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Introduction

Over three million Ukrainians were involuntarily displaced during the
Second World War. This was the largest migration in the history of the
Ukrainian people.' Within the larger post-Second World War refugee
and displaced person population, Ukrainians made up the greatest com-
ponent of Soviet citizens repatriated voluntarily or by force at the war’s
end. They were also the second biggest group among the refugees who
refused to return to their former homes. Hence, they were of great
significance in the Grand Alliance deliberations on the refugee question
in the last years of the war and the immediate postwar period. However,
to date their history has not been comprehensively researched. This
study attempts to demonstrate the importance of events from this
period, both for Ukrainian history and the history of the development
of refugee protection. In doing so it provides an insight from a new
angle of the breakdown of the Grand Alliance.

Research agenda

This study has a twofold purpose. First, it aims to explore the role of
refugees in the history of international relations. In chronicling the
history of post-Second World War Ukrainian refugees, the book provides
a case study of a situation where refugees were active participants in
their situation of displacement. The second purpose of the study is to
examine a period in the history of the Ukrainian people which was
played out in the international arena. By analyzing the behaviour of
displaced Ukrainians and the policies formulated towards them by the
Grand Alliance, the issue of statelessness is explored, and specitically the
difficulties facing a people with a sense of national identity but without
a state.



2 The Grand Alliance and Ukrainian Refugecs

This study hopes to make a contribution to two growing fields of
academic interest: Refugee Studies and Ukrainian Studies.The relatively
new field of Refugee Studies is expanding rapidly.? However, most of the
research to date has focused on contemporary refugee situations and
issues.” The lack of a systematic study of previous refugee crises and the
responses to them has led to the lack of a historic or institutional
memory within the refugee regime.? The limited scholarly attention
paid to the history of refugee policies has led to the repetition of pre-
vious mistakes and inhibited the development of satisfactory mechan-
isms for dealing with victims of involuntary displacement.

The historical studies that do exist are often official accounts which
lack critical analysis,® or general surveys which examine the larger
political factors that influenced policy-makers.® This study focuses
on the issue of refugee participation in the policy-making process. In
examining the history of one group, the Ukrainians, the study demon-
strates that, through their behaviour, refugees can have an impact on
the decisions taken regarding their future.” Arguments presented here
are aimed at the current debate on the need to include refugees in the
international efforts to assist them.

Today’s international refugee institutions are descendants of those set
up by the leaders of the main powers during the Second World War and
in the immediate postwar period. Since these institutions continue to
grapple with the issues of international responsibility for refugees and
definitions,” an examination of the origins of this debate may be useful
in finding new solutions.

The second area of enquiry to which this study hopes to contribute,
Ukrainian Studies, is not a new field, but until recently it has been an
area largely overlooked by mainstream historical research. Because of
the absence of a Ukrainian state until 1991, the history of Ukrainian
people has been recorded only sporadically.” Many aspects of twentieth-
century Ukrainian history are still largely unwritten, and the period
surrounding the Second World War remains surrounded in controversy.

The history of Ukrainian refugees from this period has received some
attention from a few Western scholars.'” Most work, however, has been
on specific aspects of the larger story.'' Historians in Ukraine have left
this subject virtually untouched.'?

This study attempts to provide a comprehensive overview of the
entire period, starting with an explanation of the causes of displacement
and then exploring the difficulties faced by those who sought asylum
and those who were repatriated. The fate of Ukrainian refugees is dis-
cussed within the larger context of international relations, and for the
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first time the history of the returnees is documented on the basis of
newly uncovered Soviet sources.'?

It is hoped that this study will contribute to the process of re-exam-
ining Ukraine’s history, which began when the Soviet Union began to
teeter, and gained momentum once Ukraine became an independent
state. It sheds new light on an aspect in the history of Ukrainians in the
twentieth century as well on the attitudes of the Great Powers towards
the Ukrainian question in the post-Second World War period. '

Theoretical framework

This study argues that Ukrainian refugees were active participants in the
management of their situation within the multiple restrictions imposed
by various authorities. They influenced not only the policies that were
introduced to deal with them, but also had an impact on the develop-
ment of international refugee protection and the expansion of the
definition of a refugee. Based on this assertion, this study explores the
issue of power in refugee situations, and hopes to add to the growing
body of literature which challenges the widely-held practice of treating
refugees as passive victims.

This argument applies only to the discussion of the handling of
the refugee question by Western democratic states, which dominated
decision-making on the issue in the international arena. In contrast, the
discussion ot Soviet policy towards refugees and displaced people
demonstrates that in non-democratic societies refugees have much less
input into the decisions taken regarding their future.

For analytical purposes this study is divided into three phases:

(i) the uprooting and involuntary migration;
(i) the period of displacement; and
(iii) the resolution, either through repatriation, resettlement or integ-
ration into the host country.

The first phase, discussed in Chapter 2, explains why Ukrainians were
uprooted and describes the preparations made by the international
community to deal with the refugee issue during the war. Chapters 3
to 6 explore the next two phases, looking at the implementation of
policies: how they were revised in response to the changing situation;
and the role of Ukrainian refugees in this process.

The main issues addressed throughout the narrative are the changing
attitudes within the international community towards the responsibility
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for protecting and assisting refugees, the importance of definitions, the
use of force in repatriation, and community building within refugee
groups which transcend state boundaries.

In discussing the first two issues, this study demonstrates how polit-
ical interests initially produced a common view among the Great Powers
on the need to resolve the refugee ‘problem’, and examines the factors
that led gradually to a divergence in their views. It introduces a new
component to the analysis, by presenting evidence that the actions of
Ukrainian refugees played a role in the alteration of Western policy.

It was during the period under examination that the refugee question
was first considered within the larger context of international relations,
and the definition of a refugee was expanded from identification
through group affiliation to a focus on the individual asylum seeker.
The impact ot Ukrainians on these changes was that they comprised a
significant portion of the refugec population that rejected the policies
prepared by the wartime allies to deal with the refugee question, and
through their actions contributed to a revision of these policies.

Until 1946 the international community was not prepared to take
responsibility for large numbers of refugees, and continued to identify
involuntarily displaced people by their former citizenship. The institu-
tion which took upon itself the responsibility of dealing with refugees,
the Inter-Governmental Committee for Refugees (IGCR), was not
granted sufficient funds nor included in the wartime preparations to
be able to fulfil its mandate adequately. The preferred solution for redu-
cing the size of the refugee population was repatriation, and a new
institution, the United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administra-
tion (UNRRA) was charged with this responsibility. Ukrainians com-
prised a large component of the East Europeans who refused to be
repatriated, thereby prompting the Western powers to search for altern-
ative solutions. This refusal, in combination with other factors that are
discussed in the study, were an important factor that led to the accept-
ance of responsibility for refugees by the international community.

The second impact Ukrainians had on the development of refugee
protection was on the expansion of the definition of a refugee. In order
to facilitate repatriation, refugees and displaced people continued to be
identified by their former citizenship, so that they could be returned to
their former countries of habitual residence. Ukrainian refugees rejected
this criterion and insisted on identifying themselves in terms of their
nationality. Their refusal to accept the established citizenship criterion
was one factor that prompted a reconsideration of the group definition
of a refugee and led to the creation of a new individual definition.
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In discussing the repatriation of Soviet citizens, new information is
presented on the consequences faced by Ukrainians (and other Soviet
citizens) after they were repatriated to the Soviet Union after the Second
World War. Based on Soviet sources that have only recently become
available, this book presents documentary evidence to support the long-
held assertion that returnees were maltreated by the Soviet government.
Furthermore, it shows for the first time that the numbers of returnees to
the USSR were far larger than previously believed and that the Soviet
Repatriation Campaign was a rather sophisticated operation. Challen-
ging earlier narratives which suggested that returnees were killed or sent
to the Gulag, it provides evidence that approximately half of the repatri-
ates to the Soviet Union were released to their homes. The form of
repression they experienced was a much subtler one - they and their
children were marked for life as being tainted and discriminated against
for the remainder of their lives, simply because they had been abroad.
This case study adds to the body of literature that discusses the victim-
ization of refugees and returnees by non-democratic governments.

The study also examines the role Ukrainians played in influencing
a change in the policies of Britain, France and the United States of
America on forcible repatriation of Soviet citizens. In addition to reiterat-
ing the evidence that through committing suicide rather than returning
to the Soviet Union, refugees forced the Western military authorities to
reconsider the use of force, this study suggests for the first time that
the Ukrainian refugees’ insistence on their national identity, combined
with the border changes that had occurred, affected decisions on
this issue. .

The fourth issue that this study examines is the dynamic that operates
within refugee groups which, often in defiance of policy decisions,
causes them to organize their own communities. Using existing studies
on Ukrainian refugee activities and new archival materials, this study
demonstrates how they overcame the restrictions placed upon them,
which denied them not only recognition of their separate identity but
also permission to organize, and created an elaborate community struc-
ture engaged in self-help. It also looks at how national identity can
serve as a binding force for individuals displaced from territories where
their national group comprises a significant portion of the population.
This study shows not only how Ukrainian refugees worked together
to further their common interests but also how Ukrainian emigrés in
established communities abroad contributed to these efforts. This sup-
ports the argument that national identity can be one important deter-
minant of human behaviour.
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The chronological framework for this study is the years 1943-52.
These dates mark the creation of UNRRA, the first international institu-
tion responsible for dealing with people displaced by the Second World
War, and the termination of operations of the International Refugee
Organisation (IRO), the second such body and its Soviet analogue, the
Administration of the Plenipotentiary of the Council of Peoples’ Com-
missars of the USSR for Repatriation Affairs (APRA). But certain aspects
of the story do stray outside this time-frame. These include the discus-
sions of the causes of displacement of Ukrainians which began in 1939,
and the fate of returnees to the Soviet Union, which extends into the
early 1990s.

Historical background of international refugee protection

To address the problems of refugee institutions today it is essential to
understand their origins. For this purpose, the years surrounding the
end of the Second World War (1943-1951) are of great importance. It
was during these years that new refugee organizations were created and
for the first time truly integrated into the system of international insti-
tutions. The Second World War had one positive consequence in that
the refugee question became linked to higher political issues.'®

Previous attempts at refugee assistance by international bodies were
limited in both scope and effectiveness because they were not included
in the mainstream activities of international organizations. Instead they
were treated as separate, strictly humanitarian institutions and as such
received very little funding and attention.

The League of Nations Covenant did not contain any provision for
rendering international aid to or protection of refugees. It did take the
precedent-setting step of appointing a High Commissioner for Russian
Refugees in 1919, but this was not envisioned as a permanent position,
rather it was a temporary measure to assist those people displaced as a
result of the Russian Revolution.'® The Commissioner’s mandate was
gradually extended to cover other specific groups, such as refugees from
the Greek-Turkish War, the Spanish Civil War and interwar Nazi Ger-
many. In 1938 the first attempts were made at universalizing refugee
assistance. The League of Nations further expanded the mandate of the
High Commissioner for Refugees and a new initiative was launched by
the United States, as a result of which the Intergovernmental Commit-
tee was created.'” (It was later renamed the Intergovernmental Commit-
tee on Refugees, (IGCR). These efforts were only marginally successful,
since by 1938 the League of Nations had become a practically impotent
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organization and the IGCR had few members and only slight funding.
Consequently they made little impact in addressing the growing needs
of refugees. It was not until UNRRA assumed responsibility for displaced
people that this issue was addressed seriously.

