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I. Responsibilities

1. THE PROBLEM

s oNE war month followed another after September 1939, thou-
sands and thousands of people either fled from their homes as ad-
vancing armies drove toward them or, in even greater numbers,

were forcibly removed by the invaders. Many were taken to Germany,
many to other parts of Europe, and still others were moved about
within their own countries. By the middle of 1943 these displaced
persons were estimated to number in Europe about 21 million.? Of
this huge total, about 8 million had been taken to Germany or Austria,
and nearly 8 million had been internally displaced within their own
countries. It was assumed that the first impulse of all displaced persons,
when enemy control was removed, would be to return to their homes,
even during the period of actual fighting. Such an unorganized, large-
scale, mass movement would interfere with the war effort, spread
disease, and increase social and economic confusion by shifting the
burden from countries of location, where some sort of accommoda-
tion was in existence, to the home countries, where facilities might be
inadequate.? To handle this problem would be needed: special ar-
rangements for food, shelter, and medical care; special arrangements
for transport and temporary housing and feeding facilities; and ade-
quate advance arrangements for reception of the people in their
home countries.?

Though coérdinated effort by military authorities, national gov-
ernments, and private agencies was considered to be essential for
the successful provision of all these necessities, it was widely be-
lieved that, as soon as military conditions would permit, the work
of repatriation should be handled by a civilian, international organiza-
tion.* That UNRRA would be this organization was assumed in the
basic Agreement, wherein the member governments expressed their

* Inter-Allied Committee on Post-War Requirements, “Report of the Technical
Advisory Committee on Displaced Persons, October 1943,” Appendix I.
2Ibid., paragraph 13. ® Ibid., paragraph 1, * Ibid., paragraph 3o.
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determination “that preparation and arrangements shall be made for
the return of prisoners and exiles to their homes.”

It was, then, with the knowledge of the existence in Europe and
elsewhere (the United Kingdom Government was at the time caring
for about 60,000 displaced persons in the Middle East, East Africa,
and India) of millions of displaced persons, with the fear that their
rapid, uncotrdinated attempts to get home might hamper the military
effort, spread disease, and create economic and social difficulties in
their home countries, and with the belief that an international organiza-
tion, specifically UNRRA itself, must cosrdinate the return home, that
the delegates of the member governments met at the First Council
Session in November 1943.

Since an UNRRA role was assumed, the principal questions to be
answered were: What, specifically, was the role to be, and which
displaced persons were to be eligible for help?

At the time, perhaps, it did not seem too difficult to supply answers.
Yet no questions were to take up so much time in successive Council
meetings and to cause so much controversy as these two. No opera-
tions of the Administration were to get so much publicity—good and
bad—as those arising from the answers supplied by the member
governments. No other field operations were to require the employ-
ment of so many people. Yet in no operation was so small a portion of
the funds of the Administration used. No operation was so misunder-
stood within the Administration, by member governments, and by the
public. In no operation was the early organizational control of the
Administration so unsatisfactory. Yet again in no operation did the
members of the Administration show such individual initiative and,
it may justly be said, display such heroism.

2. DECISION OF THE FIRST COUNCIL SESSION

At the First Council Session the displaced persons aspect of
UNRRA'’s work was considered primarily by the Subcommittee on
the scope of UNRRA (Subcommittee 1 of Committee IT) and by the
Subcommittee on Policies with Respect to Assistance to Displaced
Persons (Subcommittee 4 of Committee IV), and briefly by the Com-
mittee on General Policy (Committee II), the Committee on Relief
and Rehabilitation Policies (Committee IV), and by the Committee
on Ad Hoc Committees. Formal resolutions were. of course, adopted
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and Committee reports approved in plenary sessions of the Council.

It was suggested ® without much discussion by the Subcommittee on
Scope that the Administration’s activities should include assistance
in caring for displaced persons and, in agreement with appropriate
government and military authorities, in securing their repatriation or
return to former places of residence. This recommendation was for-
mally adopted by the Council.® The members of the Displaced Persons
Subcommittee accepted it and, throughout their discussions,” assumed
that the Administration’s activities would be limited to assisting in the
repatriation of displaced persons. They devoted themselves primarily
to detennining which persons should receive such help and, to a lesser
extent, to suggesting what specific tasks should be performed to make
such assistance successful.

The definitions of eligibility for UNRRA assistance suggested by
the Subcommittee ® were adopted by the Council.? It was decided, after
some discussion, that UNRRA should not normally have any re-
sponsibility for the repatriation of prisoners of war but that, subject
to the concurrence of the government of origin, the Administration
would assist in the repatriation of the following groups of citizens of
member governments:

[1] Those . . . who have been obliged to leave their homes by reason of
the war and are found in liberated or conquered territory; [2] those . . .
displaced within their own (liberated) countries; [3] those . . . in other
countries who are exiles as a result of the war, and whose return to their
homes in liberated territories is regarded as a matter of urgency; [4] those

. and [also] those stateless persons who have been driven as a result of
the war from their places of settled residence in countries of which they
are not nationals, to return to those places; [5] other categories of persons
which can be shown to fall within the proper scope of UNRRA’s activi-
ties.10

To facilitate this work it was recommended that the member gov-
ernments and the Director General exchange information on all
phases of the problem and consult together so that the Director Gen-

5 Committee II, Subcommittee 1, Secretary’s notes.

® Resolution 1, II, paragraph 2.

7 Committee 1V, Subcommittee 4, Secretary’s notes.

8 Journal, First Council, “Report of the Subcommittee on Policies with Respect to
Assistance to Displaced Persons,” PP- 159-162, paragraphs 5-6.

® Resolution 10, paragraph 3.

10 Journal, First Council, “Report of the Subcommittee,” paragraph 5.
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eral might plan, cosrdinate, administer, or arrange for the administra-
tion of orderly and effective measures for the return home of these
displaced persons.1

The problem of persons of enemy or ex-enemy nationality (gener-
ally referred to as persons “intruded into”) in the territories of member
governments was considered, and it was decided that this should be
treated as a separate issue in an early meeting of the Council.1?

The Subcommittee also drew 13 attention to ten of the many specific
duties which it considered would fall on the Administration and recom-
mended that UNRRA funds and supplies be used where necessary to
permit their fulfillment:

(1) The collection and dissemination of information;

(2) The issue of preliminary instructions to civilian displaced per-
sons prior to their assembly in centers;

(3) The securing of agreement on a unified system of registration;

(4) The dispatch of special missions, authorized to take the neces-
sary measures, to areas where displaced persons might be found;

(5) The provision of adequate shelter for displaced persons pending
repatriation;

(6) The issue of detailed instructions to displaced persons on such
matters as registration, movement, and medical examinations;

(7) The negotiation with competent authorities, national or inter-
national, for the transport of displaced persons;

(8) The creation of emergency stocks of food to supply returning
populations at stages of their journeys;

(9) The necessary arrangements to ensure the supply to displaced
persons of food, clothing, temporary shelter, medical care on return
home;

(10) The establishment of priorities for the repatriation of various
categories of displaced persons.

Out of the First Council Session there came, then, either in resolu-
tions or in the officially adopted Report of the Displaced Persons
Subcommittee, a definition of the role of UNRRA—the Administra-
tion was to assist in repatriation; a definition of eligibility; and sugges-
tions as to the specific duties to be performed by the Administration.

** Resolution ro, paragraphs 1-2.

12 Resolution 10, paragraph 4; Journal, First Council, “Report of the Subcommittee,”
paragraphs 11-12.

13 Journal, First Council, “Report of the Subcommittee,” paragraphs 19, 20, 21, 22.
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As these were to guide the work of the Administration and the
thought of the member governments for some months to come, it is
important to consider whether these concepts proved well founded.

It is evident that almost exclusive emphasis was placed on assistance
to repatriation. On what may be called the Council level this activity
continued to be considered the principal task. As late, for example, as
the Fifth Council Session, August 1946, it was stated that “the Ad-
ministration in the course of the performance of its functions in respect
of displaced persons should bear in mind that the main task to be
performed is to encourage and assist in every way possible their early
return to their country of origin.” * This view was reiterated in
the resolutions 1% adopted in the six Council sessions. Nevertheless, as
the situation developed amid the ruins of Europe, repatriation was
not the primary work of the Administration; its major role, although
not seriously considered by the First Council nor admitted in later
Council sessions, proved to be the care of displaced persons who did not
choose to be repatriated.

The lack of clear knowledge of the Administration’s precise future
role, understandable enough in the conditions of November 1943, was
shared both by the national delegates and the Administration of.
ficials. It led, during the following months, to the expenditure of time
and effort on projects that proved unprofitable but had no other ad-
verse effects.’® On the other hand, the continued emphasis at later
Council meetings on repatriation to the neglect of the real problem
of care undoubtedly did confuse and make the tasks of the UNRRA
field workers more difficult and did also upset and disturb the displaced
persons.

Furthermore, the emphasis was placed not only on repatriation but
especially on assistance to be given in the home countries of the dis-
placed persons. In fact, little such assistance was rendered as part of the
displaced persons operation; none at all in Western Europe; and else-
where only as a minor part, if at all, of the normal country operations,

The problem of care, especially care of those who did not wish to

14 Resolution g9, paragraph 7a. 15 Resolutions 19, 57, 71, 92, 99, 112.

16 For example, Standing Technical Subcommittee on Displaced Persons for Europe
(TDP/E) (44) 18, “Communication between Displaced Persons and their Families—
Enquiries, Tracing and Registration of Missing Persons;” TDP/'E(.H) 19, Expert Com-
mission on Supplies, draft report, “Food”; TDP/E(q.q.)z;': “Technical Report on Ar-
rangements for Dealing with Currency in the Possession of Displaced Persons”;
TDP/E(44) 59, “Welfare Services for Displaced Persons in an Assembly Area,”
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be repatriated either immediately or at all, was not entirely overlooked.
One government, at least, informed its delegation that “to assume that
all displaced persons may desire to return to their countries of origin
will undoubtedly prove to be an over-simplification of the problem.” 17
But if not overlooked, this problem, which was to be the major prob-
lem, was certainly neglected. The Displaced Persons Subcommittee
‘only slightly touched on it. It was suggested that the Intergovernmental
Committee on Refugees (IGCR) would assume responsibility for the
resettlement of those displaced persons who, for one reason or an-
other, could not be repatriated. This was accepted without com-
ment.'® "This view was expressed in the Report, wherein the need for
cooperation with IGCR was stressed, and it was added that “it should
be the responsibility of the relief organs of UNRRA to assist, for a
reasonable period, in the care of such refugees as cannot be repatriated,
until the Intergovernmental Committee is prepared to remove them
to new places of settlement.” * On the other hand, in the recom-
mendations made in the Report it is merely said that the Administra-
tion should coéperate closely with IGCR “with a view to invoking
. collaboration in the work of the repatriation of displaced per-
sons,” 2¢ which version was included in the Council resolution.2!

The definitions of eligibility proved to be correct and workable as
far as they went but altogether inadequate. They had, in the light
of hard experience and difficult cases, greatly to be elaborated and
refined, partly by Council resolutions and partly by Administration
decisions.??

Many, if indeed not most, of the specific duties to which the Sub-
committee called particular attention proved, no doubt for reasons
that could not in November 1943 have been foreseen, to be inap-
plicable. The two major factors making them inoperative were that
more was accomplished in the military period by the military authori-
ties than was expected and that, as a result of the decision not to send
UNRRA supplies to countries with foreign exchange resources,??
such countries preferred to care for their own returning displaced
PCISOI'IS.

17 United States Department of State, Handbook, United States Delegation (First
Session of the Council, Atlantic City, 1943), Section P, Document II, P-4

18 Committee IV, Subcommittee 4, Secretary’s notes 3d meeting.

19 Journal, First Council, “Report of the Subcommittee,” paragraph 1o.

20 1bid., paragraph 24. 21 Resolution 10, paragraph 6.

22 See Part Seven, Chaprer II, Section 5. 22 Resolution 14, section 16,
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The role, then, planned for the Administration at the First Council
Session was largely illusory, and the real role—the care of displaced
persons, mostly in enemy territory, who either did not wish to return
home or did not wish immediately to do so—was not foreseen. The
instructions given by the member governments to the Administration
bore little relation to the work that lay ahead. As is hardly surprising
under the circumstances, some of the early Administration plans,
though fundamentally sound, covered activities that did not actually
come under its jurisdiction or control.

3. EARLY PLANS AND OPERATIONS

Without much delay displaced persons divisions and committees
on displaced persons were established in Washington and London.?*
As with other parts of UNRRA these divisions and committees had,
obviously, in the spring of 1944, when the bulk of Continental Europe
was still under German control, little or no opportunity to initiate and
develop practical operations. All they could do, in addition to waging
the inevitable jurisdictional wars with other branches of UNRRA, was
to plan, and plan they did. But the problem was: plan what? They
suffered to even greater degree than the rest of UNRRA from the
nebulous nature of the work which they were supposed sometime to
supervise. The guidance given by the Council was, at the best, vague.
Plans might be and indeed were elaborated for the construction of
buildings in which displaced persons might be sheltered; 25 but, with

no indication that the Administration would ever be able to get or |

control the necessary materials—as indeed it never was—the inability
to implement such plans must have been fairly clear from the be-
ginning.

The first actual displaced persons operation in which the Adminis-
tration became involved was in the Middle East. There, following an
exchange of letters with the United Kingdom Government, the Ad-
ministration assumed control on 1 May 1944 of the displaced persons
camps in Egypt, Palestine, and Syria, and other operations formerly
conducted by the Middle East Relief and Refugee Administration.2

24 For details, see Part One, Chapter IV, Section g; Part Two, Chapter I, Sections
R ?-35‘ For example, “Guide to Camps Requirements,” Vols. T and I, Headquarters,

Washington.
26 See Part Five, Chapter 1.
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Since this was a going concern, its acquisition, while creating adminis-
trative and personnel problems and adding substance to the jurisdic-
tional disputes within the Administration, gave little scope to the
planners. The bulk of the displaced persons involved were Greeks
and Yugoslavs. Immediate repatriation was clearly out of the question,
so the first practical work of the Administration—the care of displaced
persons—contradicted the Council emphasis on repatriation but did
foreshadow the real work that lay ahead. This Middle East operation
differed, however, in two major respects from the work to be done
in Germany, Austria, and Italy: in the Middle East the Administration
financed, as a charge against its funds, the cost of food, clothing, and
other so-called “basic” supplies, as well as amenity supplies, and also
transport for repatriation; and from these Middle East camps most
displaced persons were ultimately repatriated.

