secretary of State to delegates, 4 November
I 1943, enclosing draft agenda and Temporary Rules of Procedure.
121 Journal, First Council, p. 14, Temporary Rules of Procedure, Article L.
122 The United Nations Conference on Food and Agriculture, Hot Springs, Va,
May 1943, was closed to the press and public.
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the promises made by Churchill.**® Lehman’s appointment as Director
of OFRRO was broadcast throughout the world.*** Radio announce-
ments and millions of pamphlets dropped from aircraft over occupied
countries carried this news with the forecast that the job would later
be undertaken jointly by the United Nations.'*® Lehman and his
staff had put before the American people the goals and realities of the
coming relief program. The nonpolitical nature of the operation, the
doctrine of helping people to help themselves, the world-embracing
approach of UNRRA, the need for public sacrifice—all had been
foretold.126 The last two drafts of the Agreement were widely pub-
licized,*" plans for the coming Council announced in detail,’?® and
accounts of the White House ceremony followed by reports of the
assembled Council had carried hope for better conditions both to
oppressed and free peoples throughout the world.***

This First Session was an impressive assembly. Many present either
as part of a national delegation or as part of the secretariat were, or
were to become, well known on the international scene. Among the
Council members were L. B. Pearson, Canada; T. F. Tsiang, China;
Jean Monnet, French Committee of National Liberation; Kyriakos
Varvaressos, Greece; Sir Girja Shankar Bajpai, India; P. A. Kerstens,
the Netherlands; Walter Nash, New Zealand; Anders Frihagen, Nor-
way; V. A. Sergeev, USSR; John J. Llewellin, United Kingdom; and
Dean Acheson, United States, one of the two fathers of UNRRA and

123 White House Press Release, 13 November 1942.

124 State, Office of War Information (OWI) Central Directive, 4-11 December
1042.
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the elected chairman of the Session. Among the alternates and ad-
visers were J. B. Brigden, Australia; Viscount Alain DuPare, Belgium;
Aake Ording, Norway; A. T. Brennan, Union of South Africa; Sir
Frederick Leith-Ross, the other father of UNRRA, Sir George Ren-
del, Oliver Franks, all of the United Kingdom; Francis B. Sayre-and
Thomas Parran, United States. The Secretariat included Philip C. Jes-
sup, Abraham H. Feller, Luther Gulick, Huntington Gilchrist, and
George L. Warren.12°

Though the immediate task was the establishment of the broad
policies which were to guide the Administration in its practical tasks,
those present earnestly hoped and indeed believed that they were
also launching something very much bigger and more important:
United Nations coGperation in the widest sense. This feeling shone out
in many statements. At the opening meeting Varvaressos said:

Formation

The United Nations are convinced that the agreement for the establish-
ment of the UNRRA, officially signed yesterday, and the opening of the
First Session of its Council, which is taking place today, mark the begin-
ning of a close and sincere cooperation between nations in the difficult
task of facing and solving the post-war problems. This cooperation will
lay the foundation for the organization of a post-war world based on free-
dom, independence, and mutual respect between nations . . 1%

Cordell Hull sent a message to the Council stating:

At Moscow [where he had just been attending the meeting of foreign
ministers] we agreed upon a broad basic program of international co-
operation, based on the principle of the sovereign equality of all peace-
loving states and open to membership of all such states, large and small,
for the hastening of victory, the preservation of peace and the promotion
of human welfare. It is gratifying to find, on my return, the Council of the
United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administration already engaged
in turning that program . . . into warm and heartening reality . . .1

Tsiang, China, commented:

In speaking of UNRRA, some people have stressed the humanitarian as-
pect, which is of course obvious and praiseworthy. Others have emphasized
the political wisdom underlying UNRRA; this is also true. Still others
have seen in UNRRA a valuable military aid; nobody can deny this. A
fourth group of persons think UNRRA will help to keep the world eco-
nomically sound and to hasten the day of business prosperity; this is un-

180 Journal, First Council, pp. 199-207.
131 Jbid., p. 8. 132 Jhid., p. 19.
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doubtedly true. These four views are each in their way correct, but only
by putting all four together do we get the whole truth.2

Frihagen, Norway, said:

My Government endeavored to buy, by our own means, the supplies for
the first emergency period. We have, however, accepted the great need
of a new and more far-reaching kind of international collaboration. We
have restricted our free purchases, and we have bowed to the common
discipline of the United Nations. However, we have done this with the
understanding that this discipline will be based on truly democratic prin-
ciples and will have some tangible, practical effects in achieving common
ends. 134

Sergeev, USSR, said:

I wish to express my hope that the mutual understanding and the spirit
of collaboration which prevailed during this session will be an indication
how the United Nations will work together when our job of relief and
rehabilitation actually starts.**®

Kerstens, the Netherlands, said:

Gentlemen, I believe that we have really passed an examination of the high-
est importance. President Roosevelt in his address to us on the gth of No-
vember stressed the great truth so simple in its wording, but so deep and
wise in its meaning, that nations who want to collaborate will have to learn
by collaborating. Indeed, international cooperation, such as introduced by
UNRRA, must be learned. I think we have all learned something valuable.
We have all learned that we cannot have all things our own way. But we
have also learned that by giving and taking we can reach unanimous de-
cisions which are valuable for all of us. Once more in the history of human
civilization, it has been proved that reason is more than instinct.'*®

Even Acheson, with his background of experience in the difficulties
encountered in launching such an enterprise, and with his attention
centered largely on the accomplishment of the immediate tasks, said:

If it is possible to state briefly the role of this organization in that great
undertaking, it is to do those 'things which would not be done uflthf)ut
it, and to leave to others what they are doing and can do. The organization
of supply can and must be done by the agencies which control supply.
Distribution can and should be done by those responsible in the respective
countries. But this organization can mobilize and present the n_eeds, passing
upon them in the light of equitable and just standards determined here by

138 Ipid., p. 21. 184 ]bid., p. 36. 135 [bid., p- 174
186 Jbid., p. 176.
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agreement. It can finance purchases which cannot otherwise be made and
which must be made. It can organize the care of the millions of the home-
less and the exiles.

It is a great task, one worthy of a great organization. It cannot be done
by any single nation or small group. The United Nations are none too
strong for it, for it will require unity and resources and will. This meeting
is a guarantee that those requisites exist.**?

The Session was, however, by no means devoted merely to expres-
sions of hope for the future. Much practical work was accomplished
by the four principal committees, which dealt with organization and
administration; general policy; finance and supplies; and relief and
rehabilitation policies, and by the subcommittees which were estab-
lished to consider particular aspects of the subjects handled by the
main committees. The work of all was codrdinated by a Committee

on Ad Hoc Committees. Delegates from every nation sat on these com-

mittees, and the chairmanships were widely distributed among both
small and large countries.'®® The committees worked so efficiently
that Acheson later testified to the remarkable beginnings in interna-
tional codperation which the First Council achieved.13® Llewellin,
United Kingdom, summed up their accomplishments:

What are the main things that we have decided? First, we have recom-
mended to those who have financial authority in our different countries 2
financial plan—a plan which is fair to all; a plan which sets a target at which
we all must aim; a plan which, if governments are able to accept it, will
ensure that the Administration has the wherewithal to do its work.

Secrmdly, we have unanimously decided that war needs come first, and
that it would be wrong to do anything to impede the quickest liberation
of all countries overrun by the Axis.

Thirdly, we have decided, also without question, that existing supply
and allocating agencies are to be used—not only for purchasing goods,
foods, and raw materials paid for by the Administration funds, but also for
similar articles paid for by occupied countries which are fortunate to
have funds of their own.

Fourthly, we have decided that whether countries can pay or whether
they cannot, the distribution of food and materials that are in short supply
will be fair to and between all occupied areas . . .

We have appointed as our Director General a man of vigor and of great
experience. In handing over to him the result of our deliberations we wish
him well in this great crusade—a crusade to bring food to the hungry,

137 Jbid., pp. 7-8. 138 Ibid., pp. 24, 38.

139 United States Congress, 78th, 1 and 2 Sessions, House Committee on Foreign
Affairs, Hearings on H. J. Res. 192 (Washington, D.C., 1944), pp. 10-11.
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shelter to the homeless, clothing to those who are in rags; a crusade against
the spread of epidemics, which so often follow the surge of war, and to help |
the return to their homes of the many millions who are prisoners or who i
are now being treated as slaves.**° l

The fruits of this work were expressed in forty-one resolutions,
which established certain major principles:

(1) The Administration was to help people to help themselves.'*!

(2) The Administration was not to deplete its resources for relief
of any area the government of which was in a position to pay with
suitable means of foreign exchange.!*

(3) A government was not to be required to assume the burden
of an enduring foreign exchange debrt for the procurement of relief |
and rehabilitation supplies and services.'*? |

(4) Distribution was to be so conducted that all classes of the popu- |
lation, irrespective of their purchasing power, should receive their
equitable shares of essential commodities, and that no discrimination
should be made because of race, creed, or political belief; thus relief
supplies should at no time be used as a political weapon.™

Perhaps most important of all, the First Council also defined the
scope of UNRRA.*#* This definition covered four significant aspects
of the work: areas in which operations were to be conducted; types of
work to be performed; relations with existing allocating authorities
(the Combined Boards); and relations with national and military
authorities.

The Administration was to conduct operations in liberated areas
(that is, in territories of the United Nations) and not in enemy ter-
ritories, unless specifically authorized to do so by the Council.**

The Administration was to provide: relief supplies (essential con-
sumer goods to meet immediate needs, such as food, clothing, ap_d
medical supplies) ; relief services (such as health and welfare) ; rehabili-
tation supplies (materials needed to enable a recipient country to
produce and transport relief supplies and to restore public utilities, to

140 Journal, First Council, pp. 175-176. 141 Resolution 0, paragraph 8.

142 Resolution 14, Section 16. 143 Resolution 14, Section 18.

144 Resolution 2, paragraph 1; Resolution 7, paragraphs 1, 3; see infra, Part Four,
Chapter III. F

145 Resolution 13 for further elaboration, Resolution 8, see infra, Part Four, Chapter
11, Section 2; Resolution 10, see Part Seven, Chapter I, Section 2; Resolution 11, see
Part Three, Chapter 1, Section 6; Resolution 12, see Part Three, Chapter I, Section 7;
1 and Resolution 13, see Part Three, Chapter I, Section 7.
146 Resolution 1, I
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the extent necessary to meet immediate needs); and rehabilitation serv-
ices (such technical services as might be needed to assure the best use
of rehabilitation supplies) .**” The Administration, therefore, was not to
engage in long-range reconstruction operations; it was to be a tempo-
rary organization devoted to relief and related operations.

The activities of the Administration were not to impede the effec-
tive prosecution of the war. To ensure this and to promote fair dis-
tribution between areas with which the Administration would be
concerned (that is, only those countries which would receive UNRRA
supplies and not the countries which would buy their supplies nor
those which would contribute supplies) and other areas, the demands
of the Administration for supplies and shipping were to be codrdinated
with other demands “through the use of the existing intergovernmen-
tal agencies concerned with the allocation of supplies and shipping™ ***
(that is, through the Igrgely Anglo-American Combined Boards). By
this provision the dominant influence of the large supplying nations—
United States, United Kingdom, Canada—was assured, as indeed it

was bound to be even without such official recognition. To soften
this restriction somewhat, member governments were asked to keep the
Director General fully informed of their requirements and programs
of intended purchase, and it was anticipated that the Director General
would be fully consulted by the intergovernmental allocating agencies
when any matter touching the interests of the Administration was
under discussion.’*® So far as relations with national and military
authorities were concerned, the Council merely endorsed and empha-
sized what the Agreement had provided: operations could be under-
taken in an area only after consultation with the appropriate authorities
and only with their consent.'®

Though the scope of the operations of UNRRA was officially so
defined by the Council, the definition had, for all practical purposes,
been determined in advance during the long period of negotiations
that led to the Agreement. The Soviet proposal, which had not even
suggested an operating organization, had restricted the area of opera-
tion to Europe.!®* The Leith-Ross proposal somewhat tentatively
brought in Asia and had suggested a relatively wide scope.™ His

147 Resolution 1, IL. 148 Resolution 1, III, paragraph 1.

149 Resolution 1, 111, paragraph 2. 150 Resolution 1, 1V.

151 See State, Handbook, United States Delegation, Section A, Document V, Supple-
ment b. 152 See ibid., Supplement g.
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UNRRA, for example, would have performed the work later done by
the Combined Boards and would have been a sort of supreme Allied
Economic Council as well as an operating agency. It would have been
a powerful organization with wide ramifications and considerable in-
fluence. The United States proposal insisted on 2 world-wide operation
but was very cautious on the inclusion of what were to be the functions
of the Combined Boards.15%

In the summer of 1942 both the United States and the United King-
dom made it clear that they wished to avoid all responsibility for long-
range reconstruction in the relief organization.'®* They therefore
adopted the term “rehabilitation” in the draft Agreement and decided
that it should cover only the transitional measures needed to restart
industrial and agricultural activities and essential services.1%?

Though the Leith-Ross suggestion, restated and amplified in 1943,'%
found support in some quarters in both the United Kingdom and the
United States Governments, neither it nor a modification of it, which
would at least have provided that the international agency should be
the sole source of supply for liberated areas,'*” was acceptable to the
United States and United Kingdom officials made responsible for de-
fining both the scope and financial plan of UNRRA in the early fall
of 1943. The opposite view put forward by the United Kingdom
supply ministries during the preceding summer proposed to limit
UNRRA's work to screening free gifts of essential supplies and super-
vising their distribution in liberated territories, which could not other-
wise acquire them.*?® This was also discarded. :

Richard Law, Parliamentary Under Secretary of State, Foreign
Office, John Maynard Keynes, and some members of the British Em-

153 See ibid., Supplement f. ! 3 |

154 Srate (Hawkins' Papers), interdepartmental meeting, minutes, 10 July 1942. ¢

155 State (UNRRA Docs.), Subcommittee on Fconomic Reconstruction, minutes o
meetings, 12, 15 June 1942; letter, Leith-Ross to Acheson, 28 July 1942. bty

158 Srare (UNRRA Docs.), note prepared by Relief Department and circulated DY
Leith-Ross, August 1943. L r

157 Note, cmg‘_.crsat?gi‘ Winfield Riefler (Special Assistant to :}mbassador W 111.?111'{31
with E. G. Staley (OFRRO), 27 April 1943, reported in Staley’s “Study on Combine
Boards,” Part 11i; Lehman’s statement to United States Govcmmeint agencies, “Policy
and Method of Operation of OFRRO,” 8 May 1943; State (UNRRA D uc;_.}_. J. Isi;
Galbraith (Office of Price Administration), James G. Johnson, and David Wenitrsu
(OFRRO), “Scope of UNRRA,” September 19433 draft ‘memo, St:}li}'. The Scope
of UNRRA,” 16 September 1943; H. Jackson, “Diary of First Council: “Toint N

158 Srate (UNRRA Docs.), Ministries of Production, Supply and Food, “Joint Note

on Scope,” 12 August 1943.
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bassy staff reached the following agreement with Acheson and other
United States representatives in Washington in October 1943 regarding
the scope of UNRRA’s work. It should be a temporary operation re-
stricted to providing relief and rehabilitation supplies and services,
under the aegis of the already existing allocating agencies, to nations not
possessing sufficient foreign exchange resources to finance imports; ob-
serving the local distribution of these supplies and services; and attempt-
ing to secure a fair allotment of such goods and services before the Com-
bined Boards in relation to quantities available and the just claims of
competitor wealthy nations.!*?

There was not much serious objection to this Anglo-American defi-
nition of scope on the part of the other member governments. Those
that expected to pay for their relief supplies may not have liked the
Combined Boards, but they preferred to take their chances with them
rather than with an international organization that might try to work to-
ward absolute equality of standards of living without consideration of
long-standing and existing differences. On the other hand, the countries
which expected and needed to receive supplies were far more concerned
with getting the supplies than with the mechanics of allocation.**?

The Council, at its First Session, completed the structure that had
been partially created in the Agreement. It marked the active start of the
first United Nations organization and the first large operating interna-
tional agency. As the Director General at the close of the Session, when
the resolutions had been formally handed to him, said:

In my judgment, the work accomplished here is evidence of statesmanship
of the highest order. You have established a set of policies which add flesh
to the skeleton Agreement with which we started three weeks ago. You
have given assurance to the peoples of all the world that the United Na-
tions do mean business in meeting the human problems of the enslaved
peoples as well as in carrying the war to a victorious conclusion. You have
established a set of principles which, I believe, constitute a sound basis of
working arrangements to carry out the executive tasks which must now be
pursued by the Director General.**

159 United Kingdom memo, “Scope and Operations of UNRRA,” 5 October 19433
State (840.50/3252), Edward R. Stettinius (Under Secretary of State) to the Presi-
dent, 20 October 1943, enclosing memo, “Representative of Thinking on Scope of
UNRRA.”

180 Committee II, Subcommittee 1, Secretary’s notes; Journal, First Council, minutes,
plenary sessions and Committee II.
181 Journal, First Council, p. 177.




II. The Council

1. FORM AND METHODS

HE CounciL, which consisted of one representative of each :
member government and authority, was the policy-making
body of UNRRA. It was to be convened in regular session not
less than twice a year by the Central Committee and could be convened
in special session whenever the Central Committee deemed necessary
or at the request of one third of the members." By its own decision,
however, the requirement for two sessions was waived in 1944 * and
1945.* _

It met, in fact, on six occasions: First Session, Atlantic City, N.]., .
10 November—1 December 1943; Second Session, Montreal, Canada,
15-27 September 1944; Third Session, London, England, 7-25
August 1945; Fourth Session, Atlantic City, 15-30 March 1946, and
Washington, D.C., 9 May 1946; Fifth Session, Geneva, Switzerland,
5—17 August, 1946; Sixth Session, Woashington, D.C., 10-14 Decem-
ber 1946.

The Council was to determine its own rules of procedure * and did
so at its First Session.” To the Director General was entrusted the
preparation of the provisional agenda for each session, which were to
include: “(a) all items proposed by the Council at any previous session;
(b) all items proposed by the Central Committee; (¢) all itcm_s pro-
posed by any member of the Council and transmitted to the Director
General at least ten days in advance of the session; and (d) any items
which the Director General desires to put before the Council,” ®

Although the Administration scrupulously consulted the Central
Committee and the member governments, most items placed on the
provisional agenda were those the Director General desired to iﬂc.ll:ld(?.
A few items automatically had to be included as a result of decisions

! Agreement, Article I11, 1, 2. 2 Resolution 50.

3 Resolution 81. + Agreement, Article III, 1.
® Resolution 40. . y

¢ Ibid., Rules of Procedure of the Council, Article VIIL
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at previous Council sessions.” The Central Committee seldom proposed
items and, indeed, after the Third Session, took relatively little in-
terest in the preparations for sessions.® The response of member gov-
ernments was also meager, and only a few submitted suggestions.®
These sometimes dealt with matters of general interest; sometimes, with
matters of particular interest to the nation making the suggestion,®
Within the Administration the Director General usually consulted his
senior officials at Headquarters,* the European Regional Office
(ERO), and in the missions before making his decisions.'?

The provisional agenda were to be submitted to member govern-
ments at least three weeks in advance of the opening of a session and
suggestions received later, as soon as possible. At a Council session,
the proposed items were to be considered for approval by the General
Committee of the Council, one of the regular committees established
by the Rules of Procedure, and were then subject to revision or
addition by the Council itself.** The General Committee, in fact, did
often alter the provisional agenda, both in respect to the order and
inclusion of items.** Such changes were sometimes made at the re-

7 For example, discussion of the displaced persons operation in connection with
which certain operations were authorized either for a six months’ period (Resolution
#1, Third Council) or until the next session (Resolution 92, Fourth Council).

8 Central Committee (CC) (44)4 and 5, minutes 2d meeting, 3 March 1944 (Com-
pilation of the Documents of the Central Committee of the Council [CC Docs.], I,
8-9); CC(44)8, minutes 3d meeting, 10 April 1944 (CC Docs., 1, 13-19); CC(44) 15,
minutes 7th meeting, 5 September 1944 (CC Docs., 1, 36-37); CC(45)4, minutes r1th
meeting, 25 January 1945 (CC Docs,, I, 83-84); CC(45) 14, minutes 13th meeting, 27
March 1945 (CC Docs., I, 120-128); CC(45)22, minutes 15th meeting, 28 May 1045
(CC Docs., L, 151),

» Notes, meetings of Director General with Acheson and Law, 1, 4 August 1944;
letters, Acheson to Lehman, 1, 12 September 1944; CC(45) 14, minutes 13th meeting,
27 March 1945 (CC Docs,, I, 126-127); CC(45) 14, Appendix II, “Summary of Views
of Member Governments concerning the Third Session of the Council” (CC Docs.,
1, 111-114); letter, Baron Silvercruys (Belgian Ambassador to the United States) to
P. W. Kuo (Deputy Director General, Secretariat), 7 February 1946; cable, The
Hague to Washington unnumbered, 15 February 1946; letter, J. B. Brigden (Econom ic
Counselor, Australian Embassy) to Kuo, 11 February 1946; letter, Carlos P. Romulo
(Resident Commissioner of the Philippines to the United States) to Lehman, 19
February 1946; cable, Washington to London 10115, 9 July 1946.

10 The Colombian proposal for the Third Council is an example of the former;
the Belgian for the Fourth, of the latter.

11 Agenda Committee, minutes, 11 April 1945; memo, Kuo to Director General and
Senior Deputy Director General, 17 January 1946.

12 For example, cables: Washington to Rome 295; to Athens 156; to Belgrade s,
to Rome 39; to Sydney 167; to Chungking 131; to London 1068; 1 May 1945; circular
8, London to all missions, 19 January 1946.

13 Resolution 40, Rules of Procedure of the Council, Article VIII, 2, 3, 4.
14For example, Council II Document 13z, 4d Hoc General Committee
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quest of,, or in agreement with, representatives of the Director General.
Each session selected its own chairman and three vice-chairmen.
The chairmen and the nationality of the vice-chairmen were as fol-
lows: 1%
TABLE 1

CHAIRMEN AND VICE-CHAIRMEN OF COUNCIL SESSIONS

Session Chairman Vice-Chairmen

First Dean Acheson, United States Australia, Mexico, and the
Netherlands

Second Lester B. Pearson, Canada France, Brazil, and Czech-
oslovakia

Third Sir Girja Shankar Bajpai, India Yugoslavia, Mexico, and
South Africa

Fourth Tingfu F. Tsiang, China Brazil, Ukrainian SSR, and
Norway

Fifth Anders Frihagen, Norway Australia, Yugoslavia, and
the Byelorussian SSR

Sixth Henrik de Kauffman, Denmark  Poland, Chile, and France

The chairman did not vote, but his nation could, through his alter-
nate, cast a vote.'® The Director General and his representatives could
be present at sessions and could and did intervene in debates but could
not vote.'?

From the Second Session onward the Administration furnished the
Secretariat of the Council. Its work,*® including the preliminary cor-
respondence with member governments, the assembling of the pro-
visional agenda, the drafting of the order of the day, the preparation
of minutes of plenary sessions and committee meetings, the editing
of the daily journal, and the registration and distribution of du(:umcmgs,
was under the direction of P. W. Kuo, Deputy Director General in
charge of the Secretariat from August 1944 to July 1947.

The precedent set by the First Council for doing most of the work
in committees rather than in plenary meetings held throughout all

(4d Hoc /G)6, Report on 2d meeting, 20 September 1944; Counc_il II Document 176,
Ad Hoc /Gy, Report on 3d meeting, 22 September 1944; Council IV I)chnru:nr 30,
Ad Hoc /Gz, First Report of General Committee, 16 March 1946; Council IV Docu-
ment 239, Ad Hoc /Gz1, minutes sth meeting, 26 March 1946.

15 Journals, First-Sixth Councils.

16 Rules of Procedure of the Council, Article II, 5.

17 Ibid., Article T11. .

18 For derails of work of the Secretariat, sec monograph, Jane Plimpton and Eleanor
Merrick, “The UNRRA Council, Its Sessions and Its Secretariat,” HQ, July 1947.
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subsequent sessions. In accordance with the Rules of Procedure the
Council elected at each session an eleven-member Committee on
Nominations and established a General Committee consisting of the
chairman, the three vice-chairmen, the members of the Central Com-
mittee, and four others elected by the Council.*®

The Committee on Nominations submitted nominations to the Coun-
cil for the officers of the session, the four elected members of the
General Committee, and for appointments to other committees as
might be required. All these nominations were generally agreed upon
in advance at an informal meeting of the Central Committee at which
the Director General presented suggestions for the membership of
the lesser committees.?®

The General Committee, subject to the concurrence of the Council
and in consultation with the Director General, determined the order
of business of the Council, passed upon the provisional agenda, decided
which matters were to be considered at each meeting, codrdinated
the work of other committees, set the date of adjournment, and other-
wise facilitated the orderly dispatch of business.**

The Council also at each session, from the Second 22 onward, created
ad hoc Committees on Credentials, Observers, Procedure, and Policy.
The most important were the latter two, which were committees of the
whole, and to which, especially to the Committee on Policy, were
assigned discussion of the important, controversial items. These Com-
mittees could and on oceasion did appoint subcommittees to work on
special aspects of the problems submitted to them.**

A majority of members of the Council constituted a quorum, ex-
cept that for any proposal to amend the Agreement, three quarters
were required. Each member had one vote at plenary sessions and in
committees. Except as otherwise provided in the Agreement, all de-
cisions required an affirmative majority vote of the members pres-
ent. Voting was by show of hands unless the results were in doubr,
in cases required by the Agreement to have a special majority, or on
the written request of five members, in which cases a record vote

19 Rules of Procedure of the Council, Article VI, 1, 2.

20 Monograph, Plimpton and Merrick, “The UNRRA Council,” pp. 33-34-

21 F, V. Pastuhov, “Council Session, Organization and Procedure, A Manual for the
Secretariat” (zd ed., February 1946), p. 28; (Supplement, June 1946), pp. 29-33.

22 Journal, Second Council.
23 For example, Council HII Document 168, Ad Hoc Committee on Policy

(Ad Hoc /P), minutes 3d meeting, 16 August 1945.
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was taken.** The minutes, therefore, as a rule merely show that a cer-
tain motion was or was not adopted.

Verbatim reports were kept of plenary sessions and, from the Third
Session on, of committee meetings. A journal containing nearly full
minutes of the plenary sessions and summary reports of committee
meetings was prepared and made public at each session.

‘The ofhicial language of the Council was English.*s

Sessions were to be public unless otherwise decided by the Council.?®
Plenary sessions were, in fact, always public. It was also a general policy
at Council sessions to keep the press and radio informed to the fullest
extent possible regarding the work of the Council and its committees.
The chairman of the Council, the Director General, and senior staff
members held frequent conferences with their representatives.®?

The First Council set a high standard for the choice of delegates,
which the member governments maintained generally throughout sub-
sequent sessions. Men in positions of major responsibility in their own
governments were usually chosen to attend the Council; and in the
case of the major supplying nations, staffs of qualified advisers accom-
panied them. It is true, however, that as the United States lost interest
in the administration of relief on an international basis, its Council
member, an under secretary or assistant secretary of state, delegated
more and more responsibility to alternates of lesser rank in the Depart-
ment of State and by the Sixth Session had been succeeded by them,
so far as actual work during the Council was concerned. A similar
tendency could be noted on the part of the United Kingdom member,
usually of cabinet rank, who assigned increasing responsibility to able
members of the British Embassy staff in Washington.

Few members or delegates attended all six sessions of the Council.
Among those who did, were Magnus Sigurdsson, always the member
for Iceland; Lester B. Pearson, five times member and once the alternate
for Canada; and such delegates as Roger Jackling, of the British Em-
bassy staff, George L. Warren, of the United States Dcpartmcnt‘of
State, and Ellen S. Woodward, of the United States Social Security
Board. Others—]. B. Brigden, of Australia; José Ramon Rodriguez,

24 Rules of Procedure of the Council, Article X :

%5 Ibid., Article XI. 26 Jbid., Article I, 3. !

27 Council II Document 48, Ad Hoc/Gj3; General Committee, Secretary’s notes,
17 September 1944; Council 111 Document 23, Ad Hoc/G3; Council 1V Document 3:_1,

Ad Hoc/Gz; Council V Document 31, Ad Hoc/Gz; Council VI Document 27,
4d Hoc/G3,.




38 The Council

of the Dominican Republic; Sir Girja Shankar Bajpai, of India; and
Sir George Rendel, of the United Kingdom—attended, in one capacity
or another, five of the six sessions, giving further continuity to an
understanding of the development of UNRRA. Many more had the
experience of three or four Councils irrespective of political changes
at home.

The Council could and did invite observers. These included rep-
resentatives of various international organizations, varying some-
what from session to session, and, from the Fourth Council onward,
representatives of nonmember nations receiving UNRRA aid: Austria
and Italy (Fourth onward); Albania, Finland, and Hungary (Fifth
onward).?® A widely diversified group known as “visitors” were also,
on request, given cards to attend public meetings. By the Fifth and
Sixth Council these included representatives of nonmember govern-
ments—Sweden, Switzerland, Argentina, Portugal—and of the Vati-
can, and representatives of various voluntary organizations.*

The cost of the Council meetings per session after the Administra-
tion assumed the responsibility for the assembly was:*

TABLE 2

Cost oF COUNCIL SESSIONS

Council Session Cost
Second $57,660.62
Third 95,052.76
Fourth 211,088.68
Fifth 205,152.63
Sixth 20,035.46

Total $687,999.15
2. WORK

The work of the Council meetings fell into two parts: the debate on
the Director General’s Report *! and the formulation of new policy
leading to the passage of further resolutions. When putting his paper

28 Monograph, Plimpton and Merrick, “The UNRRA Council,” pp. 76-87.

29 Jbid., pp- 87-89.

30 Controller’s Office; for details see monograph, Plimpton and Merrick, “The
UNRRA Council,” pp. 105-106.

1 Agreement, Article IV, 5.
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before the Council the Director General made his major address,
giving a summary of the achievements and problems of the Adminis-
tration since the preceding session. Resolutions aimed at solving these
problems varied greatly in importance. The seventy-four resolutions
passed during the five regular sessions after the First Council ranged
from such minor matters as the acceptance of the UNRRA seal 32 to
major decisions regarding the extension of UNRRA aid to some ex-
enemy areas ** and the provision of a second contribution coupled
with the suggestion of a time limit for UNRRA'’s work.**

MONTREAL—SEPTEMBER 1944

The Second Council had only the planning period of UNRRA be-
hind it. Reports by representatives of CCS and the Combined Boards
supplemented that of the Director General in laying before the Coun-
cil the facts of the difficult ten months since the Council first met.?®
Lehman declared that the gradual liberation of Europe was confirming
all past fears regarding the urgent needs for relief and rehabilitation. AL
though the liberated countries were energetically preparing to handle
their own problems, their limitations in finances, skilled manpower, and
supplies, he said, would necessitate requests for outside aid. UNRRA’s
operations within these areas would therefore vary in accordance
with such requests. He promised that supplies would be forthcoming
when the need arose but predicted shortages in meats, fats, textiles, and
manufactured articles. The Director General told also of UNRRA’s
plans for the Balkan program, the care already provided for 50,000
displaced persons then in the Middle Fast, and the coming establish-
ment of two Far Fastern offices at Chungking and Sydney. He con-
cluded with an appeal to Council members for a reafirmation of their
faith in collective effort through definite action—the supplying of
necessary advice and information from some countries, and supplies,
funds, and expert personnel from others.?®

In the debate which followed, the member governments showed per-
haps an unreasonable impatience with the slight achievements of the
Administration during its formative period. Both Richard Law, of the
United Kingdom, and Dean Acheson, of the United States, admitted
that UNRRA’s work had moved slowly while advancing military

32 Resolution 49. 33 Resolutions 58, 59, 73, 74, 76, ¢8.

21 Resolution 8o. 35 Journal, Second Council, pp. 28-47.
36 Ibid., pp. 23-26.
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success had captured public interest. Nevertheless, they conceded, the
Administration had laid the groundwork for future activity. Now the
time had come for it to go forward into action, “to put in demands
for procurement, to prepare its people for transportation and distribu-
tion.” It was up to the Council to decide the extent of UNRRA’s
responsibilities for displaced persons and to deal as requested with the
Sanitary Conventions. Governments, they said, also had responsibili-
ties—"‘to complete their contributions, make available competent per-
sonnel, and give prompt codperation in carrying out UNRRA pro-
grams in their own territories.” Each member pledged the full support
of his government.*”

Other members spoke of specific areas or needs. Far Eastern members
stressed the differences between their countries and those of Europe,
asking the Director General to approach their individual governments
more directly.?s The member from Ecuador requested that the South
American countries be more fully informed about UNRRA’s work.®?
The Greek representative stated that in his country UNRRA was
already a reality, the means through which thousands of his country-
men were being cared for in the Administration’s “admirably run
refugee camps in Egypt and the Middle East,” and, more important,
the means to which the Greek people looked for the immediate salva-
tion of their country.*° The final plea of the chairman, Lester B. Pear-
son, summed up the general desire of the Council for “a vigorous
practical administration and behind it the full, steady, and under-
standing support of every government represented.” *!