This study examines the impact of the behaviour of refugees on the
development of international refugee institutions at the end of the
Second World War through a detailed study of one group from this
period. It does not attempt to re-examine the institutional history of
the international bodies dealing with refugee issues, but rather looks at
the interaction between these institutions and refugees by focusing on
the behaviour of one group.

Historical context of the Ukrainian refugees

Until 1991 a modern Ukrainian state did not exist, and general know-
ledge about Ukraine and the Ukrainians was very limited. Many of the
officials and personnel who dealt with Second World War Ukrainian
refugees in the various assembly centres and camps were unaware of the
existence of a separate Ukrainian nation. Furthermore, the policies for-
mulated to deal with displaced people at the end of the war were based
on the principle that governments were responsible for their citizens,
even when they were outside the boundaries of the state. Because no
Ukrainian state existed at the end of the war and Ukrainian territories
became a component part of the USSR, according to international law
there was no government that could take legal responsibility for indi-
viduals who chose to identify themselves as Ukrainians but not Soviet
citizens. Also, there had been no Ukrainian state in the interwar years
and therefore no government in exile could intervene on their behalf.'®

Difficulties surrounding Western dealings with Ukrainian refugees
stemmed from the lack of policy provisions dealing with people who
came from areas where borders and governments changed often, and
consequently people identified themselves in terms of nationality rather
than citizenship. During the first half of the twentieth century, ethno-
linguistic Ukrainian territories were divided and ruled in at least five
different ways. It was not unusual for a middle-aged Ukrainian post-
Second World War refugee to have held four citizenships in his or
her lifetime without ever having moved from one place of habitual
residence. However, a Ukrainian national consciousness had developed
and many people from ethno-linguistic Ukrainian territories identi-
fied themselves in national terms in addition to, or rather than, citi-
zenship.
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In the aftermath of the First World War, when many East European
nations achieved statehood in the wake of collapsing multinational
empires, Ukrainians failed to maintain independence and Ukrainian
territory was divided between four newly-formed states — the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics; Poland; Czechoslovakia; and Romania.'® Des-
pite the lack of success in achieving statehood, the Ukrainian movement
succeeded in raising the awareness of Ukrainian national separateness
both domestically and internationally.?”

During the 1920s Ukrainians were recognized as a separate national
group in each of the four new states containing a Ukrainian population.
In the Soviet Union a policy of indigenization (korenizatsiia) was intro-
duced by the bolshevik authorities, with the aim of gaining popular
support. This policy allowed the various nations of the newly created
state to develop their cultural identity, which was in stark contrast to
the repressive Russification policies of the previous tsarist regime.?!
Poland, Czechoslovakia and Romania recognised Ukrainians as an offi-
cial minority group whose rights were to be respected in accordance
with the terms of the Minorities Treaties signed with the League of
Nations.?? These policies served to advance further feelings of national
awareness among Ukrainians. However, the larger political changes of
the 1930s meant that policies aimed at protecting Ukrainian minority
rights were discontinued and Ukrainians once again became subjected
to various forms of repression by the various governments that ruled
them.

Ukrainians living in Polish-controlled areas had the highest level of
national consciousness, since they had previously experienced a high
degree of political and cultural autonomy during the Habsburg rule.
When the Polish government began curtailing their national rights the
more radical elements of Ukrainian society created the Organization of
Ukrainian Nationalists (OUN), whose aim was to achieve Ukrainian
statehood.?* This movement borrowed heavily from the fascist ideolo-
gies of the 1930s. During the Second World War, the Ukrainian Partisan
Army (UPA), was created which led the, ultimately unsuccessful, efforts
to set up an independent Ukrainian state.?! After the war ended many
participants of this movement and its sympathisers continued their
activities in exile and became an active component of the Ukrainian
refugee population.

The nationalists were only one group within the larger population of
Ukrainians displaced by the Second World War. The larger group was by
no means uniform despite the common characteristics of a shared lan-
guage, culture and history. They were a diverse group divided broadly
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into two categories: those who wanted to return home; and those who
sought political asylum. Like many people displaced by wars, a portion
of Ukrainians who found themselves abroad at the war’s end simply
wanted to go home. These people either made their way independently
or were assisted in doing so by the various occupation authorities.
Ukrainians who found themselves in areas of Soviet control were not
given any options and were simply repatriated to the Soviet Union,
although a small number escaped to Western-controlled territories.

Difficulties for the Western allies arose when people identifying them-
selves as Ukrainians refused to go anywhere, arguing that they had no
home to which to return. These non-returnees also came from different
political, cultural, religious, social, economic and educational back-
grounds.>® Some rejected the option of repatriation on the grounds of
fear, claiming that they would be subject to persecution because of the
totalitarian nature of the Soviet government. Others refused to return to
a state in which they would be subjected to a lower standard of living, in
both economic and political terms. The most vocal and organized
opponents of repatriation were members of the nationalist movement,
who were motivated by political ideology. They argued that they were
members of a separate national group whose territory had once again
been occupied by a foreign power. The fate of all these people was
ultimately determined by larger political issues of East-West relations
as they developed in the postwar era.

In contrast to the lack of general public knowledge, the activities of
the Ukrainian nationalist movement in the interwar years, and the
general situation of Ukrainians, was not unknown to Western leaders.
Ukrainian refugees and emigrés from the First World War independence
movement living in Western capitals engaged in lobbying efforts on
behalf of the Ukrainian cause. The British Foreign Office (and its coun-
terparts in other states) followed the ‘Ukrainian Question’ closely, but
the issue was of relatively low priority on its political agenda.?® Ukraine
did not figure in preparations for the postwar order by the wartime
allies.

Before the end of the war, the Soviet Union, Britain and the United
States came to an agreement on the repatriation of each others’
nationals in a secret clause of the Yalta agreement. This granted
authority to the Soviet government over its displaced nationals and
allowed for the use of force in their return.?’

Even before the cessation of hostilities a dispute arose over the defini-
tion of a Soviet citizen, and this became a major issue of contention at
the war’s end. Border changes had occurred once again as a consequence
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of the war, resulting in the incorporation of Western Ukrainian territ-
ories formerly under Polish, Czechoslovak and Romanian control into
the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic. Bilateral agreements were signed
between the Soviet Union and each of the three countries on the
exchange of their respective populations. These treaties legally deprived
Ukrainians displaced from those Western territories of the right to avail
themselves of the protection of their prewar governments. Subse-
quently, the Soviet government claimed jurisdiction over individuals
displaced from these areas.

However, those Western Ukrainians who were not Soviet citizens and
found themselves in areas controlled by Western Allies were not sub-
jected to forcible repatriation to the Soviet Union on the grounds that
citizenship could not be imposed by a government on individuals out-
side their territory. An effort was made to segregate Ukrainians holding
pre-1939 Soviet citizenship from those holding other citizenships. This
proved difficult, because the Ukrainian refugees acted as a group and
assisted those among them who were threatened with forcible repatri-
ation to assume false, non-Soviet identities.

By the fall of 1945 the use of force in repatriation was largely aban-
doned, and by early 1946 the refugee issue became a major point of
contention between the Soviet, American, British and French authorit-
ies. This policy change was beneficial to Ukrainians, but had not been
made out consideration for Ukrainian interests. It extended to all
refugees from territories acquired by the Soviet Union during the war,
and was adopted in response to a number of factors which will be
described in later chapters. People identifying themselves as Ukrainians
were not granted the right to their national identity for a further two
years.

As early as May 1945, Ukrainians began congregating into communit-
ies, organizing committees and petitioning for the right to a Ukrainian
identity. However, until mid-1947, in all official records kept by assem-
bly centres and displaced persons camps they were registered according
to their last-known citizenship, or were classified as stateless or ‘unde-
termined’. Even after a ‘Ukrainian’ category was created, information
explaining the new group was not adequately circulated to screening
officials, and this led to the confusion cited above.

The policy of non-recognition of displaced Ukrainians by Western
authorities has made research into this group difficult. It has also left a
large margin for speculation about its activities, including the question
of the concealment of Ukrainian war criminals in refugee camps after
the war. An investigation of war crimes and Nazi collaboration is outside
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the scope of this study, and the issue will be discussed only in so far as it
pertains to the refugee question.

Sources

This study uses a variety of sources from Britain, Canada, the United
States, France, Russia and Ukraine, including archival documents, oral
histories of survivors from this period, published documents and mem-
oirs, newspapers and journals, as well as secondary sources.

Unique materials were uncovered in the former Soviet Union. Because
of political changes, former Soviet archives have become more open to
Western researchers and a number of important documents could be
consulted in the archival repositories of Russia and Ukraine. However,
because only a small portion of the documents pertaining to repatri-
ation have been declassified, all findings presented in this study must be
regarded as preliminary. Statistics are provided but must be regarded
with caution, since until all documents are made open to researchers,
they are subject to revision. It is conceivable that exact statistics will be
impossible to determine since, in 1946, an NKVD audit team cast doubt
on the reliability of the record-keeping in repatriation activities.?®

This study also benefited greatly from the openness of scholars, journ-
alists and ordinary people in the former Soviet Union. Dr Victor N.
Zemskov of the Russian Institute of History in Moscow, who has been
researching this topic for a number of years, kindly made information
available that was still officially classified. Copies of the secret rulings
issued by the Soviet leadership regarding repatriation in the years 1944
and 1945, which contribute significantly to the understanding of the
Soviet Repatriation Campaign, were provided by Dr Zemskov.

The Ukrainian journalist, Volodymyr Skachko, published an article on
this study in one of Ukraine’s prominent newspapers, Holos Ukraiiity,
requesting returnees to respond to a questionnaire on their experiences
as displaced people and repatriates. Their responses have provided an
invaluable source of information on the implementation of the Soviet
programme on the reception of returnees. The Memorial Societies®” in
Ukraine and Russia were also very helpful in assisting to locate Soviet
citizens who were repatriated after the war, some of whom provided
interviews that have contributed to this study.

The Western primary sources used in this study include interviews
with former refugees in Britain, the USA, France and Canada, records of
the oral history project on refugees conducted by Harvard University in
the 1950s, interviews collected by the Ukrainian Canadian Research and
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Documentation Centre at St Vladmir’s institute in Toronto, Canada and
personal papers of various UNRRA officials. In addition, the archival
collections of IGCR, UNRRA and the RO were consulted, as well as
selected documents of the British, US and Canadian governments. The
surviving records of the Ukrainian refugee committees located in arch-
ival repositories in New York, London and Paris were also examined.

This combination of Western and former Soviet sources has provided
an expanded picture of the events under examination. However, a
comprehensive study will be possible only when more information
becomes available in Ukraine and Russia.

Conclusion

Many of the themes and factors presented above are relevant to a variety
of refugee situations, past and present. As the world continues to witness
the involuntary displacement of millions of people, and modern com-
munications make information about them readily available not only to
political leaders but to the population at large, the study of refugees is
becoming more widespread. This work will add to the growing body of
literature and contribute to the improvement of existing mechanisms
and institutions designed to assist and protect refugees at a time when
the international order is changing rapidly.

The collapse of the Soviet Union and the end of the Cold War has
transformed the global geo-political landscape radically. One con-
sequence directly relevant to this study was the appearance of Ukraine
as an independent state. As part of its state-building process, Ukraine
is re-examining its history and aiming to fill in previous blanks. The
Second World War period is ot particular interest because it marks the
shutting oft all of Ukraine from the rest of the world. However, an entire
generation of people who lived through those events is still alive in post-
Soviet Ukraine and keen to share their experiences.