In an atmosphere of uncertainty as to the European future, two
things were soon clear to the planners: close relations with the military
authorities were essential; and working agreements with the govern-
ments involved were necessary. It also became increasingly evident
to some in the Administration that the major activity would be in
Germany. In May 1944 the Director. Displaced Persons Division,
European Regional Office (ERO), recorded that discussions with
representatives of the governments concerned “made it clear that the
biggest and most absorbing problem of all, both for the allied authorities
and for UNRRA, will be the problem of Germany.” 27 The will-o’-
the-wisp of work in the home countries had, however, by no means
vanished. It continued to muddle the planning and confuse the activities
of the Administration for some months to come. As late as April 1945
one of the deputy directors general indicated that he thought the
movement of displaced persons homeward would be completed during
the military period and that “the real problem as far as UNRRA was
concerned would be that of caring for displaced persons on their
return home.” 28

The establishment of close relations with the military authorities, at
least so far as areas under Anglo-American supervision or control
were concerned, was conditioned by the decision of the United States
and United Kingdom Governments to place responsibility for shipping

27 EROQ, Displaced Persons Division, Report of Work, January 1-May 6, 1944, P. 3

3

28 Sir Frederick Leith-Ross (Deputy Director General, Finance and Administration,
ERO), notes, meeting with the Director General, 10 April 1945.
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and distribution of supplies with these authorities.?® The specific nego-
tiations dealing with displaced persons operations, particularly as they
related to Northwest Europe and Germany, were conducted some-
times in Washington with the Combined Civil Affairs Committee and
sometimes in London and later in France with Supreme Headquarters
Allied Expeditionary Force (SHAEF ) _(primarily with the Displaced
Persons Branch of G-5, Civil Affairs Division). As the Administration
could suggest little that was concrete, except the principle that
UNRRA personnel should be associated with the work in hand so as
to gain essential experience, and as there were no actual operations
in progress, negotiations achieved few definite results in the summer
of 1944. UNRRA personnel, by the end of June 1944 *° and there-
after in slowly increasing numbers, were attached to the Displaced

Persons Branch of SHAEF and there took some part in the preparation

of military instructions for conducting displaced persons operations.
In November 1944 UNRRA personnel were attached to the head-
quarters of the 21st, the 12th, and the 6th Army groups. The negotia-
tions, though proceeding slowly and not always satisfactorily,® did
permit the slow infiltration of UNRRA personnel into the military
planning groups and did ultimately lead, in late November 1944, to
the signing of a definite agreement.

The Administration concurrently carried forward negotiations
with the interested member governments. Here again the Administra-
tion suffered from certain disadvantages; it had little or nothing to
offer these governments. Control of supplies and transport was to be
vested in the military authorities for a period of about six months
after liberation, the very period during which it was hoped repatria-
tion would be completed. Furthermore, most of the interested Western
European countries (France, Belgium, and the Netherlands, for ex-
ample) were classed as paying countries and could never, therefore,
expect to receive UNRRA supplies.?? It was one thing for resolutions
and reports to talk of codperation and the need for one controlling
organization; it was quite another thing for sovereign governments,
secking for prestige while re-establishing themselves, to place the care

29 See Part One, Chapter I, Section 4.

80 Letter, Fred K. Hoehler (Director, Displaced Persons Division, HQ) to Lehman,
4 July 1944. _

41 Memo, Leith-Ross to Senior ERO staff, 4 August 1944, as an example.

32 See Part One, Chapter IV, Section 3.
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and control of their citizens in the hands of some foreign organiza-
tion that could return no material advantages. Nevertheless, here again
some progress was achieved. The Administration was helped by its
committees, particularly by the Standing Technical Subcommitth
on Displaced Persons for Europe, which worked actively in London.
This Subcommittee, consisting of representatives of the governments
on the Committee of the Council for Europe,® held its first meeting
on 30 May 1944 ** and its final and twenty-fourth meeting just over a
year later on 31 July 1945.35 It was one of the most active of UNRRA
committees. In addition to the work done in the Subcommittee proper,
it appointed six Expert Commissions to study certain specific aspects
of displaced persons operations, such as supplies (including food and
clothing), movement, policies and practices, services, currency, and
publicity.*® The papers and reports, generally produced in collabora-
tion with officials of the Administration, influenced the preparation
of SHAEF and UNRRA instructions on operations. As many of
them, however, dealt with matters that never came under UNRRA
control (basic supplies and movement, for example), they were not,
despite their generally high quality, as directly useful in actual opera-
tions as they might have been,

While almost continuous discussions, in committees and out, had
proceeded between the Administration and the interested European
governments, the Administration, on 2 June 1944, formally asked 37
the Governments of Belgium, Czechoslovakia, Greece, Luxembourg,
the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, USSR, and Yugoslavia, and the
French Committee of National Liberation whether they desired
UNRRA assistance in the care and repatriation of displaced persons
during both the military and the postmilitary periods.

Though some replies were noncommittal, most of the governments
indicated that they desired assistance within their own territories but
generally only in the form of supplies and, outside their territories, in
the form of care for their citizens in enemy and other territories.?8

33 See Part One, Chapter III, Section 13

14+ TDP/E (44) 2, draIJz minutes 1st meeting, 30 May 1044.

% TDP/E(35)33, draft minutes 24th meeting, 31 July 1945.

28 TDP/E(44)2; TDP/E(44)10, draft minutes 3d meeting, 16 June 1944;
TDP/E (44) 21, draft minutes gth meeting, 27 June 1944; TDP/E (44) 44, Report of Ex-
pert Commission on Publicity Services for Displaced Persons.

37 Letters, Leith-Ross to governments listed above, 2 June 1944.
38 Letters to Leith-Ross: Paul-Henri Spaak, Belgium, 8 July 1044; Frantisek Nemec,
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The USSR Government, however, implied that it did not wish
UNRRA assistance in Soviet-occupied territories.?? !
CCAC did not, however, consider that the replies gave sufficient
evidence that the interested governments wanted UNRRA assistance.4°
Therefore, a further letter was sent to all the above-listed govern-
ments, except that of the USSR, on 12 October 1944.*! Replies con-
sidered satisfactory by the military authorities were received from all |
the governments, thus paving the way for the formal agreement on
operations concluded between the military authorities and UNRRA .42

4. DECISIONS OF THE SECOND COUNCIL SESSION i

In the meantime, the Council, at its Second Session, had added some-
what to the formal regulations governing the activities of the Adminis-
tration and to its tasks by adopting four resolutions specifically con-
cerned with displaced persons operations.** One of these, completing
some of the unfinished business of the First Council Session, authorized
the Administration, under certain circumstances, to return intruded
enemy nationals.** Only a very few were so repatriated, principally
Italians from Albania.*> Another, influenced by the one operating task .
then being performed by the Administration in the Middle East, |
further defined and limited the tasks of the Administration in territories
never occupied by the enemy.® As a guide to such operations it was
suggested that the Administration allot its resources mainly to con-
gregated groups rather than to individuals; that it assume responsibility i

Czechoslovakia, 20 June 1944; Kyriakos Varvaressos, Greece, 16 August 1944; Arnold i ‘

Lamping, the Netherlands, 14 June 1944; Anders Frihagen, Norway, 4 July 1944; Jan e

Kwapinski, Poland, 6 June 1944; Ivan A. Iliuschenko, USSR, 21 June 1944; B. Jeotic, | |

Yugoslavia, 6 June 1944; P. Rauzan, French Committee of National Liberation, ¢ June |

1044. |

gﬁLerrer, Iliuschenko to Leith-Ross, 21 June 1944; note, Leith-Ross, conversation 1

with Iliuschenko, 22 June 1944. '
40 Cable, Washington to London 714, 7 October 1944. '
41 Letters, Leith-Ross to the governments, 12 October 1944. '
42 Letter, Lieutenant General Arthur E. Grasett (Chief of G-5, SHAEF), to Chief

of Staff, SHAEF, 9 November 1944, approved by Lieutenant General W, B. Smith

(United States Army Chief of Sraff), 19 November 1944, announcing approval of i

Combined Chiefs of Staff, 4 November 1944. 1
43 Resolutions 46, 47, 57, 60. '!
4% Resolution 47. i A i |
5 Monograph, Edna Boorady, “Displaced Persons,” Albania, Section D, Italian

Nationals. |
46 Resolution 46.
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only for those individuals who could not support themselves and who
lacked resources to return to their homes; and that it assume such
responsibility only in areas where the resources for maintenance of
such persons were inadequate.

The third and most significant of these resolutions 7 had its genesis
long before the Council Session. At the First Council it had been
decided that,

if it appears necessary for the Administration to operate in an enemy or
ex-enemy area in carrying out the purposes of the Agreement, it will do so

only . .. provided that the Council approve the scale and nature of the
operations . . . and that all expenses . . . should be carried by the
enemy . . . country concerned.®

Since it was early evident that much of the displaced persons opera-
tions would have to be performed in Germany and since it was likewise
clear that such operations might have to be undertaken suddenly, it
was felt that this restriction might seriously hamper the freedom of
action of the Administration. In the proposed agenda for the Second
Council Session, as approved at the fourth meeting of the Central
Committee,*? it was indicated that such operations would be necessary
in respect of displaced persons and should be approved by the Council.

At the sixth meeting, 15 June 1944, of the Central Committee,
the Director General asked the informal advice of the members. He
indicated that he interpreted the limitation on operations in enemy
territories as applying only to assistance granted to enemy peoples
and not to displaced nationals of member governments found in such
territories. After some discussion, the members accepted this inter-
pretation.®®

Nevertheless, to the Ad Hoc Committee on Policy at the Second
Council Session, the United Kingdom member proposed a resolution
that “notwithstanding the provisions of Resolution 1, Part I, the
Administration shall be authorized, without the necessity of obtaining
prior approval by the Council, to carry out operations in enemy or ex-
enemy areas for the care and repatriation or return of displaced per-

47 Resolution 57. 48 Resolution 1, I, paragraph 3.

49 Central Committee (CC) (47)7, draft provisional agenda for the Second Session
of the Council (Compilation of the Documents of the Central Committee of the Coun-
cil [CC Docs.], 1, 15-16); CC(44)9, minutes 4th meeting, 19 April 1944 (CC Docs., 1,
20-21, 24-29).

50 CC(44) 13, minutes 6th meeting, 15 June 1944 (CC Docs,, 1, 35).
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sons.” ** Although it was pointed out that in view of the Central
Committee discussion (mentioned above) such a resolution was not
necessary, it was generally felt wise to eliminate any possibility of
doubt. Two changes were proposed. The Soviet representative sug- ' 5
gested that for the phrase “without the necessity of obtaining prior :
approval of the Council” there be substituted “such measures in every

case shall be carried out with the approval of the Central Committee.” i
The Belgian member wished to add “provided that the competent !
regional committee concurs in any measures contemplated.” Several |
members and the Director General indicated that they believed such 1
additions might seriously cripple the Administration’s ability to act i
rapidly and effectively. As an alternative, the United Kingd

OIm mem-
ber suggested the addition of “in agreement with the government of

the country of which they are nationals,” so Placed as clearly to ]
govern not only the word “repatriation” but also “care.” This limita- L
tion, the changing of which in the following summer was to cause
one of the first and most bitter disputes between member govern-
ments, was apparently added accidentally, It was immediately ac-
cepted by the Belgian as a satisfactory alternative, which it Wwas not in
any sense, to his proposal. The Soviet member pressed for a vote on _
his proposal, which was defeated, and then the United Kingdom '_
amendment was accepted with no further discussion. |
The United States member proposed the addition of “or other |
persons who have been obliged to leave their country or place of
origin or former residence or who have been deported therefrom,
by action of the enemy, because of race, religion, or political belief.” .
He explained that he had in mind primarily “persons of the Jewish il
|

|

race and religion” and that he felt that they should ger UNRRA
assistance whether or not they were na 1
The Yugoslav member’s suggestion to substitute the words “activities il i
in favor of the United Nations” for “political belief” was accepted. i
Although the United Kingdom member thought this extension of | i
UNRRA responsibilities should be made jn a separate resolution, it a I
was, nevertheless, adopted.®2 Later he stated that, if such persons were I
to be made eligible for UNRRA assistance, they ought to be eligible ‘ ‘

51 Council IT Document 32,
52 Council IT Document 252, Ad Hoc

tionals of a member country.

Committee on Policy (Ad Hoc/ GP) 27, minutes

3d meeting, 21 September 1944, Pp. 3-15.
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wherever they might be, not just if they happened to be in enemy
or ex-enemy areas. His proposal of a fourth resolution,?s extending
eligibility for UNRRA assistance to such persons if found in liberated
territories, was accepted.

Finally, the United States member said that, in talking with some
of his colleagues on the Council, he had found some concern that the
resolution did not preserve proper governmental authority. He, there-
fore, proposed an additional clause stating that, in carrying out the
purposes of the resolution, the Administration should do so only as
might be agreed upon with the military authorities and “subject to
such control as the military command or the established authority may
find necessary.” This was adopted without discussion.54

At the Second Council Session, then, the Administration was given
some advice on the care of displaced persons. It was also authorized:
to assist in the repatriation of intruded persons; to assist in the care and
repatriation from enemy areas of displaced nationals of member gov-
ernments, if their governments agreed and subject to the control of
the military authorities; and to assist in the care and repatriation of a
group of people, who came to be known as “persecutees,” whatever
their nationality, if found in enemy, ex-enemy, or liberated territories.

5. THE SCAEF AGREEMENT

On 25 November 1944, the Director General, then in France, and
General Eisenhower, the Supreme Commander, Allied Expeditionary
Force, signed an :1grt3emt;:nt‘g‘“lé"ﬁcz_rﬂlj,T called in UNRRA the SCAEF
Agreement.®® The Agreement was conditioned by certain factors:
Council decisions (the Administration, for example, was to operate
“subject to such controls as the military command . . . may find
necessary”); the decision that there was to be a “military period” (the
fact that food, clothing, and shelter for the displaced persons were to
be supplied by the military authorities) ; the past negotiations between
the Administration and the military authorities and the governments

of the European countries; and the continuing existence of military
operations.

53 Resolution 6o,

5 Council II Document 254, Ad Hoc/GPz9, minutes sth meeting, 22 September
1944, PpP. 2-5.

55 For full text, see Appendix Five, Document 14,
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The Agreement provided on the one hand that UNRRA “personnel
will . . . act in all matters under the orders of the Supreme Com-
mander Allied Expeditionary Force, and through military channels.”
On the other hand, it recorded as desirable that UNRRA should
“undertake specific tasks”; it recognized UNRRA as the agency that
would assume control of the operation in the postmilitary period;
and it stipulated that UNRRA personnel would currently participate
in planning and in subsequent operations. It provided, furthermore,
that, when asked to do so, UNRRA would coérdinate and supervise
the activities of the voluntary agencies.®® Six months later the United
Kingdom representative ** on the Standing Technical Subcommittee
on Displaced Persons/Europe expressed the views of many in and out
of the Administration when he commented that “at present by virtue
of the UNRRA-SCAEF Agreement, UNRRA was little more than
a recruiting agency.”  This view, however, did not take into con-
sideration the circumstances affecting the nature of the Agreement nor
give recognition to the very real advance that the Agreement marked
in the UNRRA position. Prior to it, the UNRRA role had been
uncertain; by it, UNRRA became quite clearly the chosen instrument
and could at last begin to make realistic plans.

The call to action came almost immediately. On 2 December 1944
the military authorities asked for 200 teams of 13 members each (2,600
persons), beginning with 25 on 1 January 1945 and finishing with the
final 50 on 1 April.?® The request specified that these teams should be
equipped with transport. Although the Administration had, during
the autumn of 1944, given the military authorities reason to believe
that these teams could be supplied as requested,® it was an almost
impossible task, which was beyond the resources of the Administration.
The transport presented a particular difficulty. Unfortunately, re-

sponsibility for this aspect of the work had not been clearly settled
at the conference at which the UNRRA-SCAEF Agreement had been

36 Provision for such supervision was made by SHAEF instructions, Administrative
Memorandum No. 39 (revised), Annex G, 7 May 1945, sce infra, Appendix Nine,
Section V, Document 1.

57 Sir George Rendel, K.CM.G.

58 TDP/E (45) 14, minutes 18th meeting, 18 May 1945,

59 Letter, Brigadier General S. R. Mickelsen (Chief, Displaced Persons, Refugees
and Welfare Branch, G-5, SHAEF) to Hoehler, 2 December 1944.

60 For example, letter, Fletcher C. Kettle (UNRRA Liaison Officer, SHAEF) to
Assistant Chief of Staff, G-5, SHAEF, 8 November 1944.
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signed. The military authorities had at first insisted that the teams must
be fully equipped with their own transport, The Director General
acknowledged that they “required” their own transport but correctly
pointed out that it could not be secured without military assistance.
"The military authorities conceded that they did have “some” responsi-
bility for its provision.®!