In its effort to reach this goal the Second Council recommended
an active program through the passage of twenty resolutions.** Its
major decisions were: to approve the recommendations of the Com-
mittee of the Council for Europe regarding the bases for the compu-
tation by the Director General of the over-all requirements of Europe
for relief and rehabilitation; ** to authorize the Administration to
operate without prior approval of the Council in enemy or ex-enemy
territory as well as in liberated areas in order to care for and repatriate
specific groups of displaced persons; ** to indorse the extension of

z: i";‘iﬁ" PP 46(;48, 52-56. jz l{?j, pp- 48-49; 52, 57, §8.
id., pp. 56-57. id., pp. 50-51.
41 Jpid., p. 123. 42 Resolutions 42-61.

43 Resolution 553 see infra, Part Three, Chapter I, Section 8.
44 Resolutions 57, 60; see infra, Part Seven, Chapter I, Section 4.
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relief to the Dodecanese ** and limited relief to Italy; *® and to assume
the responsibilities for administering the amended Sanitary Conven-
tions.*”

LoNDON—AUGUST 1945

Ten months later, when the Third Council assembled in London, the
world picture had changed. Germany had surrendered in May. The
European nations were again free. The extent of their needs was be-
ginning to be known. On 7 August, as the Council convened, the ter-
rors of the atom bomb were demonstrated at Hiroshima, and before
the Session closed the United Nations had defeated Japan in the Far
East.

The Director General’s Report told more of operations than of
plans. Lehman dealt at length with UNRRA's achievements and future
needs when presenting it to the Council. In spite of the unavoidable
delays in the Administration’s supply program because of the mili-
tary authorities’ monopoly of supplies and transportation necessary
for final victory, he could state with pride that UNRRA had shipped
1,250,000 tons by 30 June 1945. At the same time, he reported the proba-
ble limits of UNRRA’s operations; only the countries in the east and
south of Europe had asked for aid; there was a large task ahead in the
Far East; Belgium, France, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, and Nor-
way were, however, using their own resources for relief. Nevertheless,
the resources granted UNRRA at Atlantic City would not be sufficient
to meet the minimum needs of the countries requiring UNRRA assist-
ance. As the program of operations which he also laid before the Council
showed, the estimated requirements for 1946 were made up before the
recent request of the Soviet Union for $700 million for a t“-ic_lvc-month
period. At least $1,500 million would be needed in adqun to the
Soviet program “to bridge the gap until a minimum of foreign trade
could be restored and other methods of financing provided.” **

Money, however, was not enough. It had to be translated intq goods
and transportation. Lehman, feeling somewhat on the defensive be-
cause of uninformed criticism during the previous months,** spoke

# Resolution 59; see infra, Part Five, Chapter X, Section 1.

“¢ Resolution 58; see infra, Part Five, Chapter VIII, Sections 1-3.

4T Resolution §z; see infra, Part Four, Chapter II, Section 2.

8 Journal, Third Council, pp. 21-23. ’ k :
 London Daily E.rpres;: F(? ]anua)ry 1945; Kansas City (Mo.) Times, 19 February
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openly of recent disappointments when UNRRA’s modest requests
to supply authorities had not been granted and commitments seemingly
firm had disappeared when the moment for delivery had arrived. He
appealed to the governments to face the implications of any further
support of UNRRA. If they were not prepared to make the necessary
sacrifice of their own resources, it were better to have no pledge of
support.®®
Representatives of the Combined Boards and CCS followed the

Director General with reports of their work during the period of
liberation, the last formal reports which these bodies were to bring be-
fore the Council. The military authorities reported that they had
shipped over nine million tons of Civil Affairs supplies to the European
countries within the sphere of their responsibility up to 30 June 1945.
As the military relief program was then rapidly coming to a close, the
authorities claimed that UNRRA and the countries themselves should
take up the burden. They also reviewed the displaced persons operation -
under the Supreme IHeadquarters Allied Expeditionary Force
(SHAEF) and commended the services furnished by UNRRA since
the Agreeméﬁt of November 1944 between the Supreme Com_n_lgl;c_i'er,
Alfied Expeditionary Force (SCAEF) and UNRRA.%!

~Fie skepticism and disappointment which had marked the attitude
of many governments toward UNRRA as they assembled for the Third
Council gave place after these reports to a renewed determination to
make this first international effort succeed in the face of admitted
difficulties. The needs of both the paying and nonpaying countries and
their expectations from UNRRA were put forward in great detail—
particulurly those of Yugoslavia,®* Poland,?® the USSR,** Greece,”
and Norway **—in the light of the devastation caused by the retreating
German armies. A task far greater than that tentatively provided forin
the Director General’s program of operations had to be faced, especially
:n the Far Fast. Many were persuaded that UNRRA to date had
not received the support from member states in supplies, services, and

1045; Bertha Gaster in London News Chronicle, 15 March 1945; Time, 14 May 19455
New York Times, 28 May 1945; Washington, D.C., Times Herald, 30 May 1945, 21
June 1945; Christian Science Monitor, 20 May 1945; Chicago Tribune, 1 July 19453
Congressional Record, House, 17 July 1945, PpP- 773_0—778:.

50 Journal, Third Council, pp. 21-25. 51 be'd., Pp- 32-37-
52 [bid., pp. 4345 53 Ibid., pp- 46-47-
54 Ibid., pp. 48-50. &5 [bid., pp- 54-55-
56 Ibid., pp. 56-57-
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personnel which was needed to accomplish its ends. It was evident
that the work of UNRRA, the limitations on what it was empowered
to do, as well as its achievements in the midst of insuperable difficulties,
were not understood by the people of most countries. The Norwegian
delegate pleaded that UNRRA undertake with its program of opera-
tions a public information service which would see to it that the current
misapprehensions about UNRRA were removed. With public under-
standing, he believed, the necessary public assistance would come.®

Further criticism centered on the defects of the accounting arrange-
ments of the Administration as discussed in the reports of the Com-
mittee on Financial Control (CFC) but ended with the passage of a
resolution accepting the accounts and reports on condition that the
remedial measures undertaken by the Administration would assure
satisfactory results by a specified time.? The Session closed with
renewed promises of support from the supplying countries. This was
expressed in a resolution which recommended that each uninvaded
member nation make an additional contribution to UNRRA equivalent
to one per cent of its income in the year ended 30 June 1943 following
the presumption that UNRRA's work should end in March 1947.%*
Through other major decisions embodied in a total of nineteen reso-
lutions,®® the Third Council added to the areas eligible to receive
UNRRA assistance Italy,* Austria,** Korea, and Formosa; ®
authorized the Administration to assist certain groups of displaced per-
sons without prior approval of the governments concerned; ¢ and in-
creased both the membership and the power of the Central Commit-
tec:">

Atrantic Ciry—MARCH 1946

The Fourth Council assembled in the crescendo of UNRRA’s opera-
tions in March 1946. Over seven million tons of supplies had already
been shipped. The Administration could claim that it had made an
appreciable contribution to the restoration of Europe and the beginning
of similar work in the Far East. The Council, however, faced two

57 Ibid., pp. 71-72- 52 Jbid., pp. 9799, 122; Resolution 78.
59 Resolution 8o. 60 Resolutions 62-81.

81 Resolution 73; see infra, Part Five, Chapter VIII, Sections 4 ff.

%2 Resolution 74; see infra, Part Five, Chapter IX.

%3 Resolution 76; see infra, Part Six, Chapter IV, Section 2.

%4 Resolution 71; see infra, Part Seven, Chapter I, Section 6.

85 Resolutions 77, 80; see infra, Part One, Chapter 111, Sections 1, 3.
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major issues: an alarming world shortage of foods; and the problem
of caring for displaced persons not prepared to return to their homes.
In addition, it had to accept the resignation of Governor Lehman as
Director General and appoint his successor.

In presenting his Report Governor Lehman stressed the gravity of
the food and displaced persons problems for UNRRA and gave his
valedictory address. Although he spoke later on his resignation,®® his
| most important comments on the lessons learned in UNRRA and on
‘the work remaining to be done were made in this speech. He assumed,
as did many delegates, that the end of UNRRA was in sight, although
the hope lingered in the minds of some that means would be found for
the Administration to finish its work. He spoke, therefore, to the
United Nations as they looked toward new codperative organiza-
tions.®?

Many delegates hastened to express gratitude for the work of Gover-
nor Lehman and for UNRRA's help to the liberated countries—help,
however, still insufficient to meet the basic needs of the devastated
areas.®s This was the theme of the Council. The insufficiency of food
supplies made available to the liberated countries became the text of
Lehman’s speech in opening the debate on the food crisis in the Com-
mittee on Policy.*® He proposed remedies which after lengthy discus-
sion 7° and a further report by the Administration 7* led, in the end, to
three resolutions which achieved a notable change in government

_ policies and in their attitudes toward the food shortage and the alloca-
Il tion of food in short supply.? Hereby, the Council recommended that
‘ member governments maintaining military forces in UNRRA receiv-
i ing countries restrict their forces from the use of land and indigenous
‘ resources needed for the production of local relief supplies and from

impeding the equitable distribution of imported and indigenous relief
supplies; 7® it appealed to all the United Nations, even those not mem-
bers of UNRRA, giving specific suggestions for the maximum produc-
tion of food to meet the current emergency and the unintcrrupted
maintenance of facilities and services for its mobilization, shipment, and

66 Journal, Fourth Council, p. 124.

o7 [bid., pp. 29-35; see infra, Part Two, Chapter VIL

68 Journal, Fourth Council, pp. 35-38, 42-45.

| 89 bid., pp. 46-48; Council IV Document 50, C(46) 30.

10 Journal, Fourth Council, pp. 52-59, 61-68, 71-75.
[ 71 [hid., pp- 135-141, 143-159.

72 Monograph, H. E. Caustin, “Notes on the Development and Functions of the
‘ Director General’s Office,” pp. 28-20.
' 13 Resolution o1; see infra, Part Five, Chapter 1X, Section 2z,
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distribution; 7 and it urged governments to seek a fair and equitable

distribution of scarce supplies among all the United Nations according

to their needs.”™ ?
Other major decisions of the Fourth Council, which passed, in all,

twelve resolutions,™ dealt with the displaced persons problem and with, !

the Central Committee. After laborious debates in the Policy Commit- |

tec over collaborators and other obstacles to repatriation,’ the Council

authorized strenuous measures to hasten repatriation and required the

Administration to make bimonthly reports on the progress and prob- '

lems of this work to the Central Committee.”® Again it extended the

membership and powers of the Central Committee.™ _
At its final meeting in Atlantic City the Council, after previously M oo~

paying solemn tributes to Governor Lehman,®® appointed Fiorello /

H. LaGuardia, former Mayor of New York, second Director General ;

of UNRRA .51 {
His 0pcniﬁg address was a clarion call to greater international serv-

ice. It showed little knowledge or appreciation of UNRRA’s past, but

it had the fire of an Old Testament prophet:

~—
s

I cannot help repeating again: this is all so new; it is all so hopeful. Have .
ever before in the history of the entire world 48 nations come together to

save lives? We are united to preserve life, to build, not to kill, not to destroy. i
There is no precedent in international law. But there is precedent for the '
spirit of UNRRA in the Old Scripture, in the New Scripture: to love our

neighbor, to aid the needy—that is not original. It just has not been carried

out. As the sun moves from place to place, there is one continuous prayer

to God asking for His heavenly kingdom to come to earth. In every lnnc},

in every dialect which is spoken by man, the prayer is spoken: Give us this

day our daily bread. Our task is to respond to that prayer. That is our call.

That is all there is to it—to respond to that prayer. \Vc_thcn‘bccomc a

great army of mercy, a great army carrying out God Almlghty s response

to the call for daily bread. I refuse to be stopped by pettiness, greed or

selfishness. That is the mission of UNRRA and that is the army I am willing

to lead.®2

GENEVA—AUGUST 1946
The Fifth Council was the first international assembly to meet in the
Palais des Nations in Geneva since that building had begun its new life

74 Resolution 89; see infra, Part Three, Chapter IV, Section 4.

75 Resolution 93. 76 Resolutions 82-93.

"7 Journal, Fourth Council, pp. 31, 75, 81-86, 03-96.

78 Resolution gz2; see ifra, Part Seven, Chapter I, Section 7. i

79 Resolutions 83, 84, 92. 80 ,fo_nr?ra!, Fourth Council, pp. 121-123.
81 ]bid., pp. 126-128. 82 [bid., pp. 130-131.
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under the United Nations. Again it was the setting for the knell of an
international effort. The Director General in presenting his Report
opened his address with the statement that UNRRA’s activities were
ending. No provision had been made for UNRRA for 1947. The
emergency task was over. He admitted that neither the Administration
nor the contributing countries thought that the needs were over.
Ways would be found to meet those additional wants, and he promised
that supplies to carry out UNRRA’s full program would be shipped.
The balance due the receiving countries then amounted to 41 per cent
of UNRRA’s entire commitment. He reviewed the pressing problems
of the moment in Austria, China, Trieste, and the displaced persons
operation, and laid before the Council the first plans for the demobiliza-
tion of UNRRA. Finally, he asked to be relieved of his responsibilities
as soon as the Administration had arranged for the completion of
procurement.*?

William L. Clayton, the United States member opened the discussion
on the Report. The United States fully supported the assumption that.
UNRRA should end. UNRRA had fulfilled its two purposes: to fur-
nish supplies to those liberated countries which themselves lacked the
foreign exchange to pay for basic necessities; and to establish an or-
ganization to procure, to ship, and to deliver such supplies. Countries
which when liberated were not in a position to procure and ship
supplies had become able to do so. The sooner they took over the
complete responsibility for their own buying and shipping, the better
it would be for them and for everybody concerned. For these reasons
and because of the gradual recovery of the export trade in liberated
countries as well as the additional provision for the necessary foreign
exchange through loans from the United States and other sources, the
United States believed that UNRRA should be brought to a close in
accordance with Resolution 8o passed at the Third Session.

A country having further need for foreign exchange which could
not be supplied by the International Bank or International Monetary
Fund “should apply on an international basis to another country which
in its opinion is able and prepared to furnish assistance.” Thus bilateral
arrangements were the first alternative suggested for international re-
lief. The United States further recommended that UNRRA’s work in
the fields of health and social welfare should be continued through

83 Journal, Fifth Council, pp. 19-26.
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the Economic and Social Council of the United Nations, and that the
displaced persons operation should be carried on for a reasonable time
in order that the proposed international organization might have time

to make prcparati‘ons‘for taking over.®!

Considering the fact that the United States had contributed more
than 68 per cent of the funds of UNRRA, Clayton’s forthright state-
mcntsmed finality for the Administration. The pleas of the receiv-
ing countries, based on the continuing gravity of their economic po-
sitions, that UNRRA should complete its tasks were of no avail. All
expressed appreciation of what UNRRA had done and foretold des-
perate conditions if the Administration’s help were withdrawn.®®
Observers from Austria, Albania, and Iraly also explained the needs
of their countries in 1947 and asked that UNRRA continue the help
for which their people were profoundly grateful.®®

The USSR member, N. I. Feonov, pointed out that friendly criticism
of UNRRA had not always been given due attention; thus, contrary
to the USSR’s counsel, the Korean program had been delayed; little
progress had been made with the repatriation of displaced persons be-
tween the Fourth and Fifth Council Sessions; and now the Director
General’s Report mentioned the presence of occupation forces in Aus-
tria and some actions of Soviet occupation authorities—questions
clearly within the scope of other international bodies and discussion
of which, the USSR had warned, would endanger UNRRA's reputa-
tion as a nonpolitical international relief organization. Feonov regretted
that such matters were laid before the Fifth Council, which had prob-
lems of its own to solve. He closed by adding to the Director General’s
remarks that UNRRA was unique, not only in its aims and the extent
of its work, but also in the results of its work. The USSR delegation
sincerely wished that the Fifth Council of UNRRA would contribute
“to the successful continuation of this work for the benefit of the
United Nations, for the consolidation of international codperation, and
the further strengthening of friendship among the peace loving na-
tions,”” 7

The Norwegian delegate, Aake Ording, viewed the tasks of
UNRRA as 2 common international responsibility. His delegation felt
that UNRRA should cease at the agreed time only under the proviso

& 1bid., pp. 27-29. 55 lb{d., pp- 31-36, 42, 46.
86 Ibid., pp. 39-41, 43-45- 87 [bid., pp- 48-49.
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that the work remaining to be done should be taken over by interna-
tional bodies under the United Nations or whatever else might develop.
The problem was whether this could be done in such a way that there
would be no gap. Ording foresaw a break of probably six months in
the deliveries of essential food. On his personal responsibility he asked
the Director General whether a third contribution of one half of one
per cent of the national incomes of the contributing countries would
be sufficient to prevent such a catastrophe.®® Here was the sec-
ond solution advanced for meeting the needs of some countries in
1947.

It brought no enthusiastic response from the contributing countries.
Cuba maintained that UNRRA should terminate according to
schedule.®? New Zealand, which at the Fourth Council had promised
it would support a further contribution,® regretted that UNRRA’s
work must end so soon and hoped that alternative arrangements would
be made in which the Economic and Social Council of the United
Nations might take a vital part.?* In concluding the debate the repre-
sentative of the United Kingdom supported the United States point
of view, thus leaving the assembly with no hope for the continuance
of UNRRA.??

The Council assumed the task of finding other ways of finishing the
remaining work in relief and rehabilitation. Within fourteen resolu-
tions * it urged that the Administration complete procurement and
shipments against approved programs of operations by dates specified
at the Third Council, making arrangements, however, for a three
months’ extension of the specified time in case unavoidable incidents
delayed the original schedule; °* it made provision for the orderly
termination of UNRRAs operations and designated the World Health
Organization (WHO, or its Interim Commission), the United Na-
tions, the International Refugee Organization (IRO), or an appro-
priate interim commuission, and the Food and Agriculture Organization
(FAO) as successor organizations qualified to carry on UNRRA’s
functions respectively in the fields of health,*® social welfare,?® dis-

88 Ibid., pp- 37-39- 89 Ibid., pp. 49-50.
90 Journal, Fourth Council, p. 37. 91 Journal, Fifth Council, pp. 50-51.
92 1bid., pp- 51-54 93 Resolutions 94-107.

94 Resolution r1o1.
95 Resolution g4; see infra, Part Two, Chapter VII, Section 2.
96 Resolution gs; see inzfra, Part Two, Chapter VII, Section 4.
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placed persons,®” and agricultural rehabilitation.?® The Council named
the United Nations as responsible for designating the agency to review
the needs in 1947 for urgent imports of vital supplies after the end
of the UNRRA program and to make recommendations as to the
financial assistance required.’® It also designated the United Nations
to administer the functions of UNRRA in regard to the utilization
of proceeds of local sale of UNRRA supplies for such relief and re-
habilitation work as should be set out in relevant agreements.?°

|
WASHINGTON—DECEMBER 1946 l
i

The Sixth Session of the Council met under the assumption that it 1
would probably be the last. The Director General treated it as such i
when giving his Report.??* Although the USSR and many receiving
countries protested the idea 1°2 and a resolution made it possible to hold
another session unless decided otherwise by the unanimous vote of the
Central Committee,!°? there was an air of finality about this gathering.
LaGuardia’s resignation followed by the election of Major General 0y
Lowell W. Rooks as Director General during the period of com- (
pletion of operations and liquidation gave emphasis to this, as well as
providing opportunities for reflection on UNRRA's achievements and
for valedictory addresses. %4

LaGuardia stated that 74 per cent of UNRRA's programs had been !
fulfilled and the Administration was bound to complete the remainder i I
as approved by the Central Committee. He told of the transfer of |
UNRRA’s functions and funds to other international organizations
and the arrangements for the completion of the industrial rehabilitation
program. Need for food assistance would continue in 1947. He hoped
it would be forthcoming “without fear or favor, without prejudice, ;
without hatred, in the original spirit of UNRRA.” He pointed to the |
closely related problem of food allocation, even to countries which
could afford to buy, and cited the work of the International Emergency
Food Committee. He asked for active international support of FAO
and its original plans for a world granary. And he took his farewell il

97 Resolution gg; see infra, Part Two, Chapter VI, Sc_crion 6.

98 Resolution 102; see infra, Part Two, Chapter VII, Section 3.

 Resolution 100. )

100 Resolution g7; see infra, Part Four, Chapter IV, Section 4.

191 Journal, Sixth Council, p. 15. 102 Jbid., pp. 27-31. :

103 Resolution 115. 104 Journal, Sixth Council, pp. 59-67.
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from UNRRA with a restatement of his faith in international co-
operation:

We have carried out a plan drawn up by economists and drafted by lawyers,
but we did it in the spirit of the Sermon on the Mount. [ hope that nothing
will happen during the remaining days of UNRRA, or during the years
that are to come, that will spoil that effort. We have demonstrated to the
world that forty-eight nations can work in harmony, that forty-eight
nations, bent upon doing good, can carry out a great mission. Let not that
be lost to history.**®

Delegates from the receiving countries rose in turn to express deep
gratitude for UNRRA’s gifts and to pay tribute to LaGuardia and
senior members of his staff.1¢ In these speeches lie the Council’s
perorations on UNRRA, since the last meeting of the Session was
devoted to the resignation of LaGuardia, the inaugural address of
Rooks, and final paeans of praise for LaGuardia.'®?

Perhaps the statement by the representative of the Byelorussian SSR
represents the general feeling of the receiving countries:

There is no doubt that it is difficult to express in 2 few words the great
historic importance of this international relief organization, but the out-
standing characteristic in this appraisal, in my opinion, i in the grntitudc
of many millions of ordinary people in many parts of the globe for the
assistance which has been given to them by this organization in the most
difficult and critical period of their life. The organization existed and
functioned in the name of the best human principles. It was at the people’s
service, and, having achieved great results, has obtained the sympathy of
peoples, has written down a remarkable page in the history of friendly rela-
tions between peoples and states, for it promotcd peace, and strengthened
the feeling of friendship between nations.

That was the pledge of its strength and international significance. I am
glad to say that the peoplc and Government of Byclorussia approve the
policy and activities of the organization and express their deep apprecia-
tion to the governments of contributing countries, especially the United
States, United Kingdom, Canada, Brazil, Australia, and others, due to whose
efforts this organization was brought into existence, and to its prominent
leaders, Mr. Herbert H. Lehman and Mr. Fiorello H. LaGuardia, under
whose guidance its useful activities developed.**®

The eight resolutions 1°® of the Sixth Council dealt primarily with
arrangements for the liquidation period. Outstanding among them
105 1hid., pp. 15-21. 108 [hid., pp. 23-33-

107 [bid., pp. 60-67. 108 Jbid., p. 33-
108 Resolutions 108-115.
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were: provisions for the Administration to take certain steps in the
event that procurement and shipments agninst the approved program
of operations were not completed by the extended dates agreed upon
by the Fifth Council; 11° the delegation of extended powers to the
Central Committee leading to the assumption of final authority; '
and the authorization for the complete official documentation of the
Administration’s accounts.**®
110 Resolution 114; see infra, Part Three, Chapter 11, Section 11.

111 Resolutions 112, 114, 115; sce infra, Part Onc CInptLr 111, Section 3.
112 Resolution 109.




—O

III. The Committees

1. THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE—FORM AND METHODS

e CentraL CommitTEE of the Council at first consisted of

the representatives of China, USSR, the United Kingdom, _

and the United States, with the_Director General presiding
without vote. T he Committee was, between sessions of the Council,
to make policy decisions of an emergency nature. Within the limits
determined by the Council or its Central Committee, the Director
General was granted full power for carrying out the relief operations
contemplated in the Agreement. It was the authority to determine these
limits—restricted, however, to emergency decisions between Council
sessions—which set this Committee apart from all other UN RRA com-
mittees.*

In addition to this general power the Committee had, from the be-
ginning, certain other specific powers. It had to nominate, by unani-
mous vote, the Director General ? (a task performed three times); it
could likewise, again by unanimous vote, recommend the removal of
the Director General ¢ (this, however, was never done). Proposals
made by the Administration for action by member governments in
fields related to relief operations were subject to the unanimous ap-

roval of the Committee;* in practice, no such action was taken.
Finally, the Committee was empowered to make appointments to
various committees, such appointments to continue until the next Coun-

cil session.®
The original membership of four was increased, by the addition of

Canada and France, to six at the Third Council Session (August
1945) ¢ and, by the addition of Australia, Brazil, and Yugoslavia, to
nine at the Fourth (March 1946).7

1 Article 111, 3, 4, 5, 6; Resolutions 18-31; for a detailed study of the Central Com-
mittee, see monograph, Poeliu Dai, “Structure of UNRRA Committees with Special
Reference to Certain Phases of the Activities of the Central Committee and the Com-
mittee of the Council for Europe.”

2 Article IV, 1. 81bid.
4 Article I, 2¢. 5 Resolutions 18, 19, 21, 24, 26.

¢ Resolution 77. 7 Resolution 83,
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The Committee held its first meeting on 11 November 1943, during
the First Council Session, for the purpose of nominating the first Di-
rector General.® At its sixty-sixth meeting, held on 24 September 1948,
the Committee abolished the position of Director General as of 30
September 1948, thus marking the official end of UNRRA as an operat-
ing organization.®

Between these dates meetings were held *° as follows:

TABLE 3

MEegTiNgs oF CENTRAL COMMITTEE

Through Session Number of Meetings

of the Council Members Meetings per Month
Second (September 1944) 1-8 Less than one
Third (August 1945) 9-16 Less than one
Fourth (March 1946) ® 17-27 About one and a half

Fifth (August 1946)

Sixth (December 1946)

Thereafter (September 1948)
aDoes not include the 9 May 1946 meeting of the Fourth Council Session; the 28th

meeting of the Central Committee was, in fact, held between the 30 March meet-
ing of the Session and the final meeting.

28-35 About one and a half
36—42 About two
43-66 About two

OO0 Np S

During the formative period, meetings were infrequent; there were
more during the period of greatest activity by the Administration;
and still more as these activities decreased.

After the first, all meetings were held in Washington with the ex-
ception of two held during the Fourth Council Session and two held
during the Fifth Session.!* Some consideration was given to holding
meetings elsewhere, but by May 1944, when transfer of responsibility
for the Furopean operations to the London Office was being discussed,

the Washington locale was firmly established."?
The Rules of Procedure contain only a brief mention of the Com-
mittee,'® which was left quite free to determine its own regulations

8 Central Committee (CC) (43) 1, minutes 1st meeting, 11 November 1943 (Compila-
tion of the Documents of the Central Committee of the Council [CC Docs.1, I, 3).

2 CC(48) 38, minutes 66th meeting, 24 Septembcr_ 1048.

10 CC Docs., I-IV; CC(48)38, minutes 66th meeting, 24 September 1948.

11 CC(46) 42, minutes 26th meeting, 21 March 1946 (CC Docs,, II, 16;);_CC(46)46,
minutes 27th meeting, 21 March 1946 (CC Docs., II, 182); CC(46)95, minutes 34th
meeting, 9 August 1946 (CC Docs, 111, 113); CC(46)96, minutes 35th meeting, 14
August 1946 (CC Docs., 111, 114).

12 Director General’s staff meeting, notes, 11 May 1044.

12 Resolution 40, Rules of Procedure of the Council, Article V.
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and practices. Though the informality of the early meetings gradually
gave way to greater regularity of procedure, the Committee was never
bound by any formulated rules. Meetings were to be convened by
the Director General, whenever he deemed advisable, and had to be
convened within ten days after a request by any member.'* Agenda
were prepared by the Director General after consultation with his
own staff 1® and with the members of the Committee. Since provision
was always made for “other business,” however, any member was al-
ways free to bring up any subject.

The Agreement provided that a unanimous vote of the Committee
was required in three specific cases.'® There were no formal, recorded
votes at the first eight mcctings. At the ninth meeting a motion was
considered carried even though the USSR member reserved his de-
cision.’” Thereafter, it was accepted that a decision could be reached by
a 111:1jnrity vote,18 tlwugh ;zgain it was never fnrmnll_\-‘ decided whether
this meant a majority of those present or merely a majority of those
voting. This was a real problem in but one recorded case: a motion
was supported by four, with one opposed and four abstaining, and
the Director General declared the motion adopted.!®

In addition to the members and the Director General, there were also
others who attended the meetings but did not have a vote. These in-
cluded the chairman of the Committee on Supplies, who in accord with
the Agreement *° attended six meetings in 1944 and 1945 but none after
Canada became a member of the Central Committee; alternates and
advisers of the members; representatives of the Council’s auditors; and
members of the Administration. These last were generally few in num-
ber: the General Counsel, the Senior Deputy Director General, deputy
directors general, and other senior officials, varying from time to time.
In the winter of 1947 there was some increase in such attendance until
the Director General limited it to those whose presence might be re-

14 Ibid., Article V, 1.

15 Senior Deputy Director General's staff meetings, minutes, 22 December 19453
19 December 19455 15, 16 April 1946; 2 February, 15 May 1946; Chief Executive Of-
ficer’s staff meetings, minutes, 23 July, 16, 17, 23 September, 23 October, 15 November,
3 December 1946; 22 January, 21 April, 7, 9, 14, 19, 21 May, 13, 25 June, 15, 26 August,
2, 12, 19 September 1947; 9, 23 January 1948. _

16 Article I, 2¢; Article IV, 1; see supra, Part One, Chapter 1, Section 3.

17 CC(44) 20, minutes gth meeting, 11 December 1944 (CC Docs,, I, 49-52).
18 Council III Document 186, General Committee (Ad Hoc/G)33, minutes 7th

mecting, 22 August 1945. ) fl :
19 CC(46) 70, minutes joth meeting, 17 June 1946 (CC Docs., 111, 43).
20 Article III, 3.
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quired.** The Agreement had also provided that the Committee should
invite the participation of a representative of any member government
when action of special interest to that government would be dis-
cussed.?? Such representatives were twice invited ** but, in accordance
with the decision of the First Council,** were not allowed to vote.