This study benefited greatly from the accounts of eye-witnesses and
survivors of involuntary displacement and repatriation. Recently
opened access to Soviet archival materials on this topic was also invalu-
able. These newly available sources, combined with the information
obtained from Western archival repositories and interviews, permit a
broader understanding of this period in the history of Ukrainians and
the international refugee assistance community. It is hoped that this
book will stimulate further interest and research into this topic.
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Wartime Events and Planning
(September 1939-Spring 1945)

By the end of the Second World War over sixty million people had been
involuntarily displaced throughout Europe, North Africa, the Middle
East and the Far East.' In May 1944 the Supreme Headquarters of the
Allied Expeditionary Force estimated that there were 11 332 700 refugees
in Western Europe alone, excluding displaced Germans.” Among them
were approximately three million Ukrainians.” They did not constitute a
cohesive group united by citizenship and not all had a strong sense of
national identity. The reasons for Ukrainian displacement were also
varied. Being citizens of four interwar states whose borders changed
during the course of the war, many found themselves uncertain about
which state would claim jurisdiction over them.

This chapter will describe the development and wartime implementa-
tion of policies by the Allied Powers, with a special emphasis on those
aspects that were of relevance to displaced Ukrainians. In order to
identify this specific group within the larger body of refugees, the vari-
ous causes of involuntary displacement will be explained in detail.

Causes of displacement

Although there were displaced Ukrainians in North Africa, the Middle
East and the Far East, the overwhelming majority of displaced indi-
viduals who identified themselves as Ukrainians at the end of the war
were located in Central Europe.* They became displaced for a variety of
reasons, and understanding these reasons is important in explaining
their behaviour upon displacement.

Post-First World War refugees

A small number of these people had been refugees in the interwar
period, having left their homes after the First World War. An estimated

14
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60000 Ukrainians, many of whom had participated in unsuccesstul
attempts to create an independent Ukrainian state, fled westwards
after the war. Most of them retreated to Poland or Romania, and some
further, to Austria, France, and other European countries.® A small
number had fled as far as Canada, the United States and China.®

Of the 60000, some obtained Nansen passports, but since Ukrainians
were included in the statistics as part of the emigration from Russia it is
difficult to determine how many Ukrainians gained official refugee
status. In countries with large Ukrainian refugee populations, such as
Czechoslovakia, it was possible initially to indicate Ukrainian national-
ity in Nansen passports. However, in 1928 the Nansen office took the
decision to generalize the documents and classify all retugees from the
Russian Empire as being of Russian origin. As a result, many Ukrainians
refused the Nansen refugee identity documentation and petitioned for a
separate status. This request was denied, on the grounds that Nansen
documents were issued by the authorities of the states in which the
refugees were resident, and ‘that those states had a sovereign right to
indicate the nationality of the refugee as they thought useful.”
Throughout the interwar period, Ukrainian organisations in exile con-
tinued efforts to gain recognition of their separate national identity and
support for their aspiration towards the eventual formation of a Ukrai-
nian state.

War conditions enable flight from the Soviet Union

The Second World War affected Ukrainian territory in two distinct
phases: from 1939 to 1941; and from 1941 to 1945. The first group of
Ukrainians who became retugees during the Second World War were
politically-conscious Ukrainians who took advantage of wartime condi-
tions to flee the Soviet Union.® Their flight westwards occurred in two
stages. The first was after the German invasion of Soviet-controlled
territory in June 1941, which created an opportunity for political dis-
sidents to flee westwards, initially into German-controlled Western
Ukraine. This pattern was a familiar one, as Ukrainians had often sought
refuge among their countrymen in regions under control of ditferent
authorities.”

These Soviet Ukrainian refugees were primarily members of the intel-
ligentsia, usually clergy, artists or academics, many of whom had suf-
fered repression by the Soviet government. They were received by a
specially-created refugee branch of the Ukrainian Central Committee
(UCC) in L'viv, and through the assistance of the temporary relief
committee they were quickly integrated into Ukrainian life under
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German occupation.'® They then migrated further westwards with the
Western Ukrainians in the summer of 1944,

Once in Central Europe, this group, which in the contemporary def-
inition of the word were bona fide refugees (fleeing from persecution
or fear of persecution),!' were not only denied assistance but were
subjected to forcible repatriation to the Soviet Union because of their
prewar Soviet citizenship. Most of these refugees renounced their Soviet
citizenship and identified themselves as stateless Ukrainians. Those
who resisted repatriation successfully did so through a combination of
determination and luck.'?

Western Ukrainians refuse to submit to Soviet rule

A second factor that caused Ukrainians to flee westwards was the nature
of the Soviet occupation of Western Ukrainian territories in the years
1939-41. A large number of the Ukrainian displaced people who resisted
repatriation successfully in the years 1945-7 were former inhabitants
of Western Ukrainian territories, which had not been part of the Soviet
Union before 17 September 1939."* Following the implementation of
the secret clauses of the Molotov—Ribbentrop Pact these areas came
under Soviet rule. The 21-month period of Soviet control left a signific-
antly negative impression on the local population, which affected their
behaviour for the duration of the war and into the postwar era.'

Initially, the Soviet authorities attempted to gain local public support
for their territorial expansion by portraying the annexation as a liberat-
ing action, freeing their Ukrainian brothers from Polish domination.
They made Ukrainian the official language, improved education and
health systems, and made promises of land redistribution.

Simultaneously, however, steps were taken to deprive Western Ukrain-
ians of all means of political self-expression, with the systematic dis-
solution of political parties as well as educational, cultural and
economic institutions, and the takeover of the press. By spring 1940,
overt repression began, with forcible collectivization, persecution of
Ukrainian churches (Catholic and Orthodox) and the introduction of
the feared policy of deportation. As a final brutality before retreating in
face of the German invasion in 1941, Soviet authorities massacred
15000 prisoners. This had a tremendous impact in reinforcing anti-
Soviet sentiment.

The brutality of this occupation confirmed the perception that the
Soviet system was an enemy of the Ukrainian people. When the Red
Army began advancing again in 1944 many fled westwards and, once
abroad, refused to return. A large portion of those who were able to
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escape were members of the Ukrainian intelligentsia, which had the
connections and resources to enable them to flee. Many of them tra-
velled in organized groups through Czechoslovakia, where they had
acquaintances in the emigré Ukrainian communities.

Mrs Nina II'nyts’ka, then a child, describes how her family left L'viv in
August 1944 on the first train to evacuate civilians, organized by the
Orthodox Bishop Mystyslav, a family friend. A hundred families headed
first for Kracow, then Czechoslovakia and Austria, where the group was
divided into smaller units."®

These civilian refugees had a clear sense of their Ukrainian identity
and were determined not to return to their places of habitual residence
as long as they remained under Soviet occupation. Because of their pre-
war Czechoslovak, Polish or Romanian citizenship they were not liable
to forcible repatriation, and their experience in community self-organi-
zation proved to be a great asset in establishing community-building
upon displacement. Vasyl’ Mudryi, who later became an important
leader of the refugees, was part of this group.'®

Captured Red Army soldiers refuse to go home

A third small group of displaced Ukrainians were Red Army soldiers who
had been captured by the German Wehrmacht and survived prisoner-of-
war (PoW) camps. As early as November 1941, the Germans held an
estimated 3.6 million Soviet PoWs, among whom were approximately
1.3 million Ukrainians.'”

Certain elements within the Wehrmacht considered the Soviet PoWs
as a possible auxiliary military force, while practical economists saw
them as a potential labour source. Thus, in many camps, Soviet prisoners
were forcibly or voluntarily recruited into the Wehrmacht’s Osttruppen
(Eastern Troops) or used as forced labourers. Those who left the PoW
camps will be included in the discussion of foreign labourers or non-
Germans in the German armed forces.

Since the Soviet Union did not become a signatory to the Geneva
Convention on prisoners of war, Soviet PoWs suffered conditions of
extreme deprivation in German captivity, and large numbers of them
perished. Out of a total of 5.7 million Soviet soldiers who became
German prisoners, as many as 3.3 million died in captivity.'® Prisoners
of War therefore comprised only a small portion of postwar refugees, but
their experiences left them feeling betrayed by the Soviet government.
Not only did they feel abandoned by the state they had been fighting
for, but many of them were aware of Stalin’s decree branding them
traitors for having allowed themselves to be captured.'® As military
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personnel, they were not regarded as either refugees or displaced people,
and were handed over to the Soviet military authorities upon liberation.
However, in the generally chaotic circumstances of the summer of 1945,
it was possible for some of these men to avoid repatriation and slip into
the refugee population.

Forcibly conscripted workers choose to remain in Germany

The fourth cause of displacement was the German economic policy of
conscripting foreign labour from the Eastern occupied territories in the
years 1941-4. This caused the relocation of the largest numbers of
Ukrainians.

To compensate for the increasing military losses incurred by the
Wehrmacht on the Eastern Front, the German Armed Forces conscripted
more German workers, producing labour shortages in Germany. In
response, Adolf Hitler expanded his programme of conscripting
labourers from the occupied Eastern territories.””

German authorities were motivated by both ideological considera-
tions and economic expediency in pursuing this policy. However, the
brutality with which it was implemented seriously undermined both the
military and political success of the German occupation of the East, and
produced large numbers of refugees.

Initially, some Ukrainians volunteered to work in German industry to
escape war deprivations or to learn a new trade. But the volunteers were
packed into freight cars without food or sanitary facilities and shipped
off to Germany. News of the conditions encountered in Germany by
these volunteers reached Ukraine within a few months, and thus by the
summer of 1941 force had to be used to meet labour quotas. People were
arbitrarily rounded up in cinemas, churches and other public places and
shipped to Germany. In the summer of 1942 a mandatory two-year
labour service in Germany was decreed for all men and women in
Ukraine between the ages of 18 and 20. Of the 2.8 million Ostarbeiter
carried off to Germany, as many as 2.3 million were from Ukraine.?'

For the most part, conditions endured by the Ostarbeiter were intol-
erable, and many of them dreamed of the end of the war and the
possibility of returning home. However, recent revelations show that a
significant number of these forced labourers encountered decent work-
ing conditions and were amazed at the high standard of living they saw
in Germany, even in war conditions.**

Because most Osfarbeiter had not chosen to move to Germany, their
attitude towards their displacement was different from that among
individuals who had fled deliberately. The volunteers were reluctant to
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return to Soviet rule, and for some the treatment they received while in
Germany affected their decision regarding repatriation. However, most
forced labourers from Eastern Ukraine chose to go home voluntarily,
feeling that their lives were with their families in Ukraine.

Ukrainians in the German armed forces fear reprisals

A fifth factor in movement was German recruitment of non-German
nationals into their armed forces. Opposition to the recruitment of non-
Germans by most of the Nazi apparatus precluded a large-scale arming
of Ukrainians by the Germans, and any cooperation between elements
of the two groups was clandestine. Only a very few Ukrainian units were
established in the German army. Their numbers have been greatly
exaggerated because of the fact that after the war, for unknown reasons,
the Western Allies described all the Wehrmacht’s eastern units (Osttrup-
pen), whatever their national origin, as ‘Ukrainians’.