The Administration, in fact, did not formally acknowledge the re-
quest of 2 December 1944 until 15 January 1945.% It then undertook
to do everything in its power to supply the 200 teams, subject, however,
to two conditions: energetic backing by SHAEF for the acquisition
of essential equipment (practically all of which was controlled by the
military authorities), and cooperation of SHAEF in the establishment
of an adequate and appropriately located mobilization and training
center.

The teams were not made available by the dates proposed nor, on
the other hand, did the Administration get the support it had requested.
Not until March 1945 was a center made available at Granville, Nor-
mandy. It was neither adequate nor well located nor, on the Adminis-
tration side, well run. The delays and the undoubted administrative
inefficiencies there and elsewhere throughout the operation created
some friction with the military authorities, brought disrepute on the
Administration, and unquestionably imposed some unnecessary hard-
ships on the field workers who were frequently unpaid for weeks, ill
equipped, without instructions, and generally out of touch with the
Administration.

These factors, however, did not prevent the military authorities
from requesting, on 1 February 1945, 250 additional teams,® nor did
it prevent teams from going into action. The first moved forward to
participate with Army officials in the practical work of caring for
displaced persons before 1 April 1945. By the end of April 15 teams
had gone into the field; by the end of June, 322.%¢

o1 Minutes, meeting of Director General with representatives of SHAEF, 25 No-
vember 1944.

62 Letter, Thomas T. Scott (Director, Displaced Persons Division, ERQ) to Mickel-
sen, 15 January 1945.

83 Letter, Mickelsen to Scott, 1 February 1945,
¢4 SHAEF, G-3, Displaced Persons Branch, Report No. 36, 2 July 1945.
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6. THE ZONAL AGREEMENTS

Long before this the Administration had begun to consider with
what authority or authorities it would have to deal on the dissolution
of SHAEF. As an international organization it preferred, wherever
such relations were appropriate or possible, to make arrangements
with other international bodies rather than with specific natlonal
authorities. Specifically, in relation to Germany, it hoped to be able 1
to deal on a country-wide basis rather than on a zonal basis. As there i
was no United Nations military authority during the active fighting :
period, there was no alternative to the Anglo-American SHAEF. In
January 1945, after informal discussions, the Administration wrote to
the chairman of the European Advisory Commission asking with which
authorities the Administration would work in Gcrmmy and Austria |
in the event of its being entrusted with the supervision of displaced 11
persons after the dissolution of SHAEF.®® The reply merely acknowl- 11
edged receipt of this communication.®® No further reply was ever '
received.

In June 1945, shortly before the liquidation of SHAEF, the United |
States, the French, and the United Kingdom Governments, in prac-
tically identical letters, informed the Administration that on 4 April
1945 the Soviet représentative had told the European Advisory Com-
mission that his Government did not propose to invite UNRRA to .
work in the Soviet Zone of occupation in Germany and that in his |
view the question raised in the Administration’s letter of 12 January i
1945 should be settled directly among the three Governments and the 1|
Administration.®? Accordmglv, each Government requested that 1 , |
UNRRA continue its work in its respective zone. The Administration |
in all cases agreed.®® Confirming letters were exchanged with the f .. ;

B

United States and United Kingdom military authorities, who indi- it
cated that operations should continue under terms of the UNRRA~-
SCAEF Agreement “until such time as another agreement is con-
cluded.” ,

65 Letter, Leith-Ross to chairman, Europcan Advisory Commission, 12 January

(

1045, .
9ﬂf‘[,ettcr John G. Winant (United States Ambassador to Great Britain, then chair- |
man of the European Advisory Commission) to Leith-Ross, 17 January 1945. |
87 Appendix Five, Document 24. 68 Jbid., Documenr 2b. ‘
99 Jhid., Document z¢, d. . |
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Negotiations looking forward to the establishment of such agree-
ments began almost at once. They were, however, delayed and affected
by the decisions taken at the Third Council Session, August 19435.
In so far as the displaced persons problem was concerned, this Session
differed in one important respect from its predecessors: displaced
persons already had been and were currently being given help in
Continental Europe (the locale of by far the largest number of dis-
placed persons and, therefore, the area whose conditions and practices
exercised an overwhelming influence on all discussions and plans).

Prior to this Session the Administration had pointed out that there
Was an apparent contradiction between Resolution 57 (autho rizing the
Administration “to carry out operations . . . forthe care . . . of dis-
placed persons . . . in agreement with the government of the country
of which they are nationals”) and Resolution 1 (authorizing the
Administration to assist “in caring for . . . persons . . . displaced
from their homes”). The Administration requested clarification and
proposed a resolution that would make it clear that care could be
given without agreement; that is, that care could be given to “dis-
placed persons otherwise eligible for care even though they are
unwilling to be repatriated or returned to their homes.” 7

The debate at the Session on the Administration proposal gave
rise to perhaps the first clear disagreement that emerged after the war
between the Slav nations and the other United Nations. The sharp
division of opinion on how most effectively to handle the problem
was to be reiterated almost endlessly, not only in the deliberations of
UNRRA Council sessions, committees, and the Administration, but
also later in the discussions of many of the organs of the United
Nations. In essence, this division, which was to occupy much time
of many people connected with UNRRA and which certainly troubled
both the displaced persons and the Administration field workers, was
simple. On the one hand, the Slav nations believed that there were two
classes of displaced persons: good and bad. The good should be helped,;
the bad should not. The test of whether an individual was good or bad
was whether he wanted, actively and quickly, to return to his area of
origin. The other nations, on the contrary, believed that there were
three classes: good who wanted to return to their areas of origin; good
who did not, for legitimate reasons, wish to return; and bad (col-

70 Council III Document 4, C(45)3, 2 July 1945.
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laborators, criminals, etc.). They were prepared to help both the first
two groups; that is, they were prepared to help some who did not
wish to return home. To this, the Slav nations objected.

The debate during the Council Session occupied five full meetings
of the Ad Hoc Committee on Policy and a large part of one plenary
session.”™ Two important decisions were taken: care could be given
without agreement with the country of origin; and the Administra-
tion was authorized “to make agreements with the . . . occupying
authorities in control of areas of Germany for the care or transport
of displaced persons provided that the basic supplies, equipment and
transport . . . shall not be a charge on the resources of the Adminis-
tration,” 72

In order to meet as far as possible the desires of the Slav nations and
the claim that the promise of care would delay repatriation, the per-
mission to provide care was limited to six months; 73 it was stated to be
a temporary activity, and the Administration was required to “make
every effort . . . to encourage repatriation” and to “discuss with the
governments concerned the operations.”

The prohibition on the use of Administration resources was proposed
by the United States delegation with the explanation that “it was in-
tended that the cost of the care of these displaced persons in Germany
should be a charge on the German economy. They were merel
proposing by this amendment to adopt a method which would be
more effective than if UNRRA itself paid out the money.” ™ This
important restriction which more than any other factor affected and
controlled the relations of the Administration to the military authorities
in Germany was not otherwise officially debated or discussed.

After the Council Session the hardly interrupted negotiations be-
tween the Administration and the military authorities controlling the
American, British, and French Zones were continued. The restriction

™t Council IIl Document 57, A4d Hoc Committee on Policy (Ad Hoc/P) 3, minutes
1st meeting, 10 August 1945; Council III Document 68, Ad Hoe/P 6, verbatim minutes
2d meeting, 13 August 1945; Council ITl Document 125, Ad Hoc/P 13, verbatim minutes
3d meeting, 16 August 1945; Council 11l Document 126, Ad Hoc/P 14, verbatim minutes
4th meeting, 17 August 1945; Council IIl Document 129, Ad Hoc/P 15, verbatim minutes
sth meeting, 18 August 1945; Journal, Third Council, pp- 86-92.

72 Resolution 71.

73 Extended, after expiration, to the next Council session by Resolution g2, para-

raph 1.

o Council III Document 202, Ad Hoc/P24, minutes sth meeting, 18 August 1943,
P- 4

—

f—
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placed by the Council on the use of UNRRA resources made it quite
clear that the responsibility for making basic supplies available would
continue to rest on the military authorities. This naturally affected the
areas in which, and the degreée to which, these authorities would insist
on retaining control or would be prepared to concede control to the
Administration.

The negotiations proceeded, now smoothly, now with interrup-
tions. At last the British Agreement was formally signed on 27 No-
vember 1945, the French on 18 February 1946, and the United States
on 19 February 1946.7* These Agreements apportioned responsibility
as follows: 7¢

1. Military responsibilities:

(a) Full responsibility for all basic supplies;

(b) Codrdination of movements, plans, and the provision of transport
facilities in connection with repatriation;

(¢) Security and maintenance of law and order.

. UNRRA’s fcsl:)onsibilitics:

(a) Internal administration of assembly centers housing United Na-
tions’ displaced persons; ™7

(b) Codrdination and supervision of voluntary agencies working in
displaced persons assembly centers;

(¢) Provision of amenity supplies (includes items such as tobacco,
cigarettes, razor blades, candy for children, recreational equip-
ment and educational supplies);

(d) Operation of the Central Tracing Bureau;

(e) Cobperation with military and governmental authorities in ar-
ranging repatriation of displaced persons including their reception
in their home countries.

ta

The British and French Agreements provided that “nothing in this
Agreement shall be interpreted as derogating or detracting from or
limiting the powers of the Commander-in-Chief, or as imposing on
UNRRA obligations inconsistent with resolutions of the UNRRA
Council.” ™ This was omitted from the United States Agreement
which instead provided that

75 For full texts, see infra, Appendix Five, Documents 34, 4, §-

"6 CC(46)47 (CC Docs., 11, 170).

"7 In fact somewhat wider, for stateless persons, persecutees (see infra, Part Seven,

Chapter II, Section 5), etc., were included; see paragraph 2 of the respective agree-
ments.

78 See Appendix Five, Documents 3a and 4, paragraph 1.




Responsibilities 489

The Commanding General, U.S. Forces, European Theater retains over-
all responsibility for the care, control and movement of displaced persons
in the U.S. Zone; UNRRA, subject to the laws, general orders, rules and
regulations, directives, and over-all supervision of the Commanding Gen-
eral, USFET, will to the extent permitted by the resolutions of the
UNRRA. Council perform designated functions relating to displaced
persons.™

All the Agreements provided that UNRRA would maintain zone
headquarters, district headquarters, and subordinate offices at lower
levels as might be agreed upon.®® In general, the United States Agree-
ment was considered to have retained greater power for the military
authorities and to have granted less to UNRRA than the other two,
though it may be doubted whether in practice these distinctions made
any difference. To the French Agreement were attached letters: from
the French, requesting assistance in the supply of basic foodstuffs; and
from the Administration, indicating it would do all that it could,
within the limits of its resolutions, to assist and stating that it was
“prepared to interpret UNRRA obligations to furnish supplementary
amenity supplies in a liberal and humanitarian spirit.” 51

The actual, as distinguished from the legal, assumption by the
Administration of responsibility for administering assembly centers of
displaced persons had been gradually proceeding during the summer
and autumn of 1945. A special Subcommittee, created by the Central
Committee to investigate the displaced persons operation,* reported
on 21 March 1946 that “despite the delay in finalizing these agree-
ments [with the Military Authorities], it was understood . . . that
UNRRA for all practical purposes assumed its responsibilities in the
field in the United States Zone on 1 October 1945, and in the British
Zone on 1 November 1945.” ¥ On 1 October 1945, the total Class I
personnel in assembly centers was about 3,369 % (equivalent to about
260 teams of 13 each), a number more than sufficient for the tasks.®?

7 Jbid., Document j, paragraph 3.

80 See ibid., Documents 3a and 4, paragraph 3; Document 3, paragraph 4.

81 See ibid., Document 35, ¢.

82 CC(46) 23, minutes 21st meeting, 7 February 1946 (CC Docs., 11, 94-96).

83 CC(46) 27, minutes 22d meeting, 4 March 1946 (CC Docs., II, 120).

54 “Statistics, European Region,” Vol. II. For full personnel statistics see infra, Ap-

pendix Ten, Section I
25 By 31 December 1945 the number had decreased to about 2,957 and never there-

after exceeded 3,000.

e o
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7. THE FINAL DECISIONS

At the Fourth Council Session, March and May 1946, the displaced
persons operations again gave rise to prolonged and heated discussion
during which the ground covered at the Third Session was again
trampled upon, but in a much less temperate fashion. By this time the
delegates could comment, not only on actual operations, but, also,
unlike in the earlier sessions, on actual UNRRA participation in the
operations. The Slav nations used UNRRA as 2 convenient means of
attacking, with ill-supported evidence, the United States and United
Kingdom Governments, but primarily the latter,*® as at the Fifth
Session they were to use the same means with the same lack of sup-
porting evidence for attacking the two Government 5, but primarily
the former.*? Authority to assist persecutees was somewhat enlarged, s
and authority to supervise the care of displaced persons, even without
the permission of the country of origin, was extended, but a further
attempt was made to meet the desires of the Slav nations by emphasizing
heavily the paramount importance of aiding and encouraging repatria-
tion by removing handicaps, making information available to govern-
ments of origin, ascertaining which displaced persons wished to return
home, and by reporting every two months to the Central Committee
on the problems and progress of repatriation and/or other aspects of
the operation. In addition, the existence of displaced persons who
could not or would not return home and the consequent need for
resettlement were fOrmaIly recognized, and member governments were
urged to consider these matters and “to do all in their power to ex-
pedite the early creation of a United Nations body capable of dealing
in an effective manner with” the whole problem.5® ‘

At the Fifth Council Session, August 1946, there was a repetition
of the disputes and decisions of the Third and Fourth Sessions. Once
again, authorization to the Administration to supervise the care of
displaced persons was extended. Again it was insisted that the main
task was to assist repatriation. A series of detailed suggestions, in-
cluding the removal of Administration personnel who discouraged
repatriation, was made. There was, however, one important new
decision. The Administration was to turn over its responsibility, as

88 Journal, Fourth Council, PP- 82, 93-953, etc.
87 Journal, Fifth Council, pp. 79, 9091, etc.
88 Resolution go. 8¢ Resolution g2,
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soon as possible but in no case later than 30 June 1947, to the Inter-
national Refugee Organization (IRQ), to be formed under the auspices
of the United Nations, or other appropriate organization. In this con-
nection the Administration was permitted to adjust its eligibility regu-
lations so that they might coincide with those developed by IRO, and
it was also permitted to participate in resettlement activities. %

The formation of the Preparatory Commission of IRO (PCIRO)
was in the spring of 1947 sufficiently far advanced to permit discus-
sions during which the Administration made available to the officials
of PCIRO much detailed information and personnel. On 30 June
1947 the operation and the personnel conducting it were formally
transferred,”* and UNRRA work and responsibility were at an end.

8. THE OPERATION

Though only a small part of the Administration’s resources was
expended on the operation, and though its activities were for the most
part limited to supervising the care of only a part of the total of dis-
placed persons, a large percentage of its personnel was engaged in this
activity and was able, in spite of national conflicts and other difficulties,
in spite of the earlier uncertainties, in spite of certain administrative
weaknesses and inefficiencies, to render immense service and help to
many in dire need of assistance.

As a result of Council decisions and force of circumstances the
Administration engaged in substantial displaced persons operations
in five areas: the American, British, and French Zones of Germany;
the American, British, and French Zones of Austria; Italy; the Middle
East; and China.