The meetings of the Central Committee were always private. Not
once did the Committee use its power by unanimous vote * to open
a session to the public. The Division of Public Information was seldom
represented at these meetings and prepared the reports for the press
on information given by the secretary of the Committee.?® The few
statements released covered only the major policy decisions of the
Committee.2?

2. NATURE OF CENTRAL COMMITTEE DECISIONS

The Central Committee dealt with the gamut of UNRRA’s prob-
lems—from minor questions such as approving the rules and regula-
tions of the Program Subcommittee * and agreeing on dates and places
of Council sessions, to major policies and practices, including emer-
gency relief in several countries,?® broad programs of operations,®
displaced persons,®! the administrative budget,** and the transfer of
UNRRA's functions and funds to other international organizations.®

During its first two years the Central Committee generally reached
its decisions in unanimity,** much to the satisfaction of the Director

21 Chief Executive Officer’s staff meetings, minutes, 20 February, 4 March 1947.

22 Article III, 3. :

23 CC(44) 4 and 5, minutes 2d meeting, 3 March 1944 (CC Daocs,, 1, g); CC(47) 16,
minutes 45th meeting, 3 February 1947. k

24 Committee I, Subcommittee 2, Secretary’s notes, 19 November 1943, pp. 5-7; 20
November 1943, p. 5.

25 Rules of Procedure of the Council, Article \’.';. ) ]

26 Senior Deputy Director General’s staff meetings, minutes, 6 February 1947, 19
September 1947.

27 Press Release 21, 26 February 1945; Press Release 65, 6 ‘]}mc 1045} Prcs§ Release
19, 12 January 1946; Press Release 201, 8 April 1946; Press Reélease 48, 18 November
1047. 5
28 CC(46) 4, minutes 19th meeting, 8 January 1946 (C(,‘_Docs.. 11, 6o).

29 See Part Five, Chapters XII-XIV; Part Six, Chapter IV. :

30 See Part Three, Chapter 11, passin. 31 See Part Seven, Chapter I, passin.

32 CC(46) 17, minutes 20th meeting, 4 February 1946 (CC Docsi.. 11, 86-88) ; CC(46) 38,
minutes 24th meeting, 12 March 1946 (CC Docs., II, :59_); CC(46)41, minutes 25th
meeting, 14 March 1946 (CC Docs., 11, 166); CC(46) 85, minutes 33d meeting, 23 July
1046 (CC Docs., III, roo-101); CC(48) 29, minutes 65th meeting, 2 June 1948.

23 See Part Two, Chapter VII, passim. .

34 Council TIT Document 186, Ad Hoc G/33, minutes 7th meeting, 22 August 1945.
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General and its members. When national interests began to crystallize
along different lines after the Allied victory in the Far East, a cleavage
among the delegates began which was to persist and develop through-
out the life of UNRRA. As a result, policy decisions of certain types
had to be taken on a majority vote, although in most instances the
Committee continued to agree unanimously or to avoid a decision in
moments of tension.

The break was first evident in the debate over a resolution introduced
by the United States member in February 1946,%® calling for receiving
countries to furnish information concerning their trade agreements,
imports, and exports, Here the USSR delegate voted against its passage,
and the member for China abstained from voting.® As soon as the
membership of the Committee was increased by the addition of repre-
sentatives from Australia, Brazil, and Yugoslavia, the Soviet point of
view in subsequent controversial issues was supported by the Yugo-
slav member.?” The Chinese delegate was unpredictable, sometimes on
one side, sometimes on the other, and he often abstained from voting.
When general agreement could not be reached, the majority—usually
consisting of the members from Australia, Brazil (when present),
Canada, France, the United Kingdom, and the United States—estab-
lished the policy which the Administration was to follow.

The controversial issues involved only a few subjects. As China, the
USSR, and Yugoslavia represented the point of view of some receiving
countries, they were naturally interested in getting as large programs
for themselves and for their satellites as possible. Hence they opposed
the increase of the Austrian program as recommended by the Program
Subcommittee in July 1946, attempted to arrange for an upward re-
vision of the Yugoslav program in the light of needs to be determined
by a more accurate calculation of the harvest, opposed increasing
any programs at the expense of other programs, and resisted the re-
adjustment of the Albanian, Greek, and Yugoslav programs in con-
sideration of the values of military goods procured prior to 1 October
1945. Supported by the abstention of France but not by China they
consistently opposed the downward revision of the Czechoslovak
operation. At the same meeting, buttressed by China’s abstention, ic
Soviet and Yugoslav members refused to approve the recommendation

The Committees

85 OC(46)23, minutes 21st meeting, 7 February 1946 (CC Docs., II, 96).
88 CC(46) 41, minutes 25th meeting, 14 March 1946 (CC Docs,, II, 161-162).
37 CC(46) 61, minutes 2gth meeting, 17 May 1946 (CC Docs., 11, 27-28).
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of the Committee on Financial Control for a supplementary adminis-
trative budget, without which, the Controller claimed, the Administra-
tion would have had to cut its staff by 50 per cent.®

The Administration’s policy in China during 1947 was often op-
posed by the Soviet and Yugoslav representatives. The former ab-
stained from voting on the plan adopted for the financing of the
Chinese National Relief and Rehabilitation Administration (CNRRA)
operations in May.*® Both powers rejected the Director General’s pro-
posal for the distribution of supplies in Communist areas, as well as
that regarding the operation and financing of long-term rehabilitation
projects.*®

The emphasis which the Soviets and Yugoslavs had always placed
on the repatriation of displaced persons in German and Austrian camps

naturally led to an active fight *T against the British scheme for the em-

ployment of from 60,000 to 100,000 displaced persons from the British

Zones in Germany and Austria for a trial period of one year in the

United Kingdom.*?

Some of the transfers of the Administration’s funds through loans
and gifts to successor organizations did not have the approval of the
Slavic powers. They abstained from voting when the other seven
members of the Committee approved the loan of $2 million to

“the Preparatory Commission, International Refugee Organization
(PCIRO) and opposed both the transfer of $500,000 to FAO and the
transter of approximately $1 million to PCIRO.** They supported
wholeheartedly, however, the gift of $1,500,000 to WHO and the
transfer of funds and claims to the International Children’s Emergency
Fund #¢ (ICEF) which in the end amounted to $34,461,065.

3. GROWTH OF POWER OF CENTRAL COMMITTEE

The authority which the United Kingdom and the United States
Governments originally proposed to grant to the Central Committee

38 CC(46)85, minutes 33d meeting, 23 July 1946 (CC Docs., III, g2—101).

38 CC(47) 69, minutes 53d meeting, 23 May 1947.

40 CC(47) 141, minutes 62d meeting, 17 November 1947.

41.CC(47)72, letter, J. I. Krasiuk (Council member for USSR) to Rooks, 5 June
1947. ) :

42 CC(47)69, minutes 53d meeting, 23 May 1947; CC(47)86, minutes 55th meeting,
16 June 1947.

42 CC(47) 85, minutes s4th meeting, 13 June 1947. "

44 CC(47) 115, minutes soth meeting, 15 September 1947; CC(48)38, minutes 66th
meeting, 24 September 1948.
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was limited in the UNRRA Agreement at the request of other govern-
ments.*® During the life of UNRRA, however, this Committee ulti-
mately obtained all the authority—and more—suggested in the early
proposals. This growth resulted from two factors, one negative, one
positive. The Committee was supposedly accorded authority to make
emergency decisions, which would be subject to review by the Coun-
cil. In fact, the Council seldom reviewed such decisions, which came, in
practice, therefore, to be as binding as those taken by the Council it-
self.#¢ Furthermore, the Council consciously delegated authority to
the Committee. It was, for example, empowered to designate an ad-
ditional three members of the Committee on Supplies; ** to approve
future administrative budgets in the event that no further Council
sessions should be held in 1945 ** and 1946,** and to make changes in
the accepted budget in the light of actual conditions in 1947.7 Ulti-
mately, the Council delegated to the Committee all its powers,*! and,
after the unanimous decision of the Committee in June 1947 that no
further Council sessions should be held,”? the Central Committee
became the “operating committee for all subjects.”

Since the Council on a few occasions restricted the authority of the
Administration and then delegated to the Committee the powers with-
drawn, the Committee came to exercise both greater control of the
formulation of policy and greater control over the operations of the
Administration than had been provided in the Agreement. The Di-
rector General was, for example, empowered by the Council at its
Third Session to care for specified groups of displaced persons without
obtaining prior consent of the governments of origin; his operations
were, however, to be reviewed at the end of six months by the Coun-
cil, by the Central Committee, or by a special committee appointed by
the Central Committee.? The Council at its Fourth Session further re-
quired the Administration to make monthly reports to the Central
Committee on the problems and progress of repatriation and to or-
ganize at the request of the Central Committee field trips to assembly

45 See Part One, Chapter I, Section 3.

16 For example, see Part Five, Chapters XI-X1V.
47 Resolution 68. 4¢ Resolution 81.
49 Resolution g6. 50 Resolution 110.
51 Resolution 115.

52 CC, verbatim minutes s5th meeting, 16 June 1947.

53 CC, verbatim minutes 57th meeting, § August 1947, p- 4.
51 Resolution 715 see infra, Part Seven, Chapter I, Section 6.
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centers by representatives of the governments concerned about the
progress of the displaced persons operation.” In cases of disagreement
between the Administration and governments during the course of the
displaced persons operation cither party was directed to refer the
matter to the Central Committee.®®

Furthermore, and most significant, the Council at its Third Session
made the Director General’s broad programs of operation—his allo-
cation of relief funds to specific countries—dependent upon the ap-
proval of the Central Committee.?”

4. THE CENTRAL COMMITTEE AND THE
ADMINISTRATION

The Director General kept the Central Committee members well
informed through a monthly report on the current work of the Admin-
istration. These reports, instituted at the request of the Soviet member
of the Central Committee in January 1945,”* continued regularly until
the Central Committee assumed the powers of the Council in June

1947, after which bimonthly surveys were adopted at the suggestion

“of the Administration.”® Such summaries, both factual and interpretive
in nature,® in addition to the extensive documentation supplied by
the Administration in connection with the agenda sent to the Commit-
tee members before each meeting, and the informal discussions “"I_‘if:h
top staff held with Committee members, left little about the Adminis-
tration which the Committee did not know.

The Committee’s decisions more often confirmed what the Adminis-
tration proposed to do than formulated measures for solving new
problems. At meetings of the Committee the Director ancral usually
made his analysis of a problem and proposed a solution which the
Committee debated, sometimes modified, and finally approved. Occa-
sionally, as in the instance of the proposal for a grant of funds by the
Administration to permit the establishment of the BoelrFl of ”ljrustecs
for Rehabilitation A ffairs (BOTRA) founded by the Chinese Govern-
ment for the long-term operation of CNRRA-UNRRA projects, the

55 Resolution 9. &6 Resolution g2.

57 Resolution 8o; see infra, Part Three, Chapter II, Section 6. Uh

% CC(45)4, minutes 11th meeting, 25 January 1945 (CC I%gcs-.,_ .{&H. popedr )

59 CC(47)85, minutes ssth meeting, 16 June 19475 CCl47)96, 1 August 1947;
CC(47)99, minutes 57th meeting, 5§ August 1947. ; 2 sl =0l

%0 Reports, Director General to Central Committee, February 1945-June 1947.
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Director General reported his negotiations with the Chinese Govern-
ment and asked for the confirmation of the Central Committee.t
During the period of liquidation he brought administrative questions
as well as matters of general policy before the Committee since the
Administration had come to desire the backing of the Committee on
all its major activities.®?

5. THE ADVISORY COMMITTEES—FORMATION AND
PROCEDURES

The First Council established an elaborate system of committees
made up of representatives of member governments to serve as advisory
bodies to the Council, the Central Committee, and the Director Gen-
eral. It set up regio i %% and the Far East,%* a
Committee on Supplies,®® a Committee on Financial Control,® a Sub-
committee of the Committee on Supplies 7 (on ability to pay), and
five standing technical committees to deal with agriculture,® displaced

_persons,®® health,™ industrial rehabilitation,”™ and welfare.™ Fifteen
resolutions defined their membership, the scope of their strictly ad-
visory functions,” and gave them detailed rules of procedure.”

On 30 November 1943, before the Council adjourned, the regional
committees and those concerned with supply and financial control held
their initial meetings,” and by 17 January 1944 Governor Lehman
announced the organization of all the technical committees.?®

At its first meeting each regional committee asked that subcommittees
of the technical committees be established for its area as permitted by
the Agreement.”” Those for Europe, as well as additional A4d Hoc Food
and Textile Subcommittees, were set up in London in May 1044 after
disagreement among the United Kingdom, the United States, and the
USSR, in disregard of the Rules of Procedure,” over the choice of

61 CC, verbatim minutes 21st meeting, 5§ November 1947.
ez Interviews, G. E. Fox with Fred L. Chait (General Counsel), 26 January, 2z

February 1947. 63 Resolutions 18, z20. G4 Resqut?ons 19, 20.
65 Resolutions 21, 22. 66 Resolutions 24, 25. 87 Resolution 23.
68 Resolutions 26, 27. 89 Resolutions 26, 28. 70 Resolutions 26, 29.
71 Resolutions 26, 30. 72 Resolutions 26, 31. 78 Resolutions 18-31, 40.

74 Resolution 40, Rules of Procedure of the Council, Annex I

75 Journal, First Council, pp. 169-171.

76 UNRRA Press Release 4, 17 January 1944.

77 Journal, First Council, p. 169. : :

75 Resolution 40, Rules of Procedure of the Council, Annex I, Article V, 4.
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nations to be granted the chairmanships; ™ and later in the fall the
subcommittees for the Far East were organized in Washington.®

Other committees were established when specific tasks made them
necessary. Among these the most important were the Audit Sub-
committee, set up by the Second Council to deal with the policy aspects
of the audit; ** the Program Subcommittee, established 3 December
1945 by the Central Committee as a means of implementing its responsi-
bilities defined in Resolution 80; 2 a special subcommittee of the Cen-
tral Committee, appointed % in accord with Resolution 71 to study
displaced persons problems, in consultation with the governments
concerned, and report to the Fourth Council Session; ** and a Standing
Committee of the Council on the Rehabilitation of Children and
Adolescents set up by the Fifth Council ** to make preparations in con-
sultation with appropriate United Nations and voluntary agencies for
the establishment of ICEF.®¢ As in the case of the Council and the
Central Committee the men appointed in the beginning to these stand-
ing committees and subcommittees held positions of greater importance
in their national governments or professions than their successors
during the most active period of UNRRA’s work.

The Council prescribed %" for all standing and technical committees
the procedure for selection of members and officers and for the estab-
lishment of further subcommittees, as well as regulations for meetings,
voting methods, and other practices.

The Director General prepared the provisional agenda for each
meeting in consultation with the chairman of the committee. This had
to include: all items proposed by the committee at any previous meet-

79 Cables: Washington to London 96, 6 April 1944; Washington to London 127,
16 April 1944; letters: Leith-Ross to Richard Law (Minister of State, United Kingdom),
19 April 1944; Law to Leith-Ross, 25 April 1944; cable, Washington to London 169,
1 May 1944; letter, Ernest Brown (chairman, Committee of the Council for Europe)
to Leith-Ross, 11 May 1944. . 2 AL

8 Memos: Eugene Sergeev (Secretariat) to Eugene Staley (Far East Division), 10
October 1944; SErgccv to Frank S. Gaines (Acting Director, Southwest Pacific Area
Office), 16 November 1944.

81 Resolution 44, paragraphs 8, 9.

82 CC(45)38, minutes 18th meeting, 290 November 1945 (CC Dpcs., I, 40—4:);_ Pro-
gram Subcommittee of the Central Committee (CC/P) (45)5, minutes 1st meeting, 3
December rg45.

83 CC(46) 16, minutes 21st meeting, 7 February 1946 (CC Docs., II, 93-98).

84 CC(46)65, minutes 27th meeting, 21 March 1946 (CC Docs,, 1I, 182-183).

85 Resolution 103.

86 See Part Four, Chapter II, Section 3. .

87 Resolution 40, Rules of Procedure of the Council, Annex L.
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ing; all items proposed by the Council, the Central Committee, or an-
other standing committee of the Council; all items proposed by any
member of the committee and transmitted to the Director General at
least five days in advance of the meeting; and any item which the
Director General desired to put before the committee. Revisions and
additions could be made by the committee.58

As in the case of the Central Committee, the Secretariat at Head-
quarters furnished the technical and administrative services required
by the committees meeting in Washington.®® Similar work was carried
on in the Secretariat in ERO for the committees in London and by
the China Office for those in the Far East after June 1946 when the
Committee of the Council for the Far Fast began to meet regularly
in China.

A majority of members constituted a quorum, and all decisions re-
quired an affirmative majority vote of the members present.

\/; COMMITTEE OF THE COUNCIL FOR EUROPE

The Committee of the Council for Europe and the Committee of
the Council for the Far East had four main advisory functions. They
were set up, in line with precedents established by the Inter-Allied
Committee on European Post-War Requirements, to: recommend
basis or bases for over-all requirements and advise with respect to the
computation of over-all requirements in conformity with the bases;
advise with respect to the fair and equitable apportionment of available
supplies and to assist in securing the maximum production and inter-
change of any surplus supplies; and receive and discuss periodic reports
and advise on the organization of measures to assist displaced persons
and the coordination of national action in regard to medical and other
relief and rehabilitation problems.*

The Committee of the Council for Europe, originally consisting of
representatives of Belgium, Brazil, Canada, Czechoslovakia, the French
Committee of National Liberation, Greece, Iceland, Luxembourg, the
Netherlands, Norway, Poland, the USSR, the United Kingdom, the
United States, and Yugoslavia,®* was enlarged by the addition of repre-
sentatives of Denmark, the Byelorussian SSR, the Ukrainian SSR,**
and Turkey °* after those countries had become members of UNRRA.

88 Ibid., Article IV. 89 A dministrative Order 26, 14 Scptcm‘hcr 1944.
90 Resolution zo. 91 Resolution 18. 92 Resolution 66.
93 CC(46) 61, minutes 29th meeting, 17 May 1946 (CC Docs., III, 27-28).
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In the spring of 1946 the Committee invited representatives of the
Italian and Austrian Governments to attend its meetings as observers
without vote, in accordance with the precedent set by the Fourth
Council.”* Even earlier, international and other appropriate organiza-
tions (the International Labor Office and the Intergovernmental Com-

_mittee on Refugees) were also invited to send observers.?
" TFour chairmen, all British, successively presided over the Committee
of the Council for Europe: Colonel John J. Llewellin, British Minister
of Food,”® Ernest Brown, M.P., Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancas-
ter; *7 Sir Frederick Leith-Ross, a former Deputy Director General;
and Kenneth P. Younger, M.P."> The Committee held thirty-eight
meetings from November 1943 to April 1948. From the second meet-
ing held in London, 14 March 1944, until the eighth meeting, 25
August 1944, the Committee and its subcommittees were primarily
concerned with the study and discussion of bases of requirements for
relicf and rehabilitation in Europe as provided '°° by the First Council.
The results of this work were officially adopted at the Second Session
of the Council.1"

At the eighth meeting, the chairman pointed out 1°* that the Com-
mittee had more or less completed the work arising from the first
function assigned it and that consideration should be given to the
tasks that might arise from the second function, that is, advising with
respect to the fair and equitable apportionment of available supplies
and especially assisting in securing the maximum produr:ti(?n and in-
terchange of surplus supplies. This led, at subsequent meetings,'"® to
discussions of the role the Committee might play. These discussions
ultimately centered on an Administration memorandum entitled “Pro-
duction and Interchange of Relief Supplies—Analysis of the Problems
Involved,” 1°¢ in which it was stated that “it is for the Committee to

94 Committee of the Council for Europe (CCE) (46)37, minutes 27th meeting, 25
April 1946. i

95 Resolution 5; CCE(44) 5, minutes 2d meeting, 14 March 1944.

9 Journal, First Council, minutes 1st meeting CCE, 30 November 1943, pp. 169-170.

97 Letters: Leith-Ross to Lehman, 19 February 1944; British Embassy to Lehman,
23 February 1944.

98 Cable, London to Washington 977, 4 May 1945.

99 Letter, Foreign Office to LaGuardia, 1 June 1946.

100 Resolutions 17, 20. :

101 Resolution 55; infra, Part Three, Chapter I, Section 8. "

102 CCE (44) 50, statement of the chairman at the eighth meeting, 24 August 1944. )

103 CCE (44)68, minutes gth meeting, 22 November 1944, pp. 6-7a; CCE(45)18,
minutes 1oth meeting, 13 February 1945, pp- 11-12; CCE(45)20, minutes 11th meet-
ing, 19 February 1945, pp. 2-13. 104 CCE (45) 10.
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consider whether it can usefully initiate discussions on such problems
with a view to appropriate governmental or intergovernmental action,
or whether it is preferable to leave their consideration to other organi-
zations.”

The United Kingdom Government considered that the problems
raised fell outside the sphere of UNRRA. %% The Committee decided
to transmit the memorandum to its member governments and to meet
within four weeks to receive reports of the progress made.2?® At the
next meeting the United Kingdom representative indicated that his
Government thought it premature to discuss the matter further, since
representatives of his Government were meeting with those of the
French Provisional Government, the USSR, and the United States
to consider the development of machinery to deal with such matters.
The USSR representative supported this view.**” The effort to estab-
lish an active role for the Committee in connection with its second
proposed function thus failed.

Thereafter, the Committee concentrated largely on the third func-
tion—discussion of periodic reports submitted by the Administration.
These were used mostly, though not exclusively, by the Eastern Euro-

r pean representatives as excuses for criticizing the Administration:
| Greece was getting too much; % deliveries to Poland, Yugoslavia,
Czechoslovakia, and the Soviet Republics were too slow; 19 Traly was
' getting too much; 11° the displaced persons operations were being mis-
handled.!!! Up-to-date supply figures not being available in London,
“since the master records were necessarily maintained in Washington,
the A dministration sometimes could not give the Committee complete

| information on the many points raised for discussion.'*
After the decision at the Fifth Council Session that UNRRA would
not be extended, criticism of the Administration gradually gave way to

105 CCE(45) 16, statement by United Kingdom representative, February 1945.

106 CCE (45) 20, minutes 11th meeting, 19 February 1945.

107 CCE (45) 33, minutes 12th meeting, 19 March 1945, p- 13

108 CCE (45) 84, minutes 17th meeting, 26 June 1945. ;

100 CCE (46)6, minutes 24th meeting, 11 January 1946; CCE(46) 17, minutes 25th
meeting, 15 February 1946; CCE(46)37, minutes 27th meeting, 25 April 1046;
CCE (46) 51, minutes 28th meeting, 6 June 1946.

110 CCE (46) 24, 2d session, 25th meeting, 22 February 1946. / )

111 CCE (46) 51, minutes 28th meeting, 6 June 1946; CCE (46) 47, minutes 3oth meeting,
23 July 1946; CCE(46)75, minutes 31st meeting, 17 September 1946; CCE (46) 86,
minutes 33d meeting, 13 November 1946; CCE(47)2, minutes 34th meeting, 12 De-
cember 1946. ‘

112 For example, cable, London to Washington 6og, 16 January 1046.
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commendation. The Committee continued with the work of com-
menting on Administration reports into 1947, and at its thirty-eighth
meeting on 23 March 1948 voted to dissolve.™*?

7. COMMITTEE OF THE COUNCIL FOR THE FAR EAST

Although the functions of the Committee of the Council for the
Far East (CCFE) and the Committee of the Council for Europe were
identical,!'* their opportunities to serve UNRRA developed along very
different lines, owing to political and economic differences in the areas
which they rcpresented. Starting with many handicaps, the Commit-
tee of the Council for the Far East grew steadily in influence and
importance until it became a significant operating as well as policy-
making body for UNRRA in China.

The original membership of the Committee of the Council for the
Far Fast included representatives of Australia, China, the French Com-
mittee of National Liberation, India, the Netherlands, New Zealand,
the Philippine Commonwealth, the United Kingdom, and the United
States.115 After the cessation of hostilities in the Far East, August 1945,
the Third Council added a representative of the USSR (which had
refused membership at the First Council %) to the Committee; ***
Canada became a member at the final Session of the Council in De-
cember 1946.12% The representatives of each nation were changed
frequently owing to the peripatetic meetings of the Committee. Ob-
servers from official international organizations and appropriate civic
groups were invited from time to time to attend the Committc;.”“

T. F. Tsiang, China, served as chairman from the first meeting **°
until 13 November 1946, except for a few months in 1945 when the
Chinese Ambassador in Washington, Wei Tao-ming, acted while
Tsiang was in China.’*! W. W. Yen, formerly Premier, was then

112 CCE (48) 6, minutes 38th meeting, 23 March 1948.

114 Resolution 20.

115 Resolution 19.

116 Committee 1, Subcommittee 1, Secretary’s notes, 24 November 1943.

117 Resolution 79.

118 Resolution 108. d . .

119 Committee of the Council for the Far East (CCFE) (44) 2, minutes 3d meeting,
14 January 1944. i :

120 CCFE (43) 2, minutes 1st meetng, 30 November 1943 -

121 CCFE (45) 44, minutes gth meeting, first session, 24 Sc.ptcmhcr 19453 C('j{‘j_-,(.b-)p,,
minutes 1oth meeting, 13 December 1945; CCFE (46) 1, minutes 11th meeting, 27 De-
cember 1945,
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elected to the post 22 and served until the final, thirty-eighth, meeting,
27 January 1948.1%8

Prior to June 1946, the Committee of the Council for the Far Fast
met nine times in Washington,'?* three at Atlantic City,2% once in
Sydney,?® and once in London; 127 thereafter it met in China.!2s

In the beginning the Committee was concerned with general plans
and the bases of requirements for the Far East. It not only decided
that no uniform bases were applicable for both Europe and Asia, but
also, contrary to the conclusion of the Committee of the Council
for Europe,'*® that no bases could be set up for the whole Far East-
ern area. Each government should, therefore, present its own esti-
mates, using whatever bases it desired.’®® The Committee also in the
early days called attention to need for training personnel for relief and
rehabilitation services in the Far East,’®* and to the supplies which
might become available for UNRRA purposes upon the liberation of
territory then occupied by the enemy.’** The meeting held at Sydney,
15—20 February 1945,'®% led to an increased consciousness within the
Administration of the problems of the Far East and increased aware-
ness within the region of the existence and purposes of UNRRA.

Until the Committee began to hold regular meetings in China in the
midst of developing relief operations, it could do little more than dis-
cuss bimonthly reports from the Administration on current work, and
the observations of official or specialists’ missions.!34

Since but two of its member governments made specific appeals to
UNRRA for relief,'** the Committee was chiefly concerned with the

122 CCFE(46) 94, minutes 26th meeting, 13 November 1946.

123 CCFE (48) 22, minutes 38th meeting, 27 January 1948.

124 10 December 1943, 14 January, z3 February, 5§ May, 1z October 1944, 21
September-3 October (three sessions), 13, 27 December 1945, 2 April 1946.

125 30 November 1943, 12, 22 March 1946. ; 3

126 150 February 1945. 127 2—21 August 1945 (six sessions).

128 » June 1946 and thereafter. 128 Part Three, Chapter I, Section 8.

180 CCFE (43)4, minutes 2d meeting, 10 December 1943; CCFE (44)7, minutes sth
meeting, § May 1944; Resolution 65; #nfra, Part Three, Chapter 1, Section .

131 CCFE (43) 4, minutes 2d meeting, 10 December 1943.

132 CCFE (44) 5, minutes 4th meeting, 23 February 1944 :
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1045- :
134 CCFE (45)26, 28, 37, minutes 8th meeting, 2-24 August 1945; CCFE(45)44-46,
minutes gth meeting, 21 September 1945; CCFE(45)54, minutes 1oth meeting, 13
October 1945; CCFE(46)1, minutes 1ith meeting, 27 December 1945; CCFE(46)7,
minutes 12th meeting, 20 March 1946; CCFE(46)8, minutes 13th meeting, 22 March

1946; CCFE (46) 11, minutes 14th meeting, 2 April 1946.
0?363 China and the Philippine Commonwealth; Korea was not a member of UNRRA.
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vast and complex needs of the)_Chincse Republic. The emergency pro-
grams for the Philippines,'? and that for Korea 137 which was devel-
oped on the authorization of the Third Council following the recom-
mendation of the Committee of the Council for the Far East,138
required little time in comparison.

The fifteenth meeting, held at Nanking on 7 June 1946, established
the Committee as a force in the determination of the Administration’s
Far Eastern policy. The Committee, working also through subcom-
mittees—including an especially important one on distribution *#*—
now became an active forum, discussing particularly such problems
of the China Office as the extent of the displaced persons operation,!*°
the need for more local currency,#! and the inequity in the distribution
of supplies within the country.**

The year 1947 was the crucial one for the Committee, for the major
disturbances to the UNRRA operation in China growing out of the
spreading civil war, the difficulties of transport, and the ever-increasing
currency inflation obliged the regional committee to go beyond its
advisory responsibilities. As these disturbances developed, the Central
Committee not only looked to CCFE for guidance *** in such matters
as the stoppage of supplies to Communist China '#* but also delegated
to it executive powers in conjunction with the UNRRA China Of-
fice,1# particularly in regard to the use and control of funds from the
sale of UNRRA cotton.’*® The bulk of this work was accomplished

138 See Part Six, Chapter IV, Section 1.

187 See ibid., Section z. :

138 CCFE (45) 28, minutes 8th meeting, second session, 6 August 1945; Resolution 76.
This resolution also authorized operations in Formosa, but these were handled as part
of the program for China.

138 CCFE (46)31. =2 :

140 CCFE (46) 28, minutes 17th meeting, 8 June 1946; CCFE(46) 36, minutes 18th
meeting, 8 June 1946. i

141 CCFE (46) 38, minutes 19th meeting, ¢ June 1946; CCl‘E(:;f) 13- :

142 CCFE (46) 28, minutes 17th meeting, 8 June 1946; CCFE(46)36, minutes 18th
meeting, 8 June 1946.

143 CC(47) 42, minutes 4oth meeting, 4 March 1947. ‘ j

144 CCFE (47) 113, minutes 33d meeting, 18 _Iu_]y 1047; CCFE_(4?);()9. CC(47)92,
minutes 56th meeting, 24 July 1947; CC(47) 105, minutes 58th meeting, 20 August 1947:
CCFE(47) 141, minutes 34th meeting, 24 September 1947; CC(47) 141, minutes 62d
meeting, 17 November 1947. ’ ; ]

145 CC(47)84; CC(47) 86, minutes s5th meeting, 16 June 1047; CC(47) 135, minutes
61st meeting, 5 November 1947; CC(47)139; CC(47) 141, minutes 62d meeting, 17
November 1947. : y :

116 CC(47) 84; CC(47)86, minutes ss5th meeting, 16 June 19473 CC(47) 135, minutes
61st meeting, 5 November 1947; CC(47)139; CC(47) 141, minutes 62d meeting, 17
November 1947.