Most Ukrainians in the ‘Osttruppen were either forcibly conscripted or
joined to ensure their survival, which was threatened by conditions in
the POW camps. However, since they had donned German uniforms,
they feared reprisals from the Soviet government and therefore opposed
repatriation.

There were also two known cooperative military efforts established by
Germans and Ukrainians: (i) between German Admiral Canaris, head of
Abwehr (Military Intelligence) and the Organization of Ukrainian
Nationalists in the early stages of the war;%? and (ii) the Governor of
the District of Galicia, Otto Wachter, and the Ukrainian Central Com-
mittee of Galicia in 1943. In both instances, each side hoped to use the
other for their own goals, and neither was ultimately successful.

By far the most controversial group was the SS Freiwillingen-Division
‘Galizien’, (Diviziia Halychyna) set up on the initiative of Governor
Wachter and the Ukrainian Central Committee. It was part of the Waf-
fen-SS and was composed of volunteers. In spring 1945 this unit broke
away from German control, renamed itself the First Division of the Ukrain-
ian National Army, and on 8 May 1945 surrendered as a unit to the British
forces in Austria. On 28 May they were transferred to Rimini, Italy, where
they were designated SEP status®! but were not demobilized.?® The treat-
ment this military unit received differed from that of other refugees and
displaced Ukrainians, and remains a matter of controversy.>®

Collaborators with the German occupation forces flee

A sixth factor was the participation and collaboration with the German
occupying force by the local population. During the period of German
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occupation, 1941-4, on Hitler’s orders Ukrainian territory was divided
into separate administrative units. The most oppressive occupation
regime was in the Reichskommissariat Ukraine, a large portion of the
former Soviet Ukraine. The German governor of this region, Eric Koch,
set up his headquarters in Rivne and during his inaugural speech was
reported to have said:

Gentlemen, | am known as a brutal dog. Because of this reason I was
appointed Reichskommissar of Ukraine. Our task is to suck from
Ukraine all the goods we can get hold of, without consideration of
the feelings or property of the Ukrainians.?”

The Eastern areas of Ukraine closest to the front remained under
military occupation for the duration of the war, while Bukovyna and a
part of south-western Ukraine, including the port of Odessa, were placed
under Romanian control.?® If participation in civil administration under
German occupation is taken as a measure of the level of collaboration,
then in Soviet Ukraine collaboration was the lowest in occupied Europe,
if only for the simple reason that the Germans did not allow it.

The Western Ukrainian territory controlled by Poland in the interwar
years and occupied by the Soviet Union 1939-41 became the District of
Galizia (administered by Otto Wachter) within the General-Gouverne-
ment of Poland, under the authority of Governor Hans Frank. The
district experienced a somewhat more lenient occupation, and while
the Germans also held all the highest administrative posts, a much
higher proportion of the local population was allowed to participate in
the administration. Also, national groups within the General-Gouverne-
ment were allowed to form representative committees which were to
serve as a liaison between the communities and the German occupying
forces. The Ukrainian Central Committee (UCC) was based in Krakow,
its main functions being the provision of social services and cooperation
with international charitable services through the mediation of the
German Red Cross, as well as the organization of education and assist-
ance to political prisoners.*

It should also be pointed out that when the Germans used the
adjective “Ukrainian’ to describe the local administration and its officials
they were referring merely to the territory of Ukraine. In fact, many
officials were local ethnic Germans and Russians. If one also takes into
account the systematic penetration of the local administration and
police by Soviet personnel, then the number of Ukrainians who particip-
ated voluntarily in these institutions is considerably reduced.
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Alarge number of Western Ukrainians continued their normal profes-
sional duties during the German occupation, such as teaching or nurs-
ing. Fearing reprisals from Soviet authorities for having worked in
German authorized institutions, some of them chose to flee before the
Red Army returned. Mr Orest Lysenets’kyi, a teacher of Physical Educa-
tion trained in interwar Poland, explained that he continued teaching
during the Soviet occupation (1939-41) and then under German occu-
pation (1941-44). However, having witnessed the arbitrary ruthlessness
of the Soviet regime, he decided not to risk remaining in Ukraine.*"

The UCC organized an evacuation of its leading members, which
included many of the Ukrainians who had earlier fled from the Soviet
Ukraine.*' This group of refugees was subjected to special screenings in
the post-war period, as many were accused of collaboration by the Soviet
authorities.*

The Ukrainian nationalist movement fails to create a Ukrainian
state

A small but important group of Ukrainians who became refugees after
the Second World War were members of the Ukrainian Nationalist
Movement, which had attempted but failed to create an independent
Ukrainian state. Of all the Ukrainian refugees at the end of the war,
these people were the most vehement in insisting on the recognition of
their identity as Ukrainians, since for them it was ideologically imposs-
ible to identify themselves as anything but Ukrainian.

The Ukrainian nationalist movement traces its origins back to the
early twentieth century but did not come together as the Organization
of Ukrainian Nationalists (OUN) until 1929.** Through its conspiratorial
nature, it survived the various pressures and repressions of Ukrainian
political life by Polish, Soviet and German authorities. Being the only
group to have done so, the nationalists were left with a virtual mono-
poly of the Ukrainian movement throughout the Second World War.
During the six-year conflict, the OUN engaged in various activities
aimed at achieving independence, including early attempts at collab-
oration with the Germans, the declaration of Ukrainian independence
in 1941,** and the creation of a military force — the Ukrainian Partisan
Army - which fought against the Wehrmacht, the Red Army - and the
Red partisans,®® and the organization of expeditionary groups into East-
ern Ukraine.*® As far as is known, there was no successful contact with
the Western Allies in attempts to win support for their cause.

With the impending Soviet defeat of Germany, they had to decide
whether to continue their armed struggle against the Red Army or to
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flee. Some decided that, in the face of Soviet totalitarianism, continued
underground warfare was the only viable form of struggle available to
them, while others chose to emigrate and continue their political
struggle from abroad. It was this second group that joined the ranks of
refugees in Central Europe. In 1947 a further portion of the UPA decided
to stop fighting and try to flee to the West.*’

Other members of the nationalist movement who became refugees
were concentration camp survivors who joined the refugee population
after being liberated. Although many Ukrainian concentration camp
inmates were OUN members, their numbers also included some prewar
refugees and Soviet nationals.*

Returning home or seeking asylum

Despite these many reasons why Ukrainians were displaced during the
war, at the end of hostilities they divided into two groups: those who
wanted to return home; and those who chose to seek asylum in the
West. The cause of displacement often determined which choice indi-
vidual Ukrainians made, and those who did not want to return worked
together to find solutions to their predicament.

Wartime solutions: East and West

Soviet wartime solutions

While the Soviet Union existed it was impossible to gain access to Soviet
information on their Second World War repatriation activities. Pre-1991
studies of this issue relied exclusively on materials available in the West,
but with the opening of Soviet archives it is becoming possible to begin
constructing a picture of the Soviet repatriation campaign based on
documentary evidence. However, since only a small fraction of the
materials on this issue have been declassified to date, these findings
are of a preliminary nature and subject to revision as more archives
open.

Based on the information available to date, it appears that Josef Stalin
and his inner circle, the State Defence Committee (Gosudarstvennyi
Komitet Oborony - GOKO or GKO) took the decisions on the issue of
repatriation. This Committee was formed on 30 June 1941, shortly after
the German invasion of the Soviet Union. Stalin himself headed the
Committee, and the other members were his foreign minister, Viache-
slav Molotov, who acted as the vice chairman; state security chief Lav-
renty Beria, Marshall Kliment Efremovich Voroshilov, and Georgi
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Maksimilianovych Malenkov. This small executive took control of the
essence of the power structure: the party, state, security, the economy
and the defence industry, including the military.** In mid-July 1941
Stalin took direct control of the Red Army, pronouncing himself
Supreme Commander-in-Chief.

Initially Stalin seemed unconcerned with the fate of Soviet citizens
who found themselves outside Soviet control, unless they had joined
the German side or were perceived to pose a threat. No efforts were
made to assist the Ostarbeiter or prisoners of War. To deter Red Army
soldiers from falling prisoner to the Germans, on 16 August 1941 Stalin
issued decree no. 270 proclaiming that any Red Army soldier who
allowed himself to be captured by the enemy would be treated as a
traitor and face the death penalty upon his return home.*’ As early as
1943 the internal security services NKVD-NKGB*! was issuing a secret
internal directive to arrest any individual who were collaborating with
the enemy, spelling out the various categories of treason in great
detail.** The first British enquiries regarding Soviet citizens coming
under their control were dismissed.*?

However, during the summer of 1944 Stalin and his circle decided
that it would be prudent to assure the return of all Soviet nationals from
abroad. This decision was communicated abroad through the Soviet
ambassador to Britain, M. Gousev, in a letter to the FO dated 23 August
1944. The letter stated:

The Soviet Government consider the Soviet nationals in question,
most of whom have been forcibly deported to Germany by the Ger-
man aggressors, should be sent to the Soviet Union at the earliest
opportunity. In this connection the Soviet Embassy would be grateful
if the British War Office would supply the Soviet Military Mission
with a list of the Soviet nationals who are in British prisoner-of-war
camps, state the location of these camps and also grant permission to
visit the camps.**

Once the decision was taken that Soviet citizens were to return to the
Soviet Union, Stalin and his apparatus pursued a relentless campaign to
secure their repatriation which was to last into the early 1950s. Two
main considerations undoubtedly prompted this decision. First was the
desire to prevent the existence of another hostile emigration abroad, an
issue about which Soviet authorities were particularly sensitive.*®
Second, large-scale reconstruction was necessary in the European areas
of the Soviet Union which had suffered severe devastation during the
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war. Returnees, who could be labelled as having been ‘tainted’ through
exposure to the capitalist West, could provide the backbone for such
a labour force.

The first ruling on returnees

The first-known formal Soviet ruling on repatriation took the form of a
State Defence Committee Top Secret Resolution (postanovienie). Dated
24 August 1944, GOKO Directive no. 6457ss outlined the organization
of the reception of Soviet citizens returning to the Soviet Union.*®
Signed by GOKO vice-chairman Molotov, the instruction was sent to
the People’s Commissariat of State Security (NKGB), the Main Counter-
intelligence Administration (GURK-NKO better known as SMERSH);*’
the Chairmen of the Soviets of Peoples Deputies in Byelorussia, Estonia,
Latvia, Lithuania, Moldova, Russia and Ukraine; the Ministries of Trade
and Health; and the Head of The Military Health Department. Instruc-
tions were given to monitor (control) the USSR’s Western border and set
up screening centres along that border to receive and screen Soviet
citizens returning to the ‘Motherland’. Screening of returnees was to
be conducted by security forces, the document stated that Ukrainian
and Byelorussian Republican governments were to provide the NKVD
with suitable premises for the establishment of screening centres within
five days.*® Three new NKVD battalions were created to act as security
for the screening centres.