In Germany and Austria the Administration supervised the care in
assembly centers of only those displaced persons who were eligible
for UNRRA assistance in accord with resolutions and Administration
decisions. As of 31 December 1945 this amounted, in Germany, to the
supervision of about 263 out of a total of 323 assembly centers, 81.4
per cent of persons in centers, and 57.4 per cent of all displaced per-
sons in Germany.®® In Austria *® the percentage of displaced persons

90 Resolution g9,

1 For text of the Agreement between PCIRO and UNRRA, see Appendix Eight,
Document g; see also Part Two, Chapter VII, Section 6.

92 CC(46)47 (CC Docs., II, 171).
% UNRRA Displaced Persons Operations in Austria were conducted under pre-
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whose care was supervised by the Administration was smaller. In
neither case did the Administration pay for or make available basic
supplies or pay for the transportation cost of repatriation.

In Italy similar operations were conducted until the UNRRA-
SACMED (Supreme Allied Commander, Mediterranean Theater of
Operations) Agreement became effective on 1 August 1946.%¢ After
that, the operations remained nearly the same. Although basic supplies
were thenceforth made available by the Italian Government our of
what were technically Italian resources, much of the food and clothing
came from the UNRRA Italian supply program and was separately
handled and routed more or less directly from the importing ships to
the assembly centers under the direction of Administration officials,
As in Austria, the displaced persons whose care was supervised by
the Administration were a minority of the total in the country. Unlike
those in Austria or Germany, over 5o per cent of the displaced persons
receiving UNRRA assistance did not live in assembly centers.?® To
those outside such centers, goods were issued from stocks dispensed
by Administration officials but technically supplied by the Italian
Government, and cash, again dispensed by Administration officials
from proceeds of sale.

In the Middle East the Administration maintained camps and made
available, as a charge against its funds, basic supplies (the sites for the
camps were made available by the Egyptian and Palestine Govern-
ments). The Administration also defrayed the cost of repatriation
(principally by sea to the Dodecanese Islands, Greece, and Yugo-
slavia).

The operations in China involved four categories of persons: in-
ternally displaced Chinese; overseas Chinese in China; Chinese outside
China; and Europeans in China. About one million of the first group
were assisted by the Chinese National Relief and Rehabilitation Ad-
ministration (CNRRA) through the maintenance of transit centers.
About 21,000 overseas Chinese were repatriated, principally to Singa-
pore, Malaya, and Burma. About 8,600 Chinese were repatriated to
China. About 15,500 Europeans in China received help, and of these
some 5,500 were repatriated or resettled.?®
liminary agreements with the military authorities of the British, French, and United
States Zones; no final agreements were made; see monograph, W. Cox, “Relations with
the Military: Agreements and Negotiations Covering DP Operations,” Austria.

94 See Appendix Five, Document 6. %5 “Statistics, European Region,” Vol. V,
# UNRRA China Office, Monthly Report, June 1947.




MAP VII. DISPLACED PERSONS OPERATIONS
GERMANY

S
=3
s L UNRRA D.P. CAMP§
A A e e A P e m =
oo Tt s ZC A = OTHER UNRRA
e e R S e e S Py v FACILITIES
At = E * ::""T‘".':‘;...““ {Warehouses, hostels, training =
= . * @ centers, entraining points, etc.) 22
e “.\ "~ I—I*&'\.‘IBUR(J e | A, = ZONAL g
.v‘": L N, BOUNDARIES [
= U.S. 2 i _:. FH
1ZONE . - UNRRA TEAMS f
o TR
\IETHER—-‘ i ~;-, BRI:\IE\I K S gD En

{ BRITISH ZONE------==-~-- 86

. Tl US. ZONE—--oenu1a9
BRITISH ® FRENCH ZONE------—---34 | |

ZONE . = TOTAL ............... 2609 |
. o o e S i
s - [i;\-.\'()\ ER 8 & BERLIN_ . |
. Ha i vl f :
: 5 4POWER i
OCCUPATION S
. ~ SOVIET |
2 e i
|
)
& |
T i
~ i
2
Al A o |
" . FRANKFORI :
MATRZZ e s ; . : ;
FRENCH  2: it ' " & JEZECHO: i
ZONE ¢ Co. . - (T
A BRI R T
ZONE ',-..A * * ZONE ., - i f

v R . ZONES -

g N HQ.

e . . . .

pasfcl .MUNICH




494 Responsibilities

In addition to these, there were Poles in the Middle East, East
Africa, and India who were eligible for UNRRA assistance but who
did not receive it, being maintained instead by the United Kingdom
Government. Negotiations for their handover to the Administration
were never successfully completed because of difficulties regarding the
method of maintaining them (many lived not in assembly centers but
widely scattered in small groups) and for other reasons. The Adminis-
tration did, however, contribute between 1 August 1946 *7 and 30
June 1947 % to the care of about 17,000 living in camps administered
by the United Kingdom Government and to the cost of repatriating
those who chose to return to Poland.

Almost all the receiving country missions engaged in some displaced
persons activities, assisting either internally displaced persons, return-
ing nationals, or nonnationals found in the country. Generally, how-
ever, these were considered part of the work of the mission and not a
separate operation.

The displaced persons operation as such, so far as the Administration
was concerned, did not involve internally displaced persons, though
these often, through the country missions, did receive UNRRA help.
The Administration was not responsible for the care or even for the
supervision of the care granted to all externally displaced persons but
only for those individuals specifically eligible in accord with UNRRA
resolutions. At the beginning of 1946 when probably about three
quarters of the externally displaced persons had been repatriated,
UNRRA responsibility extended to only about one half (approxi-
mately one million) of those still requiring assistance. By far the greater
number of these was in Germany. The operation there, in terms of
numbers, time devoted to its consideration, publicity accorded it, or
by any other standard, was certainly more significant than all the
others combined. The numbers under UNRRA supervision or receiv-
ing UNRRA care were approximately:

9% Report of the Director General (DGR) 12, p. 75
% DGR 13, p. 43
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TABLE 43°
DispLAcED PERsoNs CARED FOR Or SUuPERVISED BY UNRRA AT PEAK PERioDS
Location Numbers
Germany 715,000 "
Austria 46,000 ©
Iraly 26,000 ¢
Middle East 37,000 *
China 45,000 £

2 These figures, given in even hundreds, represent the number
assisted at approximately the peak period.

b As of May 1946, Report of the Director General (DGR) 14,
D. 161,
: © As of April 1946, ibid., p- 162.

a4 As of July 1946, “Statistics, European Region,” Vol. V.

¢ As of May 1944, DGR 14, p. 150.

fUNRRA China Office, Monthly Report, June 1947.




II. The Work

1. SCOPE

1spLACED PERsoNs in Europe came from every part of the

world.! In the summer of 1945 UNRRA teams participated

in the repatriation of Russians, Frenchmen, Italians, North and
South Americans, Chinese, and many others. By the autumn of 1945
there were six main groups of displaced persons with which the Ad-
ministration was concerned: Poles, Polish Ukrainians, so-called
“Balts” (actually Estonians, Latvians, and Lithuanians, who in spite
of their different languages and religions were generally lumped to-
gether), Yugoslavs, Jews, and, in the Middle East, Greeks. There were
other major groups in the care of which the Administration was not
involved. These included the so-called Volksdeutsche* (Germans
from Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, and former German territories
placed under Polish administration), Hungarians, and others. With
the exception of the Jews, many of whom came to Germany from
Poland, Hungary, and elsewhere after the conclusion of hostilities (the
“infiltrees”), practically all the other displaced persons were in Ger-
many or Austria when the fighting stopped. Their approximate num-
bers were as follows:

1 This chapter is based on a very large body of material relating to the displaced
persons operations. This material, in part consists of the following types: (a) general
descriptive reports, prepared each month by each UNRRA team, covering the as-
sembly center or centers under the supervision of the team, and also reports, usually
monthly, likewise prepared by the teams, dealing with specialized subjects such as as-
sembly center population; nutrition; medical, nursing, dental activities; welfare activi-
ties; educational and training activities; etc;; (b) reports, prepared by the field in-
spectors operating out of the district headquarters, dealing with activities in individual
assembly centers; (¢) reports, prepared monthly by the district, zone, and Central
Headquarters, dealing with all aspects of the operation; (d) military inspection reports
dealing with spcciﬁc assembly centers; and (e) more than 100 monographs describing
individual assembly centers; employment policy, nutritional standards, or medical
activities in a particular zone; or eligibility or repatriation policies of the Administra-
tion. See also supra Part Two, Chapter I, Section 11, for organizational structure of
UNRRA displaced persons operations; Part Two, Chapter VII, Section 6, for transfer
to PCIRO; and infra, Appendix Nine, Section IV.

2 Cables: Washington to London 9638, 12 January 1946; London to Arolsen 332, 2
January 1946; London to Vienna 190, 29 January 1946.

|
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(= R¥ Vi =

TaBLE 44
DispLacED PErsoNs UNDER UNRRA CARE or SUPERVISION
December December September June
1944 1945 1946 1947
Germany:
Poles el 427,407 302,725 136,180
Polish Ukrainians * i B s 99,078
Balts i 132,098 176,362 148,776
Yugoslavs o 18,029 14,439 9,324
Jews i 14,000 2,7% 120,849 17% 134,864 24%
Others [l 85,874 81,255 30,629
Austria: BELTY: 2
Poles s 11,236 9,239 2,899
Polish Ukrainians ® o 9,100 il 7,471
Balts AN, 1,504 2,270 1,841
Yugoslavs Ak 14,877 8,470 6,959
Jews v 4,361 7.7 10,400 5,723
Others e 8,524 9,808 3,166
Italy: ’ 5. (G
Jews in camps S 10,265 9:35
Jews out of camps S 10,085 7.42
Others s 3,887 1,20
Middle East, East Africa, and India: =
Greeks 5,361 451 123 9
Poles © I 6 30,004 27,007
Yugoslavs 27,399 8,166 762 647
Others 6,391 201 73 42

2 Included under Poles and/or others in December 1945 and September 1946.

b Reported mainly under Poles, partly under Yugoslavs and others in September
1946.

¢In September 1946 and June 1947 includes Polish displaced persons in East Africa,
Palestine, India, and Lebanon, for whom UNRRA assumed responsibility (on a re-
imbursable basis) as of 1 August 1946.

In the practical day-to-day work with these unhappy people, the
representatives of the Administration were restricted to the specific
tasks authorized by the Council and were guided by the policies, de-
termined by that body, which, however, were so broadly expressed
that far more precise definition of policy was essential. The necessar
elaboration came from two sources: from the various levels of the
Administration itself; and from the military and national authorities
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with and under whom the Administration had to work.® Whereas the
refinements deyeloped within the Administration were more or less—
but never precisely—consistent, there was no necessary agreement
between the decisions made by one government authority in one place
with those made by another in another place at a different time. Since,
in spite of protests, sometimes successful, the Administration had to
accept the orders issued by such authorities, even if they were not in
accord with the views of the Administration, it mnevitably followed
that policies and the practices stemming from them—nutritional stand-
ards, definition of eligible displaced persons, numbers of displaced
persons engaged in camp work paid by the German authorities—
differed in detail from region to region and from time to time.

The significant areas of policy and practice—no real separation
should be made—may be conveniently divided as follows:

(1) Areas in which authorities other than UNRRA (generally
American and British military, either combined or separately, but
occasionally national governments) had the determining voice: care
and maintenance (housing, clothing, and especially nutrition); health
and medical care; and resettlement.

(2) Areas in which UNRRA had the determining voice but in
which implementation depended to a large extent on others—areas,
therefore, in which there tended to be considerable controversy:
eligibility; repatriation; employment.

(3) Areas in which UNRRA had the determining voice and was
able, without much let or hindrance, to carry out with its own per-
sonnel and resources its own policies and practices: displaced persons
self-government; education and vocational training; and recreation and
welfare. This area also included certain aspects of policies falling for
the most part in either of the other areas, especially those aspects of
health and employment which were closely related to vocational train-
ing.

The determining factor as to where decisions lay was, of course,

3 The Central Committee, perhaps surprisingly, made little or no contribution to
this process of elaboration of fundamental Council decrees. Prior to the Fourth Council
Session (March 1946) the Central Committee in 26 meetings considered the displaced
persons operations in only 7, and never significantly. At its _:;th meeting it received
an important report on the operations and thereafter it considered reports submitted
in terms of Resolution 9z but made no important decisions and initiated no new
policies.
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the control of supplies, funds, and power. The decision that Adminis-
tration funds were not to be used for basic supplies (housing, clothing,
food) * necessarily left decisions regarding the standards of mainte-
nance with those who did make such supplies available, that is, in most
regions, the military authorities. Since the resources and power to
provide and control transport and movement and to maintain law,
order, and security ° rested with the same authorities, it was inevitable
that the implementation of eligibility and repatriation policies was
dependent upon them.

2. CARE AND MAINTENANCE

The basic standard of accommodation was 30 square feet of sleeping
space per person,® that is, an area 6 feet by 5. In practice, however, as
space for other activities—meals, work, recreation—had to come out
of this allowance, the space available for sleeping quarters was smaller,
and inevitably very crowded. The actual physical accommodation
varied from tents on Egyptian deserts to castles (not modern or well
equipped) in Germany. In general, however, at least in Germany,
Austria, and Italy, it fell into three main types: caserne camps, con-
sisting of permanent buildings (brick and stucco or stone) of three or
four stories, which had generally been German army centers; barrack
camps, consisting of one-story wooden buildings, which had usually
been concentration camps or centers of forced labor or were newly
built for the purpose; and dwelling-house camps. For purely physical
purposes the first of these types was generally the most satisfactory
and the best equipped—the German A rmy and SS units had not lived
too badly.

The location of these types, of course, varied considcrably. The
first two might be in or very near cities, such as the S. S. Caserne in
Munich, Lyssenko Camp in Hanover, or Hanau Camp in Hanau (all
caserne type); Adriatico in Milan, Hellbrun in Salzburg, Schleissheim
in Munich, Spittal in Spitral (all barrack type). They might, on the
contrary (and this made a very real difference in, for example, the
employment practices), be in the country relatively far from any con-

4 See Part Seven, Chapter I, Section 6.
® See ibid., Sections 3, 6.
© Supreme Headquarters Allied Expeditionary Force (SHAEF), “Guide to Assembly

Centre Administration,” September 1944, revised May 1945, Part I1, Section 4.
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centrated centers of population, such as Wildflecken, Landsberg,
Leipheim, Hohne, better known as Belsen (all caserne type); or Au-
gustdorf (barrack type).

The dwelling-house camps might consist of several entire villages,
such as Lahde, which included a cluster of eight complete villages
but not the farm land between; one complete village, Meerbeck; a
completely integrated part of a town, Lampertheim; part of a town
but with shops used by Germans mixed among the dwellings occupied
by the displaced persons, Zeilsheim; relatively few houses scattered
through a town, Blomberg; a complete unit of houses in or by a city
such as Haunstetten in Augsburg, Neu Freiman Siedlung in Munich,
or New Palestine in Salzburg. The houses, of course, varied consider-
ably one from another. This type, therefore, with its much less uniform
accommodations presented more difficulty, for example, in respect of
fair distribution of living quarters than did the caserne or barrack types
in which one room was much like another. In general, the typical
house, formerly occupied by two German families but assigned to six
displaced person families, each of which was crowded into one room,
had two floors with three rooms and a kitchen on each floor, one toilet
between floors (no bath or shower).

Every effort was made to place families together, single men in one
part, and single women in another. This, however, was not always
possible, and a couple might have to share a room with another couple
or with two single men or women. Separate rooms within very large
ones were frequently formed by flimsy partitions of hanging sheets
or papers. Since some cooking was done in these, and since they were
generally heated separately, there had to be stoves with piles of wood
or coal in addition to the beds, which were frequently in two tiers.
It 1s evident, therefore, that there was much overcrowding and little
or no opportunity for privacy. These types by no means, however,
exhaust the variety of accommodations supplied. In Cremona, for
example, the camp was located in a requisitioned school.