68 The Committees

in 2 Subcommittee on Financing, established in July 1947 and made
up of representatives of the Netherlands, the United Kingdom, the
United States, CNRRA, and the Administration.*7

The Chinese relief officials both in Washington and Shanghai had,
in 1947, viewed the Committee’s increasing power with some concern
as a possible infringement by an international organization on national
sovereignty, and opposed its extended development and continuance. 4%
On 27 January 1948 the Committee transferred its authority to
BOTRA, which it had been active in inaugurating,*** and voted its
own dissolution.®®

8. THE COMMITTEE ON SUPPLIES

The Committee on Supplies was one of the four committees estab-
lished specifically by the Agreement. Here it was indicated that this
Committee should “consider, formulate and recommend policies de-
signed to assure the provision of required supplies,” *°* that it should
consist of members “representing those member governments likely
to be principal suppliers of materials for relief and rehabilitation,” *72
and that its chairman should be invited to participate in those meetings
of the Central Committee “at which policies affecting the provision of
supplies are discussed.” 158

At its First Session the Council formally established the Committee
and defined its functions, which may be summarized as: to advise on
general supply policies and to discuss programs for securing supplies,
“ys such programs affect the supplying countries”; to codperate with
the Director General and the established intergovernmental and gov-
ernmental agencies in efforts to increase production and to assure the
availability of required supplies; and “to consider whether there are

2

unjustifiable differences in the valuations placed by the contributing

countries upon the supplies and services purchascd by or made availa-
ble to the Administration.” **

147 Committee of the Council for the Far Fast (Subcommittee on Financing)
(CCFE/SF) (47)1-(48) 21. :

148 CCFE (47)97; CC(47) 135, minutes 61st meeting, § November 1947.

148 CCFE (47) 126, 127, 128; CCFE(47) 141, minutes 34th meetng, 24 Scptcjmbc;:
1947; CCFE(47) 152, minutes 3s5th meeting, 20 Qcmber 10473 CQ(4;);41, minutes
62d meeting, 17 November 19473 CCFE (47) 173, minutes 36th meeting, 15 December
10473 CCFE (48) 11, minutes 37th meeting, 15 January 1948.

150 CCFE (48) 22, minutes 38th meeting, 27 January 1948; CCFE (48) 14.
151 Article 1, 4. 152 Ihid.
158 Article II1, 3. 154 Resolution 22.
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To carry out these responsibilities the Council determined that rep-
resentatives of eleven nations—Australia, Belgium, Brazil, Canada,
China, France, the Netherlands, New Zealand, the USSR, the United
Kingdom, and the United States—should be members of the Com-
mittee. While it was hoped at the time that all might become contribut-
ing countries, five did not. At later sessions, representatives of India; **°
Czechoslovakia, Mexico, Norway, Poland, and Yugoslavia; *7¢ Greece,
the Philippines, and the Ukrainian SSR 7 were added; the latter two
groups after the functions of the Committee had been expanded.**
Of these additional nine, only two were contributing countrics.

In accord with the understanding reached between the Canadian,
United Kingdom, and United States Governments,'* Lester B. Pear-
son, the Canadian representative, was elected chairman at the first meet-

ing. On his resignation in September 1946, ]. B. Brigden,-Australia,
was elected to succeed him,1¢° Canada having by then become a member
of the Central Committee.

During the planning period of UNRRA, that is, until the Third
Council Session, the Committee on Supplies was the main forum where
the Administration’s supply operations were discussed. Through care-
fully prepared reports the Bureau of Supply laid before the Committee
the Administration’s negotiations with the allocating agencies *** and
the military authorities,** its plans for specific operations,** and pe-
riodic reviews of the developments in its supply program.'®* In gen-
eral, the Committee gave the desired support to the Administration’s
work,1%5 serving also as both check and goad during the growth of the
supply operation. To the Second Council, it reported that “thclwnrk-
ing relationships established between the Committee on Supplies and
the Fxecutive Branch of the Administration during the last nine months
have resulted in a thorough appreciation of the supply problems in-

155 Resolution 45- 156 Resolution 68. )

157 By decision of the Central Committee in fulfillment of Resolution 68, CC(46)61,
minutes 29th meeting, 17 May 1946 (CC Docs., 111, 26-27). :

158 Resolution 69. 199 Part One, Chapter I, Section 3.

160 Committee on Supplies (C?)5(4(,53341‘ n(;;lllu";_cs 26th meeting, 26 September 1946.

161 CS(44) 17, 21, 25, 313 CS(45) 16, Appendix 1wo.

162 CS((:SS: lcttcr), iel1man4jt0 Co&%ined Chiefs of Staff, 22 December 1943;
CS(44)17, 25, 31. _

163 CS(44)8, “Draft of Proposed Policies and Procedures for Procurement in ";\d—
vance of Liberation by Governments of Countries Occupied by the Enemy, 27
January 1944; CS(44)15, March 1944, revised draft of same; CS(45) 4, memo, “Valua-
tion and Prices of Relief and Rehabilitation Supplies.”

184 CS(44) 17, 21, 25, 31; CS(45)2, 6, 9, 16, 20, 25, 26, 33, 36, 42-

165 CS(44)36; CS(45)29.
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volved and of the procedures that need to be established to facilitate
the prompt solution of these problems.” 1¢¢

As it became apparent that the distribution of supplies was of equal
importance with their provision the Committee asked the right to con-
sider as well the equity of any proposed policy for the distribution of
relief supplies among receiving countries. This function was appar-
ently established by Resolution 69, originally put forward by Pearson
in the General Committee at the Third Council, empowering the Com-
mittee on Supplies to advise on and discuss “broad programs for secur-
ing the equitable distribution of supplies.” **” The power came to little,
however, since this work was largely assumed by the Program Subcom-
mittee of the Central Committee, created as a result of another decision
made at the same Council Session.1%8

Having failed in this effort the Committee on Supplies reluctantly
reverted to its original advisory function regarding the procurement
of supplies.'® Through the appointment of a Subcommittee on Special
Supply Problems,'" it played an important part in bringing the critical
food shortage in the winter of 1945-1946 to the attention of member
governments.'"! Thereafter it met seldom,'?® and, with the approval of
all its members, the chairman agreed to its dissolution by the Central
Committee in August 1947.17*

9. SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON SUPPLIES
(ON ABILITY TO PAY)

The early plan to consider supplies and finance in one standing com-
mittee was discarded at the First Council. In the meeting of the Com-
mittee on Ad Hoc Committees on 2 1 November, the Belgian representa-
tive pmpnscd a smaller committee to deal with the situation (_)f countri‘es
without foreign exchange, arguing that much confidential material

168 Council II Document 221, C5(44)36. . :

107 Council 111, General Committee, verbatim minutes sth meeting, 17 August 19453
Council 11T Document 101. ;

168 Resolution 8o; infra, Part Three, Chapfer II, Section 6.

169 CS(45) 41; CS(46) 1, minutes 19th meeting, 12 December 1945.

170 CS(46)8, minutes 2oth meeting, 24 January 1946. :

171 CS(46) 13; Council IV Document 18, CS(46)25; see infra, Part Three, Chapter
1V, Section 4. ; et ’

172 Four times after 25 March 1946. y ; ‘

173 CC(47)86, minutes ssth meeting, 16 June 1947; CC(47)98; CC(47)99, minutes
57th meeting, § August 1947.
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would be involved which should not be widely circulated. Further
arguments for dividing the larger committee included the difficulties of
combining finances with supply matters 1" and the recognition that
a separate committee of technical experts would be needed to deal with
the problems of administrative finance.!™

The First Council, on the recommendation of the Committee on
Ad Hoc Committees,'"® accordingly established a small subcommittee
of no more than five members to deal with, and advise the Director
General on, the ability to pay of countries applying for UNRRA’s
assistance. Appointed by the chairman of the Committee on Supplies,
the majority of its members were to be drawn from that Committee
and the others codpted from the Committee on Financial Control.*™

The Subcommittec on Ability to Pay differed from all other
UNRRA standing committees. In reality, it was a series of five com-
mittees, each in turn set up to advise the Director General on the
application of one or more countries. Various factors made this de-
sirable. The USSR, for instance, did not wish to participate in delibera-
tions on China; **® the United States was not an appropriate member to
consider the case of the Philippines. Representatives of eight member
governments—Brazil, Canada, France, Mexico, Norway, the USSR,
the United Kingdom, and the United States—constituted the over-all
membership, thus providing the overlapping in the five groups neces-
sary for continuity of principles. In their thirty-two meetings be-
tween 23 August 1944 and 18 September 1946 these subcommittees
made twenty-two determinations normally covering periods of six
months.*??

The Subcommittee presented its recommendations—in every in-
stance unanimous decisions—to the Director General, who then made
his determinations. From early 1945 they were revised as a standard
internal paper bearing his signature. In all cases the Director General
followed the Subcommittee’s recommendations.

174 Committee on Ad Hoc Committees, Secretary’s notes, 21 November 1943.

175 Parc Two, Chapter 111 : ; 1

176 Reception 239, I/F/5/No. 6, Committee on Ad Hoc Conm?:ttces, minutes, 22 No-
vember 1943; Reception 285, 1/F/5/No. 9, Report of the Committee on Ad Hoc Com-
mittees, 25 November 1943.

177 Resolution 23. ;

178 Memo, David Weintraub (Bureau of Supply) to Lehman, 25 October 1944.

17 For details see monograph, Jacques J. Polak, “Ability to Pay,” also infra, Part One,

Chapter V, Section 3.
180 Monograph, Polak, “Ability to Pay,” p. 11.
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10. COMMITTEE ON FINANCIAL CONTROL
The major functions of the Committee on Financial Control were:

1. To review the annual budgets and any supplementary budgets of the
Director General and to make reports, comments, and recommendations
to the Council on these budgets.

2. To receive the quarterly reports of the Director General on Ad-
ministrative expenditures and receipts and to make reports to the Council
regarding them.

3. To recommend auditors to the Council and to advise the Council
1‘cgarding the scope and frcquency of the reports to be obtained from the
auditors . . .

4. To make recommendations to the Council regarding the share of the
administrative expense of the Administration to be pm\'idcd by each mem-
ber government . . .

5. Generally to advise the Council on all financial matters within the
competency of the Administration other than those falling within the scope
of the Committee on Supplies.***

Its membership consisted of the Council members, or their alternates,
representing China, Greece, Mexico, Norway, the Union of South
Africa, the USSR, the United Kingdom, and the United States.182
Four successive chairmen were elected: Dean Acheson; 182 William L.
Clayton; 8¢ A. T. Brennan,'®® the able member from South Africa
who as vice-chairman had often presided during Clayton’s tenure; and,
after a vacancy for six meetings, Ole Colbjornsen, from Norway, also
a former vice-chairman.8¢

The power to review the annual and supplementary budgets of the
Administration upon which it made recommendations to the Council or
the Central Committee was taken most seriously.!®? By tacit agreement

181 Resolution 25. 182 Resolution 24.

183 Committee on Financial Control (CFC) (43)2, minutes 1st meeting, 30 November
1943- : :

184 CFC(45) 28, minutes 19th meeting, 17 July 1945.

185 CFC(46) 49, minutes 33d meeting, 12 July 1946.

186 CFC(47) 6, minutes 41st meeting, 6 February 1947.

157 CFC (44) 42, minutes 10th meeting, 20 September 1944; CFC(44) 43, minutes 11th
meeting, 21 September 19445 CFC(44) 44, minutes 12th meeting, 22 September 1944}
CFC(45)3, minutes 14th meeting, 24 January 1945; CFC(45)61; CFC(46)6, minutes
26th meeting, 3 January 1946; CFC(46)9, minutes 27th meeting, 16 January 1946;
CFC(46) 12, minutes 28th meeting, 23 January 1946; CFC(46) 35, minutes 31St mecting,
22 March 1946; CFC(46)49, minutes 33d meeting, 12 July 1946; CFC(46) 60, minutes
35th meeting, 19 July 1946; CFC(46)73, minutes 36th meeting, 26 November 1946;
CFC(47) 15, minutes 42d meeting, 2 April 1947; CFC(47) 27, minutes 43d meeting,

2 July 1947
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at the Montreal Council Session, and in accordance with the original
title—Committee on Administrative Finance—the members limited
their responsibility to a concern about administrative expenses, exclud-
ing all mission or “operating” expenditures.s*

The Committee’s power to review the Administration’s financial
statements augmented by the Director General’s comments and the
auditors’ reports thereon, as well as any other reports by the auditors on
accounting and financial problems,’*? led to a general airing of the
weaknesses in the financial organization of UNRRA 9° and their ulti-
mate rectifications. The Committee’s responsibility for recommending
the auditors led to the acceptance of the United States proposal sup-
ported by the United Kingdom that UNRRA should have an inde-
pendent firm of auditors for the policy audit rather than a group of
auditors chosen from several member nations under a controlling officer
appointed by the Committee on Financial Control.1?1

The power to recommend the size of the administrative contribu-
tions of member governments made the Committee the body where
the assessments on new members of UNRRA were considered and
levied,'*? where member nations wishing cuts in their allocation
brought their cases,'?® and where deficits arising from the nonpayment
of contributions were discussed.®* The general power to advise the
Council and Director General on financial matters within the com-

188 CFC(44) 44, minutes 12th meeting, 22 September 1944; CFC(44) 45, minutes 13th
meeting, 23 September 1944.

189 Resolutions 25, 44. . )

190 For example, CFC, verbatim minutes 15th meeting, 16 March 19453 16th meeting,
23 March 1945; CFC(45) 11, minutes 17th meeting, 29 March 1945; CFC(45) 12, 13, 25;
CFC(45) 38, minutes 21st meeting, 13 August 19453 CFC(45)41, minutes 22d meeting,
14 August 1945; CFC(46) 1, minutes 25th meeting, 14 December 19453 CFC(46)19,
minutes 29th meeting, 15 February 1946; CFC(46) 74, minutes 37th meeting, 6 December
1946; CFC(47)6, minutes 4ist meeting, 6 February 1947; CFC(47)15, minutes 42d
meeting, z April 1947; CFC(47) 27, minutes 43d meeting, 2 July 1947. ;

191 CFC, verbatim minutes: 3d meeting, 13 March 1944; 4th meeting, 25 April 19443
sth meeting, 3 May 1944; 6th meeting, 8 May 1944; 7th meeting, 15 May 1944;
CFC(44) 21; CFC(44)23; CFC(44) 29, minutes 8th meeting, 7 August 1944.

192 CFC(45)38, minutes 2ISt meeting, 13 August 19453 CFC(45) 41, I1!j11litf;s‘::d
meeting, 14 August 19453 CFC(45) 45, minutes :3_d meeting, 16 August 19453 CFC(45) 49,
minutes 24th meeting, 18 August 1945; CFC(46) 1, minutes 25th meeting, 14 December
1045; CFC(46)6, minutes 26th meeting, 3‘]9nuary 1946; CFC(46) 12, minutes 28th.
meeting, 23 January 1946; CFC(46)13; CFC(46) 49, minutes 33rd meeting, 12 July
1946; CFC(46) 73, minutes 36th meeting, 26 November 1945.

193 CFC(44) 45, minutes 13th meeting, 23 Scp"ccmbcr 1044 ot 1 ,

192 CFC(45) 223 CEC(45) 28, minutes 19th meeting, 17 July 1945; CI-(J(‘_L;).;_:. minutes
23d mcctiﬂg:, 16 August 1945; CFC(47)6, minutes 41st meeting, 6 February 1947;
CFC(47) 15, minutes 42d meeting, 2 April 1947.
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petency of the Administration resulted in the Committee’s discussion
of insurance policies,?® personnel salary scales,'*® accounting plans,*?
and the convertible currency resources and requirements of the Ad-
ministration.?8

In spite of its limited control over the Administration’s finances,
the Committee served as an important check and active threat to ex-
travagant tendencies among UNRRA'’s administrators both in Wash-
ington and London. Although it made its major contributions before
the Audit Subcommittee began work in March 1945, the Committee’s
power to cut administrative budgets continued to inspire caution in the
staff.19? The Committee’s review was, in fact, considered important
enough to keep the Committee in existence throughout the liquidation
of UNRRA, to receive the financial reports of the Administration,
and to confer with the Board of Audit of the United Nations on audit
procedures and policies.?°

11. AUDIT SUBCOMMITTEE

The Audit Subcommittee, established by Resolution 44, was ap-
pointed by the Committee on Financial Control in January 1945. The
Subcommittee was to consult with the auditors, to direct them concern-
ing the policy aspects of the audit, and to examine and make reports
and recommendations to the Committee on Financial Control on the
records and accounts of the Administration. The Subcommittee, in-
deed, played a very active role in all questions connected with the
accounts and financial reports of the Administration. It suggested
organizational changes; it commented on the state and conditions of
the accounts; it established standards to be met by the accounts. After
considering the views of the Administration and the auditors, it made
many recommendations concerning the financial aspects of the work

195 CFC(45)23; CFC(45)28, minutes 1g9th meeting, 17 July 1945; CFC(46) 1, minutes
25th meeting, 14 December 1945.

196 CFC, verbatim minures 4th meeting, 25 April 1944; CFC(45)24; CFC(45)28,
minutes 1gth meeting, 17 July ro4s. : ‘ .

197 CFC(43)6, minutes 2d meeting, zo December 1943; verbatim minutes 3d meeting,
14 March 1944.

198 CFC(45) 45, minutes 23d meeting, 16 August 1945.

199 Memo, Director General to all division and bureau heads, 11 October 1944;
Senior Deputy Director General’s staff meeting, minutes, 17 January 1946. .

200 CFC(48) 17, minutes 46th meeting, 21 September 1948; interview, G. E. Fox with
Wilbur Morse (Secretary of the Committee), 30 November 1948.
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of the Administration to the Committee on Financial Control 20!

The Subcommittee held its first meeting on 21 March 1945. The five
members were nominated by Czechoslovakia, the Union of South
Africa, USSR, the United Kingdom, and the United States. It was
expected that they would be chosen for special technical competence,
and at first they met this requirement. The member from South Africa
was succeeded by a representative nominated by Canada in the au-
tumn of 1946, the Committee on Financial Control being empowered
to invite another government to name a member in case one of the orig-
inal five should be unable to supply a suitable person.?°* The USSR
representative was changed at least five times and after July 1947 seldom
attended the meetings, although he continued to receive the Commit-
tee’s papers.2®* A. T. Brennan, South Africa, became the first chairman,
owing to his recognized knowledge of the Administration.*** Upon his
resignation from the Committee on Financial Control in July 1946,
Fred L. Preu, the United States member since November 1945, be-
came acting and then permanent chairman of the Subcommittee.25

Since the Subcommittee was concerned with making recommenda-
tions based on the records and accounts of the Administration, it worked
in privacy. Members of the Administration and the Council’s auditors
attended its meetings only on invitation,?*® and, although its formal
recommendations were given wide circulation,**” the brief summaries
of its deliberations 2% had in the beginning very limited distribution.**?

12. PROGRAM SUBCOMMITTEE

The Program Subcommittee was established by the Central Commit-

tee after the Third Council to review projected supply programs for
receiving countries submitted by the Administration and to recom-
mend to the Central Committee their acceptance or revision. Each gov-
ernment on the Central Committee appointed a representative, and

201 See Part Two, Chapter IIL

202 CFC(45)3, minutes 14th meeting, 24 January 194s.

208 Aqudit Subcommittee, minutes, March 1945-March 1948.

204 Audit Subcommittee, minutes 1st meeting, 21 March 1945.

205 Audit Subcommittee, minutes 14th meeting, 11 July 1946; minutes rsth meet-
ing, 22 November 1946. .

208 Aydit Subcommittee, Brennan report, 1st meeting, 21 March 1945.

207 For example, Council III Document 11.

208 Audit Subcommittee, minutes, 19 December 1945.

209 Audit Subcommittee, minutes, 5-6 December 1945.




76

optionally an alternate, to serve on the Subcommittee.?!? It had, there-
fore, a membership of six until the Council at its Fourth Session en-
larged the Central Committee to nine.?!* As the same men usually sat on
both committees the Program Subcommittee was, in effect, a'rcplica
of the Central Committee. This meant that during the most important
period in the Administration’s history, when the program of operations
was being formulated, the major representatives of member govern-
ments were in almost daily contact with the Administration.

Because of its basic connection with all decisions regarding the size
and nature of country programs, the Program Subcommittee was the
most significant of UNRRA's advisory committees, and the results of
its deliberations during fifty-four meetings were reflected in the allot-
ment of supplies to each receiving country.*'?

The Committees

13. TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEES

The five technical committees established by the First Council had
similar functions. In their respective fields of agriculture, displaced per-
sons, health, industrial rehabilitation, and welfare they were to advise
the Council, the Central Committee, and the Director General on the
nature and scope of technical problems; to review periodically the pro-
gram of the Administration; to make proposals on technical policies; to
appoint subcommittees at the request of, and in consultation with, the
regional committees; and to advise the regional committees and the
respective regional representatives of the Director General on technical
problems.?*?

Eight nations (Australia, Belgium, Czechoslovakia, the Netherlands,
the USSR, the United Kingdom, the United States, and Yugoslavia)
appointed representatives to all five committees. Twenty-four govern-
ments named experts to attend the Committee on Agriculture, sixteen
for the Displaced Persons Committee, fourteen for the Health Com-"
mittee, sixteen for the Industrial Rehabilitation Committee, and thir-
teen for the Welfare Committee. The elected chairmen of the five

210 CC(45)38, minutes 18th meeting, 29 November 1945 (CC Docs., II, 40-43);

CC(as3) 30 (CC Docs., I1, 44-45). y _
21(1453;;?3(}:1, China, France, )USSR. United Kingdom, and United States; Australia,

Brazil, and Yugoslavia. [
212 See Part Three, Chapter II, Sections 6 ff.
218 Resolutions 27, 28, 29, 30, 31.




The Committees 77

bodies represented Canada, the United States, the USSR, Czecho-
slovakia, and Belgium.**4

On the corresponding technical subcommittees and the two addi-
tional Ad Hoc Subcommittees on Food and 61 Textilés established for
Europe, the following countries were represented: Belgium, Canada,
Czechoslovakia, the French Provisional Government, Greece, Luxem-
bourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, the USSR, and the United
Kingdom, except that the USSR was not reprcscntcd on the Welfare
Subcommittee. Among non-European countries, the United States was
represented on all seven; Canada, on all but the Displaced Persons; _
Brazil and Iceland, on the Agriculture, Food, and Textile; and New
Zealand, on the Agriculture and Health.?'® Three of the chairmen
came from the United Kingdom, one each from Czechoslovakia, the
French Provisional Government, the Netherlands, and Norway.*®

There were also five technical subcommittees appointed for the Far
Fast. To all, Australia, France, the Netherlands, New Zealand, the
United Kingdom, and the United States sent representatives. China
took part in all except the Subcommittee on Displaced Persons. India
appointed a member to the Subcommittee on Displaced Persons and
Industrial Rehabilitation, and the Philippine Commonwealth sent rep-
resentatives to the Subcommittees on Agricultural Rehabilitation and
Welfare.2'7 The original chairmen of these subcommittees were selected
by the chairman of the Committee of the Council for the Far East in
consultation with the chairman of the corresponding standing technical

214 Standing Technical Committee on Agricultural Rehabilitation (TAG) (44)2,
minutes 1st meeting, 13 January 1944; Standing Technical Committee on Displaced
Persons (TDP) (44) 2, minutes st meeting, 13 January 1944; Standing Technical Com-
mittee on Health (THE) (44)2, minutes 1st meeting, 17 January 1944; Standing
Technical Committee on Industrial Rehabilitation (TIR) (44)2, minutes 1st meeting,

13 January 1944; Standing Technical Committee on Welfare (TWE) (44)2, minutes
1st meeting, 13 January 1944.

215 CCE(44) 8, 13, 20, 70.

216 CCE(44) 24, 28, and 7o0.

217 Subcommittee on Agricultural Rehabilitation for the Far East (TAG/FE) (44)5,
minutes 1st meeting, 29 November 1944; Subcommittee on Displaced Persons for the
Far Fast (TDP/FE) (45)19, minutes 1st meeting, 23 January ro453 TDP/FE(45)24,
minutes 3d meeting, 15 February 1945; Subcommittee on Health for the Far Fast
(THE/FE) (44) 9, minutes 1st meeting, 26 November 1944; THE/FE(45) 11, minutes
3d meeting, 1 February 1945; Subcommittee on Industrial Rehabilitation for the Far
Fast (TIR/FE) (45) 1, minutes 1st meeting, 22 December 1944; TIR/FE(45)7, minutes
2d meeting, 25 January 1945; Subcommirtee on Welfare for the Far Fast
(TWE/FE) (44)4, minutes 1st meeting, 15 November 1944; TWE/FE(45)6, minutes
3d meeting, 22 January 1945.
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committee.?*® Two came from China, one from India, one from the
Netherlands and one from New Zealand.?*? As these men were seldom
present, the subcommittees elected temporary chairmen who often
varied from meeting to meeting.

These technical committees and subcommittees played, on the whole,
a minor role in the development of the work of UNRRA. In three in-
stances, however, their advice had a lasting influence on the Administra-
tion’s policy. The Standing Technical Committee on Health, acting
under Resolution 52 passed at the Second Council, prepared the final
texts of the International Sanitary Conventions.?*° Three of the Eu-
ropean subcommittees (those on agriculture, health, and industrial
rehabilitation) and the Ad Hoc Food and Textile Subcommittees pre-
pared the bases used by the Director General in determining the divi-
sion of UNRRA supplies among the European countries.?** The Sub-
committee on Welfare for Europe initiated the resolution for the
provision of emergency supplies for Northwestern Europe *** which,
authorized by the Central Committee,*** became part of the UNRRA
program.

With the end of the planning period, the need for the technical com-
mittees was generally recognized to have passed, and all but the Standing
Technical Committees on Health, Displaced Persons, and Industrial Re-
habilitation were dissolved by the Third Council in August 1945, with
provision that ad hoc committees might be appointed if necessary.***
Although none of the three remaining committees met after the middle
of 1046,22" they were not officially dissolved by the Central Committee
until August 1947.7*°

218 CCFE (44) 2, minutes 3d meeting, 14 January 1944. :

219 TAG/FE (44)1; TDP/FE(45) 1; THE/FE(44) 13 TIR/F‘E(%) 1; TWE/FE (44)1.

220 THE (45) 1, minutes 7th meeting, 5 December 19445 THE(45)2, minutes 8th
meeting, 9 December 1944; see infra, Part Four, Clmlptcr I, Section 2.

221 Resolution 55; infra, Part Three, Chapter I, passim. E .

222 Subcommittee on Welfare for Europe (TWE/E) (45)2, TWE/E (45)3, minutes
6th meeting, 10 January 1945; see infra, Part Five, Chapter ,\'[I;

223 CC(45)9, minutes 12th meeting, 26 February 1945 (CC Does., I, 101-105); see
infra, Appendix Four, Section 111, Document 1.

224 Resolution 75. 3 : ;

225 THE (46) 4, minutes roth meeting, 16 July 1046; TDP (46) r, minutes 15th meeting,
20 December 19453 TIR (46) 15, minutes 11th meeting, 21 May 1946.
226 CC(47) 99, minutes 57th meeting, 5 August 1947.
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149. THE ADVISORY COMMITTEES AND THE
ADMINISTRATION

The elaborate provisions made for the committees were more im-
pressive than real. Hope that committees would be important instru-
ments in building up the good will, participation, and support of mem-
ber governments in the work of UNRRA 227 gave place to the fear that
advisory bodies would delay action.?”s UNRRA’s work was to meet
emergency needs promptly. Its life was short. Operations could not be
postponed by long discussions in numerous committees leading to advice
on policy. Because of this the Administration discouraged committee
meetings,*** and by the Second Council Session member governments
advised against their multiplication.?*® The dissolution of many of the
technical committees by the Third Council was welcomed by members
and the Administration alike.281

At the same time, some committees rose to positions of significance.
With the beginning of intensive operations the member governments
established, at least theoretically, greater control over the Administra-
tion through an increase in the powers of the Central Committee, the
creation of the Program Subcommittee, and more thorough examina-
tion of the financial aspects of the work by the Audit Subcommittee
and the Committee on Financial Control. When operations in China
reached their peak, the Central Committee delegated executive powers
to the Committee of the Council for the Far East. These five committees
—occasionally resisted by the Administration for encroaching on its
authority 232-—played an important part in molding the policy of
UNRRA and in keeping the Administration’s problems before the
member governments. They were the major forums in which the
Administration’s point of view could be heard. Through them the Ad-

227 Srate (OFRRO Docs.), Pre-UNRRA Committee VIII, 9, memo, Hugh Jack-
son (Special Assistant to Lehman, OFRRO), 25 October 1943. 1 ;

228 Monograph, H. E. Caustin, “Notes on the Development and Functions of the
Director General’s Office.” first draft, p. 253 Hugh Jackson (Deputy Director General
for Regional Liaison), Diary, 24 February, 26 April 1944, pp. 36-37; Director General’s
staff meeting, minutes, 26 April 1944. ’ T s, 1

220 Monograph, Eugene Sergeev, “Committee Division,” p. 4.

230 Journal, Second Council, p. 55. J : 3
231 Council III Document 170, Ad Hoc/Ga29; minutes 6th meeting, 23 August 1945;

Journal, Third Council, pp. 95-97, 117- ; i :

232 CFC(45) 14, letter, Lehman to CFC, 26 March 1045; Director G:.-.ncm‘l‘s meeting
with Roger Makins (British Embassy), notes, 1o September 1945; Journal, F ifth Coun-
cil, p. 22.
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ministration could and did appeal formally for the support and under-
standing necessary from member nations.

The support received represented, in general, genuine international
collaboration./ The committees were meeting places where national
representatives were free to advance the policies of their own govern-
ments. One of the remarkable features of UNRRA was not that such
representatives did occasionally advocate actions that clearly reflected
national policies rather than politically unbiased practices,*** but that
they did so infrequently. From the Council down, the national repre-
sentatives tried to determine the fair method of carrying out the basic
aims of UNRRA 234

283 See above, Section 2.

234 For example, United States support of the Yugoslav program, CC(46)97, minutes
36th meeting, 12 Seprember 1946 (CC Docs., 1V, 5-7).




IV. The Financial Plan

1. EVOLUTION OF A FINANCIAL PLAN

HE AGREEMENT for UNRRA created the organization to ad-

minister relief; the motive force for the organization was to be

provided by the funds voted by each member government “in
so far as its appropriate constitutional bodies shall authorize.” 1

In signing the Agreement, each member government pledged itself
to contribute to the resources needed to enable the Administration to
accomplish the purposes for which it was established.? Provision was
made in the Agreement for two separate types of contribution: admin-
istrative and operating. Administrative expenses were to be met by an
annual budger drawn up by the Director General and submitted to the
Council for approval; they were then to be borne by the member gov-
ernments “in proportions to be determined by the Council.” * The
administrative contribution was to be a definite assessment. The operat-
ing contribution, on the other hand, was to be determined both as to
size and character by the member governments themselves, but the
obligation to pay either the one or the other was not to become legally
binding until the appropriate constitutional bodies of each government
chose to make it so.