Nikita Khrushchev, then Chairman of the Ukrainian Council of
Peoples Commissars, responded to this resolution on 11 September
1944 by creating a special division in the Ukrainian Council of Ministers
on the Reception of Returning Soviet Citizens. This body was headed by
I. Dzigomon and M. Zozulenko.*’

Creation of the Soviet administration for repatriation affairs

In autumn 1944 further measures were taken to create an organizational
structure for conducting repatriation. The first step was the appoint-
ment of a Plenipotentiary for Repatriation Affairs. Chief Col. Gen. Filip
Ivanovich Golikov, one time Chief of Military Intelligence (GRU) who
had remained in Stalin’s good graces despite seemingly impossible
obstacles, was chosen for the task.’” This decision was formalized
through the Council of Peoples’” Commissars Resolution no. 13115-
392s, dated 4 October 1944.°' The Resolution named two deputies
(zamestiteli): Gen. Col. I. V. Smorodinov and Lt. Gen. K. D. Golubev;
and two assistants ( pomoshchniki): Maj. Gen. V. M. Dragun and A. A.
Smyrnov.
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A few weeks later, on 23 October 1944, the body that would oversee
repatriation was formally created. The Administration of the Plenipo-
tentiary of the Council of People’s Commissars of the SSR on Repatri-
ation Affairs — APRA (Upravlenie Upolnomochenovo SNK [SovNarKom]
SSSR po Delam Repatriatsii) was formally established by a Council of
People’s Commissars Top Secret Resolution no. 1482-456ss.°? This rul-
ing also authorized the creation of foreign branches/missions of the
Repatriation Administration.

The structure of APRA seems to have undergone changes throughout
its existence, but appears to have been composed of five main sections.
The Administration itself coordinated activities over four other sectors:
(i) Red Army groups (fronts); and (ii) Red Army military districts, who
were responsible for repatriates in areas controlled by (liberated by) the
Red Army, namely Eastern Europe; (iii) foreign branches/missions, who
oversaw repatriation from areas controlled by Western allied forces; and
(iv) Republican branches of the APRA, who were given responsibility for
organizing the logistics for repatriates once they crossed into Soviet
territory. Numerous Ministries (People’s Commissariats) were also
involved in the repatriation process (see Ill. 2.1a, Ill. 2.1b).

The very day APRA was created, Golikov sent a Top Secret letter to
military and security service leaders.** In it he instructed all front com-
manders that they would be receiving a representative of the APRA, who
was to be provided with a staff of three Lt. Col. assistants, one secretary
and one serviceman for ‘obsluzhivanie’ (service). Their responsibilities
are outlined as:

(a) to publicize widely the location of centres for assembling and
dispatching Soviet citizens to the Motherland in territories occu-
pied and in the process of being occupied by our troops;

(b) to organize the reception, registration, sanitary treatment/pro-
cessing, provision of food, and in cases of necessity clothing and
footwear for individual Soviet citizens, and if some citizens are
ill to provide them with medical care;

(c) to organize political-educational work among liberated Soviet
citizens; and

(d) to organize the return of liberated Soviet citizens to the Mother-
land.

In the months between October 1944 and May 1945, the Red Army was
to have set up fifty-seven assembly-transit centres (Sborno-Peresyl’nie
Punkty — SPP) in the Baltic, Belorussian and Ukrainian Army Groups
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© Marta Dyczok English Interpretation

Mll. 2.1b  Soviet institutions involved in repatriation activities: Peoples’ Commissariat and Departments (English translation).
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(fronts in the Russian usage) which in total had the capacity to hold
300000 returnees.**

During the same period repatriation teams were created and prepared
to be sent abroad, to territories not necessarily controlled by the Red
Army. The first teams were dispatched in November 1944: to Finland (3
November 1944); France (10 November 1944); Romania (11 November
1944); and Iran (16 November 1944). In total, the foreign branch of the
Soviet Repatriation Administration (APRA) sent teams to twenty-three
countries.>

During the busiest repatriation period, July to October 1945, the
Soviet Repatriation Administration employed 50755 people, of whom
44 827 were military personnel, and 5928 were civilians. Of that total,
46971 worked on repatriating Soviet nationals. The remaining 3773
military personnel worked on repatriating foreign nationals. The Repa-
triation Administration headquarters employed 874 people, of whom 55
were Ukrainian.*® Army units utilized 36 872 men to transport people to
the Vetting and Screening Centres (PFP); and a further 7451 were
employed in the military districts. In addition, 523 people worked in
groups operated abroad and 1420 in republics outside Russia, with a
reserve of 354 people to fill gaps. (These statistics do not include rear
army units, NKVD, NKPS or TsULVOSO).”’

Being aware of the fact that Soviet citizens abroad might be unsure of
their government’s attitude towards them, in November 1944 a propa-
ganda campaign was started, aimed at reassuring Soviet citizens that it
was safe to return. Gen. Golikov gave an interview to TASS in which he
appealed to Soviet citizens to return home. The official newspaper
Pravda published his interview on 11 November, which included the
following emotional plea:

People, with hostile predisposition towards the Soviet state, are
engaging in deception, provocations etc and trying to poison the con-
sciousness of our citizens and compel them to believe monstrous lies,
that the Soviet Motherland has forgotten them, renounced them and
no longer considers them Soviet citizens. Those people are frighten-
ing our fellow-countrymen by telling them that if they return to the
Motherland they would be subjected to repressions. It is unnecessary
to retute such nonsense...The Soviet country remembers and
worries about its citizens, who find themselves in German slavery.
They will be received home as sons of the Motherland. In the circles
of the soviets (councils) it is considered that even those Soviet
citizens, who under German pressure and terror committed acts
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which are contrary to the interests of the USSR, will not be held
answerable, if they honestly fulfil their duty after returning to the
Motherland.>®

Starting in mid-November, the text of this interview was circulated to
Soviet citizens in camps liberated by the advancing Red Army, as well asin
camps in Western Europe. Two million copies of the interview were
printed and circulated as leaflets, translated into Ukrainian, Byelorussian,
Lithuanian, Latvian and Estonian. This selection of non-Russian lan-
guages demonstrates that the campaign was targeted primarily at people
from territories that had come under Soviet control during the war.>”

Stalin’s second secret ruling

While assuring Soviet citizens that it was safe to return home, Stalin
issued a new secret resolution, outlining procedures and destinations for
returnees.®” The document, dated 4 November 1944, dealt with return-
ing liberated prisoners of war and civilians, and demonstrates the degree
to which the Security Services controlled the repatriation drive. The
November 1944 resolution stated that all officers were to be transferred
to NKVD special camps. Non-officers were to be assembled in Red Army
assembly centres placed under the jurisdiction of the People’s Commis-
sariat of Defence (NKO), absorbed into special reserve sections of
selected military districts and screened by SMERSH. After screening,
those deemed ‘mot arousing suspicion’ were to be returned to the
front. Those discovered to have served in the German Armed Forces,
in German special units, ‘Vlassovites’,®' police officers and others
arousing suspicion were to be sent immediately to NKVD special camps.

Civilians were to be transferred to Defence Ministry (NKO) border
assembly-transit centres (SPP) and NKVD vetting and screening centres
(PFP). After screening, those found suspect were to be transferred to
NKVD authority. Those found ‘not arousing suspicion’ were divided
into two categories: those who were healthy and of conscription age
were to be reconscripted and sent to the front; and all others were to be
sent to their places of habitual residence, unless they were from Moscow,
Leningrad, Kyiv or the Western border areas, which remained closed
to returnees — people from these areas were to be sent to the NKVD
vetting and screening centres. Orphans were handed over to Republican
authorities.

An interesting feature of this document is that it sheds light on the
tate of the first shipload of Soviet citizens repatriated from England
on 31 October 1944.%? This first transport of repatriates arrived in
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Murmansk on 6 November 1944, and consisted of 9907 people, of
whom 8334 were military personnel and 1573 were civilians.®* It was
previously surmised that they were executed,®* whereas it now appears
that they would have been dealt with in accordance with this ruling.

While still lacking formal agreements on repatriation with countries
holding Soviet citizens, the Repatriation teams wasted no time in
beginning operations abroad. As early as 4 December 1944, Major Gen-
eral Dragun, Head of the Soviet Repatriation Mission in France, issued
detailed instructions to repatriation liaison officers on the expected
treatment of Soviet citizens. These instructions outlined the demands
of the Soviet government regarding their nationals, which were
repeated for years afterwards. In addition to reasonable requests for the
respect of the rights of these individuals in terms of living conditions
and prevention of abuses, the main demands were that Soviet nationals
were not to be divided into groups, and that Soviet representatives were
to be informed about their numbers and whereabouts, and granted
access to them. The request specified that:

All Soviet citizens must be collected into camps for further repatri-
ation, without any distinction between ex-Prisoners-of-War or Dis-
placed Persons, including the Soviet citizens from Baltic States,
Western Ukraine, Western White Russia (Byelorussia), Bessarabia,
Northern Bukovina, the Karelo-Finnish SSR, etc.%®

Very soon this particular issue of non-segregation of Soviet citizens be-
came a major point of contention between East and West in the issue of
repatriation.

As the trickle of returnees into Soviet-controlled areas began increas-
ing, preparations were made for their reception in the Central Asian
Republics.®® By the end of 1944 over 30000 repatriated Soviet citizens
had found their way to the Gulag (see Table 2.1).

From January 19435 all responsibility for screening returnees was in the
hands of SMERSH and the NKVD, who were continuing to divide the
repatriates into military or civilian categories. Military personnel were to
be administered by the Red Army, while civilians were sent to the NKVD
vetting and screening centres (PFP). All those determined as traitors
were sent immediately to concentration camps.

A directive was issued to all front commanders on 18 January 1945
instructing them on the treatment of returning Soviet citizens. New
instructions were also sent to NKVD branches in Ukraine, Byelorussia,
Lithuania and Moldova, stating that screenings were to be complete in
tive days and the elderly, women and children were to be sent home,
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Table 2.1 Soviet repatriates in the Gulag,
1 January 1945

Arrived from Number
Finland 23955
Italy 4470
France 1347
Sweden 533
Poland 318
Egypt 282
Romania 261
Germany 195
Hungary 153
Greece 41
United States of America 27
Denmark 2
The Netherlands 1
Total repatriates in Gulag 31585
Total no. of inmates in Gulag 96417

Source:  Victor Zemskov, ‘K voprosu o repatriatsii
sovietskykh grazhdan 1944-1951 gody’, Istoriia SSSR,
no. 4, 1991, p. 30.

while, ‘men arousing suspicion or requiring further screening are to be
immediately sent to the NKVD special camps’.®’

For the duration of the war, the numbers of returning Soviet citizens,
either through repatriation by Western countries or from areas coming
under Soviet control with the westward advance of the Red Army, were
relatively low.°® They remained in the tens of thousands, the large-scale

repatriation occurring only after the cessation of hostilities.

Collective efforts

The first public suggestion that internationally coordinated relief and
rehabilitation work would need to be performed in a liberated Europe
was made by Winston Churchill on 21 August 1940, in a speech on the
war situation to the House of Commons.®” However, for three more
years only smail-scale solutions were implemented. In 1942, Britain
created MERRA (Middle East Relief and Rehabilitation Administration)
to deal with refugees pouring into the Middle East,”” while the United
States set up OFRRO (Office of Foreign Relief and Rehabilitation Opera-
tions).”' By January of 1943 a Joint US and British Commission for
Political Prisoners and Refugees was organized in Algiers.”?
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Gradually, as reports on the large numbers of displaced people
increased, the issue of the homeless began to be considered within the
framework of economic relief and reconstruction. It was realized
increasingly that, without assistance, a large refugee population in Eur-
ope might be a destabilizing factor after the war. Following months of
negotiations, an Agreement was reached to establish an international
relief and rehabilitation agency.”*

The creation of UNRRA

The United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administration (UNRRA)
was created on 9 November 1943, through a common agreement signed
by forty-four states.”* It was the first United Nations agency, preceding
the establishment of the United Nations Organization (UNO), and as
such had an important precedent-setting role in addition to its defined
purpose. As with all international agencies, UNRRA was limited in its
activities and power by its members’ interests.