Most camps housed relatively static groups which, if they moved to
their country of origin or to some new country, moved by very gradual
stages. Some, on the contrary, were especially maintained for groups
in transit, such as Luitpold, Munich, which served as a temporary
shelter for Jewish infiltrees before they were assigned to more perma-
nent homes, or Funk Caserne, Munich, which was a transit center for
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displaced persons who were being either repatriated or resettled. The
camps, or assembly centers, varied in population from about 500 (New
Palestine) to over 15,000 (Wildflecken). The average size was about
2,000-3,000.

Many displaced persons lived out of camps altogether, finding rooms
in the homes of the resident population. This was particularly true in
the southern half of the French Zone, in Germany, and in Italy.

UNRRA representatives, and also sometimes outside observers, con-
tinually reported on the overcrowded conditions and demanded or
begged more accommodations. The military authorities were, how-
ever, responsible for the government of the region in which the camps
were located (this applies primarily to Germany), and housing in
all such regions was very scarce so that the appeals generally went
unanswered.

The displaced persons had some sort of roof over their heads; they
had reasonably adequate washing and sanitary facilities; by crowding
the sleeping quarters, space was created for educational, training, and
recreational activities; but there was little or no comfort, no approach
to privacy, and the living space was, in normal terms, altogether in-
adequate. Over this, UNRRA certainly had no control though oc-
casionally it could effect some improvement.”

The number of camps supervised by UNRRA varied continually.
Repatriation and the tendency to consolidate small units into large ones
served to decrease the number, but this was to some extent offset by
the steady infiltration of additional displaced persons (mostly Jews).

TasLE 45

NumMBER oF AssemMBLY CENTERS
IN GERMANY ®

American British French
Zone Zone Zone Austria Ttaly
December 1945 134 278 15930 25
June 1946 154 08 36 38
December 1946 400 443 78 30
June 1947 416 272 45 21 8

a “Sratistics, European Region,” Vols. III, IV, V.

" There is no intention here to blame or criticize other authorities for not providing
more space; without still further cramping the already cramped indigenous popula-

tions—which any responsible authorities would have hesitated to do—no more space
was available.
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The clothing goal was at least one complete set of clothes per person
per year. No displaced person went naked, but they frequently used
strange and worn garments, UNRRA and the voluntary agencies
added to the clothes made available by the military authorities, but
the supplies at best were not more than enough for the barest needs.

Of all items connected with physical care, food was probably the
most important. As elsewhere, the theoretical UNRRA goal for the
normal consumer was 2,650 calories per day, but nowhere was this
achieved. The original SHAEF scale allowed for 2,000 calories per
day for the normal dlsphced person consumer and additional amounts
for special groups. In practice, however, the supply varied from area
to area. In the United States Zone, Germany, the normal displaced
person consumer received 2,300 calories a day until May 1946 and
thereafter 2,000. Workers received an extra 1,100 per day, pregnant
and nursing women 700, children 500, and persecutees (mostly Jews)
200. In the British Zone, the normal consumer received 2,170 calories
per day from 1 October 1945; 1,850 from 1 March 1946; and 1,550
(the standard German ration in the same area) from 1 August 1946;
heavy workers received approximately 1,000 extra calories, pregnant
and nursing women 1,100, and children 4o0.

In the French Zone, in October 1945, the authorities agreed to a
2,300-calorie ration. This, however, could never be achieved, and after
a period of considerable difficulty a 1,685 level was established in
October 1946. In Austria the same level was established as that for the
indigenous population.

In most camps there was at least one central kitchen in which one hot
meal was prepared each day. This meal was usually soup containing
potatoes and a suggestion of meat. It might be eaten in a communal hall
or taken in containers to rooms. The practice varied, not only from
camp to camp, but also within the same camp. Frequently, single men
ate in a dining hall and families in their rooms. In Italy, due to the
abundance of flies and the danger of disease especially in the summer
months, an effort was made to forbid cooking and eating in rooms;
elsewhere it was condoned or even encouraged as a contribution to
the restoration of normal family life. The cooking was usually done
by the displaced persons. For other meals, dry rations—bread and per-
haps some cheese—were issued for consumption in rooms. The worst
feature of the diet was the heavy concentration on carbohydrates—
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bread and potatoes—which usually constituted about two thirds of the
total. Some supplementary food, such as Red Cross parcels, supplied
by the voluntary agencies did expand and vary the meager fare.

The UNRRA contribution to the food problem was the supervision
of internal distribution, aid and advice in effective preparation, and
especially a constant battle to make sure that what was due from the
military and local authorities was actually supplied. Food reached a
particular camp in various ways from various sources. Bulk products—
grain, canned and powdered milk for children—frcquently came from
Army stocks, while more perishable foods were obtained from local
sources. These products might be delivered by the Army authorities
or the local suppliers direct to a camp, or to a warehouse from which
they were delivered by UNRRA trucks to the consuming camp; or
UNRRA trucks might collect them direct from the suppliers on
orders issued by the Army authorities or local government officials.
The UNRRA supply officer was required to prepare countless forms,
week by week, indicating the camp population, special groups, stocks
on hand, etc. Since the indigenous populations resented the giving
of food to the displaced persons, although they had brought them there
and had enjoyed their labor during years of success, and since the mili-
tary authorities frequently sympathized with the indigenous popula-
tions, for whom they were responsible, it required unremitting
efforts by the UNRRA officials to keep their charges from starva-
tion.®

UNRRA also contributed to the care of the displaced persons in
an amenity supply program:

TABLE 46

UNRRA AmMENITY SuPPLIES FOR DIsPLACED PERSONS

U.S. Dollar Equivalents ~ Gross Long Tons
Food

$2,427,500 5,046

Clothing, textiles, footwear 1,177,700 1,034
Medical and sanitation 677,700 789
Agricultural rehabilitation 37,500 406
Industrial rehabilitation 3,210,800 5,578
Total $7,531,200 12,453

& Again, th_c intention is not to be critical of the military authorities, who did make
the food available and who were faced with a difficult problem and short supplies.
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The main items included under “food” consisted primarily of ciga-
rettes, candy, and soap; under “clothing,” layettes and other garments
for children; and under “industrial rehabilitation,” household goods
(pots, pans, etc.), recreation supplies, and some supplies for the voca-
tional training centers.’ In addition, any able camp director got what
he needed and what he could by any means available to him. In Austria,
where camp gardens were essential to supplement the thin diet, when
seeds were not supplied, camp cigarettes, with the full approval of the
displaced persons, were used to get them. Ruined factories, barges,
hospitals, were searched for machines and tools, for refrigerators, and
for X-ray and other apparatus. The methods used were a combination
of the devious and the bold and the opportunistic, but the end was the
same: to get equipment vitally needed for the welfare of the displaced
persons.

3. MILITARY MEDICAL PROGRAM

The Army medical and sanitation program was simple and clear:
camps should be clean, persons should be deloused and immunized
against such diseases as smallpox, typhoid, and typhus, in order to con-
trol and prevent the spread of epidemics. Practical responsibility for
the program rested with the military authorities until about the end of
1945.'° During that year, UNRRA doctors and nurses were arriving
in steadily increasing numbers and were gradually assuming supervision
of the working camps, but no organized UNRRA program had been
developed. Direction and control rested with the Army doctors. The
program of this period succeeded within the limits that had been
established. Epidemic diseases were kept firmly under control. The
development of the program to include wider aims—more general
attention to all aspects of the health of the displaced persons and the
training of doctors and nurses—fell within the area of activities which
UNRRA could pursue on its own.

4 RESETTLEMENT

Resettlement, in the nature of things, lay altogether outside the con-
trol of UNRRA; it depended almost exclusively on the individual ac-

9 Monograph, K. Winklerova, “Miscellaneous Commodities Section,” ERO Section II,
grap

23
10 Central Committee (CC) (46)47 (Compilation of the Documents of the Central
Committee of the Council [CC Docs.], II, 170, paragraph 3).
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tions of national governments which had to advance such schemes and
authorize immigration. By Council resolution the Administration was
supposed to carry out operations for the care and maintenance of
displaced persons on a purely temporary basis pending repatriation,!!
Theoretically, then, even care could not be given to anyone clearly
wishing resettlement. While it is true that the Council had insisted
on the closest cooperation with IGCR, the international body spe-
cifically charged with the problem of resettlement, it was to be for
the purpose of invoking collaboration in the work of repatriation.!2
At its Fourth Session (March 1946) the Council directed the Ad-
ministration to compile data concerning skills, previous experience,
and other qualifications for employment and permitted it to make such
data available, in summary form without specification as to particular
individuals, to intergovernmental organizations.'® In a limited way this
was bound to be of some assistance to IGCR in its work of resettlement.
Finally, at the Fifth Session (August 1946) the Council authorized the
Administration to enter into agreements with a view to assisting the
work of resettlement,!#

In December 1946 the Administration defined 1* the role its staff
was to play in resettlement and stipulated that its funds were not to be
used for such purposes, that it would not officially sponsor any scheme,
select individuals, or suggest to any displaced person resettlement as
an alternative to repatriation. In practice, field representatives of the
Administration had, long before this, given minor assistance to resettle-
ment activities by explaining immigration laws and requirements to
individual displaced persons, by covertly aiding various Jewish or-
ganizations, particularly the American Joint Distribution Committee,
to move people to Palestine, and by coéperating at all times with
IGCR.

From the end of 1946 onward resettlement activities were somewhat
more active but were still largely confined to examining proposed
schemes and deciding, in order to protect the displaced persons from
exploitation and to make certain that the schemes did not too obviously
conflict with repatriation plans, whether to place them before the

11 Resolution 71, paragraph 2¢. 12 Resolution 10, paragraph 6.

13 Resolution 9z, paragraph z2c. 14 Resolution gg, paragraph 4¢.

18 Material furnished by UNRRA to the Preparatory Commission for the Interna-
tional Refugee Organization (PCIRO), Document 116, “UNRRA’s Responsibility with
Regard to Resettlement of Displaced Persons,” 4 December 1946.
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displaced persons. The UNRRA staff also gave technical and adminis-
trative assistance in carrying out such schemes, some of which gave
promise of involving substantial numbers.!® The guiding principle was
always that such efforts should be directed primarily toward those
persons least likely to choose repatriation (that is, toward the Jews
and Balts and not toward the Poles). The Director General wrote to
all member governments asking their cobperation in developing op-

portunities for resettlement. The replies, however, were not very
encouraging.'”

5. ELIGIBILITY

Eligibility, that is, the entitlement of a person to receive UNRRA
care as distinct from care rendered by other organizations, was some-
thing that could be and was determined by the Council of UNRRA.
The efforts, however, to translate such determinations into practical,
workable definitions and to implement them led to conflicts within
UNRRA and with other agencies and organizations.

During the period when the UNRRA employees were, to all prac-
tical purposes, agents of the military authorities, that is, from the time
they first went into the field in March 1945 until at least October
1945, during which period operations were being conducted in terms
of the SCAEF Agreement,'® the military officials assigned UNRRA
workers to camps where they were needed, giving scant if any con-
sideration to whether the residents of such camps were or were not
eligible in UNRRA terms. At a later time, when relations had been
more fully defined by the zonal and other agreements 1® and when
UNRRA had developed its own field organization, the military
authorities naturally felt that, since they were making available the

basic supplies—the camp sites, food, etc.—they should decide who
ought to receive aid.

18 Operation “Balt Cygnet,” a movement of Baltic women to the United Kingdom
for domestic duties in hospitals; “Westward Ho,” a plan for employing displaced
persons in the United Kingdom; Operation “Black Diamond,” a movement of dis-
placed persons to Belgium to work in the mines; Operation “Grand National,” 2 move-
ment of Jewish displaced persons to Palestine on Palestinian certificates; “Northern
Lights,” a movement of 397 Jewish displaced persons to Norway; a movement of 1,400
displaced persons from the French Zones of Germany and Austria to France; a move-
ment of 699 displaced persons to Brazil.

17 CC(46) 89, minutes 34th meeting, 9 August 1946, “Second Report on Operations
under Resolution 92" (CC Docs., I, 109-110).

18 See Part Seven, Chapter I, Section 5. 19 See ibid., Section 6.
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Basically, in relation to the actual operations which confronted the
Administration, a succession of Council resolutions2° had made
eligible: nationals of the United Nations, stateless persons, and Italian
nationals, if they had been displaced by the war; and nationals of
other countries if they had been compelled to leave their former resi-
dences by action of the enemy because of their race, religion, or activi-
ties in favor of the United Nations. In applying these general regula-
tions to specific cases the Administration was confronted by the
following major problems: German Balts and Volksdeutsche; dis-
charged soldiers and prisoners of war; and posthostility refugees in-
cluding unsuccessfully repatriated individuals.

The German Balts (properly the Balts) had formed the German-
speaking groups in Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania, the other nationals
of which countries were considered as being undoubtedly eligible for
UNRRA assistance. The Volksdeutsche—the term was used loosely to
cover German-speaking groups in Czechoslovakia (the Sudetens),
Poland, Yugoslavia, and elsewhere—were or had been nationals of
United Nations countries and were certainly displaced by the war. On
the other hand, these groups had certainly sympathized with and had
generally actively aided the German invaders. They had often opted
for German citizenship and were no longer recognized as nationals
by the governments of their countries of origin. While aid to them
might have been within the letter of the law, it seemed clearly con-
trary to the spirit. It was therefore formally determined by the Ad-
ministration that they should not be considered eligible for UNRRA
assistance,??

While nowhere specifically forbidden by resolutions to do so, it
was never contemplated that the Administration would give aid to
discharged soldiers of United Nations (quite obviously, discharged
soldiers of other nations would not be eligible), since it was naturally
supposed that the countries would themselves arrange for the return
home of their own soldiers. Nevertheless, the problem did arise—prin-
cipally in the Middle East and Italy—in respect of Polish and Yugoslav
soldiers who had fought with the United Nations but who did not wish
to return to their countries of origin. The unquestionably strong
antirepatriation outlook of these groups was certainly contrary to the

20 Resolutions 10, 46, 57, 6o, 73, 9o.
# European Region Order 40K, 14 August 1946.
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Council emphasis on repatriation, and to have aided them might well
have given rise to justified criticism by certain member states. On the
other hand, other member states felt that these individuals deserved
help, and that denial of it to those who had risked their lives for the
United Nations cause would be an injustice. The Administration, there-
fore, struggled for some months to find a compromise and ultimately de-
cided that help could be given to soldiers demobilized as individuals
but not to those disbanded in groups.?> To confuse the issue, perhaps,
the Italian Mission was told that “no members . . . of any . . .
military formation are eligible for any type of assistance from
UNRRA.,” 28

Though there was nothing in the resolutions forbidding UNRRA
to extend its care to prisoners of war, it was again not expected that
this would be necessary.>* From time to time aid was, indeed, given to
former prisoners of war without any difficulties being created. Never-
theless, a problem did arise, although not with United Nations
prisoners but with prisoners of the United Nations. In July 1946 the
United States Forces European Theater asked the Administration to
accept Balts and Poles who had served in the German Army, had
been captured by the United Nations forces, and were being held as
prisoners of war. This request was referred to UNRRA Central
Headquarters, Germany, which ruled that aid might be given to such
persons provided the military authorities certified that each individual
had not been a collaborator, war criminal, or traitor, was not a Volks-
deutsche or German Balt, had been compelled against his will to enter
the German armed forces, and had been completely discharged from
all military connections. This ruling, subsequently embodied in a Cen-
tral Headquarters order,?® was in turn revised by both ERO and
Headquarters without, however, alteration to this part, which would
imply concurrence, though no other indication of approval by the
higher offices was ever given.