In the war period during which UNRRA was planned it was im-
possible to be precise regarding the financial scope of the proposed re-
lief organization. No one could prophesy what would be the extent
of the needs of the liberated countries, or what resources the govern-
ments supplying relief would have at their disposal. There were many
variables, and perhaps the only constant was that relief needs would
outrun the means to meet them.

In the course of the protracted discussions which were conducted
between the United States and United Kingdom Governments for the
financing of relief, there emerged some general principles which were
recognized as essential to any financial plan to be adopted. The first
was that the acceptance of relief should not result in a burden of in-

1 Article V. 2 1bid. 3 Article VI.
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debtedness.* After World War I relief had been financed largely
through loans; the United States Government alone made loans directly
or indirectly for relief and rehabilitation amounting to about $2,300
million; the United Kingdom, France, Norway, Italy, the Netherlands,
and other governments made loans amounting to something like $424
million.’ Theoretically, these loans had to be repaid; in fact, very few
of them were, and they lingered on to cloud international relations. In
the financial planning for UNRRA there was no question of long-term
loans and credits; countries without resources would not be called upon
to pay for relief. Some of the receiving countries, indeed, looked upon
UNRRA relief as a right.® They argued that they had been promised
help and that these promises had led them to increase during the war
the destruction of their resources: therefore, they had acquired a right
to receive help.

The second principle accepted was that those countries which had
financial resources should pay for their own relief.” Liberated coun-
tries in need of relief could, in fact, be divided into two categories: those
which, like Poland and Yugoslavia, would probably have no financial
resources in foreign exchange and would therefore have to be provided
for entirely through free contributions; and those which, like France
and Belgium, were expected to have substantial resources at the end of
the war. It is not certain that the effect of this division into what subse-
quently came to be known as “nonpaying” and “paying” countries was
fully recognized until the First Council Session.® Before the Session was
ended, however, it had become clear that UNRRA would be actively
responsible in Europe for only the Fast and Southeast countries which
were not in 2 position “to pay,” and that the West European countries,

which had foreign exchange resources, would have direct access to

4 Letter, Sir Kingsley Wood (Chancellor of the Exchequer) to Lehman, 22 April

1043-
5 Dean Acheson (United States Department i
»8th, 1 and 2 Sessions, House Committee on Foreign Affairs, Hearings on H.].Res. 192

(Washington, D.C., 1944), Pp- 51, 1o1, 187-188, 9 and 10 December 1943.
6 For example, memo, Leith-Ross, conversation with Rudolf Bicanic (UNRRA

Council member for Yugoslavia), 8 January 19453 memo, Oscar Sc_lmchter (Gcn.crsl
Counsel’s Office, HQ) to Lehman et al, o November 1945, reporung two meetings
with V. F. Teplyakov (General Counsel, Soviet Purchasing Commissﬁon); }om:;x:d,
Fourth Council, 4th plenary meeting, 19 March 1946, speech by N. 1. Feonov (USSR

member), p. 36- : y g i
7 “Capacity to pay” concept developed in United Kingdom Treasury Files, 18642/03/1,

annumbered documents, February 1943. ni
8 Letter, Richard Law (United Kingdom Minister of State) to Acheson, 5 October

1043.

of State) in United States Congress,
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the various supply authorities and would look after their own needs. |

The third principle was, from the aspect of international codperation,
an important one: all countries—those which had been overrun as well
as those which had not—should contribute to the administrative ex-
penses; in this way donor and recipient countries would all be share-
holders in the organization, and all, whether giving or receiving, would
be equally entitled to be heard in the councils of UNRRA.

Finally, it was agreed that, whatever financial plan was formulated, it
must be one which would appeal to the United States Congress, since
it was inevitable that the bulk of the resources would have to be pro-
vided by the United States.’

These principles were based on the assumption that the work which
was to be carried out by UNRRA was to be strictly limited in scope.
The early conception of UNRRA as an organization which would
cover reconstruction as well as relief and rehabilitation had been aban-
doned.'® By the time the final plans were worked out in the summer
and autumn of 1043, it was accepted that UNRRA’s financial target
was a fund sufficient to provide for the import of essential supplies for
the emergency period into those liberated countries which had insuf-
ficient reserves of gold and foreign exchange.™ The bulk of the sup-
plics which would be needed by the liberated countries, even by those
which had suffered the worst despoliation, would have to be provided
by the industry of the peoples themselves. The margin to be furnished
by UNRRA, irrespective of what other plans might later be developed
for further rehabilitation and reconstruction, would, it was estimated,
be something like 5 per cent of the total.?? It was difficult, however, to
find a realistic figure either for the funds which could be raised, or for
the supplies which would be required.** In this dilemma there was little
possibility of matching what the contributing governments might be
able to give with what might be needed. 7§

A plan which aimed at overcoming the difficulty in estimating what
contributions the major supplying countries could make to relief was
worked out in the United Kingdom Treasury early in 1943. It was dis-

% Conference of OFRRO staff with experts from United States Government de-
partments, League of Nations, Carnegie Endowment, Bank of Manhattan, etc., 23-26
June 1943. _

10 See Part One, Chapter I, Section 5. g

11 Acheson in Foreign Affairs Hearings on H. ]. Res. 192, p. 12. 12 Jhid.

13 Special studies prepared for OFRRO Preparatory Committees ¢ and 10, sum-
mary of conversations in London, 8-23 April 1943; interview, K. R. Miller with
Harry D. White (United States Treasury), March 1948.
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cussed with Lehman when he visited London, as head of OFRRO, in
April 1943.1* Briefly, the plan provided for the injection of the relief
program into the existing wartime supply machinery. As in the Lend-
Lease/Reciprocal Aid system, payment for supplies would be required
in some cases, while in others it would not. Allocation of relief sup-
plies would be carried out by the Combined Boards. Financial settlement
would be made direct between the supplying and receiving countries;
a country which had sterling balances would pay for supplies received
within the sterling area, while receiving supplies from the United
States on Lend-Lease terms if it had no dollar resources. Subject to such
financial arrangements, donor governments (the United States, the
United Kingdom, Canada, Australia, etc.) would be designated by the
Combined Boards to supply various receiving countries and would
recover the cost involved where the financial resources of the receiving
country permittcd them to make payment. “Ability to pay” would be
the criterion for deciding whether a country should pay for supplies or
get them free. No special relief fund would be created, and the scheme
would obviate the risk of entering into premature obligations for large
global amounts of supplies before any experience, either of what was
required or of what could be supplied, had been gained.'®
This plan seemed both to the United Kingdom and the United States
officials to have certain drawbacks. It was felt that under so fluid an
arrangement it would be difficult to provide the United States Con-
ress with the information needed to obtain the necessary appropria-
tions.'® Lehman’s doubts about whether the plan would be workable
were shown by his reiterated request for information on what the
United Kingdom Government considered it would be able to con-
tribute. Accordingly, before Lehman left England, the Chancellor of

the Exchequer, Sir Kingsley Wood, wrote to him setting out the types

of supplies which the United Kingdom was likely to be able to make
available. Regarding finance, the letter added:

Also we have estimated that where the countries which receive . . . sup-
plies are in a position to pay for them, it will be their wish to do so. 'ljhcre
will be some countries which will not have the resources to contribute
to their own assistance. To the extent that our contributions were allocated
to such countries, we should not expect to receive payment for goods or
services. Our general principle would be that relief should not leave in-
debtedness behind.*”

14 Jhid. 15 Jbid. 18 1bid,
17 Letter, Sir Kingsley Wood to Lehman, 22 April 1943.
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Discussions continued in Washington during the summer. The view
that a central fund would be necessary gained ground. Lehman and
Harry D. White, of the United States Treasury, who had not hitherto
taken part in the discussions, argued for definite levies on all countries
which had not been devastated by the enemy. Such an approach would
provide a predetermined income to the Administration on an equitable
and businesslike basis likely to appeal to the United States Con-
gress.'s

In conversations within OFRRO in June, an operating budget for

S S—

UNRRA'’s first year was estimated at between $2,000 million and

3,000 million, of which $1,000 million was suggested as the iniial
United States contribution.’® These figures could not boast a statistical
basis—indeed, perhaps their chief merit was that they were round—but
they remained the tentative figures used in subsequent discussions and,
in fact, almost acquired the status of targets.

In October 1943, a few weeks before the Agreement for UNRRA
was signed, Richard Law, Minister of State in the United Kingdom
Government, accompanied by Treasury officials, including J. M. (later
Lord) Keynes, went to Washington for final discussions with Dean
Acheson and others. At a meeting attended by Acheson, Lehman,
White, and the United Kingdom representatives, White introduced a
plan for financing UNRRA.2°

He had previously expressed himself in favor of a restricted

UNRRA.*! He prophesied, all too truly, that its resources would never |

be sufficient to cover the activities which it would wish to undertake.
The extent of its operations, therefore, White argued, should be predi-
cated on the probable size of the contributions rather than on an attempt
to carry out a too ambitious program of activities. He considered that
contributions should be based on a formula. One of the advantages of
this approach would lie in the emphasis to be placed on the fact that
contributions were due, not gifts; an element of obligation not existing
in the Agreement would be imported. It would be preferable, more-
over, for any controversy over the financial plan to be focused on
a formula rather than on the contributions themselves. He foresaw
the danger that contributing governments might fight shy of con-

18 Special studies, Committees 9 and 10; Conference of Experts, 23-26 June 1943.

19 Memo, Eugene S. Staley (Technical Economic Program Expert, OFRRO), 29
May 1943. y

20 Special studies, Committees ¢ and 10, notes on a meeting held 2 October 1943.

21 Notes of discussion on financial problems of UNRRA, 30 August 1943.
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tributions expressed in terms of formidable tonnage of supplies.®?

The formula White proposed ** was one per cent of one year’s na-
tional income to be paid by each member government whose territory
had not been overrun. The contribution would be in the form of a
fund of local currency against which any supplies or services needed
by UNRRA in that country would be charged. The contribution
would not be an annual one, or for any stated period. It would be a
contribution once and for all—or until demonstrated needs made it
necessary to ask for more. To supply the free foreign exchange neces-
sary for the Administration’s operations, he proposed that each con-
tributing country should make available a proportion (perhaps 1o per
cent) of its contribution in convertible currency. This would give the
Administration flexibility in its transactions and enable it to buy in the
cheapest markets. The United States particularly would be able to make
a contribution of foreign exchange. Indeed, it could be argued that
it would be advantageous to the United States if, instead of deplet-
ing domestic stocks, some of its funds were used for offshore pur-
chases.

The political and practical merits of the White plan were obvious
to both the United States and United Kingdom negotiators who de-
cided to adopt it as a basis for a financial plan to be presented to the
First Council Session.2 The one per cent of national income principle
was in essence simple and straightforward; it had the attraction of
being reasonably equitable and it would provide a fund of more or less
the right size. That it would achieve a perfectly fair basis, neither the
author of the plan nor anyone else would claim. Under the one per
cent scheme, the United States would contribute about $1,350 mil-
lion; the United Kingdom, about $320 million; Canada, about $90
million; and other countries, proportionately smaller amounts. Thus
the concept of national income, hitherto regarded as an “obscure aca-
demic plaything,” became in the words of the Economist an “instru-
ment of statesmanship.” **

22 Special studies, Committees ¢ and 10, notes on a meeting held 2 October 1943;
interview, Miller with White, March 1948.

28 Memo, White to Lehman, “A Tentative Plan for Financing UNRRA,” [c. 7 Octo-
ber 1943]; see also, United States Department of State (State), 840.50/2832 B, Con-
fidential File PS/SMS, enclosure in letter, Edward R. Stetrtinius (Under Secretary
of State) to the President, 2o October 1943. . :

24 See joint memo by United Kingdom Minister of Production, President of Board
of Trade, and Minister of State, 18 October 1943.

25 Egonomist (London), CXLV (27 November 1943), 705-
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2. THE ADOPTION OF THE ONE PER CENT BASIS

At the First Council Session responsibility for agreeing on a financial
plan for UNRRA was assigned to the Committee on Finance and Sup-
plies. There were two main questions to be settled: the amount and
form in which member governments should contribute; and the basis
on which “ability to pay” for relief should be determined.?® The dele-
gates had no powers to commit their governments to any definite con-
tribution, but it was their responsibility and duty to recommend a fair
basis on which contributions should be made.2?

Dean Acheson introduced a United States financial plan on 15 No-
vember at what was probably the most significant meeting to take place
since the signature of the Agreement. He was able to report that ear-
lier in the day President Roosevelt had sent to the United States Con-
gress a message formally communicating the news of the signing of the
UNRRA Agreement and requesting the adoption of a joint resolution
authorizing the appropriation of funds to permit participation by the
United States in the work of UNRRA.*® The first step had been taken
toward obtaining the contribution upon which the success of the relief
administration was to depend.

The three main provisions of the United States plan were: that a fund
should be created to provide the equivalent of foreign exchange to coun-
tries without foreign exchange; that countries able to pay for their
supplies should do so; and that UNRRA, having acquired goods
through the fund created, might require a country receiving goods to
make available the proceeds of their sale in local currency for further
relief work.?® It was this plan which, although much debated, was
adopted without substantial alteration by the Council as the Financial
Plan for the Administration.®°

The main discussion concerned the basis on which contributions
should be levied. The basis, as contained in the United States plan,

was in accordance with the White proposal:

Section 4. General Contributions.—The Council recommends that each
member government whose home territory has not been occupied by the

26 Committee III, Secretary’s notes, statement by Colonel J. J. Llewellin (United
Kingdom member), 15 November 1943. Lok -

27 ] bid., statement by Acheson, 15 November 1943. 28 Ibid.

29 [ bid.; see also infra, Part Four, Chapter IV.

20 Resolution 14.
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enemy shall make a contribution for participation in the work of the Ad-
ministration (including administrative expenses of the Administration)
approximately equivalent to one per cent of the national income of the
country for the year ending June 30, 1943, as determined by the member
government for this purpose. It is further recommended that this amount
h‘c: made available promptly as required to meet the needs of the Administra-
tion.

Section 5. Form of Contribution.—The Council recommends that as
much as possible, but not less than ten per cent of the amount contributed
by each member government as recommended in Section 4 hereof, shall be
in such form as can be used in areas outside of the contributing country;
and that the balance thereof shall be in the form of a credit in local cur-
rency which shall be available for the purchase of supplies and services
within the contributing country.

Section 6. Governments in Special Economic Situation—The Council
recommends that any member government which is not in a position to
contribute as recommended in Sections 4 and 5 hereof, provide such
amounts or contribute in such other form as it finds possible. It is further
recommended that the member government discuss its contemplated action
with the Director General.

In advocating the adoption of the one per cent of national income
formula, Acheson pointed out that the contribution agreed upon should
be enough for the needs of the Administration and should be capable
of practical achievement. The formula should give each member gov-
ernment 2 yardstick by which its fair share could be measured, and
should result in providing the Director General with definite, deter-
minable funds. Acheson informed the Committee that the fund col-
lected on the one per cent of national income basis should amount to
between $2,000 million and $3,000 million, and, if the scope of the work
were limited to emergency needs, that sum should be adequate.

The United Kingdom and Canadian members supported the United
States plan, but it was challenged by the Brazilian member, Eurico
Penteado, and by Allan G. B. Fisher, New Zealand, both of whom
prescntcd plans based on alternative formulas. It was agreed that the
matter should be referred to a subcommittee which would report back
in a few days to the main Committee.

In the Subcommittee, which sat under the chairmanship of Dean
Acheson, at least four alternative formulas were discussed.?! Penteado

roposed that the criterion to be used for a minimum contribution
should be the percentage of the foreign trade of each contributing

31 Acheson in Foreign Affairs Hearings on H. ]. Res. 192, p. 167.
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country with the bloc of countries to receive assistance from
UNRRA.* It was pointed out that the burden of contributions might
be absurdly disproportionate, since some contributing countries might
have a very small trade with the liberated areas; moreover, the richer
countries might not necessarily have the largest foreign trade. In the
particular case of Brazil, the contribution under the plan proposed
would be considerably higher than under the United States plan.®?
Penteado indicated that his plan was not intended to apply to the
United States or to the United Kingdom, but to the Latin American
Republics. Even in their case, he agreed, there would be difficulties
owing to the varying volume of trade between certain Latin American
countries and potential liberated areas. It was a tentative suggestion,
and he did not wish to support it strongly.** The proposal was dropped.

Fisher argued that the one per cent formula failed to distinguish
between the different capacities to contribute of countries with dif-
ferent levels of per capita income. The capacity of a wealthy country
was obviously much greater than that of a country in which the
majority of the inhabitants lived near the level of subsistence.?® This
opinion had considerable support in the Subcommittee.*® It had cer-
tainly been foreseen during the pre-UNRRA planning period, and had
been regarded by the advocates of the one per cent of national income
formula as one of the strongest arguments in its favor; for, if even the
poor countries were asked to give one per cent of their national income,
the rich ones, the United States for example, could at least do as much—
it was the big contributions that were important.*” Fisher’s plan pro-
vided for the grouping of contributing cuuntrie‘s into‘ classes based on
per capita income: assuming one per cent of nlatlo.nal income to be the
appropriate rate of contribution for countries in the highest class,
rough justice would be done if in the lower classes the rate was S(.tal.cd
down accordingly. The Subcommittee recognized a degree of validity
in the New Zealand plan, but it was pointed out that if an attempt
were made to classify countries, imponderable questions, involving the
special burdens which some countries had to carry for economic rea-

(Council member from Brazil). . g
38 Committee 11, Subcommittee 1, Secretary’s notes, 16 November 1943; Acheson
in Foreign Affairs, Hearings on H. J. Res. 192, p. 167. ) :
34 Interview, Miller with Acheson, April 1948. 85 Rt‘.'l:.‘(?ptl()ﬂ 71, 1/F/3.1/No. 3.
36 Committee 111, Subcommittee 1, Secretary’s notes, 16 November 1943.
57 Special studies, Committees 9 and 10, notes on meeting held 2 October 1943.

32 Reception 47, 1/F/3.2/No. 2, 15 November 1943, statement by Eurico Penteado
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sons, or on account of the war, would confuse the issue. So this plan
too was abandoned.

Another plan, introduced by the South African delegate, J. R.
Jordaan, was a variation of the New Zealand plan and provided that
each country should pay a fixed percentage of its net national income,
but that the figure for net national income should be adjusted both for
per capita income and per capita rate of taxation.®® This plan involved
the application of an algebraic formula which was beyond the com-

rehension of the majority of the Subcommittee. They decided that,
if they did not understand it themselves, they would be at a disadvan-
tage in explaining it to their various legislative bodies. The proposal
was rejected.?®

None of the alternative proposals being so generally acceptable as the
United States plan, the Subcommittee agreed to recommend its adop-
tion; but to meet the wishes of those governments which considered a
contribution on this basis too onerous, a clause, differing little from
that proposed in the original United States plan, was included in the
Subcommittee’s recommendation:

The Council recognizes that there are cases in which the recommenda-
tion above [one per cent of national income] may conflict with particular
demands arising from the continuance of the war and may be excessively
burdensome because of pecu]iar situations, and therefore recognizes that
the amount and character of the contribution recommended is subject to

such conditions.*®

‘Numerous governments were later to invoke this clause. That they
should do so was fully expected when the clause was written. The

rovision that the basis of contribution from noninvaded countries
should be one per cent of the national income was made rather because
it was a convenient and simple means of assessing contributions from
those countries—the United States, United Kingdom, and Canada—
which were potcntia]ly the largest contributors and to whom the con-
cept of national income was familiar than because it was thought that
all the contributing nations would find it the most convenient method
of assessment.*! Some of the member governments had no national
income in the technical sense; ** some governments whose per capita

38 Committee III, Subcommittee 1, Secretary’s notes, 17 November 1943.

89 Acheson in Foreign Affairs, Hearings on H. J. Res. 192, p. 167.

40 Resolution 14, Section 4. s1 Interview, Miller with Acheson, April 1948.
42 For example, Republic of Honduras, Haiti, etc.
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income was disproportionately low in comparison with the national
income would obviously fall below the one per cent of national income
target.** These facts were not unknown, and it was fully recognized
that UNRRA could not hope for much more than token contributions
from some of its member governments.*

In recommending that the one per cent of national income basis for
contributions should be adopted, the Subcommittee included, with
slight drafting changes, the provision that “not less than 10 per cent,
of the amount contributed by each member government . . . shall be
in such form of currency as can be expended in areas outside of the
contributing country.” ** The balance of go per cent was to be in the
form of a credit in local currency to be available for the purchase of
supplies and services in the contributing country.

Thus the original proposal that some part of the contribution should
be made available in “free funds” was carried into effect, and what was
described flippantly as the “little 10 per cent jackpot” was created.*®
In practice, the term “free funds” was inaccurate: dollars, for ex-
ample, may have represented free funds in the sense that they were
readily convertible, but, in the sense that the Administration could use
them only in consultation with the United States Government, they
were not free; and there was regular clearance with the appropriate
United States agencies before the commitment of United States free
funds.*” The same applied in the United Kingdom where free funds
were convertible only after clearance with the Treasury, and then
mainly for use within the sterling area. In numerous instances, either
because the Administration found it convenient to use the whole of
a country’s contribution for local procurement, or because a country
was without holdings of foreign exchange and therefore could not
contribute free currency, the division of the contribution into local
currency and convertible currency had no practical effect.*®

The recommendations included a provision that member govern-

43 For example, India. y : _

44 Interview, Miller with Acheson, April 1948; see monograph, Cornelius Van H.
Engert, “Part Played by Diplomatic Adviser’s Office in Securing Contributions from
Member Governments,” for variant conclusions.

45 Resolution 14, Section 5. ; i )

46 Karl E. Mundt (Representative from South Dakota) in Foreign Affairs, Hear-
ings on H. ]. Res. 192, p. 142. i

47 Monograph, W. L. Parks, “Evaluation of Procedures Governing Procurement and

Procurement Problems Encountered in the United States,” pp. 17-18.
48 Part Three, Chapter II1, Section 1.
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ments could include their share of administrative expenses as part of
their general one per cent contribution,*® as it would be easier for the
member governments not to have to go twice to their legislatures for
funds which were basically for the same purpose. Moreover, it could
be nothing but a nuisance to the Administration if separate appropria-
tions for administrative expenses led to national legislative bodies de-
bating in detail domestic matters relating to UNRRA’s internal ad-
ministrative arrangements. In practice, member governments almost
invariably cransmitted their administrative contributions, which were
payable in dollars, independently of their operating contributions,*’
and these payments were credited against their convertible contribu-
tions.

The Agreement for UNRRA provided for the preparation of an
administrative budget and for the allocation of administrative expenses
to member governments “in proportions to be determined by the
Council.” The first administrative budget was estimated at $10 million
and, for convenience, provided for the calendar year 1944 and also for
the unelapsed period of 1943. It was drawn up by the Director General
during the First Council Session and referred to a Subcommittee on the
Administrative Budget,® which sat under the chairmanship of Jan
Masaryk.

The criterion agreed upon for estimating administrative contribu-
tions was, as in the case of operating contributions, national income;
but, since all member countries were asked to contribute to administra-
tive expenses, the basic year adopted was 1940 instead of 1943, ‘sincc
that was the last year for which statistical information was available
for many of the occupied countries.?? No attempt was made at a rigid
assessment; for example, no less than fifteen member governments were
assessed at .o5 per cent.”® Factors other than national income were ta‘kcn
into consideration, including changes in economic conditions since

1940 and, so far as occupied countries were concerncc_l, the degree to
which their resources had been reduced by enemy action.

In framing the schedule of allocations, the Subcommittee sought

1 Session, House Committee on Foreign

49 in United States Congress, 78th,
iy s b = UNRRA (Washington, D.C., 1943),

Affairs, Testimony on & Draft Agreement for

o
E 5*??Part One, Chapter V, Section 5.

51 Committee I, Subcommittee 4.
s2 Acheson in Foreign Affairs, Hearings on H. . Res. 192, pp: 91-92:

58 See Resolution 38.
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guidance from existing schedules used by other international bodies.**
The League of Nations system was considered unsuitable for applica-
tion to UNRRA since it did not take sufficient account of the differ-
ences in the financial position of the smaller and larger states. Under
the League “unit” system, the contribution of no one state was allowed
to exceed 10 per cent of the total annual budget; °* under the system
adopted for UNRRA, the United States, for instance, paid 40 per cent
and the United Kingdom 15 per cent.® Moreover, the Subcommittee
was anxious to meet the desire of the occupied territories to contribute
substantially to administrative expenses,®” with the result that the
French Committee of National Liberation was allocated 4 per cent,
whereas Canada, one of the largest contributing countries, was allocated
only 3 per cent.?®

Operating and administrative contributions, though forming the
great bulk of the fund envisaged under the United States plan, did not
exhaust the sources from which it was hoped UNRRA might draw. A
clause was included to allow noninvaded member governments to make
contributions additional to the amount due under the one per cent
scheme.®® Provision was made for contributions from nonmember
governments,®® from liberated governments in addition to their ad-
ministrative contributions, and from private individuals and institu-
tions.%*

3. CONSERVATION OF FUNDS

The prc—UNRRA decision that countries possessing the means to
do so should pay for their relief and so conserve the funds available was
reflected in the following clauses in the United States financial plan:

16. Supplies and services for which govermments are in_a position to
pay —It shall be the policy of the Administration not to deplete its supply
resources for the relief and rehabilitation of any area whose government
is in a position to pay in gold or convertible currency. 4

17. Determination of whether a government is in a position to pay.—
The Director General, in consultation with the appropriate Committee

54 Reception (273) 287, Report of Committee I, Subcommittee 4, Administrative

Budger. ) _ _ _ s
55 Special studies, Committees ¢ and 1o, “Discussions on Financial Problems” [with
former League of Nations officials, etc.], 31 August 1943.

56 Resolution 38. i ) :
57 Committee 1, Subcommittee 4, Secretary s notes, 17 November 1943.
58 Resolution 38. 59 Resolution 14, Section 8.

80 Resolution 14, Section 9. 61 Resolution 14, Section 7.
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of the Council shall determine whether a government or a country is in
a position to pay in gold or convertible currency for relief and rehabilita-
tion supplies and services. Due consideration shall be given to the applicant’s
foreign exchange assets, its sources of foreign exchange, and its needs for
foreign exchange for other purposes. The determination of the Director
General shall be guided by the following policies: (1) Payment for relief
and rehabilitation supplies and services shall be considered to have a high
priority relative to competing needs for foreign exchange; (2) an applicant
government shall not be required to assume the burden of an enduring
foreign exchange debt for the procurement of relief and rehabilitation
supplies and services. The Director General, from time to time, shall re-
view such determination in the light of changing circumstances.®?

These proposals were severely criticized by delegates from such
countries as Norway ® and the Netherlands whose ability to pay for
relief was likely to be near the borderline between paying and non-
paying countries. The chief objections to the proposals were, first, that
they were illiberal since they did not give sufficient consideration to a
country’s need of foreign exchange for reconstruction imports as well
as for relief supplies; and, secondly, that too much authority in deter-
mining ability to pay was vested in the Director General %

On the first point, Ole Colbjornsen (Norway) pointed out that he
regarded Norway's overseas assets (for example, the proceeds from
insurance paid for losses to the Norwegian merchant navy) as pledged
entirely for financial and economic reconstruction.’® Should these
.ssets be considered available for relief and rehabilitation rather than
for reconstruction of the merchant fleet? He felt that his country should
decide how much of its overseas assets should be earmarked for recon-
struction. Acheson pointed out that no attempt was made in the pro-
posals to set up specific rules which would enable the Director General
to determine automatically when a country was in a position to pay;
the financial position of receiving countries would be changing from
time to time, and adjustments would therefore have to be made 1n
the amount of financial assistance rendered by UNRRA.%¢

On the second point, André Sobel (French Committee) stated his
interpretation of Section 17 of the United States plan to be that the
determination of 2 member government’s ability to pay for relief would

62 “Financial Plan for UNRRA,” 16 November 1043.

68 Committee II1, Subcommittee 1, Secretary’s notes, 18 November 1943.

64 Monograph, Jacques J. Polak, “Ability to Pay,” pp. 2-3-

65 Committee 111, Subcommittee 1, Secretary’s notes, 18 November 1943.
66 Jbid.
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take place only at the request of the member government concerned.®?
Acheson very naturally agreed—obviously, the Administration would
not wish to go into the affairs of a government which itself said it was
able to pay.®s To meet the objections made to the proposal as it stood,
however, the clause was redrafted, and the discretionary powers of
the Director General were substantially reduced.®®

The practical result of the adoption by the Council of the ability-to-
pay clause was that UNRRA’s responsibilities in Europe (apart from
the provision of emergency relief to some of the West European coun-
tries 7°) were limited to the Balkan and Slav countries, since none of
the West European countries asked to be adjudged unable to pay.

The concept of ability to pay became one of the fundamental prin-
ciples of the financing of the UNRRA operation. The Director General
was required to seek “the advice of the appropriate committee or sub-
committee of the Council in determining whether a country was in a
position to pay.” ™* A liberated country which wished to apply for
the receipt of relief and rehabilitation supplies from UNRRA without
payment submitted to the “appropriate committee,” that is, to one of
the Subcommittees on Ability to Pay, commonly known as the “Reso-
lution 23 Subcommittees,” 7 a document setting out its case.” Par-
ticulars of foreign exchange holdings, revenue from cxporrs.nnd frn{n
emigrants’ remittances (a particularly important source of income in
Greece), together with any other relevant data from which the financial

87 [bid.

68 Acheson in Foreign Affairs, Hearings on H.]J. R?s. 192, p- 165.

69 Resolution 14, Section 17, as adopted (the modifications of substance have been
italicized): 4 : :

Determination of whether a Government I in a Position to Pay with Suitable Means
of Foreign Exchange o ; Al _ J

When a member government considers that it is mot in a position to pay as m 1!;
foregoing section, the Director General, in co_m?rfmrwn _::m‘n the member gove f}r;?!u?i
involved and on the advice of the appropriate committee O subcommittee 0 the
Council, shall determine whether the government or country is not in a pf]:-}tu‘;}\hr 0
pay for relief and rehabilitation supplies and services. In case of d.'_f:lqrc:..*:;‘uhc: c'rr:.‘.:;'
the member government or the Director General may refer the matter to the Commzal.

In making the determination the applicant’s foreign exchange assets and ntl-'wfm“;
of foreign exchange shall be taken into account. Although payment fm} relie :1trlu
rehabilitation supplies and services shall be considered to hm:g a sf'ran_r,v_lc..;n{;' ‘0::_ the
foreign exchange assets of the applicant country, due consideration shall be given
also to its need of foreign exchange for other purposes. .