Although UNRRA’s activities eventually became focused on its
Displaced Persons (DP) Operation, it was not set up as a refugee agency.
Coping with the millions of displaced persons who moved into areas
of Allied control was only one of the tasks of this intergovern-
mental body. Further, it needs to be underlined that the principal
function of the UNRRA Displaced Persons (DP) Operation was to
promote and oversee repatriation; it was given no power to arrange
the resettlement of refugees and DPs to third countries, and it was
authorized to give only temporary relief to those under its care. Re-
sponsibility for refugees was delegated to the Inter-Governmental Com-
mittee on Refugees (IGCR), both in the UNRRA Agreement and in
Resolution 10.

Through negotiations between the heads of the two institutions,
Sir Herbert Emerson and Governor Lehman, UNRRA agreed to take
responsibility for refugees who could not be repatriated until the IGCR
was prepared to remove them to new places of settlement.”> UNRRA
chose six months as a ‘reasonable period’ during which it would provide
care for refugees who did not desire to be repatriated.”® The six-month
limit was chosen to accommodate the wishes of the Soviet Union, who
opposed any UNRRA assistance to non-returnees.”’

Within the structure of UNRRA, policy on Displaced Person Opera-
tions was to be formulated and implemented, on three levels. First,
options were explored and formulated into proposals by five Commit-
tees. Second, these Committees’ proposals were considered by the
Council, UNRRA’s main policy-making body, and formed into Resolu-
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tions. (The first Council Session defined eligibility of DPs for UNRRA
assistance in Resolution 10).”® Third, a DP Operations Branch was cre-
ated as part of the structure of the Administration, with the initial
responsibilities of developing policies about and making arrangements
for the identification and registration of DPs, their care and repatriation,
or return to place of former residence.”” This procedure changed numer-
ous times in response to the situations that faced UNRRA.

By May 1944 it had become clear to the Director of DP Operations of
the European Regional Office (ERO), Fred Hoehler, that close relations
with military authorities were essential, working agreements with indi-
vidual governments were necessary, and that the major activity would
be in Germany.®” Negotiations were initiated with the Western Allied
military authorities, at first with the Combined Civil Affairs Committee
and later with SHAEF, DP Branch of G-5, Civil Affairs Division. This
culminated in the SCAEF/UNRRA Agreement signed on 25 November
1944 by Commander Eisenhower and Governor Lehman, which speci-
fied that military authorities would be responsible for the provision of
supplies and transport for DPs for a period of six months after the libera-
tion of Germany.®' Interim agreements were signed with zonal comman-
ders in Austria, for the period until a civilian government was restored.

The Standing Technical Committee on DPs for Europe (Subcommittee
4 of Committee iv) was based in London and consisted of representat-
ives of the governments on the Committee of the Council of Europe. On
2 June 1944 the Committee asked all member governments whether
they would require/desire UNRRA assistance. All members except the
Soviet Union requested UNRRA aid, and separate agreements were then
negotiated with each government.®?

New definitions

As with previous institutions which dealt with refugees, a crucial issue
was the definition that qualified people for assistance. The various
UNRRA Committees and Sub-Committees chose not to build on existing
definitions, but introduced new criteria for distinguishing between refu-
gees and displaced persons (DPs).

Refugees were defined as:

civilians not outside the national boundaries of their country, who
desire to return to their homes, but require assistance to do so, who
were:

1) temporarily homeless because of military operations

2) atsomedistance from their homes for reasons related to the war.
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Displaced persons were:

civilians outside the national boundaries by reason of the war, who
were:
1) desirous but unable to return home, or find homes without
assistance
2) to be returned to enemy or ex-enemy territory.®?

UNRRA did not take responsibility for refugees, and undertook only to
assist displaced persons according to this definition. Other categories of
displaced people were considered to be outside the scope of UNRRA
activities, excluding large numbers of the people displaced by the war
from assistance. This omission was dquestioned by some members of
UNRRA before the war ended.™

The decision to deny UNRRA assistance to displaced people who
desired repatriation was made despite information obtained through
an UNRRA commissioned report (which was substantiated by independ-
ent institutions) that there were anywhere between half a million to
more than 2 million stateless people in Europe who would not want to
return home because of fear of persecution,® and that resettlement
would be necessary for 15-20 million people.®® It was a political decision
attempting to avoid ‘a troublesome burden as well as a difficult political
problem’.%”

Furthermore, UNRRA was not authorized to deal with British or
American prisoners of war, Soviet citizens in Germany and Austria, or
Italians in Germany and Austria, who constituted a third of the DP
population.®™ Thus despite being the official organization created by
the Allied Powers to deal with displaced people, UNRRA was prevented
from assisting at least a third of the people who found themselves
displaced.

The first hints of difficulties with the Soviet Union

The attitudes and behaviour of the Soviet representatives in UNRRA
influenced and restricted the Administration’s behaviour on the issue
of DPs from the outset. The Soviet Deputy Director for the UNRRA
Bureau of Areas, Mikhail A. Menshikov, made clear the Soviet point of
view, that providing UNRRA assistance to individuals who were
allegedly acting ‘against the interests’ of a member nation, would be
taking sides in political intrigues and could only embroil UNRRA in
political activities, a result which the Administration, as an interna-
tional organization, was obliged to avoid.®” The UNRRA Administration



Wartime Events and Planning 37

dodged making a definite decision on this issue by relegating care for
the non-returnees to the IGCR and Allied Military authorities outside
UNRRA-operated camps,” but the general problem could not be
ignored indefinitely.”"

The Soviet government also avoided issuing a clear response to the
Standing Technical Committee in June 1944, when it asked whether
UNRRA assistance would be requested for Soviet-occupied territories.
M. Iliushchenko, the USSR’s London Embassy specialist on repatriation,
reported that the types of operation contemplated by UNRRA in regard
to health, welfare and displaced persons would ‘be carried out directly
by respective authorities of the Soviet Union’ within the USSR, and in
countries temporarily occupied by the Soviet authorities, ‘insofar as
some other procedure is not established by agreement between the
government of the Soviet Union and the government of the liberated
territory.” With regard to Soviet nationals in enemy territories, lliush-
chenko related that ‘the government of the USSR will communicate
with UNRRA when the necessity arises’.”?

In June 1945, shortly before the dissolution of SHAEF, the French,
British and US governments informed UNRRA that on 4 April (1945) the
Soviet government had told the European Advisory Commission that
they did not propose to invite UNRRA to work in the Soviet zone of
occupation of Germany.”*

This decision deprived people displaced in Soviet zones of occupation
of access to UNRRA assistance, unless they were able to move indepen-
dently to areas of Western control. The USSR did attempt to keep their
options open, by stating that they would most certainly want supplies
for their own occupied areas of liberation.”*

Plans were made for the establishment of an UNRRA Mission in
Moscow, to be headed by the Director General himself. However, shortly
before he was to set out for Europe in November (1944), the Soviet
government requested that the visit be postponed indefinitely, and
the invitation was not renewed until the second Director General, Fior-
ello LaGuardia’s visit to Stalin in Moscow, on 27 August 1947. (The
Mission was never established.)”®

UNRRA DP operations began in Western Europe before the end of the
war, with the UNRRA teams following the Allied troops, setting up
assembly centres and providing assistance to the homeless. Until the
end of the war the organization could not begin large-scale repatriation
efforts and was able to refer controversial issues to the military author-
ities. Therefore its initial efforts were successful, marked only by
logistical difficulties.
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The Western Powers and displaced Soviet nationals

While considering the need to address the refugee question through an
international agency, Britain and the USA initially excluded Soviet
nationals from these deliberations. British forces first came into contact
with Soviet nationals who refused to return home in the Mediterranean
military theatre in late 1942. After an exchange of telegrams between the
British Representation in Cairo and the Foreign Office, it was designated a
regional problem to be dealt with by local representatives. The Soviet
nationals were repatriated through a temporary Commission set up by
Soviet Major-General Sudakov, and although a certain degree of coercion
was permitted, the use of force was not allowed against those who refused
repatriation.”®

The question of the treatment of captured Soviet nationals arose again
during preparations for the launching of the Second Front in France. On
21 February 1944 the War Office prepared a ‘Most Secret’ report on the
employment of Soviet nationals by the Germans in France. Among
other categories of interest were

1. National minorities forming the so-called Eastern Legions,
including Tatars, Kalmuks, Georgians, Ukrainians, Armenians and
Azerbadjanians, [sic] under German officers, which were formed
from population which either voluntarily or under compulsion fol-
lowed the German retreat in 1942-43.°7

Atthis pointin the war, the only Soviet nationals the Western allies were
expecting to deal with were military personnel captured in German uni-
forms on the Western front. The British War Office was concerned only
with the strength of resistance these non-German military units were
likely to offer the invading forces. However, their existence raised a series
of other issues, which were eventually linked to the retugee question.

The first solution to this situation was to propose an amnesty to such
men still under German command, provided they surrender at the first
opportunity. This proposal was relayed to the Soviet Foreign Minister,
Viacheslav Molotov, by the British Ambassador in Moscow, Sir Archi-
bald Clark Kerr, in a letter dated 28 May 1944.%® The response stated that
‘the number of such persons is insignificant and a special appeal to them
would not be of political interest.”””

In view of this response, the Foreign Office issued a directive that all
captives should be treated as ordinary Prisoners of War until more was
known about them. Upon capture, all prisoners were screened and
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segregated according to citizenship, and in cases of uncertainty men
were placed on a ‘disputed list’ to be verified at a later date.'” Tt was at
this time that the problem of classifying Ukrainians first arose, as some
of the captured men insisted that they were Ukrainian and refused to
identify themselves as Soviet citizens.'"!

During the screenings some prisoners expressed fear of repatriation,
based on the belief that they would be punished harshly by the Soviet
government on their return, and offered information on the treatment
of the subjected nationalities by the Russians, which the Foreign Office
noted with some interest.'??

At this stage the Foreign Office and War Office disagreed on the policy
that should be adopted towards these captured men. The Foreign Office
was interested in repatriating Soviet nationals at the earliest possible
time, with the use of force if necessary. Throughout the summer of 1944
they repeatedly asked the Soviet authorities to accept the return of their
nationals.'” They feared that the Germans might carry out reprisals
against British or US prisoners or internees in their hands, but were
concerned to ensure that only Soviet citizens were handed over to the
Soviet authorities.'™ The War Office entertained ideas for practical uses
for these men and opposed the use of force in repatriation.'"