The most serious problems arose in connection with posthostility

22 Letters: Administration (ERO) to United Kingdom Foreign Office, 25 May 1946;
Selene Gifford (Director, Displaced Persons Division, ERO) to Lieutenant General
Sir Frederick E. Morgan (Chief of Displaced Persons Operations, Germany), 14 June
1946; cables: London to Rome ros3, 26 April 1946; London to Cairo 841, 29 May
1946; London to Vienna 1361, 13 June 1946; London to Arolsen 2659, 26 July 1946.

238 Cable, London to Rome 129, 13 January 1947.

24 See Part Seven, Chapter I, Section 2.

26 Central Headquarters, Germany, Eligibility Order 52, 24 June 1946.
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refugees. After the end of the war large numbers of people left Poland
and Yugoslavia; others fled from Bulgaria, Hungary, and Rumania.
Most of them moved to Germany, Austria, or Italy and there claimed
displaced person status. The great majority of these were Jews; ulti-
mately, they constituted over 60 per cent of the Jews who were ac-
corded aid. Every humanitarian argument was on the side of extend-
ing help to these unfortunate people who had suffered so much. Never-
theless, the Administration was confronted with a problem because it
was only authorized to assist United Nations nationals if they had been
displaced by the war, and ex-enemy nationals if they had been per-
secuted by the enemy. Superficially, neither of these classifications
seemed to cover the posthostility refugees. In December 1945 the
Administration solved the problem by invoking the doctrine 2¢ of “in-
ternal displacement”; that is, it was decided that, if a person had been
“displaced” by the war, it was immaterial when external displacement
occurred. It was safe to presume that all Jews had been “displaced” by
the war; in fact, the Administration ruled that all Jews were auto-
matically to be considered eligible under this ruling unless positive
proof to the contrary was produced.?”

This solved the Jewish problem quite satisfactorily—at least so far
as UNRRA was concerned—but in turn it gave rise to another, for the
ruling was equally applicable to posthostility political refugees from
UNRRA member countries. To have given succor to these would
certainly have been to go far beyond the intention of the governments
which had established UNRRA. The dilemma was solved 28 by in-
sisting that posthostility refugees produce “concrete evidence” of
internal displacement caused by enemy persecution, except that in the
case of groups who were victims of “discriminatory Nazi legislation”
(the Jews, that is) no evidence was required. This solution—an at-
tempt to provide some appearance of legal plausibility to the humani-
tarian policy of helping Jews and the practically wise policy of not
helping posthostility refugees—was only achieved after months of
discussion and even conflict between various offices of the Administra-
tion.?® In spite of efforts #° to obtain a ruling, by way of the Central

20 Cable, Washington to London 8855, 28 December 1945.

27 Ibid.; CC(46)7 (CC Docs., II, 81); Council IV Document 8o.

*% European Region Order 40 1, 3 July 1946; see infra, Appendix Nine, Section IV,
Document 3.

20 Cable, London to Washington 1075, g9 February 1946, and others.

8 CC(46)7 (CC Docs., 11, 81); CC(46) 47 (CC Docs., II, 176)—"It is, therefore, be-
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Committee or the Council, from the member governments, the Ad-
ministration was left, not in this case alone, to grapple with the nettles.

Another, if minor, aspect of this problem was raised by those (mostly
Poles) who, having been repatriated, decided to return to Germany
were they displaced persons eligible for aid, or posthostility refugees
ineligible? After a period of uncertainty and shifting * policies, it was
decided that a person who had once reached his country of origin
could no longer be considered eligible for aid.3

There were many other troublesome, if minor, questions: When did
the war start? (For example, was a2 United Nations national displaced
from Ethiopia by the Italian invasion of 1935 entitled to aid?) What
happened if a husband were eligible and his wife were not? This type
of problem, which developed from no academic discussion but from
real cases, arose endlessly. Furthermore, the mere issuance of a decision
by some higher echelon of the Administration brought no final settle-
ment: there were still both the field levels of the Administration itself
and the military authorities to be reckoned with. A meeting of UNRRA
field representatives in London revealed that many in Germany be-
lieved that decisions regarding eligibility were settled, not by UNRRA,
but by the military authorities.?® Though it was later amended 3* as
a result of instructions 33 from Displaced Persons Headquarters, Paris,
the Administration officials in the United States Zone, Germany, even
went so far as to issue a formal order to their personnel stating that “
any case of conflict in policy between military and UNRRA, military
directives will control.” #® Most of the alterations—perhaps it would be
better to say adjustments—made, often unconsciously, to policy direc-
tives by the field workers were insignificant, as were many of the dis-
agreements that arose with the military authorities. A major disagree-
ment, however, developed in connection with the Administration’s
policy in respect to posthostility refugees.
lieved that the forthcoming Council session will wish to consider this matter and to
furnish further guidance to the Director General”—which it did not.

31 Compare cable, London to Vienna 1496, 27 June 1946, with cable, London to Vienna
1584, 13 July 1946.

82 Cable, London to Arolsen, Vienna, Rome, Cairo, 19 November 1946.

33 Relief Services Conference, ERO, minutes special session IV on displaced persons,
Mﬂ, I}?'lﬁied States Zone HQ, Administrative Order 181, 18 October 1946.

35 Letter, Myer Cohen (Acting Chief, Displaced Persons Operations, Germany) to

J- Whitmg (United States Zone Director), 13 September 1946.
36 United Srates Zone HQ, Administrative Order 146, 31 August 1946.

——
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The authorities in the British Zone refused to accord displaced person
status to individuals who arrived in the Zone after 30 June 1946.37 The
Administration long protested this decision. The Director General even
raised the matter with the United Kingdom Prime Minister in August
1946 and followed it up with a letter to the United Kingdom Govern-
ment in October.* First he defended the UNRRA policy against the
possible charge that it was not sanctioned by any Council resolution
by reference to Resolution g9 which permitted UNRRA to adjust its
rules of eligibility to those adopted by PCIRO. This, however, gave
the United Kingdom Government the opportunity to point out that
at the same time the Administration was refusing to accept responsi-
bility for certain other displaced persons who were, in terms of PCIRO
regulations, equally eligible.*® In spite of these Administration protests
and in spite of the fact that the matter was raised in the Central Com-
mittee,** the United Kingdom authorities remained adamant. Later,
the authorities in the United States Zone also established a limiting
date; ** to this, however, the Administration did not object.

The rules of eligibility having been established, there then arose the
question of how to implement them. Theoretically, an individual’s right
to care was established before he was admitted to a camp. In practice,
of course, most camps were fully established before the rules. It became
necessary, therefore, to screen the residents to make certain that they
were entitled to help. This process was carried out in different ways in
different areas and almost always involved close, and occasionally un-
satisfactory, relations with the military authorities. If the decision was
to remove someone and if this had to be done forcibly, it had to be done
by the military authorities. The determination that an individual was
a collaborator (which rendered him ineligible) could only be made
by these authorities. They were, therefore, heavily involved in the
entire process. In Italy most of the work was done by the Administra-
tion; in Austria, by UNRRA screening teams with the right of appeal
by the displaced persons to a military board. In the French Zone, Ger-

37 Control Commission for Germany, Prisoner of War and Displaced Persons Division,
Technical Instruction 6, z1 May 1946.

*¢ Letter, LaGuardia to Hector McNeil (United Kingdom Minister of State), 14
October 1946.

% Letter, United Kingdom Foreign Office to Dudley Ward (General Counsel, ERO) .
13 November 1946.

40 CC(46) 107, minutes 38th meeting, 18 October 1946 (CC Docs., IV, 58).

1 Furopean Command message SX. 4301, 21 April 1947.
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many, the work was done by the Administration with responsibility
for determining collaborators and traitors resting with the French au-
thorities.*? In the British Zone the disagreements between the Admin-
istration and the authorities on the rules delayed the screening opera-
tion, which was, however, ultimately carried out by nine boards, each
consisting of one representative of the United Kingdom authorities
and two of UNRRA.** The greatest difficulties occurred in the United
States Zone,** perhaps because the UNRRA officials took a lenient
view at a time when the military authorities were inclined to be strict
and then shifted to a strict approach when the military authorities had
become lenient. The UNRRA attempts to screen were abandoned **
because of objections raised by the authorities, whereas the military
screening, once interrupted, was considered unsatisfactory by the
Administration.

These investigations, not conducted in the case of Jewish camps,
were of course most upsetting to the displaced persons. It was obvious
that the results could not be wholly satisfactory since clear proof of
identity and background was something which, in the nature of things,
few displaced persons could produce. In order, however, to meet the
claims of some of its members that UNRRA was harboring individuals

not entitled to aid, the Administration could hardly have done less
than it did.

6. REPATRIATION

Repatriation was the one activity on which the Council insisted.
However unrealistic the field workers may have thought it, the Ad-
ministration was bound to honor its instructions. The impact differed
from one area to another. There were relatively few difficulties in the
Middle East, where all the Greeks and all but a very small handful of
Yugoslavs wanted to return. The Poles there, who were at least uncer-
tain, were not under direct UNRRA supervision, so daily, practical
operations were not much affected. In Italy there was no problem, for
practically all the UNRRA assisted displaced persons were Jews, and

42 Bulletin g, “Categories of Eligible Displaced Persons,” 26 April 1946; Bulletin 19,
“Determination of Eligibility.”

43 Zone Directive 3, “Eligibility for UNRRA Assistance,” 14 October 1946, amended
13 January 1947.

44 Zone Administrative Order 51, 23 April 1946.

45 Cables: United States Zone HQ to Districts 05/14, 14 February 1947; United
States Zone HQ to Districts 12/6, 3 March 1947.
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no one seriously expected them to return to their lands of origin. In
Germany and Austria the problem was real. Of the major groups in
those areas, there was little or no chance that the Jews, Balts, and Polish
Ukrainians would return. The Poles and Yugoslavs, on the other hand,
were, both theoretically and practically, likely to consider repatria-
tion. A fully realistic effort should have been concentrated on these
two groups, but unfortunately it was felt that a policy—particularly
a Council policy—should be applied to all, with the possible exception
of the Jews, for whom a special status was tacitly accepted by every-
one. Much the same efforts directed toward the Poles were, therefore,
likewise adopted—even if frequently halfheartedly—for the Balts and
Polish Ukrainians.

These efforts cut across all other policies, and all other schemes for
working with the displaced persons were judged in terms of their
probable effect on repatriation. Unfortunately, as the field workers had
no reliable means of judging how and why the human mind and emo-
tions functioned as they did, there existed no way of judging what did
in fact encourage or discourage repatriation.

One deputy director general insisted that no person would return
home unless conditions (affecting accommodations, food, and recrea-
tion) in the camps were clearly worse than conditions in the home
countries. Another deputy director general as vehemently insisted that
the displaced persons having suffered so much would not return until
they had been, physically and psychologically, built up so that they
would have the strength to face the undoubtedly difficult life that
awaited them. Some people felt that vocational training, by instilling
confidence and giving an individual a means of supporting himself,
aided repatriation; others were convinced that such activities held the
students away from their home country. Some, including quite nat-
urally the Polish Government, were certain that the presence in camps
in any official capacity of individuals connected with the so-called
“London” Poles delayed repatriation—as it undoubtedly did in some
cases. Others concluded from close observation that many Poles would
only believe what they were told by their traditional leaders and would
and did return only if such leaders assured them it was desirable to re-
turn—as many leaders, attached to the London Poles, though personally
unwilling to return, did assure the farm workers and mechanics. It was
easily possible to point to certain camps where London Poles had prom-
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inent positions and where the rate of repatriation was high to prove
this thesis.

The unfortunate aspect of all this was that practically everything
was considered desirable or undesirable in terms of its effect on repatria-
tion—something about which everyone could and did have violent
opinions but, necessarily, little or no knowledge.

Official policy and actual practices were subject to certain changes.
From the collapse of Germany until the autumn of 1945, when the
military authorities were in charge, the number actively desiring repa-
triation outran the physical means. During this period about six million
people returned home. There was no need to urge anyone to go. It
was, perhaps, unfortunate that the limited transport facilities then
available did not permit the mass return of Poles (understandably
enough, those returning to the USSR had first call on transport to the
east); for, with the first flush of enthusiasm on liberation, practically all
might have gone, thus eliminating one of the dire problems of 1946
and 1947.

During the winter of 1945 and 1946 repatriation dwindled to very
low levels. At first this did not greatly disturb anyone since transport
facilities and conditions in the home countries were not such as to make
movement in the winter season very attractive. With the coming of
spring in 1946 the problem, however, became acute. Conflicting proph-
ecies had been made. The actual movement was certainly disappointing
and therefore gave rise to a spate of criticism and accusations. The
Council, at its Fourth Session,*® and even more at its Fifth,*" tried
to recommend specific action, but the results never satisfied the gov-
ernments of the home countries. In the summer of 1946 the Director
General conceived and secured the adoption, with some reluctance,
by the Governments of the three Western zones in Germany of what
was known as the Sixty-Day Ration Scheme ¢ (dubbed, perhaps deri-
sively, by the United States Army as “Operation Grubstake” and by
the British, “Operation Carrot”). This provided that any Pole who,
during a period of three months (October through December), de-
cided to return, would be given on arrival at certain points in Poland
food enough for sixty days. The food and transport, as always, were
supplied by the military authorities; the distribution was arranged and

48 Resolution ¢z2; see supra, Part Seven, Chapter I, Section 7.
*7 Resolution gg; see supra, Part Seven, Chapter I, Section 7.
48 United States Zone, Administrative Order 1 58, 23 September 1946.
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administered by UNRRA. There was during this period a marked in-
crease in repat'riation. It was generally believed that the scheme and
the attendant publicity had contributed to this; but again there were
not lacking those, intimately concerned in the work, who felt that this
apparent result was a coincidence and that other factors—the season,
news from home, a somewhat new approach by the Polish Govern-
ment, different leadership within the camps—were primarily responsi-
ble.

On certain policies there was general agreement: segregation of na-
tional groups; removal from camps of leaders and others actively
opposed to, and working against, repatriation; appointment of official
spokesmen for the home countries by the governments of such coun-
tries; removal of UNRRA representatives opposed to repatriation.*
As usual, however, it was easier to agree on these policies than to imple-
ment them, however simple they might sound. The Polish Govern-
ment, for example, was anxious that Polish Ukrainians should be sep-
arated from Poles. While this was generally not difficult to do, there
were instances when the Polish Ukrainians for local reasons (generally
an unwarranted but nonetheless real fear of forcible removal to the
USSR) insisted that they were Poles (Wildflecken, the largest of all
camps, furnished a conspicuous example of this). Under such circum-
stances it was not easy to make any clear division. There were other
occasions when the military authorities could not or did not supply
the accommodations necessary to carry out complete segregation.
Nevertheless, in spite of some grumbling, the policy was nearly every-
where successfully carried out.

The removal of camp leaders was much more difficult. Although
many leaders had been appointed at the beginning of the operation by
UNRRA or military officials, by the summer of 1946 almost all had
been elected by the camp residents. Those who were actively opposed
to repatriation were seldom foolish enough to be too open about their
views. Accusations were frequent; proofs, meager. The UNRRA offi-
cials were hesitant to request the removal of elected leaders doing a
competent job unless the case against them was very clear, and like-
wise the military authorities, on whom the responsibility rested, were
equally reluctant to carry out removal without absolute proof. Since

49 Cables: Washington to London 3965, 10 April 1946; London to Arolsen 1354,

London to Vienna go4, Lcm_don to Rome 1097, 1 May 1946; letter, Chief of Operations,
Germany, to three Zone Direcrors, “Implementation of Resolution 92,” 3 May 1946.
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Eastern and Western concepts as to what constitutes proof differ, this
led to frequent accusations that this particular policy was not being
enforced.”® Much the same situation was, of course, true concerning
UNRRA personnel accused of working against repatriation. One camp
leader, attacked in public statements by the Yugoslavs, was formally
mvestigated by UNRRA and found not guilty. Such trials, however,
were not good for the Administration and seldom gave any satisfac-
tion to anyone—the accusers were not satisfied unless the verdict was
guilty.