70 Part Three, Chapter II, Section 2, and Part Five, Chapter XIL

71 Resolution 14, Section 17. ;

72 Resolution 23; see also supra, Part One, Chapter 111, Section 9.

78 Monograph, Polak, “Ability to Pay,” p. 6.
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condition of the country could be deduced, were included.™ In prac-
tice, the Administration often helped in the preparation of the material
for submission to a Subcommittee: in one instance, at least, a submission
to be adjudged unable to pay was withdrawn by the applicant country
after the Administration had shown that the estimate of exports was
unreasonably optimistic and might prejudice the case.™

Applicant governments usually made available all the information
which was required, and, in recognition of the disclosures made, the
Administration treated the documents and discussions as confidential.
The criteria for adjudgment of inability to pay were essentially the same
in all cases. The Subcommittee concerned satisfied itself that, after
making allowance for a certain minimum monetary reserve, the for-
eign exchange holdings of the country under consideration, plus
such foreign exchange revenue as the country might be expected to
receive from exports, emigrants’ remittances, and similar payments,
mminus urgent requirements for nonrelief imports, would leave the coun-
try with insufficient foreign exchange to finance necessary relief im-
ports over the coming six or twelve months.”® Where it was clear from
general information that a country was not in a position to pay, the
Subcommittee did not go fully into the figures submitted.™

The findings of the Subcommittees were always in terms of com-

lete inability to pay; partial ability to pay was not recognized.”™ At
the Third Council Session it was provided that the Subcommittees
established under Resolution 23 should “keep under continuous review
the financial situation of the receiving countries and the extent of their
need for free assistance.” 7 Subsequently, the suggestion was made that
some hitherto nonpaying countries might be able to pay for some part
of their relief supplies, but it came to nothing.®° UNRRA did not apply
harshly the ability-to-pay principle: shipments were not withheld
pending a determination on ability to pay. For instance, substantial
quantities of supplies had moved into Poland before any decision on
ability to pay was reached, since it was not clear whether the Polish case
was to be presented by the Polish Government in London, or by the
Provisional Polish Government in Lublin.®* Further, the Central Com-

74 [bid., pp- 6-7- 758 Ibid.,
76 Ibid., p. 84. 77 Ibid., pp- 8a-9.
18 Part Three, Chapter II, Section 7. 70 Resolution 8o, paragraph 2.

80 Program Subcommittee, verbatim minutes 17th meeting, remarks of Roger W.
Jackling (United Kingdom member), 26 January 1946.
81 Monograph, Polak, “Ability to Pay,” passim.
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mittee decided that the Director General could undertake emergency
relief in certain cases even though the government of the area concerned
had not applied to be adjudged unable to pay.** This decision, taken in
March 1945 in connection with the provision of emergency relief for
countries in Northwest Europe, became a precedent for emergency
relief programs subsequently undertaken in Finland, Hungary, Korea,
and the Philippines.

It was an inherent assumption of the Financial Plan that goods sup-
plied by UNRRA would generally be sold by the receiving govern-
ments through normal commercial channels,®® and that the receiving
governments would make the proceeds of sale available to the Admin-
istration for its administrative needs and for further relief and re-
habilitation activities.$* This principle was incorporated in the Financial
Plan.®5 The wording of the two relevant clauses was, however, suf-
ficiently ambiguous to provoke considerable doubt, when the time
came to formalize policy in agreements and understandings with re-
ceiving countries, as to what their exact meaning was intended to be.®¢

Two further points bearing on the conservation of UNRRA re-
sources were discussed in the Committee on Finance and Supplies: one
related to the taxation of UNRRA supplies; the other, to insurance. The
United States representative proposed that the Committee might wish
to recommend to the Council the waiver of taxation of UNRRA sup-
plies.’” He emphasized, however, that he did not wish to suggest the
surrender by member governments of their sovereign fiscal powers.
Numerous difficulties were foreseen: the Greek representative felt that
the Council was not competent to make recommendations to member
governments on their national financial policies and stressed the _im-
portance of indirect taxes in national revenue systems; representatives
of Latin America were concerned at the prospect of serious loss of gov-
ernment revenue if the Administration’s purchases were exempted
from export taxes; the French reprcsentati\'cs, on the other hand, advo-
cated that no import taxes be levied on relief goods during _the relie_f
period and that all European nations should follow that policy.®® Fi-

s2 Central Committee (CC) (45)9, minutes 12th meeting, 14 March 1945 (Compilation
of the Documents of the Central Committee [CC Doc.], I, 100-105).

83 Resolution 7.

84 Committee 11I, Subcommittee 1, Secretary’s notes, 18 November 1943.
85 Resolution 14, Section 20. 86 See Part Four, Chapter 1V, Section 1.

87 Committee III, Subcommittee 1, Secretary’s notes, 18 .-\'?vembcr 1943
¢8 Committee I1I, Subcommittee 1, Secretary’s notes, 20 November 1943.
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nally, a permissive resolution was adopted.*? Its effect was more bene-
ficial to the Administration than was apparent from the Committee
discussions since numerous governments passed special legislation ex-
empting their contributions to UNRRA from export duties, and import
taxes were generally remitted in the receiving countries.

On the question of insurance, the Committee recognized that the
two courses open to the Administration were to insure or not to insure.
Each laid the Administration open to criticism: on the one hand, to the
charge that UNRRA funds were being used extravagantly if the Di-
rector General decided to insure; and, on the other hand, to the charge
of dereliction of duty if he omitted to protect UNRRA supplies by
insurance, and losses occurred.?® In the Committee discussions it was
noted that the United Kingdom Government, which had a large volume
of govcmmcnt~procurcd imports, used private insurance facilities
whereas United States Government practice was self-insurance. It
was finally decided that, if the Director General elected to carry his
own risks, he should be permitted to do so, and a permissive resolution
to this effect was adopted,”® the main argument in favor of self-
insurance being that, ina condition of world shortages, if supplies were
Jost the loss was absolute and could not be made good by insurance
cover.?? In line with this policy, the major risks, that is, ocean marine
risks, of the Administration were self-insured.?®

4. THE SECOND CONTRIBUTION

It was not until the Third Council Session in August 1945 that dele-
gates were really able to assess the size of UNRRA’s task. Financially,
the outlook was unpromising. It was only some five months since sup-’
ply operations had started, and UNRRA was operating substantial re-

" [ief and rehabilitation programs in only five countries,’* The Director
~General, however, in presenting his Report, had to inform the Council

that the resources providcd under the resolutions adopted by the First
Council Session were far from adequate to bring even a mimmum of re-

80 Resolution 16.

90 Committee III, Subcommittee 1, Secretary’s notes, 20 November 1943.

91 Resolution 15.

92 Acheson in Foreign Affairs, Hearings on H. J. Res. 192, p- 173: s

93 Jhid.; monograph, Ralph Boyer, “Division of Finance at Headquarters,” pp-

10-11.
94 Albania, Czechoslovakia, Greece, Poland, Yﬁ;gs_lavia._
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lief and rehabilitation to the countries in need of UNRRA’s assistance.??
The Report revealed that over $1,500 million of additional funds would
be needed to continue operations during 1946,° and even that sum did
not include a request from the USSR, received after the Report had
been drawn up, for assistance to the extent of $700 million for a twelve-
month period. Indeed, even without allowing for this last request, un-
less there were an assurance of additional funds, substantial alterations
would have to be made in the program of operations in Europe for
1945, as a large part of the resources remaining would have to be used
in the Far East where operations were only just beginning. Even so,
China would not be provided with adequate aid, and the European re-
cipients would be left, in the words of the Director General, “without
substantial assistance in the middle of a winter of dire need and suffer-
ing.” He urged members of the Council to consider carefully “the
implication of a further pledge of assistance to UNRRA.” ?7 In speeches
on the adoption of the Report, William L. Clayton (United States; a
newcomer to UNRRA affairs, fresh from the Potsdam Conference),
Philip J. Noel-Baker (United Kingdom), and Lester B. Pearson (Can-
ada) all indicated approval of the Director General’s plea that further
support be given in order to continue UNRRA'’s work.?s
The issue that faced UNRRA was thus whether it was to carry on,
_or dissolve itself, owing to lack of funds, at the end of 1945.°® A reso-
lution proposing a further contribution was not, however, put to the
Council until the last day of the Session—when the Council had been
in conference for twenty-three days and delegates were impatient to
get home.
The United States representative was prepared to support a further
contribution, but only on his own terms, that is to say, on terms which
E_ou]d be Tikely to be acceptable to the United States Congress.™ Tt
Wwould have been idle for him to try to do otherwise, particularly since
the second part of the first contribution from the United States was

95 Journal, Third Council, Director General’s Report, 3d plenary meeting, 8 August
1045, pp- 21-25. ; ' .

% P?\Et Thr;c. Chapter 11, Section 5. 97 Council IIT Document 5, C(45) 3

98 Jbid.; Journal, Third Council, 5th plenary meeting, 10 August 1945, Pp- 39-43;
6th plenary meeting, 11 August 1945, pp- 58-59. g5 ]

f'“lHarol'ﬂ E. Caustin (Special Assistant to Director General), “Notes on Third
Council Session,” 12 August 1945. i 1B (hk nestl

100 William L. Clayton (United States Assistant Secretary of State) in United States
Congress, 79th, 1 Session, Fouse Committee on Foreign Affairs, Hearings on H. R. 4649

(Washington, D.C., 1945), PP -5+
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not yet 3ppr0priatcd. The United States conditions, as they developed
in the course of the Third Council Session, were: *** y

(1) That the needs of all liberated areas not under the continuing
contro] of the military authorities and without sufficient foreign ex-
change resources to purchase essential relief supplies abroad should
be met through UNRRA. It was therefore proposed to seek the exten-
sion of UNRRA operations to Austria, Korea, and Formosa, and the
enlargement of the Italian program. %

(2) That assistance should be given to displaced persons even with-
out the consent of their governments of origin, but that UNRRA funds

should not be used to acquire basic supplies for the operations in
Germany.'**

(3) That the proposed program of assistance through UNRRA to
the USSR should be reduced from the $700 million figure, suggested
by the Soviet Union, to one which could be included in the UNRRA
budget without serious penalty to other receiving countries.**®

(4) That it would be desirable for the Director General to have the
advice and assistance of the Council, through the Central Committee,

in determining the equitable distribution of UNRRA’s resources among

the various receiving countries.'%*

(5) That, in order to allay the concern in some quarters that
UNRRA might be undertaking rehabilitation responsihilities for a
envisaged, terminal dates for UNRRA
e end of 1946 for shipments to

longer term than that originally
operations should be established—the

Europe and the end of March 1947 for shipments to the Far East.'%®
It was in the discussion on the resolutions covering a relief program
for Austria and a full-scale relief program for Ttaly (which at the Sec-
ond Council Session had been granted limited aid) that the first specific
reference was made to the nature and size of the second contribution.®®
Clayton informed the Council that, should the program of operations
adopted be satisfactory to the United States Congress, he believed it
would be possible to get another appropriation on the same basis as
before, namely, one per cent of ' national income in the fiscal year ended

101 [ hid. )
102 Resolution 71, paragraph 4; see infra, Part Seven, Chapter 1, Section 6.

108 See Part Three, Chapter 11, Section 5; Part Five, Chapter VII, Section 2; Appcndix
Nine, Section 11, Document 2. y
104 See Part Three, Chapter 11, Section 6.

105 See Part Three, Chapter II, Section 5.
106 Journal, Third Council, 7th plenary meeting, 14 August 1945, pp- 66-68.
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30 June 1943.1°7 Noel-Baker, in seconding the resolutions, added that
the United Kingdom would also be ready to make a further contribu-
tion.8 The resolutions bringing Austria and Italy within the full
scope of UNRRA 1% were finally adopted by the Council, and at the
same time a resolution covering aid to Formosa and Korea was voted.**¢

Regarding the displaced persons operation, the policy laid down by
the United Kingdom and United States representatives as a condition
for their support of a second contribution was, despite opposition,
accepted.'?

Negotiations with the Soviet delegation concerning a relief program
for the USSR took place outside the Council Session, in private dis-
cussions among the Soviet, United States, United Kingdom, and Cana-
dian Governments on a political level, the Director General himself not

being consulted.** As a result of these discussions, the amount of relief

agreed upon for the USSR was reduced from $700 million to $250 mil-
lion and confined to specific amounts for the Ukraine and Byelo-
russia,’*®

The resolution recommending a second contribution, on the same
terms as the first, was introduced by Clayton and provided for increased
responsibility of the Central Committee in determining the distribution
of UNRRA’s resources among the receiving countries through supervi-
sion by it of the Administration’s program of operations.'** Thus the
United States representative’s requirement that greater responsibility
should be exercised by the Central Committee in determining the dis-
tribution of UNRRA’s resources was achieved. The last of the United
States representative’s five conditions—that relating to the termination
of UNRRA'’s activities—was included in the preamble to Clayton’s
resolytion. It acquired, however, the same force as if it had been incor-
porated in the body of the resolution, and was interpreted by the Ad-
ministration as a directive.!'®

107 1bid., p. 66. 108 Jbid., p. 69 108 Resolutions 73, 74-

110 Resolution 76. !

111 Journal, Third Council, roth plenary meeting, 20 August 1945, pp- 87, 92; Resolu-
tion 71; see infra, Part Seven, Chapter I, Section 6. W )

112 Subcommit,tec of the Committee on Supplies (on Ability to Pay) (CS-CFC/AP),

verbatim minutes roth meeting, 25 September 19455 see infra, Appendix Nine, Section
11, Document 2. - :

118 Caustin, “Notes on Third Council Session,” 21 August 1945; infra, Part Five,
Chapter VII, Section 2; Clayton in Foreign Affairs, Hearings on H. R. 4649, p- 4

114 Resolution 8o, paragraphs 2, 4. .

115 Report of the Director General to the Council (DGR) 7, p. 2.
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The draft resolution was approved without amendment.'*® Con-
sidering its far-reaching provisions, discussion was surprisingly brief.1*?
Some delegates doubted if their governments would be economically
in a position to support the new levy; the member for Mexico com-
plained that the resolution lacked elasticity in providing no opportunity
to contribute in any proportion other than that recommended by the
resolution. His views were an echo of similar opinions expressed at
the First Council Session, when the one per cent of national income
basis for contribution was proposed. This basis had, in fact, proved
unsatisfactory so far as the Iatin American countries were concerned;
the same arguments applied in August 1945 a5 in November 1943; but
the main thing was still to get the big contributions, and a contribution
based on national income was satisfactory to the big contributors.

Delegates from receiving countries emphasixcd their need to know
more specifically what supplies they could hope to get during 1945
and 1946 so that they could plan their own rehabilitation and recon-
struction programs accordingly.*® Had their anxiety not been so
real nor their fears of insufficient help so well founded, they would
appear to have shown somewhat grudging appreciation of the efforts
being made to help them.

The Director General, in his concluding speech, tried to reassure the
receiving governments by emphasizing his desire to meet their wishes
ro have advance and detailed information on their supply programs.
More important, he warned the Council that the funds available would
be insufficient to meet the new obligations as well as those already im-
posed and that there would have to be a scaling down of existing pro-
grams if equitable distribution among all the receiving countries was to

be achieved.'*®

5. INADEQUACY OF FUNDS TO COMPLETE UNRRA’S
TASK

In August 1946, at the Fifth Council Session, it was evident that

further provision would have to be made to meet the needs of the

116 Resolution 8o. :
117 Journal, Third Council, 13th plenary meeting, pp- 123-130. : :
118 [pid., speeches by S. Jedrychowski (Poland) and R. Bicanic (Yugoslavia), pp-

128-129, 120-130. :
119 Journal, Third Council, address by the Director General, p. 134.
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liberated countries in 1947.12° During this Session, however, the Coun-
cil determined that no further contributions in addition to those con-
templated under Resolution 8o would be recommended. Delegates from
receiving governments—Poland, Yugoslavia, Czechoslovakia—and the
observer from the Italian Government—pleaded for the continuance of
UNRRA.*?* Delegates from contributing governments—the United
States, Canada, and the United Kingdom—while recognizing that the
task of relief and rehabilitation was not finished, argued the case for
the completion of UNRRA’s work by other means. As at the First
and Third Council Sessions the United States delegate had taken the
initiative in recommending to member governments the support of
UNRRA, so at the Fifth Council Session it was he who took the
initiative in advocating the abandonment of UNRRA. Clayton re-
minded the Council that UNRRA had been organized primarily to
provide essential supplies to those countries which themselves lacked
the means to pay for imports; that most of the liberated countries were
gradually regaining their export trade; and that, in addition to this
normal method of acquiring foreign exchange to pay for imports, the
United States and other governments had by loans and otherwise added
enormously to the foreign exchange resources of the world **—the
total in loans and credits made by the United States Government alone
already amounted to no less than $20,000 million to assist in restoring
and st.abili:cing the economies of other countries. Clayton added that
he did not suggest that further assistance in obtaining foreign exchange
with which to pay for essential imports would not be quuircd.‘.”“ He
thus, in cffect, admitted that his prophecy at the Third Council Ses-
sion that a second contribution would make possible “the completion of
UNRRA’s great task” had not been fulfilled.’?* He added that, to the
extent that assistance could not be supplied by the International Mone-
tary Fund and the International Bank for Reconstruction and De-
velopment, the solution lay in bilateral arrangements between countries
requiring assistance and those able to provide it.*** The arguments

:’ . -
which had been adduced three years earlier against the use of loans to

120 Tournal, Fifth Council, 5th plenary meeting, 7 August 1946, speech by Clayton,

242

121 See, for example, #bid., 6th plenary meeting, 8 August 1946, speeches by Hilary
Minc (Poland), X. Zolotas (Greece), Vaclav ;\!;115; (Czechoslovakia), pp. 31-34-

122 Jozrnal, Fifth Council, pp. 28-29. W lbid, = 2

124 Journal, Third Council, p. 124. 126 Journal, Fifth Council, p. 29.
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finance essential relief imports apparently, in his view, no longer ap-
plied.**¢

In the course of the Council Session, however, piecemeal arrange-
ments were made in an endeavor to alleviate the hardships which would
necessarily follow the cessation of UNRRA supplies and services.
These included the relaxation of the stringency of Resolution 8o by
extending the final dates for the procurement and shipment of supplies
to receiving countries; %7 the continuance of the displaced persons op-
erations until 30 June 1947; 1*® and, “since no organization now exists
or has been designated which, after the termination of UNRRA can
advise the United Nations of the means to provide further financial
assistance,” the recommendation that the General Assembly of the
United Nations should review the needs in 1947 for financing urgent
imports of the basic essentials of life after the termination of UNRRA
programs.**® Without further funds the task of relief and rehabilitation
could not be finished through the mechanism of UNRRA.

126 See above, Section 1. 127 Resolution 1o1.
128 Resolution 99. 129 Resolution 100.




V. Contributions

1. THE FINANCIAL PLAN IN OPERATION

HE TOTAL contributions to UNRRA included operating con-
tributions made by thirty noninvaded member governments;
revenue from the six assessments made on all forty-eight mem-
ber governments toward administrative expenses; operating contribu-
tions made voluntarily by eight invaded member governments in addi-
tion to their administrative contributions; contributions from five non-
member governments; and donations from nongovernmental sources.
The commodities and currencies derived from these various sources
were valued as follows:

TABLE 4
CoxtrIBUTIONS To UNRRA

Operating contributions from noninvaded member gov-

ernments $3,593,057.773
Operating contributions from invaded member govern-
ments 22,014,232
Administrative contributions from member governments 44,976,450
Contributions from nonmember governments 1,005,189
Donations from nongovernmental sources 209,805,377
Total $3,872,749,021

The Administration had no powers to compel member governments
to make available the contributions recommended by the Council. It
had, however, a duty to insure, so far as lay within its power, that
contributions were made to the full amount, that they were made in the
most useful form, and that they were made promptly. The extent to
which the operation was affected by a failure to carry out one or more
of these conditions depended, of course, on the size of the contribution
involved. Thus, if a small contributing government were dilatory in
voting funds for UNRRA, the work could still go on. On the other
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| hand, when the United States Government delayed its appropriations,
the whole operation was placed in jeopardy.*

The United States operating contribution amounted to 73 per cent
of the total operating funds. Contributions made by the United States,
United Kingdom, and Canada accounted together for 94 per cent of
the total operating contributions. It might, therefore, be argued that
the remaining 6 per cent was relatively unimportant. In practice, how-
1 ever, the small contributions attained a significance which could hardly
_ i have been anticipated when the Financial Plan was being discussed.
111 .:I| _Sources of supply for many commodities were limited. Hence it was

I important to the Administration to obtain, for example, contributions
' of cane sugar from Cuba, of nitrates from Chile, and of jute from India.
In addition, since the deficiencies in essential relief and rehabilitation
imports which the Administration had hoped to provide were found to
I be almost twice as great as it was able to meet—even if all contributing
{ ;! governments paid their contributions in full—every contribution be-
came vital.?
(| In practice, the collection of contributions through the application
¥ of the one per cent of national income formula presented numerous
' difficulties. Out of the thirty noninvaded member governments which
il ! made operating contributions, only about half had an officially recog-
14 '1|'f ' nized national income.? A few dlC.l not know what_n;tlonal income was.
1 Ml The formula was, therefore, applicable only to a limited extent.” More-
1 \ over, the recognition in the Financial Plan that the basic one per cent
contribution might be, in certain cases, too heavy a burden on con-
; tributing governments, was, in effect, tantamount to giving each gov-
| ernment the right to determine the amount of its contribution as it saw
Il fit, thereby vitiating to some extent the effectiveness of the formula.®
Under ideal operating conditions, contributions would have been pro-

...._,_

'I 1See, for example, letter, Lehman to Thomas B. McCabe (Foreign Liquidation
Commissioner), 14 Novemnber 1945. ; y )

2z Program Subcommittee of the Central Committee (CC/P) (45)12, “Consideration
of the Procedure Followed by the Administration in the Development of Specific
i Country Budgets,” 14 December 19453 and see infra, Part Three, Chapter II, Sec-
i tion 7.
I 5 3R7eport of the Director General to the Council (DGR) 14, Table 2, p. 55
11 “Contributions of Non-invaded Member Governments as a Percent of Official Na-
tional Income Estimate.”

4 See, for example, Committee on Contributions, draft,
tion in Relation to National Income,” 8 January 1945.
5 Resolution 14, Section 4.

“Latin American Contribu-
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vided by member governments in the form of (1) a credit in local
currency amounting to 9o per cent of the contribution for the purchase
of indigenous supplies to be selected by the Administration, and (2) a
transfer of the remaining 1o per cent in foreign exchange.® In fact, this
seldom happened. Both the size of the contributions and the form they
should take, became, therefore, a matter for negotiation by UNRRA
with the government concerned.

In these circumstances, the Administration adopted the practice
of arranging for small delegations to visit member governments to dis-
cuss with them how they could most usefully codperate in UNRRA’s
work.” This type of consultation had been contemplated in the
UNRRA Agreement.® In practice, however, these delegations did
more than that. Frequently, it was through influence exercised by
them on member governments that legislation was passed authorizing
funds and supplies for UNRRA. A somewhat paradoxical position was
reached wherein the Administration—the instrument created by the
UNRRA Council to carry out the task of relief and rehabilitation to
which it had pledged itself—became itself the instrument to bring
pressure on its creators to fulfill their pledge.

The delegations were small—generally two or three persons. They
had sufficient status to conduct negotiations with heads of govern-
ments, and included a member qualified to discuss technical supply
problems.® When a delegation was successful in agreeing with a mem-
ber government on the size and character of its contribution, responsi-
bility for carrying out the agreement was generally left to UNRRA
representatives established in the country.

Responsibility for arranging these delegations rested with the
Diplomatic Adviser at Headquarters,® Francis B. Sayre, formerly
Assistant Secretary of State in the United States Government, in which
capacity he had been responsible for the American trade agreements '
program.’* He personally led delegations to no less than twenty-one |
different countries in Europe, Asia, Africa, and South America. His

6 Nathan Taflove (Office of the Controller), “Preliminary Note for Monograph.”

7 See, for example, Committee on Supplies (CS) (45)16, “Report of thf Bureau of
Supply, Fourteenth Meeting of the Committee on Supplies, 21 June 1945.

8 Article V. : i \

9 Monograph, Cornelius Van H. Engert, “Historical Sketch of the Diplomatic Ad-
viser’s Office (1 January 1944-15 March 1947),” passinz.

10 [ hid.

11 Press statement by Sayre, Lisbon, 25 July 1946.
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&
[ faith in the cause for which he was working and his deep sincerity

were characteristics which were probably almost as valuable as his
professional qualifications for this particular work.

By the time the Third Council Session was held in August 1945 the
Administration had, however, achieved only moderate success in its
efforts to induce member governments to make good the recommen-
dations of the Financial Plan. Outstanding was the fact that the United
States Congress had yet to appropriate $550 million of the authorized
United States contribution of $1,350 million.** Many of the smaller
member governments had failed to make their contributions available.
In several countries only preliminary approval of a contribution had
been given; '* some governments had authorized contributions which
were not to become available until later.™*

Soon after the Third Council Session, a program of operations was
drawn up based on two assumptions: first, that member governments
would meet in full their financial obligations to UNRRA; secondly,
that the Administration would complete its shipments to receiving
countries in Europe not later than the end of 1946 and to the Far
Fast not later than the end of March 1947.'° It became all the more
necessary, therefore, that contributing governments should make
prompt and full payment of the second contribution and of any bal-
ances outstanding on the first so that programs could be fulfilled by
the dates laid down.'® The appropriation of the outstanding portion
of the first United States contribution in December 1945 and a further
appropriation in the same month enabled the Administration’s opera-
tions to continue,’” but the general response from member govern-
ments was still inadequate.

The urgency of UNRRA’s need was recognized outside as well as
within the Administration. In February 1946 the General Assembly
of the United Nations Organization in London adopted a resolution

establishing a committee:

(a) To consult with states signatory to the UNRRA Agreement who
have not made or arranged to make the further contributions to UNRRA

12 Council I1T Document 5, C(45)4, Program of Operations, July 1945, p- 5

13 Jhid. 14 Jhid.

15 “Symmary Statement on Program of Opcrations" presented to the Central Com-
mittee by the Director General, 29 January 1946; see also infra, Part Three, Chapter
11, Section 7. _

16 For subsequent extensions to these termi
Section 1T1.

nation dates see Part Three, Chapter 11,
17 See below, Section 2.
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recommended in Council Resolution No. 8o of August 1045, and to urge

upon them that they make such contributions with the least possible de-
lay; and

() To urge upon Members of the United Nations who are not signa-
tories to the UNRRA Agreement to join that organization and thereby to
make their contributions to this great humanitarian task.*®

The General Assembly appointed a committee consisting of repre-
sentatives of eleven nations ! which, after preliminary meetings in
London, met at Atlantic City during the Fourth Council Session.
Under the chairmanship of Congressman Sol Bloom, Representative
of the United States, it discussed with Director General LaGuardia
and R. G. A. Jackson (Senior Deputy Director General) “the means
by which the utmost good to the whole UNRRA program might be
accomplished.” ** On 19 March the committee adopted a resolution
authorizing the chairman:

(1) To communicate with each member of UNRRA who has not yet
contributed the full amount of the contributions recommended by the
UNRRA Council in order to secure the prompt availability of these con-
tributions.

(2) To approach the members of the United Nations who are not now
members of UNRRA . . . and to inform them of the manner of election
to membership of UNRRA.*

At the time the resolution was passed, five members of the United
Nations were not also members of UNRRA—Argentina, Lebanon,
Saudi Arabia, Syria, and Turkey.?* Three days later, however, on 22
March, Turkey’s application for membership was accepted by the
Council, and Turkey became the forty-eighth and final member gov-
ernment.?* Bloom’s committee communicated with the remaining four
governments. The Argentine Government’s reply was that it was now
too late for Argentina to become a member, but that this would not
prevent her from continuing to give aid to the best of her ability.
None of the other three governments elected to apply for membership.
An appeal was sent to all member governments which had not at that
time made the contributions recommended by the Council, urging
them to do so promptly; the appeal was sent to all but three—France,

18 Report of Chairman Sol Bloom to the United Nations Committee on UNRRA.

19 Canada, China, Dominican Republic, France, Greece, New Zealand, Norway,
Poland, USSR, United Kingdom, United States.

20 Report of Chairman Sol Bloom to the United Nations Committee on UNRRA.
21 Ibid. 22 1bid, 23 Resolution 84.
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Canada, and the United Kingdom. Invaded member governments were
asked to make operating contributions to the extent they were able to
do so0.%*

The Administration was itself at this time making every effort—
as indeed it did throughout the existence of UNRRA—to persuade
member governments to make their contributions. It is not possible,
therefore, to estimate how far the response made by member govern-
ments during the spring and summer of 1946 was the result of the
direct efforts of the Administration and how far it was due to the
Bloom committee. Undoubtedly, the work of the latter, with the
prestige of the United Nations behind it, and under a chairman who
had already shown himself to be a good friend of UNRRA,*® gave
real support to the Administration. But perhaps the frank discussion
of the food crisis at the Fourth Council Session, and the sober realiza-
tion of the formidable difficulties under which the Administration was
working, had more effect on member governments at that time than
any campaign cither within or outside the Administration. Even so, the
response from member governments was, numerically, disappointing:
only thirteen member governments made the second contribution
recommended under Resolution 8o, and some of these did not make it
in full. Fortunately, among those which did were the three largest

contributors.

2. OPERATING CONTRIBUTIONS FROM NONINVADED
MEMBER GOVERNMENTS

Tue UNITED STATES

The United States contribution was made available to UNRRA by
seven public laws, passed over a period of nearly two and a half years,
under which contributions recommended by the United States Con-
gress were authorized and appropriated. These are explained in Table 5.
As the United States contributions amounted to nearly three guarters
of the total made to UNRRA, it was through them, more than all the
other contributions put together, that UNRRA’s task was accom-
plished. The passage of each of the bills marked a climacteric in
UNRRAs affairs.

24 Report of Chairman Sol Bloom to the United Nations Committee on UNRRA.
25 See Sol Bloom, Autobiography of Sol Bloowm (New York, 1948), pp. 267268,

279-280.
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TABLE 5
Unitep States ContriBUTIONs To UNRRA
Public Law Congress Date
First one per cent 267 78th 28 March 1944
authorization,
$1,350 million
Appropriation, 382 78th 30 June 1944
$800 million
Appropriation, 259 79th 14 December 1945
$550 million
Second one per cent 262 79th 18 December 1945
authorization,
$1,350 million
Appropriation, 269 79th 28 December 1945
$750 million
Appropriation, 381 79th 27 May 1946
$135 million O
Appropriation, 521 79th 23 July 1946 J. [[“ SRRl
$465 million

On 15 November 1943 Joint Resolution 192 “to enable the United

States to participate in the work of the United Nations Relief and
Rehabilitation Administration” was introduced into the House of
Representatives. It was referred to the House Committee on Foreign
Affairs which held hearings during November and December. The
chief witnesses were Acheson, Leo T. Crowley (Foreign Economic
Administrator), and Lehman. Sol Bloom, chairman of the Committee,
has indicated some of the misconceptions about UNRRA which these
witnesses tried tQ overcome:
One of these errors was the idea that the United States was committing
itself to a vast and undefined expenditure abroad, while other nations were
shirking their corresponding responsibilities for the relief of people in
liberated territories; and that the countries liberated would not help to
relieve their own peoples. It was soon made clear that the object of UNRRA
is to help people to help themselves; that go per cent of the expense of re-
lief and rehabilitation would be borne by the nations overrun by the enemy;
that UNRRA would operate through governments, and not by distributing
alms to individuals . . .*®

Lehman’s testimony, which obviously had a profound effect on the
Committee, included a statement in which he set forth the guiding

26 Sol Bloom, Our Heritage (New York, 1944), p. 52.
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principles and aims of UNRRA. It concluded with the following
remarks:

UNRRA is . . . the first great test of the capacitv of the present world
partncr:ahip of the United Nations and associated ém‘ernments to achieve
a peacetime goal. It represents a first bold attempt of the free peoples to
develop efficient habits of working together. It is now up to all of us to
prove that it is not only for war and destruction but also for help and
healing that nations can be united to act for the common good. Then will
peace have her victory no less than war.*”

On 28 March 1944 the United States Government authorized the ap-
propriation to the President of such sums “not to exceed $1,350 mil-
lion in the aggregate, as the Congress may determine from time to
time to be appropriated for participation by the United States in the
United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administration.” 28 This
measure contained two reservations added to the original Joint Reso-
lution: 2* (1) A section explaining the UNRRA Council resolution
on the scope of rehabilitation, which specified that “the task of re-
habilitation must not be considered as the beginning of reconstruc-
tion—it is coterminous with relief,” #® and meant that rehabilitation
“Is confined only to such activities as are necessary to relief.” This
section was inserted on the recommendation of the House Committee
on Foreign Affairs, which had shown some distrust of the word “co-
terminous” in the UNRRA resolution on industrial rehabilitation.®!
(2) The so-called “India” clause. This amendment, which originally
contemplated that India should receive benefits through UNRRA, was
added in the first instance on the floor of the House and was subse-
quently amended by the Senate.** The amendment, as finally incor-
porated in the UNRRA authorization act, contained no specific ref-
erence to India, but recommended that,

27 United States Congress, 78th, 1 and 2 Sessions, House Committee on Foreign
Affairs, Hearings on H. J. Res. 192 (Washington, D.C., 1944), p. 127.