The decision to use force in repatriating Soviet citizens

This debate over the future of captured Soviet nationals ended when the
Soviet government formally requested their return in a letter dated 23
August 1944.'°® Within days, the War Cabinet approved the Soviet
request to repatriate the captured Soviet nationals and discontinue
obtaining statements as to the prisoners willingness to return.'”” On
31 October 1944, the first 10000 Soviet citizens left British ports for
Murmansk on British ships. Twelve of them displayed physical resist-
ance but were subdued. Major S. J. Cregeen reported that on 7 November
the repatriates were greeted in Murmansk by an armed guard.'*®

After the Cabinet decision, representatives of the Soviet Military Mis-
sion in London were granted access to internment camps in England. By
October 1944 the Mission was lodging complaints that people whom
they identified as Soviet citizens were not being repatriated pending
investigations by the British authorities of their claims of non-Soviet
citizenship.'”” The War Office contacted the Foreign Office (FO) con-
cerning this matter, saying, ‘an awkward development has arisen in
relation to the Soviet nationals to be repatriated this month...a
number have asserted in writing claims to nationalities other than
Russian.”''” The FO noted that:
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The point is that these cases, particularly the alleged Poles and Baltic
state nationals, raise acute political issues and also very difficult legal
questions depending in part upon the Soviet or other law in force in
these territories at any given date.'"!

By the autumn the question was being discussed at a high level, along
with the question of the new boundaries of Fastern Europe and the
return of people to their homes after the cessation of hostilities.''?
During the Moscow conference of Foreign Ministers in October 1944,
Eden and Stalin discussed the question of repatriation of each others’
nationals, paving the way to the signing of the Yalta agreement four
months later. They agreed that each government would repatriate the
other’s nationals at the end of the war, and being aware that not all Soviet
citizens would want to return, a secret protocol was attached to the public
Yalta accord which legitimized the use of force in repatriation.'"? Great
care was taken to keep this policy concealed from the public.''*

A confidential SHAEF memo was issued to all commanding generals,
section commanders, commanding officers and headquarters command-
ants, informing them of the agreement on repatriation and dischar-
ging instructions regarding the care, maintenance and repatriation of
prisoners of war and other citizens liberated by Soviet and US forces.'**
These instructions defined Soviet citizens as ‘persons who claim Soviet
citizenship’, and allowed for those captured while serving with enemy
armed forces unwilling to surrender their PoW status to be retained in US
or British custody as PoWs.''® This permitted a degree of choice in self-
identification for people who found themselves under the jurisdiction of
the Western Allies, of which some Ukrainians availed themselves.

The negotiations on repatriation of Soviet citizens started over the issue
of captured military personnel, and therefore was not initially regarded as
being related to the refugee issue. Preparations for dealing with refugees
were occurring separately. However, once the war ended, the policies
formulated to deal with Soviet citizens and those towards refugees
became linked, since many civilian Soviet citizens refused to accept
repatriation. Furthermore, at Yalta no final decision was reached on the
USSR’s western border, and this later led to disputes over who constituted
a Soviet citizen and was therefore liable to forcible repatriation.''”

Conclusion

The wartime planning in the early 1940s marked the beginning of a new
era in the history of international refugee assistance. For the first time,
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the governments of the major participants in a war included this issue in
their agendas of both domestic and foreign policies when preparing to
negotiate a peace settlement. Previously, the fate of people uprooted
through military conflicts did not figure as a significant consideration in
international relations. This new development was prompted by the
hitherto unknown volumes of displacement and their implications for
post-war stability.

However, these preparations were in many ways inadequate, because
while the political leaders recognized that a large refugee population
existed and required attention, they were not prepared to take full
responsibility for these people. A new international institution was
created, but given responsibility only to return people to their homes,
and not to assist refugees. It was known that a large portion of the
displaced people would not want to return home, yet no adequate
provisions were made to address their needs.

Soviet citizens were in a particularly difficult situation, since a policy
was adopted which denied them the right to asylum and subjected them
to forcible repatriation. When this decision was taken at Yalta, the
leaders of the Grand Alliance failed to agree on the details of which
people would be considered to be Soviet citizens in view of the changed
borders. In later months this oversight would lead to serious confronta-
tions between the wartime allies.

The Soviet Union also failed to make adequate preparations for the
reception of its nationals at the end of the war. Although detailed plans
were laid for securing the return of all Soviet citizens abroad, and a
repatriation campaign was launched in the autumn of 1944, instruc-
tions for dealing with returnees were unrealistic and therefore had to be
changed in the following months.
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The War Ends
(May-September 1945)

Germany'’s surrender brought about two reactions among Ukrainians
displaced as a result of the Second World War. For some a long ordeal
was finally over and they looked forward to the prospect of returning
home to their families and rebuilding their disrupted lives.' For others,
who did not want to return home, it signalled the beginning of a period
of uncertainty, during which they would struggle to establish their
rights as refugees and obtain asylum.? In May 1945 approximately
three million of the displaced people in Europe were Ukrainian, but by
autumn 1945, the combined efforts of Western and Soviet repatriation
officials had reduced that number to around 200 000.*

This chapter will examine how the internationally organized post-
Second World War repatriation programme affected Ukrainians, particu-
larly the Soviet repatriation campaign. It will then discuss the impact of
the refugee issue on the Grand Alliance, and the organized response of
Ukrainian refugees to the difficulties they faced because of their dis-
placement.

The post-Second World War repatriation campaign

During the spring and summer of 1945, leaders of the four victorious
allied powers were engaged in the daunting task of bringing order to
war-torn Europe and arranging a peace settlement. Dealing with the
millions of displaced people was only one item on their agenda. Pre-
parations for dealing with the DP situation that had been made during
the war® were in full swing, and a massive international repatriation
programme was under way. However, a number of key issues remained
unresolved, and the policies that did exist proved inadequate. One of
the biggest problems was the lack of a satisfactory policy for dealing with
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people unwilling to be repatriated to their former homes. It was this
problem that Ukrainians found themselves in the midst of, and their
activities contributed to its resolution.

The wartime planners operated on the assumption that most people
displaced by the war would want to return to their homes when hostil-
ities ended. This was a reasonable premise, but only if applied to citizens
of Western democratic states. When the war ended, the overwhelming
majority of the people who had been displaced did indeed desire
speedy repatriation and availed themselves of the services of UNRRA
and the military authorities to do so.” Others made their way inde-
pendently. However, many citizens of the Soviet Union and East Euro-
pean countries did not want to return to their former homes, and it was
these people who found themselves in a difficult situation at the war’s
end.

Displaced Ukrainians and the choice whether to return home

Western leaders were aware of the fact that not all people displaced
during the war would want to be repatriated at the end of hostilities.
The IGCR was charged with the responsibility of finding new homes for
such refugees. However, Britain and the USA were unprepared to take
responsibility for large numbers of refugees and unwilling to introduce a
policy that would contradict the Soviet desire to secure the return of
their nationals. Consequently at the end of the war all displaced people
were considered repatriable. The desire to secure international stability,
ensure good relations among members of the Grand Alliance, and pro-
ceed with economic reconstruction were considered more important
than the interests of displaced people. Therefore, repatriation was
believed to be the best solution to the displaced millions in Central
Europe.

Ukrainians who were displaced by the war found themselves in the
middle of the repatriation campaign. Some wanted to return home and
others did not. However, because of the lack of accurate data it is
impossible to determine how many Ukrainians returned voluntarily
and how many were repatriated by force. The Western authorities did
not recognize Ukrainians as a separate group and many events that
occurred in the weeks immediately preceding and following Germany’s
surrender were never recorded. Therefore no accurate statistics on Ukrai-
nians are available, and the following incomplete account is based on
information from surviving records and the oral accounts recounted
years later by survivors from this period. Based on the number of Ukrain-
ians deported to Germany for forced labour, captured while serving in
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the Red Army and other military formations, imprisoned because of
their Ukrainian nationalist activities and fleeing the advancing Red
Army in 1944 as refugees, it would be safe to assume that there were
over three million displaced Ukrainians in Europe at the end of the war.®

Ukrainians who in May 1945 found themselves in areas controlled by
the Red Army had little option but to return to the Soviet Union.
Neither Western military authorities nor the international agency
UNRRA were allowed entry into these zones, and one UNRRA official
later wrote that:

there was no DP problem in the Russian zone since the Russians did
not acknowledge that such a problem existed, and there were in fact
no DP camps and no UNRRA personnel anywhere under their juris-
diction.”

It is therefore impossible to determine how many of these Ukrainians
returned voluntarily.

In areas controlled by Western occupying armies, large-scale repatri-
ation occurred throughout the summer. Ukrainians who were forcibly
repatriated were included in the statistics as Soviet citizens. Those
handed over to Soviet authorities in illegal transfers or who repatriated
spontaneously“ bypassed official record-keeping.

The Ukrainians most predisposed towards voluntary repatriation were
labourers who had been forcibly deported to Germany. Mykolai Burlak,
a 20-year-old who had spent three years working in a German labour
camp near llfeld, later wrote that, after being liberated by American
forces, ‘I returned to my Homeland, without which life was unthink-
able.”” Lidia Val’ko-Cherednychenko returned because she ‘could not
imagine life far away from my mother, from my family and my village’.'®
Oleksander Mal'tsev, another Ostarbeiter liberated by the US army, initi-
ally decided to remain in the West, fearing that he would face mistreat-
ment upon return. When he fell in love with a girl who insisted on
returning, he decided to go with her.'' Many Ostarbeiter liberated by
Western armies were simply transferred to the Soviet authorities with-
out being consulted about their wishes. American troops who liberated
Hryhoryi Chevelcha near Bilifeld, ‘immediately drove up trucks, loaded
us on them and drove us to the Russians. They told us that they didn't
want to have to bother about us’.'?

One Soviet source suggests that 1650343 Ukrainians had been repat-
riated by March 1946."? Since large population transfers occurred dur-
ing summer 1945, it would seem that most of these Ukrainians returned
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at that time, either voluntarily or by force. Ukrainian research into this
topic is still in its preliminary stages, and it is likely that this figure will
be revised, shedding new light on the numbers of Ukrainian returnees.

Records of the Ukrainian refugee organizations estimated that
autumn 1945 just over 200 000 Ukrainian refugees remained unrepat-
riated.'* From these incomplete sources it appears that of the more
than three million Ukrainians displaced by the war, only a small per-
centage remained in the West. Those Ukrainians who opposed repatri-
ation began assembling and organizing for mutual assistance even
before the end of the war. During summer 1945 they mounted a con-
certed campaign of opposition to forcible repatriation and this eventu-
ally contributed to its suspension.

The dispute over definitions

The Soviet government was intent on securing the return of all its
nationals and pursued an organized campaign towards this end."® West-
ern governments wanted to complete the repatriation of Soviet
nationals within a few months of the war’s end and charged the military
occupation authorities and UNRRA with this task. However, even before
the end of the war it was clear that the two sides had different defini-
tions of what constituted a Soviet national.'® Whereas the Soviet Union
insisted that all people originating from areas within their new borders
were Soviet citizens, and were thus subject to forcible repatriation under
the Yalta accords, the Western Allies refused to repatriate forcibly people
who had not been Soviet citizens before the outbreak of war.

Ukrainians born in the territories that before 1939 were Lastern
Poland, Czechoslovakia and Romania and which after the war became
Western Ukraine, were a large portion of the displaced people whose
citizenship was being disputed by the wartime allies.'” Therefore the
behaviour of these Ukrainians had an impact on the course of policy
changes over the following months.