Liaison officers—though the policy adopted seemed obvious enough
—were a cause of irritation. The Western military authorities were
frequently skeptical of granting free access to their Zones to army
officers of the Eastern powers. They particularly disliked admitting
USSR officers, recognized by the Administration as the official repre-
sentatives, to camps of Balts, since unpleasant incidents often resulted.
The Administration, in view of the Council resolutions,®! felt bound
to fight for the free movement of the liaison officers, even though such
action troubled relations with the very authorities on whom the whole
enterprise depended.

There was less agreement but just as much trouble on other aspects,
such as propaganda likely to influence repatriation. It was generally
accepted—perhaps reluctantly by the Eastern members—that the Ad-
ministration should not itself attempt to influence the displaced persons
but that it should aid in the dissemination of views emanating from the
home countries—newspapers, periodicals, official bulletins and state-
ments. Since these sometimes contained attacks on the Western pow-
ers, who were taking care of the displaced persons, this occasionally led
to difficulties. It was also accepted that the Administration would not
permit the distribution in camps of papers prepared outside by groups
clearly opposed to the established governments of the home countries.
A more difficult problem arose in connection with papers prepared and
printed by the residents of camps: should they be censored? The

% In some cases it undoubtedly was not. One very competent and highly respected
camp leader told the Executive Assistant of the Personal Representative of the Director
General that if he had in his camp a man acting and working in a thoroughly creditable
manner, whom he knew had been a collaborator, he would not call this fact to the at-
tention of the military authorities. Though this involved a collaborator rather than
someone opposed to repatriation, the natural human reluctance to get people behaving
decently into trouble caused many officials to hesitate to request the removal of
those under their care.

#1 Resolution 92, paragraph 4; Resolution gg, paragraph 75,
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advocates of free speech thought not; the advocates of repatriation-
before-all believed that antirepatriation statements should be forbidden
—also on the grounds of free speech, by arguing that the literate ele-
ment which produced the papers represented only a minority of the
residents.

There is no doubt that some UNRRA officials placed more emphasis
on pushing repatriation than did others. This fact led to confusing
changes in directives. In the United States Zone, for instance, an
UNRRA order, soon withdrawn, was issued to discontinue all educa-
tional, recreational, and other cultural activities as detriments to repatri-
ation. It is quite impossible to assess the effectiveness and sincerity of
the work of the Administration and its officials. One minority, within
and without the organization, was certain that the Administration had
failed in its obligations and could have done more; another minority
was equally certain that the Administration had gone too far and had
even helped or condoned forcible repatriation; the majority felt that,
allowing for minor diversions in both directions, the Administration
and its staff had done all that they reasonably could to implement the
will of the Council. It is certain, at any rate, that the policy of encour-
ing repatriation colored all policies, attitudes, and personal relations.®

During the periods *® when UNRRA had a high degree of responsi-
bility the following were repatriated:

TABLE 47
DispLACED PERsONS REPATRIATED
Area of Displacement Poles Others Total

Middle East 3,583 50,383 53,066
Austria 11,676 190,361 202,037

Germany
British Zone 318,883 40,665 350,548
French Zone 45,013 2,171 47,184
United States Zone 186,102 149,153 335,255
Italy 4,265 13,756 18,021
Other 205 31,066 31,271
Total 569,727 477,555 1,047,282

See Appendix Ten, Section II, Document 4, for Polish repatriation.
From 1 April 1945 in the Middle East, from 1 November 1945 in other areas, to
30 June 1947 in all areas,

62
[3:3
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7. EAPLOYMENT

Though employment within camps was largely under the control
of the Administration, employment outside involved the concurrence
of the military authorities. The basic policy was that employment
should be voluntary and paid but that it should be encouraged and
stimulated by every possible means, provided, of course, that it did
not interfere with repatriation.* It was clear to anyone with prac-
tical camp experience that the higher the level of employment, the
better the camp and the happier the residents. Employment within
camps was closely related to proper camp maintenance and develop-
ment and to the trade-training schemes, but such employment could
not provide real work for all. It was necessary to find jobs outside. The
military authorities had officially established the policy that displaced
persons were to be given priority over Germans.’® In practice, how-
ever, it was difficult for them to implement this policy: the displaced
persons often did not have the required skills; camps were frequently
so located (Wildflecken was a notable example, with 15,000 people
near no center of population or work) that displaced persons could not
be employed, or employed only with great difficulty through special
arrangements for transport, feeding, billeting; on the other side, the
military authorities inevitably had some feeling of responsibility for
the German workers. As a result, the Administration had frequently to
hunt and prod and push to find work for the displaced persons. In spite
of obstacles the employment rate in some camps surpassed, by 1947,
98 per cent of the employables, and throughout all camps in Germany,
in spite of the unavoidably low rate in certain camps, it was about 70
per cent.?®

Even though there was general agreement, complications and even
some conflict were not, however, avoided in this sphere, especially in
respect of remuneration and compulsion. It was early proposed by
SHAEF that 7.5 to 10 per cent of the residents of any camp would
be paid by the German authorities at prevailing German wage rates for

" 54 Central Headquarters, Germany, Administrative Order 18, “Employment Pro-
ram,” 24 November 1945.
5 SHAEF Administrative memo 39, Appendix D, “Employment of Displaced Per-
sons in Germany,” revised 16 April 1945.
56 Final Statistical Report on UNRRA Displaced Persons Operation, June 1947.
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work performed within camps.”” Throughout the UNRRA period
nearly 14 per cent were, in fact, so employed in the British Zone.?®
In the United States Zone 7.5 per cent were so employed until Decem-
ber 1946 when, after months of appealing by UNRRA, the military
authorities increased the amount to 10 per cent.*® Compulsion, how-
ever, since it was contrary to Administration principles, caused greater
difficulties. In February 1946 work was made compulsory in the French
Zone by the military authorities.®® Provision was made both for safe-
guards (employment in usual skills, employment by Germans elective

but not obligatory, etc.) and for disciplinary action by French, not
UNRRA, officials. The sanctions were applied with great moderation.

In June 1946 the United States Government submitted to the Cen-
tral Committee a resolution which was adopted and which provided
that able-bodied displaced persons in Austria, other than persecuted
groups (Jews), those about to be repatriated, and those engaged in
vocational training and administrative work in camps, must accept
employment under conditions at least as favorable as for the local
population or become ineligible for further assistance.’* The Austrian
Government thereafter took from the pay of each person so employed
a fixed amount designed to pay at least in part the cost of his main-
tenance.

In spite of this decision, when the British Government, toward the
end of 1946, informed the Administration that it intended to establish
a compulsory labor law in the British Zone, Germany, the Administra-
tion raised certain objections before the Central Committee, princi-
pally that the proposed law provided no specific safeguards for per-
secuted groups. This the British Government considered unnecessary,
and the Central Committee refused to support the Administration’s
objection.®*

57 SHAEF, “Guide to Assembly Centre Administration,” September 1944, revised

May 1945, Part I, Section 5, paragraph III ¢; Part I, Section 11.

58 Monograph, British Zone HQ, “Raport for History Project, Division of Em-
ployment.’

59 '\.ionograph Benjamin Horowitz, “History of Employment Division, United States
Zone.”

60 Circular 5857, DGAA/Dir. P.D.R., 1 February 1946.

51 CC(46)68 (CC Docs., I11, 33) ; CC(46) 70, minutes joth meeting, 17 June 1946 (CC
Docs., 11, 41-44).

52 CC(46) 137, “Aspects of Proposed DP Policy in the British Zone of Germany,”
18 December 1946; CC(47)1, minutes 43d meeting, 6 January rg47; CC(47)6, letter,
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In all areas the Administration sought “to promote the performance
by displaced persons of useful work.” ¢3 In Austria and the French and
British Zones, Germany, the authorities eventually established com-
pulsory labor laws. In all cases the displaced persons received remunera-
tion in local currency at locally prevailing wage levels. In all places
the number that could be employed in camp work was severely limited.
In all cases the Administration tried to protect the displaced persons
from exploitation, tried to have individuals so employed as to use their
normal skills, and tried particularly to protect persecuted groups. Al-
most everywhere the actual employment levels were high, particularly
from the middle of 1946 onward. If they did nothing else, the displaced
persons did work—and this with the full help and encouragement of
the Administration, which was certainly opposed to the maintenance
of these unfortunate people in a state of idleness.

8. THE ROLE OF UNRRA

At this point the question may be asked: What did UNRRA do for
the displaced persons? It did not house, clothe, or feed them; it did not
repatriate or resettle them. Its policies regarding eligibility, repatria-
tion, and even employment led to controversy between the member
states, between the Administration and some of the governments of
these states, and between the Administration and the authorities re-
sponsible for the care of the displaced persons. Did UNRRA make any
valuable contribution to the care of these people? This question was
asked within the Administration as well as outside. There were not
lacking many, again within as well as outside the organization, who felt
it was unfortunate that the Administration had ever become involved
in a task to which it could, apparently, contribute so little.

The problem was high-lighted by a letter to the Personal Representa-
tive of the Director General, received early in 1946, from a former
comrade-in-arms who quite obviously had a sincere admiration for
the concept of UNRRA and for most of its works. He stated—un-
doubtedly correctly—that he knew of a displaced persons camp that
had been efficiently operated by one British corporal and two privates.
Roger Makins (British Embassy, Washington) to Director General, 7 January 1947;

CC(47)9, minutes 44th meeting, 17 January 1947.
83 CC(46) 137.
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When UNRRA assumed responsibility, these three were replaced by
eleven UNRRA employees, all more highly paid than their predeces-
sors. Why, he wanted to know, was this necessary; did it really re-
present a wise use of funds given by many nations to aid in the relief
and rehabilitation of stricken countries and people?

The explanation lay, of course, in the difference between the
UNRRA and the military objectives. No one should doubt that the
corporal and his two assistants ran their camp efficiently. UNRRA,
however, while anxious for efficiency, also wanted to rehabilitate the
individuals in the camps; it wanted to achieve the objective so often
and so sincerely expressed by its first Director General—to help people
to help themselves; it did not want to run the camps, it wanted the
residents to run them. Any mother who has tried knows that, when she
first teaches her children how to perform simple household tasks (bed-
making, dishwashing, cleaning), it requires far more time to teach the
children to do such work and to supervise their doing it than to do
the work herself. That was precisely the situation that confronted the
Administration. It was in the field of human rehabilitation that the
Administration made its contribution to the care of displaced per-
sons.

9. SELF-GOVERNMENT

Camp self-government in the fullest sense was one of the goals of
UNRRA camp administration; it is, indeed, no exaggeration to say
that it was the goal toward which all activities were pointed. The con-
cept, at least in a limited sense, did not originate with the Administra-
tion. The SHAEF planners had indicated that “displaced persons should
be encouraged to organize themselves as much as is administratively
possible.” ®* The basic reason for this suggestion was quite clear. It
was expected that the outside staff (whether military or UNRRA)
controlling a camp would not be more, at the very most, than 13 for a
camp of 2,000—4,000 residents. It was evident that such a small group,
more than likely not knowing the languages of the residents, could

only exercise control through the residents. The authors of the Guide,
therefore, continued:

64 SHAEF “Guide to the Care of Displaced Persons in Germany,” May 1945 revision,
Part I, Section 1,
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National group leaders should be selected and small national committees
be formed to speak for their nationals, make suggestions and enquiries,
and to act as a channel for disseminating instructions and information from
the Central Staff. These leaders should always be persons who command
the respect and confidence of their compatriots: the advice of the ap-
propriate liaison officer should be sought on this point and the opinions
of the displaced persons as far as possible be taken into account. Advisory
committees on specific questions, e.g. accommodation or Center regula-
tions and discipline may prove useful.®*

While this no doubt provided for a start in the direction of self-
government, it was very far both in aim and suggested practice from
the goals and practices of UNRRA. Instead of selected, there were
to be elected leaders; for a committee, acting as a channel for the direc-
tives of outside governors, there was to be a governing committee;
for advisory committees dealing with specific questions, there were to
be executive committees. In all phases of camp life, the Administration
worked to have the resident assume responsibility. Progress was, of
course, frequently slow and uneven; but progress there was.

In each camp there was usually a camp committee elected by the
entire population, either at large, by nationality (if in a mixed camp),
by area or block within the camp, or by some other means. This com-
mittee usually selected a chairman or camp leader, although in some
camps he was directly elected.®® This committee supervised all activi-
ties and represented the population in all dealings with outside author-
ity, whether UNRRA or military. The camp police and fire depart-
ments, formed from the residents, usually reported to this committee.
The camp court was generally under its jurisdiction. The legality of
this court was questionable, but the UNRRA officials were generally
wise enough not to raise that question. It was permitted to handle all
minor offenses and infraction of rules and to impose sentences: no
cigarettes, labor, even a day or two of detention (major offenses were
tried before official military courts). Under this committee there were
various departments: food, billeting, clothing, labor, administration,
education and recreational activities, technical, etc. Billeting, clothing,
and recreational departments might be together under “welfare.”
Sometimes supervision of plumbers, painters, wood carvers, was placed

65 [talics added.

%6 Monograph, “U.S. Zone History Report, Camp Self-Government,” Appendix a,
R. Taylor, “(?amp Self-Government, District 1.”
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with the labor rather than the technical department, while barbers and
tailors (whose work was essential to life in the camp) were attached
to the administration department. Variations were endless but in no
way affected the fundamental situation. Generally there was a camp
committee corresponding to each department, a committee either
elected by the camp as a whole or by those concerned with the particu-
lar activity.®?

The food department, for example, kept watch on the amount of
food issued, the ration cards, methods of food preparation, cleanliness
of the kitchens and dining halls, and listened to complaints concerning
food and related matters. The billeting committee allotted rooms and
space. This was particularly important in the dwelling-house type of
camp where the quality of accommodation was uneven. Decisions by the
residents may have been made more slowly than by outside officials, but
decisions of this sort were of the greatest importance in persuading the
residents that they were receiving fair treatment, that they were human
beings treated like other human beings, not just work animals arbitrarily
assigned to stables. There was a natural tendency for committee mem-
bers to assign the best houses to themselves and their friends. Against
this type of decision the Administration had to guard. In the long run,
however, by patience and persuasion, but not by order and command,
committees could be taught to act fairly; rooms were properly assigned;
and human beings were rehabilitated.

‘The clothes committee assigned the meager stock to heavy workers
(the shoes, for example), to children, to those who were in the greatest
need. The Administration committee controlled directly, or through
a subordinate committee, the sanitation and cleanliness of the camp.
Here again the Administration could have assigned the task of cleanin
different parts of the camp to specific individuals who could have been
made directly and personally responsible. This would have been easier;
it would have required very little expenditure of time by the officials
of the Administration; the results would have been excellent from the
point of view of cleanliness; this is just what the corporal and his two
privates did. Instead, however, the Administration required the resi-
dents to choose a committee; the committee was supposed to select
individuals, on a rotating or other basis, to clean the various parts of the
camp. Of course, at first, the camp was dirty; but gradually the resi-

67 lbid., Appendix b, Virgil Payne, “Camp Self-Government, District IIL”
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dents came to realize the importance of cleanliness; gradually they

became willing and able to accept responsibility. Ultimately, not even

the corporal and his two privates were needed; the residents could and

did run camps without any outside assistance. They had learned to
overn themselves; they had been rehabilitated.