28 Public Law 267, 78th Congress, Joint Resolution to Enable the United States to
Participate in the Work of United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administration.

20 House Joint Resolution 192, Joint Resolution to Enable the United Srates to
Participate in the Work of the United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administra-
tion.

30 Resolution 12.

81 Congressional Record, 20 January 1944, p. 488, .

82 Memo, Grace W. Tellier (General Counsel's Office, HQ), “Legislative History
of Amendments to the Joint Resolution Authorizing United States Appropriations
for UNRRA,” p. z0.
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in so far as funds and facilities permit, any area (except within enemy ter-
ritory and while occupied by the enemy) important to the military opera-
tion of the United Nations which is stricken by famine or disease may be
included in the benefits to be made av EIIIJML thmunh the United Nations
Relief and Rehabilitation Administration.®

Neither of the reservations was found by the Council at its next
Session to be incompatible with the Agreement or resolutions. How-
ever, lest there should be any doubt, ‘confirm atory resolutions were
adopted.** These had no appreciable effect on the UNRRA opera-
tion. That on rehabilitation was no more than an 1111d<:15<.ormg of
the resolutions already adopted on the scope of rehabilitation.? The
“India” resolution had no effect so far as the country for whose benefit
it was intended was concerned; on the contrary, India became herself
the sixth largest contributor to UNRRA funds.?¢

The first appropriation of funds under the United States authoriza-
tion was made three months later. On 30 June 1944 the UNRRA
Participation Appropriation Act was passed, providing that $450 mil-
lion of the $1,350 million of the authorization be made available im-
mediately for the work of UNRRA.27 Qut of this total, stated sums
were to be used for the procurement of domestic raw cotton and raw
wool.?® Provision was also made for the transfer of a further $350
million from funds available for disposition under the Lend-Lease
acts,?® but this transfer was not to become effective until the United
States Joint Chiefs of Staff had certified that the state of the war
permitted the utilization of Lend-Lease supplies or funds for UNRRA
purposes.*® This certification was not given until 27 June 1945—almost
a year after the first appropriation.

In his Report to the Third Council the Director General, referring
to contributions still unpaid, mentioned particularly the balance due
from the United States Government.f! By the end of the Session,
amounts authorized but not appropriated and amounts yet to be

33 Public Law 267, Section 4. 34 Resolutions 53, 54.

35 Resolutions 12, I13.

86 See Appendix Ten, Section 1V, Document 2.

37 Public Law 382, 78th Conrrrcss :
38 ] bid.; Public Law 259, 79:h Congress, Title IT; see also infra, Part Three, Chapter

VI, Section 6, 7.

39 Act of 11 March 1941 as amended (22 US.C. 411-419) and acts supplementary
thereto,

40 Public Law 382, Section 20:2.

41 Council III Document 5, C(45)4, . 5-
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authorized by the United States Government totaled $1,900 million
($550 million outstanding from the first contribution and $1,350 mil-
lion to be paid on the second).

During the next few months, emphasis in the Administration’s af-
fairs was almost as much on a pressure campaign to induce the United
States Congress to appropriate funds as on the provision of relief.
Voluminous reports on every aspect of UNRRA'’s activities were
prepared to answer criticism from wherever it came: elaborate data
were submitted to FEA, the agency through which the A dministra-
tion’s case was presented to the Bureau of the Budget. Arrangements
were made for the appearance of witnesses before the House Com-
mittee on Appropriations for the remaining $550 million and before
the House Foreign Affairs Committee on the second authorization
bill. Equally important was the active campaign carried through by
the Director General and the Senior Deputy Director General to
mobilize political feeling in the United States in favor of the fulfill-
ment of the United States obligations to UNRRA.#? The urgency of
the matter was clearly demonstrated by Lehman’s testimony before
the Foreign Affairs Committee:

We are completely broke at the present time and we just cannot, out of
the funds that are now available, make any additional purchases from
American funds. . . . We have had to suspend a number of our orders
for urgently needed goods merely because we needed the money that was
involved in paying for those goods, to place orders intended to meet more
urgent needs, such as food supplies.*®

He did not exaggerate. As additional funds were not forthcoming in
the autumn of 1945, the Administration had to hold up the procure-
ment of large quantities of United States military surpluses abroad in
order that there might still be funds available to buy wheat.*

The appropriation of the §550 million remaining from the first con-
tribution was secured by the passage of the United Nations Relief
and Rehabilitation Administration Participation Act, 1946, on 14
December. Two amendments which had been added in the House of
Representatives—the Dirksen-Brown “Free Press” Amendment, re-

42 Interview, Grace E. Fox and Thomas J. Mayock with Jackson, 15 May 1947;
see infra, Part Two, Chapter VL

43 Lehman in United States Congress, 79th, 1 Session, House Committee on Foreign
Affairs, Hearings on H. R. 4649 (Washington, D.C,, 1945), p- 7°-
44 Letter, Lehman to McCabe, 14 November 1945.
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quiring freedom to United States journalists to enter any country re-
ceiving UNRRA assistance and to report on UNRRA relief operations;
and the Hester Amendment providing for UNRRA to rerain title to
certain transport equipment *>—were stuck out by the Senate after
an outcry in the press against UNRRA appropriations being subjected
to crippling amendments; ¢ and the law as finally adopted contained
no restrictive clauses.*?

During the same week, the Senate Foreign Relations Committee
reported favorably on the bill authorizing the second United States
appropriation of $1,350 million,*® and before the Congress dispersed
for Christmas the bill had passed into law.** The first portion of the
second contribution was made available by a provision for $750 million
for UNRRA *° in the First Deficiency Appropriation Act, 1946,
which was signed on 28 December 1945.

The cables from Headquarters to regional offices and missions con-
veying tidings of the appropriations °* and a message of gratitude from
the Director General to members of the staff who were concerned
with the presentation of UNRRA's case to the United States Congress
bear witness to the profound relief experienced throughout the Ad-
ministration that the grave risk of a break in the UNRRA supply line
to the receiving countries had been averted.

There remained $60o million still to be appropriated out of the
second authorization. The Administration naturally wanted the re-
maining appropriation to be made quickly. The United States Depart-
ment of State supported it, and on 16 April Byrnes wrote to Harold
D. Smith (Director, Bureau of the Budget) requesting the appropria-
tion of the $600 million to complete the authorized United States
contribution.?® He emphasized the urgent need for funds and added
that UNRRA “in these most critical days of human suffering should
not be put in a position of living from hand to mouth by delay in
making this appropriation.” ¢ In spite of the efforts of the State De-

45 Cable, Washington to London 6923, 15 November 1945, !

45 Memo. Alastaic M. Taylor (Public Information Division, HQ) to Joseph Lilly
(Director, Public Information Division, HQ), 26 June 1946.

47 Public Law 259, 79th Congress.

48 Cable, Washington to London 8383, 14 November 1945.

49 Public Law 262, 7gth Congress.

50 Public Law 269, 79th Congress.

51 For example, cable, Washington to London 8476, 18 December 1945.

52 Letter, James F. Byrnes (Secretary of State) to Smith, 16 April 1946.
53 Ibid.
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partment and the Administration, however, the funds were provided
in two appropriation bills instead of one. The amount of $135 million
was made available in May,** and the final appropriation of §465 million
in the Third Deficiency Appropriation Act, dated 23 July 1946.%
The latter provided that the funds presently made available and those
provided earlier could be utilized up to 30 June 1947, thereby extend-
ing by a year the previous appropriations. An echo of the Dirksen-
Brown Amendment was found in the provision that none of the funds
appropriated should be used for the procurement or distribution of
supplies for any country which refused to allow a reasonable number
of properly accredited representatives of the American press to “enter,
observe and report on the distribution and utilization of relief and
rehabilitation supplies and services furnished to such country.” The
determination of whether a country had violated this provision was
placed with the Department of State, thus relieving UNRRA of re-
sponsibility. Further, the Act provided that none of the funds appro-
priated should be used for the transportation, delivery, or distribution
of supplies for any receiving country until the Director General of
UNRRA had advised the Secretary of State that that country had ar-
ranged for the prompt distribution of the supplies.

Tue Uwnitep Kinepom

During the war the United Kingdom Government suspended normal
budgetary procedure and operated on a Vote of Credit system, under
which Parliament gave the Government block appropriations for de-
fraying war expenses.”® The first United Kingdom Government contri-
bution to UNRRA was made by including within the scope of the
Vote of Credit presented to Parliament on 25 January 1944 a provision
“for relief and rehabilitation in areas brought under the control of
the United Nations.” In explaining this “small but important and sig-
nificant addition to the Vote of Credit,” Sir John Anderson, Chancellor
of the Exchequer, informed the House of Commons that, on the best
available estimates of the national income for the year ended 30 June
1943, a one per cent contribution to UNRRA would be somewhere
between /75 million and £76 million, and that the Government pro-
posed that a round figure of /8o million should be adopted as the

54 Public Law 381, 79th Congress. 55 Public Law 521, 79th Congress.
56 See monograph, J. E. Lejeune, “The Use of the United Kingdom Contribution
to UNRRA” pp. 8-9.
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contribution of the United Kingdom. The debate which followed
showed how warmly the House welcomed the proposal.’® Such crit-
icism as there was, concerned mainly the limitations placed on recon-
struction work by the UNRRA resolutions. The Vote of Credit was
adopted after a short debate, and no further legislative action was
I]CCCSSZII:Y.

Parliamentary approval for the second contribution also was ob-
tained by Vote of Credit procedure which was still in operation in
the autumn of 1945. As the sum of /8o million previously agreed
upon had been in excess of the amount payable under the one per cent
formula, the second contribution was fixed at £ 75 million. From 1
April 1946 the United Kingdom Government reverted to its normal
budgetary procedure. As a result, the balance of the contribution
which had not been taken up by the end of the preceding fiscal year
vas included in the Foreign Office Vote for 1946-1947 and for 1947-
1948.%8

CaNabpa

Provision for Canadian ]);‘!rricipﬂtion in the UNRRA Agreement and
resolutions was made in a measure ** introduced into the House of
Commons on 20 March 1944 by the Prime Minister, Mackenzic King.
It provided for ratification of the Agreement for UNRRA and for the
interim expenditure of a sum not exceeding $1o0 miilion out of moneys
provided under the War Appropriation (United Nations Mutual Aid)
Act, 1943. The purpose of the preliminary financial legislation was to
enable Canada to make a cash contribution at once for the administra-
tive expenses of UNRRA and to finance any orders for supplies that
might be placed in Canada before the following year’s Mutual Aid
appropriation was voted.® The bill was passed in April. In June, when
the United Nations Mutual Aid bill was introduced, it contained a new
clement—as was the case in the Supplementary Vote of Credit intro-
duced in the United Kingdom House of Commons—in the form of a
provision for funds for UNRRA, stipulating

57 Great Britain, Parlioment, House of Commions, Debates, CCCXCV], 25 January
1944, 567-632. L A ¥ b3
gﬁ.\_loimgjraph, Lejeune, “The Use of the United Kingdom Contribution to
UNRRA,” pp. 11-12.

50 Bill No. 84. :

80 Canada, Parliament, House of Comnnons, Debates, 1944, I1, 17 April 1944, 2123.
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that sums not exceeding 8oo million dollars be granted to His Majesty for
the purpose of making war supplies available to any of the United Nations
other than Canada and of fulfilling any obligations arising out of the United
Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Agreement.®*

The national income of Canada—compiled as nearly as possible by the
same method as that employed by the United States Department of
Commerce in calculating the United States national income—was esti-
mated to be $7,615 million.> On the basis of this estimate Canada
proposed to authorize a contribution to UNRRA of $77 million, in-
cluding the §10 million already voted. The Minister of Finance, J. L.
Isley, in concluding his speech on the introduction of the Mutual Aid
bill, said:

In extending our Mutual Aid to include the provision of relief supplies to
our liberated allies we shall be extending the purpose for which supplies
are furnished under Mutual Aid to include not only the effective prosecu-
tion of the war, but also the securing of a just and enduring peace. Already
Mutual Aid has contributed and is contributing to the winning of a victory.
We can look forward with hope and confidence to the role which Mutual
Aid will play, through our contributions to UNRRA, in relieving the hu-
man suffering which the war has caused, and in helping by constructive
measures truly to secure a just and enduring peace.* ¥

The third reading took place on 13 June 1944, and the bill passed into
law.

The second Canadian contribution was authorized by legislation
during the autumn of 1945, and on 22 December it was announced that
a contribution of $77 million, equal to the first, had been approved
by the Government of Canada.

AvusTRALIA, NEW ZEALAND, AND SOUTH AFRICA

The Australian Parliament authorized in November 1944 the appro-
priation of LA12 million ($38,400,000) to UNRRA. In December
1944 the Government of New Zealand passed legislation, retroactive to
December 1943, approving the UNRRA. Agreement and making
available to UNRRA £ NZz,600,000 ($8,476,000) out of the War
Expenses Account. In both these cases the sums appropriated repre-
sented one per cent of the national income. In the spring of 1946 the
Australian and New Zealand Governments authorized further amounts

o1 Jhid., 1944, TV, 12 June 1944, 3738 82 Jbid., p. 3743
63 Jbid.
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bringing their total contributions to the 2 per cent recommended by
the UNRRA resolutions. %+

South Africa’s participation in UNRRA was complicated by the
requirement, under the South African constitutional system, that there
should be actual expenditure on an appropriation before the close of
the fiscal year, otherwise it lapsed. It was therefore originally in-
tended by the Union Government to obtain Parliamentary approval
to allocations against a total contribution as and when UNRRA re-
quired to take them up.®® Limited allocations were made in 1944 and
1945, but the Administration’s urgent need for funds led the Union
Government to agree to secure Parliamentary approval to the whole
of the balance in 1946. The total contribution amounted to $18,112,-

oo: unfortunately, owing to bad economic conditions in South Africa,
e ) <)

caused by a severe drought, the South African Government decided
not to ask Parliament for a second contribution.%®

Tue Latiy AmEericAN REPUBLICS

Brazil.—Brazil’s contributions ranked in size behind only those of

_the United States, United Kingdom, Canada, and Australia, and totaled
nearly 2 per cent of her national income. Negotiations for a contribu-
tion from Brazil began in July 1944 when Arthur de Souza Costa,
Finance Minister of Brazil, was in Washington. In company with the
Brazilian Ambassador to the United States, he discussed the question
of Brazil’s contribution to UNRRA with the Director General.” De
Souza Costa suggested a figure of_§$30 million (more than one per
cent of the national income of Brazil).®® In mentioning so generous 2
sum, he belied his reputation that, “as behoves all good Ministers of
Finance, he cherishes money as his favourite son and could not but
regard the marriage of this well-beloved child to UNRRA as anything
but a shocking misalliance.” ®°

It was decided that a small UNRRA mission should go to Brazil

¢4 Monograph, N. O. P. Pyke, “Leading Aspects of the United Nations Relief and
Rehabilitation A dministration in the Southwest Pacific Area,” Chapter IX, pp. 8, 123
“Desk Book of Statistics,” Table K-4: Contributions of Noninvaded Member Govern-

5 2 bruary 1948.

mf‘r’-‘liii;?cf 0? riietingr.y Segc‘!l:ctary for Finance (Union of South Africa) and Secretary
of South African Legation with UNRRA senior officers, 3 August 1944.

66 Memo, Engert to R. G. A. Jackson, 27 April 1946.

67 Memo, meeting in Director General’s office, 25 July 1944.

88 [bid.

69 erter to Hendrickson, 24 July 1944.
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to find out the amount and kinds of supplies available and to agree upon
prices. The proposed mission went to Rio de Janeiro in September,
and in the same month decree laws were promulgated, providing for a
contribution of the amount mentioned by the Finance Minister—
600 million cruzeiros ($30 million).™ News of the signing of the decree
Jlaws reached Montreal, where the UNRRA Council was in session,
in time to be warmly acclaimed at the final plenary meeting.” The
only unwelcome provision in the decree laws was that the contribution
was to be made available in three annual installments.

A few months after the UNRRA Council had recommended a sec-
ond contribution, a new government came into power in Brazil, follow-
ing an election in which President Vargas was defeated by General
Dutra. The new President was considered a “living symbol” of the
country’s desire to codperate with the United Nations; the prospects
seemed good for a second contribution.™

The immediate reaction of the new President was not what the
Administration had hoped; he did not think Brazil could afford to
make a second contribution. He yielded, however, to persuasion when
Sayre visited Brazil in March 1946, and a decree law, published on 2
August 1946, provided for a further contribution of 200 million
cruzeiros ($10 million).™

Other Latin American Countries—The method by which, under
decree law, Brazil made her contribution available to UNRRA was
typical of that used by other Latin American Republics, and the
provision in the Brazilian decree law that the contribution should be
realized in installments 73 became a precedent to be followed by nearly
all the Latin American Republics.” The Administration deplored
such provisions; ** they slowed down procurement, and, if the gov-
ernment changed or economic conditions deteriorated, there was a risk

that contributions would not be comp}ctcd.
Latin American reprcscnmtives at the First Council Session had made

70 Decree Law 6903.

71 Journal, Second Council, pp. 118-119.

72 Memo, David Weintraub (Bureau of Supply) to Sayre, 3 January 1946.

78 Sayre, “Report on UNRRA Mission to Brazil, 7-25 March 1946.”

74 Decree Law 9541.

5 Cable, Rio de Janeiro to Washington A-821
series), 21 August 1946.

76 For example, Colombia,
Venezuela.
77 Council 1II Document 5, C(45)4, p- 5

(United States State Department

Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, Haiti, Mexico, Panama,
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clear that the Financial Plan adopted for UNRRA had many disad-
vantages in its application to their countries.”™ In the end, nc;rI\' all
the L*mn American Republics had recourse to the provision that con-
tributions might be less than one per cent of the national income if a
one per cent mnmbutlon proved too burdensome. That some of them,
at least, were justified in adopting this attitude was evident from the
reports of the UNRRA delegations which visited them, though, on
thc other hand, some of them had benefited from wartime business.™
Many of them had no indigenous supplies which could be used by the
Administration. One, anxious to contribute, had no commodities to
offer but bananas. The result of this state of affairs was that contribu-
tions were sought from the Latin American Republics on a more or
less ad hoc basis, the Financial Plan being little more than a shadowy
background for discussion.5°

The Administration’s policy of sending delegations to discuss the
form that contributions should take was followed more consistently
in Latin America than in any other area. The terms of reference of
the early missions to these countries were: (1) to increase knowledge
and understanding of UNRRA among government officials and citi-
zens of the Latin American Republics; (2) to develop closer relations
between the Latin American Republics and UNRRA; and (3) to
negotiate the amount and composition of the contributions, to institute
procurement procedures, and to handle other aspects of the supply
situation.®* The first two purposes of the missions were, in fact, the
means of achieving the third.

The great majority of the missions to Latin American countries
were under the leadership of Sayre, who visited fourteen, many of them
more than once.®? Other missions were led by Eduardo Santos, former
President of Colombia (whose appointment as a Deputy Director
General in the Administration was prnmrllv to insure that the Latin
American member governments should play the largest possible part
in U I\RRL\ s activities), and by Ricardo ] j;lffm:) former President
of Panama.®

78 See Part One, Chapter IV, Section 2

79 Memo, Dimitry Varley (Bureau of Supp]\ ), “Latin American Contributions in
Relation to National Income,” 5 January 1945.

80 I bid.

81 Committee on Contributions, HQ, minutes of meeting, June 1944.

sz Monograph, Engert, “Historical Sketch of the Diplomatic Adviser’s Office.”

&3 [ bid.
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In negotiating with these countries, Sayre found it necessary to
modify the provision that go per cent of the contribution should be
realized in supplies and 10 per cent in convertible currency. Discussions
were focused on the most urgent needs of the Administration in rela-
tion to the commodities or funds available. Thus the Chilean contribu-
tion was finally realized wholly in nonconvertible funds since the full
amount was earmarked for the procurement of sodium nitrate.®* Sim-
ilarly, in Nicaragua *° and Peru *¢ the whole operating contrib ution was
realized in local products. In contrast to these cases were others where
the whole of a contribution was realized in convertible funds. The-

Honduran Government made operating contributions—generous in

relation to its economic condition—wholly in United States dollars; **
the Panamanian Government also made its operating contribution
(payable in three installments) in United States currency.®®

In all, eighteen of the Latin American Republics made operating
contributions. Most of them made one contribution only, but a few,
including Uruguay,®® the Dominican Republic and its neighbor Haiti,
Honduras, and Guatemala, were able to respond to the recommendation
of the Council for a second contribution. On the average, the con-

“ ¢ributions realized were small in relation to the recommendations of

the Council resolutions, but there was real evidence of a desire to be
associated with UNRRA’s work, even though in numerous cases there
was no simple legal or budgetary procedure through which funds
could be provided. For instance, in one case an attempt was made to

rovide funds for UNRRA by increasing the tax on spirits. This was
unsuccessful, but the Haitian Government was enabled to raise funds
to make a contribution of coffee largely through the sale of a five
centime (one cent) stamp, authorized by a Presidential decree of
August 1944 which stipulated that the revenues thus raised were to be
dedicated to the relief of victims of war.?® The contributions of the

84 L etter, Rooks (Director General) to Felix Nisto del Rio (Chilean Ambassador

to the United States), 5 April 1947. _

85 Agreement between UNRRA and Nicaragua, July 1945 (no official document
prepared).

86 Memo, R. Torres Mazzoranna (Bureau of Supply, HQ) to Sayre, 18 October
1946.
92? Letter, Sayre to Don Julian R. Casenas (Honduran Ambassador to the United
States), 8 July 1946.

88 Cable, Panama to Washington unnumbered, 29 January 1946.

89 Letter, Colonel Alfred G. Katzin (Chief Executive Officer) to Mateo Manquez
Castro (Minister of Foreign Affairs, Uruguay), 29 March 1947.

90 Decree-Loi, Le Moniteur, Journal Officiel de Gouvernement.
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Dominican Republic—proportionately among the largest from Latin

America—were provided by_increasing the export tax and devoting
TAT =]
the proceeds to UNRRA.

Inpia axp THE MmbprLE East

India’s contribution to UNRRA was not based upon the one per
cent formula, since no reliable statistics of national income existed,??
but her single contribution of eight crores of rupees—equivalent to
$24,042,072 **—ranked sixth among the contributions made by mem-
ber governments. Provision for this sum was included in the budgetary
allocations for 1945 and was approved by the Indian Legislative As-
sembly in May of that year. India had, however, before this time paid
its first administrative contribution and, in anticipation of an operating
contribution being voted by the Legislative Assembly, had agreed to
put into production supplies for later delivery to UNRRA.?*

At the Third Council Session, in the discussion on the resolution
recommending a second contribution, the member for India, Sir Sam-
ual Rangahadhan, informed the Council that he would have to abstain
from voting since, although India was not insensitive to the pressing
needs of relief in the countries which had endured occupation by the
enemy, its own internal economy had been severely strained by the
war and by the help given to refugees from Burma and other countries
overrun by the Japanese.®® Against this background, he did not think
the contribution of $24 million already voted by the Indian Legislature
ungenerous.

The doubts expressed by the Indian member were later confirmed
by the Indian Government, when the Minister for Commerce in-
formed the Director General finally that India could not support a
further contribution to UNRRA since the Government was averting
famine in India only by heavy subsidies on food imports.®®

The Egyptian contribution was a disappointment to the A dministra-
tion both as to its size and the conditions on which it was finally given.

91 Sayre, “Report on Ncgotiations with the Dominican Republic, 16-19 December
1945.” :
B3Ln::ttcr. R. K. Nehru (Government of India) to G. Stewart Mason (Bureau of
Supply, HQ), 28 July 1945.

83 Le‘rtcr, Agent General of India to Director General, 29 May 1945.

94 Letter, H. Trevelyan (Government of India) to Director General, 29 June 1944.

95 Journal, Third Council, 13th plenary meeting, p. 526. ‘ a

96 Cable, New Delhi to Washington unnumbered (signed Chundrigav, Minister for

Commerce), 17 January 1947.
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There was substantial hope that UNRRA would receive full support
from Egypt when, in January 1944, it was among the earliest of the
supplying governments to pay its administrative LOIltI'll)llthl‘l. This
hope was 1]Jpre<.nblv diminished by the Government’s contention
shortly after, that, owing to the poverty of the country and the low
per capita income, Egypt would be among those member governments
which would have to contribute on a lower scale than that recom-
mended by the Council resolutions.

A diplomatic mission under the leadership of Sayre visited Egypt in
June 1945 for discussions with the Egyptian Prime Minister, Nokrashy
Pasha, and the Minister of Finance, Makram Ebeid Pasha, on the

ratification l)y the I‘gvpti'm Government of the UNRRA Agreement

and Fgypt’s operating contribution. The Prime Minister Jrrrr.-cd that
the Egyptian Govcrmncnt would wish to help UNRRA, but that it
had other obligations which it could not neglect; he referred particu-
larly to the \ioslems in Yugoslavia and Syria.?” Eventually, however,
Sayrc received his assurance that Parliament would be asked to appro-
priate at least one million pounds. This promise was confirmed publicly
two months later, at the Third Council Session, when, although the
Egyptian member abstained from voting on the resolution recom-
mending a second contribution,”® he announced that the Egyptian
Government would “present a resolution to meet its maximum con-
tribution to the UNRRA fund at the next session of Parliament,”
and added: “This figure has been fixed at one million pounds ster-
ling.” *°

Parliament convened, but the appropriation was not made. In the
spring of 1946 there was a change of government. In the following
July the Egyptian Parliament authorized a contribution of /F350,000
($1,446,667), inclusive of administrative contributions. Two thirds of
the balance of /£E297,000 was, moreover, to be spent on new cotton
purchases in Egypt. This further reduced the value of the ummlmtmn
for the Administration had hoped to offset previous sterling purchases
of cotton in Egypt against the contribution, in order to release the
sterling involved for other procurement in the United Kingdom.

W;thm two months after Turkey was admitted to memberslup in
UNRRA, a bill was introduced in the Turkish Parliament to ratify the

97 Cornelius Van H. Engert, “Report on UNRRA Mission to the Middle Fast.”
98 Journal, Third Council, 13th plenary meeting, 25 August 1945.
99 bid., gth plenary meeting, 17 August 1945.
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UNRRA Agreement and to authorize a contribution.’*® The Grand
National Assembly passed this bill on 8 May 1946 and appropriated
si;\J]illion Turkish pounds.'*! Shortly afterwards an UNRRA mission,
composed of Cornelius Van H. Engert, Assistant Diplomatic Adviser,
Roscoe Herbert (Deputy Chief of Supply, ERO), and G. Stewart
Mason (Bureau of Supply, Headquarters), visited Ankara to discuss
the size of the contribution and the supplies in which it might be re-
alized.’*? The members of the mission were hospitably welcomed by
the Turkish authorities and made guests of the Government d'.u'in:r__{
their visit. The Turkish Government’s operating contribution was
provided in the form of wheat (at a price reduced for UNRRA by
30 per cent 1°%), coal, and barley, the last being substituted, at the
request of the Administration, for salt which had formed part of the
original offer.1®* The Iranian Government discharged its obligations
to UNRRA by a gift of 10 million rials ($307,600) to be realized in the
form of 4,000 tons of barley.

IcELAND

Iceland can claim to have financed UNRRA's earliest activities.**®
Immediately after the First Council Session the Icelandic Government
remitted to the Administration $55,000 covering administrative con-
tributions for 1943 and 1944 and an advance payment on account of
its operating contribution.'®® Subsequent negotiations between the
Icelandic Government and UNRRA resulted in the bulk of the supply
portion of the contribution being provided in fish and cod-liver oil,
under an arrangement by which the Administration paid 75 per cent
of the price and the remainder was credited to the Icelandic contribu-
tion.'*7 In 1946 Iceland offered a gift of wool, which was credited to
it as a second contribution. Apart from the distinction of being
UNRRAs first contributor, Iceland ranks with the few member gov-

100 Central Committee (CC) (46)61, minutes 2gth meeting, 17 May 1946 (Compila-
tion of Documents of the Central Committee of the Council [CC Docs.], 111, 25).

101 Laws 4881 and 4883, published in Official Gazette, 10 i\i;i_\" 1946.

102 Engert, “Report on UNRRA Mission to the Middle East,” passinz.

103 [ etter, Engert to Prime Minister of Iran, 5 July 1945.

104 Memo, Karl Borders (Bureau of Supply, HQ) to Harry E. Howell (Controller),
27 December 1946. ! _ ; .

105 Letter, Thor Thors (Ieelandic Legation) to Lehman, 29 December 1943; see also
Section 5 below.

106 Jhid. :
107 Letter, Hendrickson to Thors, October 1944.
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ernments which gave their support to an amount equaling or approach-
ing 2 per cent of their national income.™°®

3. OPERATING CONTRIBUTIONS FROM INVADED
MEMBER GOVERNMENTS

Both in the Financial Plan and in Resolution 8o the Council urged
that invaded member governments should make operating contribu-
tions in addition to their administrative contributions.*®® The Ad-
ministration made no formal appeal to “nonpaying” member govern-
ments to respond to these recommendations. By the time the Third
Council Session was held, however, Czechoslovakia had already made
a contribution of sugar,*° and during the course of that Session the
member for Czechoslovakia announced that the Czechoslovak Govern-
ment was anxious to help “the great and noble work of UNRRA” by
being asupplying country.*"* By the end of the UNRRA operation, the
contributions of commodities made by Czechoslovakia, mostly in the
form of food, amounted in value to $4,852,000.

Poland, toward the end of 1945, madea contribution of 100,000 tons
of Silesian coal—an invaluable contribution at a time when the Ad-
ministration was unable to meet from other sources urgent demands
from Austria and Yugoslavia.*? This contribution was valued at $900,-
009.

At about the same time, a request from Albania for cement, which
it was unable to produce for itself owing to lack of anthracite to keep
the cement works going, was met by a gift of 2,000 tons from Yugo-

slavia.11®

R oL . . - . .
Six paying governments made operating contributions: Belgium,

Denmark, France, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, and Norway. Most

of these contributions were negotiated by visiting missions, constituted

similarly to those which sought contributions from the smaller non-

108 [ etter, Icelandic Government to Director General, August 1946.
109 Resolution 14, Section 7; Resolution 8o, paragraph 3.
110 Journal, Third Council, 5th plenary meeting, p- 43.

111 Jpid., 1oth plenary meeting, p. 86.
112 Jpid.; monograph, Philip Boulasse, “The History of Solid Fuel,” ERO.

113 Memo, Borders to Howell, 27 December 1946; for manner of treatment of volun-
tary contributions of commodities in program of oneratinns. see z‘:xf::a, Part Tl_u'cc,
Chapter II, Section 13. For fiscal purposes this contribution was considered a direct

ift to Albania; no mention, therefore, is made of it in The Financial Report of the
United Nations Relief and Rebabilitation Administration (Ninth and Final Financial

Report) (Washington, D.C, 1949).




Contributions 129

invaded member governments. The Diplomatic Adviser’s policy in
approaching these governments was to try to achieve two things: to
increase the resources of the Administration by obtaining gifts of
commodities of which the government had a surplus; and to help the
economy of the contributing country by arranging to buy from it,
with foreign exchange, commodities needed for the Administration’s
program of operations.'* The negotiations with Denmark illustrate
the result of this policy. Early in February 1946 the Diplomatic Ad-
viser, accompanied by Herbert, visited Denmark. After discussions
with the Prime Minister and other members of the Government, it was
agreed that Denmark would contribute 24 million kroner ($5 million)
for the purchase of 10,000 horses and a quantity of salted fish.'** In ad-
dition, it was agreed that a small supply mission should be established
in Denmark to arrange, in codperation with the Danish Government,
for the shipment of the contributed supplies and also to buy in Den-
mark products which the Administration needed.!'® Thus was the dual
purpose achieved.

Somewhat similar arrangements were made shortly afterward as a
result of a mission to Norway led by Roy F. Hendrickson, Deputy
Director General of Supply, Headquarters. This resulted in a contribu-
tion of supplies which, with additions made later, amounted to $4,-
028,821, and included fish and fish products, vegetable seeds, cod-liver
oil, and miscellaneous surplus military supplies captured from the
Germans.**” i

In August 1946, in response to a message from the Director General
to Paul-Henri Spaak, Belgian Minister of Foreign A ffairs, the Adminis-
tration was invited to send a small delegation to Brussels to examine
the possibilities of a contribution of commodities. Sayre and Herbert
negotiated a contribution which amounted in value to $1,042,308.1%
This was made available mainly in heavy trucks which were sent to
Czechoslovakia, and in copper wire which was needed for the China
program.’*® The amount of the contribution was rather less than the

114 See, for example, Sayre, “Report on UNRRA Mission to Belgium, 15-31 August
1946-“ i

115 Sayre, “Report on Mission to Denmark, 6-16 February 1946.

116 [bid.

117 “Notice of Contribution,” 30 June 1947. \ y

118 See Sayre, “Report on UNRRA Mission to Belgium, 15-31 August 1946.

119 Memo, L. Bains (Records and Control Division, Supply Department, ERO) to
J. Robbie (Accounts and Audit Division, ERO), 13 June 1946,
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mission had hoped it would be, though the commodities in which it was
realized were valuable. About this time, informal inquiries were made
into the possibility of a contribution from Luxembourg,'** and later
in the year, at the invitation of the Prime Minister, Pierre Dupong, a
small mission visited that country.*®* The Grand Duchy contributed
about 217 tons of foodstuffs, valued at §159,830. Finally, France and
the Netherlands, though unfortunately unable to provide commodities,
were able to help UNRRA by contributions in local currency.

4. CONTRIBUTIONS FROM NONMEMBER GOVER NMENTS

In all, five nonmember governments contributed to UNRRA. Of
these contributions the most important was made by the Argentine
Government under the International Wheat Agreement, which pro-
vided for a relief pool of wheat to be contributed by the several signa-
tories of the Agreement.’** In January 1944 the Executive Committee
of the International Wheat Council passed a resolution designating
UNRRA as the distributing agency for this relief pool. Thereupon
it was agreed that 150,000 tons of wheat and corn (valued at $10,-
778,768) contributed to the pool by the Government of Argentina
should be made available to UNRRA. In addition, a gift of 100,000
tons of wheat was made by the Argentine Government to Italy. 122
Warehousing costs and ocean freight were borne by the Administration
for both the contribution of grain to UNRRA and the outright gift
to Italy.1**

Eire made a gift to UNRRA of 285 tons of bacon, valued at $257,086.
In addition, it gave 8,000 beef cattle valued at $1,289,600 to Austra,
Czechoslovakia, Hungary, and Poland.

The Portuguese Government made a contribution of 25 million es-
cudos (§1 million) for the purchase of supplies in Portugal and her
colonies.!? Since Portugal was a member of neither UNRRA nor the

120 R, Miller, “Report on Visit to Luxembourg, 28-29 August 1946.”

121 R, Herbert, “Report on UNRRA Mission to Luxembourg, 12-19 November
194(}‘” . . - .

122 Tn Ninth and Final Financial Report, the Argentine contribution is recorded under
“other contributors” rather than under “non-member governments.” '

128 Resolution passcd by Executive Committee of International Wheat {.:01‘111‘(,3!1, 31
January 1944; see also Council TII Document 5, C(45)4, “Program of Operations.

124 Memo, Andrew Cairns (Director of Food Division, HQ) to R. R. Boyer (Finance
Division, HQ), § December 1946.
125 ERO Supply Memorandum 13, 16 August 1946
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United Nations, the Administration sought the approval of the Cana-
dian, Soviet, United Kingdom, and United States Governments before
approaching the Portuguese Government. After receiving their ap-
proval, a telegram was sent to Antonio de Oliveira Salazar, President of
the P(thugucse Council, asking if his Government would be agreeable
to UNRRA sending a mission to Lisbon. Salazar replied graciously
that his Government would gladly receive an UNRRA mission “which
may be assured of the goodwill of the Portuguese Gov cmmcnt up
to the limit of its powers, which are unlmppdy r(strmtcd

In response to this invitation, a mission cor nposed of Sayre, I Tcrhcrr,
and Mason went to Lisbon in July 1946. The mission reached agree-
ment with the Portuguese Government for a contribution to be made
in fish, wolfram, and cod-liver oil. The Portuguese Government ex-
presscd the wish that the Administration would direct the Portuguese
supplies “to those countries with which Portugal enjoys particular
sentimental and economic ties.” The Administration accordingly sent
the supplies to Italy.*”

Southern Rhodesm remained outside UNRRA membership but
agreed to assist UNRRA, not on the basis of a contribution of a
sﬁeciﬁcd amount, but in certain commodities.'*® These took the
form mainly of manufactured articles and amounted in value to
$582,945.

Italy, the only ex-enemy country to contribute, gave 10,000 tons
of salt valued at $65,500.

5. ADMINISTRATIVE CONTRIBUTIONS

In accordance with the requirements of the Agreement, the Ad-
ministration prepared annual budgets covering the administrative ex-
penses. These budgets were submitted to the Committee on Financial
Control and, with the recommendation of that Committee, were put
before the Council for approval, or, when the Council so decided, be-
fore the Central Committee. Four annual budgets, covering the years
1944-1947, were drawn up and, in addition, a supplcmcnt.lr\ budfr(.t
in 1946 and liquidation budgets in 1947 and 1948.

126 Sayre, “Report on Mission to Portugal, 23 July—3 August 1946.”

127 [pid.
128 Sayre, “Report on Negotiations with Southern Rhodesia, 29 September 1945.”
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TABLE 6
UNRRA ApMINISTRATIVE BUDGETS *
Year U.S. Dollars Equivalents
1944 $10,000,000
1945 7,500,000
1946 13,000,000
1946 (supplementary) 3,200,000
1947 9,500,000
1947 (supplementary) 1,000,000
1948-1949 2,000,000
1948-1949 (supplementary) 1,821,000
Transferred at suggestion of Council’s
auditors to operating budgets — 446,000
Total $47,575,000

2 CC (48)34, 17 September 1948. Bl

The figure of §10 million for the first administrative budget, which
provided for the unelapsed period of 1943 as well as for 1944, was
inevitably more or less arbitrary since there was no clear knowledge
at the time it was compiled what would be the extent of the demand
for UNRRA!s services during that period.*** The Director General
was, however, anxious to keep the estimate as low as possible in rela-
tion to the potential expenditure on operations.'*® In transmitting the
administrative budget to the Council, the Director General said, “I
am not sure that the experience during any year of the life of UNRRA
will ever be a good guide as to what may be expected in the next.” 131
This remark proved true in regard to administrative budgets and
could, indeed, have been applied to practically every phase of the
UNRRA operation. When the Council had approved the budget and
the amount of the assessments, the Director General appealed to all
member governments to pay without delay their apportioned share
of the administrative contributions for the year 1944.*** The response
to this request was prompt enough to enable the Director General to
begin on 1 January 1944 the establishment of administrative offices and
to embark upon the preparatory stages of the Administration’s work,

129 See Part One, Chapter IV, Section 2.

130 “Memorandum on UNRRA Budget—1944.” _
131 Journal, First Council, p. 119. 132 Resolution 38.




Contributions 133

financed in the first days by some half dozen administrative contribu-
tions *** and by a general contribution from the Icelandic Government,
which expressed itself as “happy to have been in a position to be the
first country to pay a part of its contribution to UNRRA'’s noble and
great activities.” 134
At the time the first budget was drawn up, only very rough estimates
of the probable administrative expenses could be made. It was not
possible to say definitely either what items should properly be in-
cluded or what amounts should be allocated to cover them. They were
based, however, on the premise that expenditures for “personal serv-
ices and related costs” in Headquarters and in the regional offices and
in the field missions would all be classified as “administrative ex-
penses.” 135
_During the early months the organization was largely confined to
Headquarters and ERO, the activities of which were obviously ad-
ministrative in character. It was only with the evolution of plans for
the field missions and displaced persons camps that the proper demarca-
tion between operating and administrative activities became clear. It
was then evident that, in the camps, the whole expense was “operating”
in character. Such ‘“administrative” activities as Were necessary were
only by-products of the operation of the camp. The services of the
field missions, like those of the camp staffs, were “operating” services.
The port officers, the warehousemen, the field officers who supervised
distribution, the engineers and accountants, and the chief of mission
who directed their work served in the mission only for services to be
rendered to the area to which they were accredited.

By the time the Second Council was held, therefore, it was possible
to take into account the experience gained in the preceding nine
months. The Director General accordingly drew up his second Ad-
ministrative budget on the principle that all so-called “personal serv-
ices” and related costs within a country served by UNRRA should be
classified as “operating expenses” and that “administrative expenses”
should be confined to costs incurred for the administration of Head-
quarters, the regional offices, and any other offices whose functions

138 Committee on Financial Control (CFC) (43)6, minutes 2d meeting, 20 December
1943. Governments concerned included Belgium, Ethiopia, French Committee of Na-
tional Liberation, Guatemala, Norway.

134 L erter, Icelandic Government to UNRRA, 14 December 1943.

185 Council I Document 51, C(44) 11.
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were administration and policy-forming rather than the direct relief
of the peoples of the area in which they worked.**¢

This budget for the year 1945 was approved by the Committee on
Financial Control and by the Council.**® The adoption of the Ad-
ministration’s demarcation between operating and administrative ex-
penses meant, in practice, that the amount of the budget allotted to
cover administrative expenses was henceforth much lower than it
would have been if the Administration had included the administrative
costs of the field missions and displaced persons camps. This did not
have any appreciable effect on the supplying governments, since ad-
ministrative and operating contributions were usually included in one
general contribution, but it did affect the amount of the assessments
made on invaded member governments.

The administrative budget for 1945 amounted to $11,500,000, of
which, after allowing for a carry-over of $4 million from the previous
administrative budget, $7,500,000 was allocated among member gov-
ernments.’®® The percentage assessments were much the same as for
the 1944 budget, the most important alteration being a reduction in
that made on the USSR from 14 to 10 per cent, after the Soviet Gov-
ernment had represented to the Administration that its assessment was
beyond its means owing to the devastation it had suffered.’®®

The administrative budget for 1946 was submitted to the Central
Committee for appmvai, in accordance with the decision taken at
the Third Council Session that, if no further session were held in
1945, the Central Committee should act for the Council,**® subject,
however, to reconsideration by the Council.*** This budget provided
for administrative expenses for the year 1946 amounting to $17,-
209,078. The report of the Committee on Financial Control recom-
mended a reduction of $2 million in this sum, on the grounds that the
estimates were too high, particulnrly in their provision for staff require-
ments in 1946.24* After an inconclusive discussion in the Central Com-
mittee at which the Director General expressed the view that UNRRA
was doing, in spite of the complexity, difficulty, and enormous range
of its operations, “the cheapest relief job in history,” the matter was

136 ] bid. 137 Resolution 43.
138 Jbid. 189 Journal, Second Council, p. 76.
140 Resolution 81, paragraph 44, b. 141 Jhid., paragraph s.

142 CFC(46) 24, «“A dministrative Budget for 1946,” 12 March 1946.
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referred to an ad hoc subcommittee of the Central Committee and
Committee on Financial Control.**?

The Subcommittee’s report was, in effect, confirmation of the recom-
mendations of the Committee on Financial Control. It recommended
the reduction of the budget from $17,209,078 to $15,209,078.1* Of
this sum, at least $2,209,078 was expected to be available from the 1945
budget, leaving a balance of $13 million to be allocated among member
governments for 1946.'** The report proposed, however, that the
Committee on Financial Control should review the position in April
1946 and report to the Central Committee any modification which
might be necessary, and that should a supplementary budget be re-
quired, it should be submitted by the Director General to the Central
Committee for action.*¢ Approval was given to these recommenda-
tions at a meeting of the Central Committee on 14 March.*** The al-
locations included an assessment of o.5 per cent of the administrative
budget on Denmark, which had been admitted to membership at the
Third Council Session. The recommendations by the Committee on
Financial Control on the size of assessments on new members were
made on the basis which governed those made on the original members.

It so happened that the Administration’s first estimate of $17,209,078,
far from being excessive, was inadequate. The review of the budget
occupied some three months: 1® the Administration requested a sup-
plementary budget of $4,700,000.1#" The request was backed by de-
tailed information on the activities of every branch at Headquarters,
and the various administrative offices: its validity rested almost entirely
on the fact that because of program delays, beyond the control of
the Administration,’® the peak of operations would not be reached
until the third quarter of 1946 and would be maintained until the first
quarter of 1947. Some 42.7 per cent of the total supply program still
remained to be shipped; some $547,300,000, OT about 14 per cent of

148 CC(46) 17, minutes 20th meeting, 4 February 1946 (CC Docs., 11, 84-92).

144 CC(46) 24, “Report of Committee on Financial Control,” 12 March 1946 (CC
Docs., II, 149-154).

145 [hid.

146 Thid.

147 CC(46) 41, minutes 25th meeting, 14 March 1946 (CC Dacs., 11, 166).

148 CFC (46) 44, “Second Review of Administrative Budget f(?_r 1946, 28 May 1946;
CFC(46) 48, “Third Review of Administrative Bl._ldgcr for 1946,” 10 J“'l}' 1046.

149 CFC(46) 53, “Third Review of Administrative Budget for 1946, 15 July 1946.

150 For further details see Part Three, Chapter II, Sections 6-8.
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the total operating contributions, had not yet been received. This meant
that staff reductions, which it had been hoped would be possible by
the latter part of 1946, could not be put into effect.’ The Committee
on Financial Control, however, recommended the reduction of the
supplementary budget to $3,200,000, on the grounds that provision
had been made in the Administration’s request for some $1,400,000 to
cover unpaid portions of administrative contributions, and this shortfall
could be met, under the provisions of the Financial Plan, out of gen-
eral resources.’®> The report of the Committee on Financial Control
was considered by the Central Committee on 23 July and accepted by
a majority vote, after the Controller had informed the Committee that,
in the absence of an authorization for a supplementary budget, the
Administration would be compelled to cut its staff on 30 September
by 50 per cent.'®®

The 1947 administrative budget of §9,500,000 was approved at the
Sixth Council Session. It was also decided that the Committee on
Financial Control should make at least quarterly reviews of the po-
sition of the administrative budget and report to the Central Commit-
tee, which was empowered to make any modification necessary.'’* In
preparing the 1947 administrative budget, the Administration had
predicated the figures on a rundown plan which, however carefully
worked out, could not be exact. Such outside factors as a maritime
strike in the United States, just ended, or a coal strike, just beginning,
would inevitably retard the completion of UNRRA’s programs. With-
out allowance for these imponderable factors, the budget proposed
for 1947 provided sufficient funds for an orderly liquidation under
the existing forecasts of operations.’®® Thus, for the first time the
budget exhibited characteristics of an agency in process of liquidation:
average salary costs were higher since high-grade personnel tended
to be retained and key positions to remain filled while the number of
subordinate employees was decreased; an incentive bonus plan, to
prevent employees from seeking the security of permanent employ-
ment before the need for their services had been satisfied, was in opera-

tion.%¢

151 CFC(46) 51, “Status of UNRRA. Accounts as of 15 May 1946,” 23 May 1946.

152 Resolution 14, Section 14.

158 CC (46) 85, minutes 33d meeting, 23 July 1946 (CC Docs., 11, g2-101).

154 Resolution 110.

135 CFC(46) 76, “Statement of Administrative Budget for 1947,” 7 [_)c:ccmh-er 1946.
166 Jbid.; for further details see infra, Part Two, Chapter VII, Section 7-
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In the spring of 1947 the Committee on Financial Control, having
examined the status of the administrative budget, recommended to the
Central Committee a liquidation budget of §5 million.*** This included
a supplementary budget for 1947, plus an amount for the calendar year
1948 and for subsequent years.’*® The budget was approved by the
Central Committee at its meeting on 23 May 1947.%*

Later, the Council member for the USSR proposed to the Director
General that, since the Administration had residual funds which were
being handed over to other organizations, it was inconsistent that
further funds should have been approved for liquidation, and that the
resolution relating to the liquidation budget should be repealed.*®®
This recommendation was referred to the Committee on Financial
Control. The matter was twice deferred because the Soviet member
was unable to be present, but on 23 March 1948 the Committee de-
cided it could be postponed no longer, although the Soviet member
was still absent. The Committee referred the question to the Central
Committee on the understanding that the Soviet member would have
an opportunity to present his comments when the matter was taken
up.'®* When it came before the Central Committee on 8 April 1948,
the Soviet member asked that it be deleted from the agenda as he had
not received instructions from his Government. It was finally settled
at a meeting of the Central Committee on 2 June, when the Soviet mem-
ber’s proposal was rejected by a majority vote.'> At the time when
the liquidation budget was approved by the Central Committee and
the assessments made on member governments, there was a possibility
that the Administration would be faced with a deficit, since various
revenues had not then been realized. Later, as it turned out, these out-
standing matters were settled favorably, and a potential deficit was
changed to 2 surplus. The Administration had throughout taken the
view that it would be inadvisable to become involved in all the com-
plications incidental to reopening the budget just because a possibility

157 CFC(47) 16, “A Resolution relating to the Liquidation Budget covering Ad-
ministrative Expenses,” 24 April 1047. ,

158 CFC (47) 15, minutes 42d meeting, 2 April 1947. ‘ g

159 CC(47)70, “A Resolution relating to the Liquidation Budget covering Adminis-

trative Expenses (as approved by Central Committee at its §3d meeting, 23 May 1947),"
26 May 1047. y

180 CC?:T) 110, letter, J. I. Krasiuk (Council member for USSR) to Director General,
10 September 1947+ , |

161 CC (48) 21, minutes 64th meeting, 8 April 1948.

162 CC (48) 29, minutes 65th meeting, 2 June 1948.
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of a surplus—which had always existed—had become a fact.'®®

At this time some eight member governments were in arrears in mak-
ing their administrative contributions, and the Administration was
doing all it could to collect the sums outstanding.*** To support this
action, the Central Committee passed a formal resolution instructing
the Administration to communicate with the governments concerned,
informing them that the Central Committee had requested the Ad-
ministration to do so, and urging them to pay their administrative
contributions.*®?

The result of this final effort was that administrative contributions
were realized almost to the full amount of the allocations. Only two
governments out of UNRRA's total membership failed to complete
their pzlymcnts—the USSR and Iraq. Whether the latter country was,
in fact, 2 member of UNRRA was uncertain after October 1946, when
the Iraqi Minister of Foreign Affairs informed the Director General
that Parliamentary sanction could not be obtained to the UNRRA
Agreement and that therefore the Iragi Government could not make
an operating contribution or continue to share in administrative ex-

enses.19¢ Although perhaps technically Iraq, in the absence of ratifica-
tion of the Agreement, was not a member, the Administration, never-
theless, continued to include it as such in official reports and accounts.®?

In spite of the Soviet protest over the liquidation budget, both the
Ukrainian and Byclorussinn Republics paid the amounts allocated to
them.'®® Four defaulting governments took advantage of the option

they had not hitherto exercised to charge their administrative dues

against their operating contributions.%?

6. CONTRIBUTIONS FROM NONGOVERNMENTAL
SOURCES

The Financial Plan contcmplatcd that contributions would be re-

ceived from “nongovcmmcntal sources” and provided that such con-

tributions might be accepted in accordance with “the rules and

163 CFC(47) 30, “Resolution Submitted by the Member for the USSR with Reference

to the Liquidation Budget,” 21 October 1947- £L3
164 CC(48) 20, minutes 65th meeting, 2 June 1948. ) 165 H):;?.
166 CFC(46) 78, «A dministrative Contribution and Membership of Irag,” 10 December

1046,
gf‘” See DGR 14; Ninth and F inal Financial Report, p. 16. !
108 CC (48) 38, minutes 67th meeting, 6 October 1948. 169 [bid.,
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regulations” established by the Director General.!™ The formulation
of these “rules and regulations” was slow and gave rise to conflicts
of view within the Administration over the conditions which should
govern the acceptance of voluntary contributions. One body of opin-
jon considered that the provisions in the resolution against discrimina-
tion in distribution 17* prevented the Administration from accepting
contributions to which conditions were attached; *** the other held
that the resolution did not apply, since the question of discrimination
arose only when undesignated supplies were distributed inequitably; ***
further, that if the Administration refused to accept voluntary gifts
designated to particulur countries or groups of pcnplc. it would prob-
ably lose valuable contributions which it otherwise might have
had.

No final conclusion had been reached on this point when the Con-
tributed Supplies Branch was created at Headquarters in June 1944,
with the primary function of instituting national drives in the United
States for the collection of used clothing to supplement the inadequate
supplies of finished clothing then available from United States produc-
tion.!™* The newly formed Branch evolved ad boc plans for the ac-
ceptance and handling of all types of voluntary contributions.'™ In
this process, the argument against accepting conditional gifts gradually
lost practical force, and the Administration’s policy, as finally de-
veloped, laid down that, in addition to outright gifts, it would accept
voluntary contributions to which conditions were attached, provided
that the contributions were of “such a nature and value as to justify
the expense involved in handling and shipping,” and that the “con-
ditions attached by the donor are feasible and acceptable.” 17

Most of the larger gifts, contributed in the form of cash and com-
modities by voluntary societies in the United States and elsewhere,
were designated for use in specified countries. Among these were:

170 Resolution 14, Section 9.

171 Resolution 7.

172 Note, meeting between Lehman and rcprcsentntivcs of Agudas Israel, 14 De-
Cc?:}*)irielr%ﬁ. Oscar Schachter (Assistant General Counsel, HQ) to Weintraub, 19
February 1945.

174 CS(44)31, “Report of the Bureau of Supply, Tenth Meeting of the Committee
on Supplies, 7 September 1044.

175 Memo, Elaine Carr (Contributed Supplies Branch, HQ) to Mary T. Featherston-
haugh (Bureau of Areas, HQ), 17 April 1045.

176 Basic Headquarters Manual, Part 1V, Section 124.31.
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Greek War Relief Association $3,331,193
American Relief for Czechoslovakia 485,036
The Rebuilders of Poland Association 613,475
Overseas Chinese Relief Committee of Siam 1,961,885
Polish Supply and Reconstruction Mission 410,965
State of Mississippi (for Greece) 304,069
American Hungarian Relief 50,000
Greek War Relief Fund (Australia) 41,424
American Committee for Yugoslav Relief 273,656
Brethren Service Committee 523,836

Many of these gifts included livestock which, of all supplies, were
among the most welcome in the UNRRA countries. Of the total con-
tribution made by the Greek Woar Relief Association, $1,208,028 was
designated for the purchase of cattle, horses, and mules.*”” This con-
tribution alone increased by one-cighth the total value of livestock
delivered to Greece during the UNRRA period. The contribution
from the State of Mississippi was made entirely in livestock which
had been collected through a campaign instituted by the Governor,
Thomas L. Bailey, for the purchase of pedigreed dairy cattle for
Greece. At a ceremony at Gulfport Pier, Mississippi, when the first
shipload was being embarked, the Chief Executive Officer accepted
the animals on behalf of the Administration; priests of the Greek
Orthodox Church attended the ceremony and blessed the ship be-
fore it sailed.’™ Poland received 8,000 draft horses bought with the
contribution of $613,475 from the Rebuilders of Poland Association,'™
and heifers given by the Brethren Service Committee “for the glory
of God, not ourselves.” ** In addition, the Brethren Service Commit-
tee made gifts of livestock to Czechoslovakia, Greece, and Italy.*®*

The greater part of the voluntary contributions was in the form of
used clothing, collected through clothing drives which were instituted
on a large scale in the United States, Canada, Australia, and New
Zealand. The total value of the contributions through organized col-
lections amounted to $184,084,792.1%*

177 Monograph, Robert Lintner, “UNRRA Livestock Program,” HQ, section on
Greek War Relief Livestock Program.

178 Press Release 474, “UNRRA in Greece,” 20 July 1946.

179 Monograph, Lintner, “UNRRA Livcstcck_ Program.”

180 [ etter, Lehman to M. R. Zigler (Executive Secretary,
mittee), 31 January 1946.

181 Press Release 461, 12 July 1946.

182 [t was decided that a uniform evaluation of $1.00 per p
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The first United States clothing drive was organized in the autumn
of 1944. Various denominational groups—Roman Catholic, Protestant,
and Jewish—undertook the ph_\'sicnl collection of the garments. Baling,
warehousing, and transport to shipside were handled by Treasury
Procurement. The Administration arranged shipment. Some 5.00-0
tons of clothing were collected and sent over within the next few
months to various destinations in Europe, mainly to Greece and Yugo-
slavia.

This drive was succeeded in the spring of 1945 by a more ambitious
scheme, the United National Clothing Collection, planned on the
scale of 2 War Loan Drive. It was decided that responsibility should
rest on a national committee of prominent public men, under a chair-
man to be appointed by the President of the United States. The Ad-
ministration asked President Roosevelt to appoint Henry J. Kaiser as
National Chairman. An appeal was made informally to Mrs. Roosevelt
for her support which, characteristically, she gave in full measure.
Kaiser accepted the appointment, and the scheme was launched. It
resulted in the collection of over 50,000 tons of clothing which was
sent to no less than twenty liberated countries in Furope and Asia.
Paying and nonpaying countries alike were allowed to receive a share.
A ‘third drive, known as the Victory Clothing Drive, was organized
early in 1946 and realized a total of over 20,000 tons.’s*

Two clothing drives were conducted in Canada which resulted in
collections valued at §17,310,174. In Australia, although clothes ration-
ing was in force, plans were made in the summer of 1945 for a drive,
patterned on the United National Clothing Collection, which realized
$4,830,973 worth. In New Zealand a clothing drive which brought in
$1,497,5 59 of contributed goods was made by the New Zealand Coun-
cil of Organization for Relief Service Overseas. The New Zealand
Government assumed all expenses incidental to shipment.'®*

Some of the garments included in the clothing collections were not
of a practical kind. Some of them (pnrticularly those derived from the

on used clothing (memo, Rooks to Lawrence J. Lismer [Accounts and Audits Divi-
sion, HQ], 28 June 1946). This evaluation is, in fact, higher than that of the new
clothing acquired by the Administration through government procurement agencies.
In the resulr, therefore, it would appear that the Administration inflated the value of
this commodity in its accounting records. v ] el

183 Monogmph, Henrietta Shaw, “Comments upon the History of Clothing Drives,
HQ.

184 1 hid.
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first United States drive) were not fit for use in the condition in which
they were received, with the result that complaints from the receiving
countries were numerous. As the Administration gained more experi-
ence in handling this type of supply, and the receiving countries in
utilizing it to the best advantage, however, supplies of used clothing
came to be greatly appreciated. Every country to which contributed
clothing was sent asked for a second allocation, and every country
requested larger quantities than the Administration had to give.'®?

Apart from clothing drives, the most important effort made by the
Administration to increase its resources from voluntary contributions
was through the Victory Food Program. It was begun during the
summer of 1945 and had as its target the collection of 10 million cans
of fruit and vegetables to be prepared in community canning centers
in the United States.!*® Later it was decided to extend the project to
include the collection of commercially canned products and also of
money to be used for further purchases.'®” The provision for cash
collections was perhaps the soundest part of the whole scheme. When
I.aGuardia became Director General, after the campaign had been
running for some ten months and some 700,000 cans had been shipped,
he recognized the extravagance of the canned vegetable scheme:

People out of the goodness of their hearts purchase all kinds of canned
food not suitable such as soups, vegetables containing considerable water
and we would be shipping water instead of food, and there is plenty of
water in all these countries. . . . The cost of boxing alone is eighty to
nincty cents for every t\\'c-nt}'—fuur cans. In addition, contributors pay re-
tail prices and we are shipping in wholesale quantities. This makes a dif-
ference of some 30 per cent. Therefore a cash contribution is desirable be-
cause meats, fish, milk, dehydrated food is acquired all ready for ship-

ment.**®

as some embarrassment within the Administration at

Inevitably, there w
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responded to the original appeal for canned fruit and vegetables, but
the wisdom of the Director General’s view could hardly be disputed.
Henceforth, for the remainder of the Victory Food Program, empha-
sis was on contributions of money, and ultimately cash gifts amounted
to $2,836,150—as much as the whole operating contribution of many
of the smaller member governments—in addition to the canned foods
already collected, which were valued at $2,156,852.

In addition to the contributions of cash and food from the Victory
Food Program, of clothing from the United States, Canadian, Aus-
tralian, and New Zealand clothing drives, and of livestock from nu-
merous voluntary societies, there were countless other types of gift
which came from private individuals, brotherhoods, voluntary societies,
and charitable organizations in over thirty countries.*? They in-
cluded such diverse items as ambulances, razor blades, crutches, soap,
brewers’ yeast, garden seeds, and sodium nitrate.

In total, the contributions from nongovernmental sources amounted
to $200,805,377, or one-third more than the contribution of the
Canadian Government—the third largest contributor. From the United
States alone came voluntary contributions amounting to almost one
dollar per head of the population. Altogether, these contributions
made up about 6 per cent of UNRRAs total resources and were a
tangible proof of the spontaneous recognition of people all over the
world of the value of the work which UNRRA was doing.

19 DGR 14.
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