All of this took time, and progress was uneven. In general, it was
among the Balts, who were usually the most economically advanced
group and the most capable of democratic action, and the Jews, who,
by virtue of the existence of strongly organized kibutzim °® and for
other reasons, had the strongest leaders, that camp self-government
developed most rapidly. The Administration was not content merely
to enunciate the principle once; it was repeated in various orders and
forms and for various reasons (reduction of UNRRA staff, among
others).%* From time to time the Zone directors conducted investiga-
tions and surveys to determine how much progress had been made and
to prod those directors of camps where development was lagging.

Allowing for all discrepancies and failures, it may be said that the
policy and its practice were successful. By the end of June 1947, when
UNRRA'’s mandate came to an end, most displaced persons in most
camps and assembly centers were capable of governing themselves with
little or no outside supervision. Two years earlier that would not have
been possible, nor would it ever have been possible if UNRRA had
pursued a policy of efficient command in the camps.

10. EDUCATION AND TRAINING

The other major aspects of the work of UNRRA officials—super-
vision of education and vocational training and development of wel-
fare and recreational activities—were, in a sense, an extension of the
same policy.

In the field of academic education UNRRA did little but encourage.
The displaced persons were themselves extremely anxious to have
their children educated in their own national traditions. With no urg-
ing at all, elementary and secondary schools sprang into existence in
most camps. Teachers and texts were everywhere a problem. Here

68 Tightly organized groups, held together by acceptance of a common religious or
economic or political doctrine, functioning under strong leadership.

69 ERO Administration Orders: 156, 20 September 1946; 228, 18 February 1947; 233,
13 March 1947, etc.
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UNRRA did what it could, but its activities were restricted by the
fact that there was considerable reluctance in the United States to use
UNRRA funds for educational or religious programs.™ Trained teach-
ers not required in one camp were shifted to another; typing and re-
producing facilities and paper were made available for the preparation
of textbooks; space was provided for schoolrooms. The voluntary agen-
cies could do and did much more, providing much of the essential
physical equipment: copybooks, pencils, blackboards. Under the guise
of child care, the Administration aided in the organization of nursery
schools and kindergartens and special feeding programs for all children.
Above all, however, it was the displaced persons themselves who organ-
ized schools for their children, who selected teachers from among them-
selves, and supervised and watched over their work. The occupation
authorities had reserved 10 per cent of all German university vacancies
for displaced persons, and UNRRA assisted students taking advantage
of this opportunity, provided the government of the country of origin
approved.™ The displaced persons themselves organized a university
at Munich which received UNRRA assistance until it was decided that
it was an antirepatriation activity,” and another, the Baltic Study Cen-
ter at Hamburg, which received approval and assistance from the
United Kingdom authorities.”

In the field of vocational traming the Administration could do
and did more. It organucd training centers in practically every camp
and also special training centers to ‘which individuals could come from
all camps. The centers within the camps were gencmll} of two sorts:
one for those types of activities—shoemaking and repairing, tailoring,
dressmaking and repairing, carpentry—which were suitable f{}r appren-
tice training; and for those—mechanical work of one sort or another,
cabinetmaking—which required more rigid training that often enough
included book work as well as practical work. Here again the assist-
ance—in materials, machines, and instructors—of the voluntary agen-

¢ Congressional Record (Washington, D.C.), XC, No. 52 (21 March 1944), 2845~
2853.

71 United States Zone, Team Bulletin 38, 6 October 1945; United States Zone, Team
Bulletin 71, 6 December 1945; Unired States Zone, Relief Services Bulletin 1, 22 Janu-
ary 194.6

2 \lon{lgmph L. Doughty, “Camp Activities, Welfare and Employment,” p. 61.

73 Memo, Brigadier A. G. henchmgmn (Ch1ef Prisoners of War and Displaced Per-
sons Division) to 8 Corps District Military Government, “Baltic Camp I]jmw_-r'i:t_‘w
19 December 1945.
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cies was invaluable. The World ORT Union programs ™ in the Jewish
camps were, perhaps, particularly notable and effective, but so indeed
were the contributions made by many other organizations.

The first type of center was, under UNRRA supervision, largely
organized by displaced persons themselves. Carpenters, for example,
were selected to do essential work for the camp—repairing damaged
buildings, making beds and cribs, chairs and tables. The older, experi-
enced workers accepted young men as apprentices and trained them.
The wood was often supplied by the military authorities, if it was to
be used for unquestionably essential work. Tools were supplied by
the military authorities, by UNRRA, by the voluntary agencies, even
by the displaced persons; and they were found—never mind where
or how. For the other type, formal classes were organized. Instructors
were engaged, and materials and tools were acquired in the same
fashion,

In addition to these activities in camps, the Administration organized
a number of special training centers. There was, for example, the voca-
tional training center located at Flensburg,” with which six separate
camps housing over 5,500 Estonians, Latvians, Lithuanians, Poles, and
Yugoslavs were associated but to which residents from other camps
could come. There were three main programs: short- and long-term
courses in fourteen trades such as truck driving and maintenance, tai-
loring, radio maintenance, «;hoemakmg, specml tralnmg for railroad
workers, and courses in navigation and marine engineering.

The first group were for all displaced persons, whatever their origin.
In April 1947 more than 480 students were enrolled in some 13 courses
given by more than 20 instructors. The railroad workers’ training was
specifically for Poles. Two separate courses, each with 68 pupils, were
given in cooperation with the German railroads. The great majority
of the pupils rerurned to Poland on completion of their course and
were immediately employed by the railroads. The navigation courses,
conducted somewhat apart from the others by the Baltlc Navigation
and Marine Engineering School, were specifically for those from the
Baltic countries. About 86 attended the first course.

Special agricultural schools were established in Schleswig-Holstein

7 Monograph, “Work of ORT in the Displaced Persons Camps in Germany and
Austria.”

75 Monograph, R. S. Uit den Bogaard, “History of Vocational Training.”
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and elsewhere. Various others were established, such as the mechanical
trades school at Mannheim.

Similar, but not generally considered as part of the vocational train-
ing program, were the courses given by UNRRA doctors and nurses
to train practical nurses and the refresher courses given for doctors
and trained nurses. These aided immeasurably in the development of
the health program for which there would not otherwise have been
'tdcqu:ltc personnel. Clinics—prenatal, child, and others—were main-
tained in most camps as also were small hospltals to handle emergency
cases. Some camps developed complete and well-equipped 10'«‘.})1tals
(Hanau, for example, where the ruined officers’ club was rebuilt by
the displaced persons under the supervision of the UNRR A doctor into
a modern, efficient, and well-equipped hospital—the equipment being
found by one or another ingenious method). Special hospitals were
also established—the Glyn Hughes Hospital at Belsen,”® a hospital at
Munich, as examples—to service several camps. W here such were not
avallable, use was made of German hospitals. Every effort was made
to use displaced persons to the fullest extent posmble in these activities.
Where they were not available, German doctors and nurses were used
to supplement the UNRRA personnel, but only as a last resort. Train-
ing work was continued at all times in most camps to enable the dis-
placed persons to take care of themselves. The remarkably high health
levels of the displaced persons, in spite of inadequate food and accom-
modations, represent a real achievement of the military health authori-
ties, the UNRRA doctors and nurses, and the displaced persons them-
selves. No epidemics caught hold; the infant mortality rate was low;
the venereal disease rate was lower than that among the German popula-
tion or the armies of occupation.™

The vocational training program was closely allied with the em-
ployment schemes and the recreational activities. Wherever there was
real work to be done, the Administration encouraged work within the
camp. This not only improved the condition of the camps but more
readily permitted the dlsplaced persons to use their own skills. The
limitations were genuine work to be done and ability to pay, since
only 7.5 per cent to 12.5 per cent (depending on the region and the
time) of a camp population could be placed on the burgomaster’s pay

-“Mono"raph Dr. L. Hahn, “The Glyn Hu%hcs Hospital, Belsen.”

"7 Epidemiological f?zfomm.emn Bulletin, Vol. 11, No. 17, 15 Scptcml:er 1946, “In-
fectious Diseases Notified among Displaced Persons in Germany,” pp. 715-718.
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roll. In some camps, if the displaced persons approved, twice this num-
ber were in fact employed on half pay. Other forms of work induce-
ments and rewards were developed, such as extra cigarette rations, the
right to purchase or receive amenity supplies. Many camp activities
were self-supporting. The tailors, for example, were permitted to
charge for their work, usually at prices fixed by an appropriate camp
committee. The proceeds either went to the general camp funds and the
tailors were paid prevailing wages, or they were divided among the
tailors. Very rarely—this was generally discouraged—did the proceeds
go to the individual worker.

Artists and craftsmen—painters, sculptors, pottery-makers, wood
carvers, lace- and embroidery-makers, toymakers—were encouraged,
helped, and permitted to sell their products. Again the proceeds either
went to the general camp funds and the workers were paid wages,
or they were divided among the workers. Their products were often

most useful in the camps and occasionally achieved a high artistic
level.”®

11. RECREATION

The objective of the recreational program was, once again, basi-
cally similar: to encourage and help the displaced persons to do things
themselves. Cinemas and theaters were constructed in most camps, and
theater companies and orchestras were organized. Occasionally, an
effort was made to concentrate artists of one sort in the same camp
(Baltic handicraft workers and musicians at Blomberg). Arrangements
were made with the military authorities to permit particularly good
theater companies, orchestras, or string quartets to travel from one
camp to another and to give public performances elsewhere.

Sports of all sorts were likewise encouraged: indoor sports, such
as table tennis; outdoor sports, such as football (soccer), boxing, and
swimming (with the Administration’s assistance the residents con-
structed swimming pools at several camps, Leipheim for example).
Contests with other camps were arranged, and football leagues were
organized.

78 The Administration made a cross-section collection of such products, including
not only the beautiful (inlaid boxes, embroideries, etc.), but also the practical and sim-
ple (ladles and sieves made from old tin cans), which has been given to IRO, and

which was put on exhibit in Washington, D.C,, in February 1949 by the World In-
formation Center.
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Lectures, language (usually English and, in the Jewish camps, He-
brew) and other classes (current world affairs, economics) were ar-
ranged for adults. Parties, pageants, celebrations of one sort or another,
were organized by the displaced persons.

In practically all camps the residents built and embellished churches
and synagogues. In some of these the decoration reached a high artistic
level (for example, a remarkable chandelier at Lyssenko and inlaid
wood altarpieces and panels in the Byzantine tradition in several Polish-
Ukrainian camps).

The Administration at all times encouraged and aided such enter-
prises and supplied leadership and guidance when necessary, always,
however, striving to have the displaced persons take the lead.

12.. TRACING AND CHILD CARE

Two special functions performed by the Administration should be
mentioned: tracing and child care. When plans were first being de-
veloped for the care of displaced persons,™ the establishment of ma-
chinery for tracing missing persons was considered. It seemed logical
to relate this work with that done in connection with displaced persons,
since it was always supposed that the latter would be carefully regis-
tered, thus creating a list of names that would certainly be useful in
tracing missing persons.| After its formation UNRRA and its appro-
priate committees further considered the problem in conjunction with
the interested sections of SHAEF. For reasons quite out of the Ad-
ministration’s control, it was decided that the work of tracing should
not be entrusted to the International Red Cross, in spite of its experience
in this field, but that it should be handled in each country by a national
tracing bureau, and for United Nations individuals who might be
supposed to be lost in Germany, by a central tracing bureau. The
necessary plans for this bureau were developed by the Displaced Per-
sons Branch of (-5, SHAEF, with which work UNRRA personnel
were associatedy This work was continued, after the dissolution of
SHAEF, by the'Combined Displaced Persons Executive. These plans,
with minor amendments, were approved by the Cobrdinating Com-

mittee of the Control Commission for Germany in September 1945.5°
" Inter-Allied Committee on Post-War Requirements, “Report of the Technical
Advisory Committee on Displaced Populations,” October 1043.
%0 Coordinating Committee (CORC/m) (45)8, minutes of meeting, 18 September 1945,
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In October UNRRA was asked to assume responsibility for this work #!
and accepted in November.**

The tracing was handled through a Central Tracing Bureau and
zonal bureaus. The Administration only tried to locate those individ-
uals who would, in terms of Council resolutions, be eligible for

UNRRA care. It searched only in Germany and Austria (and tem- |
porarily in Italy) since search elsewhere was considered a responsi- |

bility of national tracing bureaus.®* /

Child care was the application of normal care adjusted to the par-
ticular needs of a special group—unaccompanied children, that is,
children under eighteen who were not attached to parents or other
relatives. Separate camps were maintained for such children as well
as special sections in normal camps. In addition, special attention, under
the direction of trained specialists, was given to health and nutrition,
education and vocational training. The same rules of eligibility were ap-
plied as for adult displaced persons. Every effort was made to reunite the
children with their families. Where that was not possible—which was in
the great majority of cases, of course—consent was always obtained
from the official liaison officer of the country of origin in cases where
decisions as to their future—marriage, resettlement, for exam ple—were
required.** It was the general policy of the Administration to encourage
and aid the repatriation of these children, although they were con-
sulted if old enough to have views. For those not old enough the Ad-
ministration took the stand—as an international organization it could
take no other—that they were wards of their country of origin and

TABLE 48
Ux~accompANIED CHILDREN UNDER UNRRA SupPervIsSION IN GERMANY
T'ype of Assistance Total Numbers Aided
Given care 12,843
Repatriated 2,703
Resettled 1,889
Reunited with families 1,016

81 Letter, Morgan to Personal Representative of the Director General, 19 October
1045.
93?5« Letter, Morgan to Allied Control Commission, 16 November 1945.
83 Marterial furnished by UNRRA to PCIRO, Document 117, “Note on UNRRA
Responsibility with Respect to Tracing.”
8¢ Material furnished by UNRRA to PCIRO, Document 121, “Note on Unaccom-
panied Children,”
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should be placed under the care of that country. This sometimes led

to the charge of “forced repatriation,” but no other just solution was
suggested. As part of this work, the Administration undertook a child
search program to recover from German families and institutions the
children of United Nations parents.

It should not be thought that the displaced persons operation as a
whole was orderly and neat and that everywhere there was uniform
devclopmcnt and progress. On the contrary, away from the camps, the
operation always seemed to be confused, xar;able and even somewhat
muddled. The vital work—the development of free, independent, self-
sufficient human beings—was carried forward in the camps. Even there
the pattern was infinitely varied, and the results were not always good.
Wildflecken with its hopeless employment situation, strongly en-
trenched reactionary Polish membership, and possibly weak UNRRA
guidance must be considered a failure, but against it may be set many
successes—Hanau, for instance, with its excellent workshops and voca-
tional training schools, its well-equipped, self-created hospital, its ex-
tremely high employment level.

The UNRRA staff—the men and women in the camps, and even
those at higher administrative levels—made a real contribution. The
military authorities supplied the food and shelter. With them there
was, inevitably, some friction, but in the total picture that was unim-
portant; it was the basic codperation that was significant. UNRRA,
with vital assistance from the voluntary agencies, supplied the leader-
ship that permitted the re-emergence of the displaced persons as dig-
nified human beings. This was work which the military authorities
were, naturally enough, not equipped to perform. It was work which
the voluntary agencies, with their limited resources and their national
backgrounds, could not have performed without codrdinating guid-
ance. It was work that could be done only by an international organ-
ization; it was work that was done by UNRRA—and the displaced
persons.
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