One plausible explanation of this Western policy decision was that
Britain and the United States refused to hand over refugees from territ-
ories newly acquired by the USSR to remind the Soviet government that
it was precisely those territories that the USSR had occupied during its
alliance with Germany between 1939 and 1941.'"" To ensure that only
those people considered Soviet nationals according to the Western def-
inition were repatriated, all military detachments in Germany, Austria,
France, the Netherlands, Belgium, Norway, Luxembourg and Italy were
issued with copies of the SHAEF Administrative Memorandum no. 39 on
Displaced Persons and Refugees in Germany. Popularly known as the
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SHAEF Plan, this memorandum served as a guideline for military repat-
riation activities. In April 1945 it had been revised to include a special
section entitled ‘Dealing With Liberated Soviet Citizens’ which
instructed officials to conduct repatriation in accordance with the
Yalta agreement; Soviet nationals were to be repatriated regardless of
their individual wishes. Non-enemy DPs whose nationality was affected
by territorial changes were to be referred to repatriation officers of their
claimed nationality, and would not be returned against their will unless
they were Soviet citizens or war criminals but rather were to be held
pending further instruction from Supreme Headquarters.'”

The first major difficulty with repatriating Soviet nationals arose in
early May, when SHAEF and the Soviet Repatriation Administration
(APRA) could not agree on a mutually acceptable plan for exchanging
each others’ nationals because of the different definitions of who con-
stituted a Soviet national. Negotiations to resolve this dispute were held
on 21-22 May in Halle, Germany, between US Maj. Gen. R. W. Barker
and Soviet Lt. General Golubev.?" After two days of talks, both sides
agreed on a modified Soviet proposal in which SHAEF agreed to repatri-
ate ‘All former prisoners of war and citizens of the USSR’.?" Although
this was a logistical agreement between the two bodies charged with
repatriation, the Soviet delegation accepted this as a policy agreement
regarding definitions of a Soviet citizen. Subsequent refusals by Western
authorities to hand over alleged Soviet nationals were considered to be a
breach of this agreement.?” In fact, the SHAEF delegation agreed to the
Soviet plan, realizing that further delays ‘would simply saddle the West
with the continuing expense of caring for two million Soviet nationals
as well as delay the return of British and US prisoners of war’.?*

Following the Halle agreement the large scale-repatriation of Soviet
nationals began. Over the next few weeks the SHAEF authorities trans-
fered 50000 Soviet nationals daily.”* By 4 July they had to suspend
repatriation temporarily since the Soviet repatriation authorities were
unable to receive such great numbers.*®

While the military authorities had resolved the immediate obstacle
preventing repatriation of Soviet nationals, no solution had been
reached to resolve the problem of the contlicting definitions of Soviet
nationals. In order to avoid confrontations, Western authorities pub-
licly stated that they were complying with the Yalta agreement, while
instructing their officers on the ground:

For your own information and guidance (but not for communication
to Russians) Latvians, Estonians, and Lithuanians and Poles whose
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homes are east of the 1939 line of demarcation of the Curzon line will
not be repatriated to the Soviet Union unless they affirmatively claim
Soviet citizenship.*®

People who were not subject to repatriation under these criteria were
retained under SCAEF control, and in areas where Western troops were
due to withdraw in accordance with zonal agreements, they were to be
‘discreetly withdrawn before SCAEF forces evacuate’.?” This was viewed
as a temporary measure, as the general policy was to consider all dis-
placed persons as being ultimately repatriable pending a final decision
at a later date after all relevant factors had been assessed.*®

Recognition denied to Ukrainians

In summer 1945 the situation of Ukrainian refugees was of little interest
to Western political leaders. It received attention only when it touched
on larger political interests. The Ukrainian question was considered to
have been resolved, in so far as most entho-linguistic Ukrainian territory
had become part of the Soviet Union, and the Western Allies were not
interested in any efforts aimed at establishing a separate Ukrainian state.
The Foreign Office view was summarized by Thomas Brimelow, who
commented that:

Publicly, the troubles of the Ukrainians, now reunited at last in their
own state, are at an end. Any manifestations of discontent will in
future be the work not of Ukrainian patriots, but of fascist bands,
black reactionaries and enemies of the people. Thanks to the broth-
erly protection of the Great Russian people, this centuries-old prob-
lem has now found a complete and just solution, and the enclosed
minute. ..can be assigned to the limbo of forgotten things.*’

Because Western leaders were not prepared to recognize any political
claims of Ukrainians to a separate nationality, no separate policy to deal
with Ukrainian refugees was deemed to be necessary. SHAEF and UNRRA
instructions on displaced persons denied recognition to Ukrainians as
having a separate nationality, and specified that Ukrainians were to be
dealt with as Soviet nationals, nationals of other countries of which
they may have been citizens, or as stateless persons.”” In some cases
orders were issued specifically forbidding the use of the label ‘Ukrain-
ian’.3!

The fate of Ukrainian refugees received attention only because some
of them had been displaced from the territories newly acquired by the
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Soviet Union. The Soviet government demanded their return and the
Western authorities refused to repatriate them by force.

Specific requests for the return of Western Ukrainians began appear-
ing after the signing of the Soviet-Polish border treaty on 6 July 1945.%2
Four days after the agreement was signed, the Commander of Allied
Land Forces in Norway received a letter from the Head of the Soviet
Repatriation Administration in Norway, in which Major General Ratov
said:

I am likewise quite happy to inform you that the question concern-
ing Western Ukrainians and White Russians has now become quite
clear in view of the recognition by your government of the Polish
Warsaw Government. Namely, these nationalities must be handed
over to us without delay for despatch to their homeland where the
question of their citizenship will be decided between the Soviet and
Polish Governments.**

Since such decisions could be made only at the political level, UNRRA
and the military occupation authorities continued to follow instruc-
tions of the SHAEF guide. However, British and US political leaders
addressed the question, and throughout the summer refused to change
their policy regarding people from the newly acquired Soviet territories.
To avoid unnecessary difficulties, efforts were increased to segregate
carefully Soviet citizens from others, with great care being taken in
determining identity.** Military commanders once again were
instructed to return only people whose homes were within the political
boundaries of the Soviet Union on 1 September 1939, and that Ukrain-
ian nationality was not to be recognized.*?

Despite these measures, confusion continued to surround operations
involving Ukrainians. Because instructions were issued to identity
people according to citizenship, while Ukrainians continued insisting
on their national identity, the Foreign Office received numerous requests
asking, “‘Which Ukrainians are, and which are not, Soviet citizens?*® In
late August 1945 the Foreign Office Refugee Department prepared the
following comprehensive guidelines to answer such queries:

1. All Ukrainians who come from inside the Soviet Union frontiers
as they existed on September 1st 1939, must be repatriated.

2. Those who come from outside such frontiers will be sent home if
they so desire. If they do not so desire, they will, at present, not
be sent home.
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3. It must be realised that these people are Disputed Persons. The
Soviet Polish treaties of July 6th and August 16th, 1945, regarding
nationality and frontiers may prove to have changed their legal
status; we should, therefore, hold these people until their posi-
tion is clarified. Unilateral disposal of them may well lead to
trouble.

4. There have been complaints from Soviet repatriation officers,
and also at the highest level at Terminal, about the activities of
so-called Ukrainian organisations in Germany and instructions
have been issued that we should not recognize any such organ-
isations.”’

Those who could not be identified conclusively continued to be
placed on the ‘disputed list’ to which Soviet officials were not given
access.” Throughout the summer no provisions existed regarding the
tuture of such people, as witnessed by the comments of Thomas Brime-
low of the Foreign Office, saying, ‘we feel that some preliminary
thought should be given now to their eventual disposal or absorption’.*”

As has already been mentioned, the SHAEF instructions did not recog-
nize UKrainians as having a separate nationality. However, the occupa-
tion authorities were confronted repeatedly by individuals and groups
claiming Ukrainian identity, organizing resistance to repatriation and
causing tension with Soviet repatriation officials. On 2 July the Political
Office of the British SHAEF Branch received a complaint from the Soviet
Liaison Officer at a camp near Kassel, where he was ‘roughly handled
and threatened by the inmates of the camp as a result of anti-Soviet
propaganda organised by the Ukrainian Relief Committee’.” Orders
were issued that the propaganda be stopped and the camp staff replaced
by other DPs who were not members of the organization.*' Similar
complaints were received by British, French and American authorities
throughout the summer of 1945, with some of them reaching the high-
est political levels.* As a result, Ukrainian organizations were banned
repeatedly, and orders repeated that ‘Ukrainians are not to be recognised

as a nationality’.*?

Repatriation and the use of force

Before the end of the war, the British and US governments agreed to
repatriate all Soviet nationals, by force if necessary.** Although some
Soviet citizens were repatriated before May 1945, the large-scale repat-
riations began after the end of hostilities in Europe. The attitudes of the
military authoritics, who were charged with carrying out the forcible



50 The Grand Alliance and Ukrainian Refugees

repatriation, were gradually changed by the opposition of Soviet refu-
gees to this policy, particularly by those who committed suicide rather
than be forced to return to Soviet rule. This became an important factor
which led to a change in policy. Ukrainians formed the largest contin-
gent of the repatriates,*> and therefore their actions played an import-
ant role in this change.

During the summer months it became clear that many soldiers and
officers were unsympathetic to the plight of refugees and displaced
persons. Often they were considered to be a burden, and that their
care, maintenance and repatriation fell outside the scope of military
duties. This attitude was fostered by the local German population,
which was often required to provide housing and food for the displaced.
In a confidential conversation, two senior British officers commented
that the interests of the British troops and the Germans coincide on the
need to reduce the excessive number of mouths to be fed in the area by
getting rid of the non-German population.*®

One sympathetic American officer criticized this attitude, explaining
why displaced people were at a disadvantage:

Through no fault of his own the DP makes a poor outward impression
on an MG (military government) officer as he attempts to present his
case. His ‘home’ is usually a barracks schoolhouse or barn and,
usually, with common sanitary facilities. His wardrobe is usually
what he wears plus a few pieces of clothing stuffed in a bag. He has
developed a defensive attitude as protection against German brutal-
ity. He has learned to steal to supplement the German starvation diet.
He has learned to distrust promises and pieces of paper. His world
revolves around food and shelter. In American slang he looks and
acts like a ‘bum’. In contrast, the German is well-dressed, better fed
and is living in a home. He is very correct in his manner when
addressing an American officer. The contrast, I believe, influences
MG officers to place more credence in the German complaints
about DP looting, than in the DP’s complaint about inadequate
food.?’

For the military authorities already antagonistically disposed towards
displaced people, problems intensified when so many of them of them
adamantly refused to be repatriated, and mounted a campaign of opposi-
tion. The refugees who refused to return to the Soviet Union were also
vulnerable to accusations made by Soviet authorities against them that
they were either ‘collaborators’ or ‘idlers” who preferred to live in the
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‘comfort’ of the Western assembly camps.*® Many Western officials
chose to believe these accusations of their wartime allies rather than
the pleas of the refugees, whom they resented. For some who had no
knowledge of the Soviet Union it seemed incredible that people would
not want to return home.

The main desire of the military authorities was to complete repatri-
ation as quickly as possible and, when faced with opposition from
refugees, they used force, as instructed. The refugees who did not want
to return home resisted in every way possible, and as a final resort
committed suicide. A number of the scenes accompanying forcible
repatriation were documented and have become public knowledge.
One such incident occurred in Kempton, Germany, in August 1945:

The soldiers entered the church and began to drag people out for-
cibly. They dragged women by the hair and twisted the men’s arms
up their backs, beating them with the butts of their rifles. One soldier
took the cross from the priest and hit him with the butt of his rifle.
Pandemonium broke loose. The people in a panic threw themselves
from the second floor, for the church was in the second storey of the
building, and they fell to their death or were crippled for life. In the
church there were also suicide attempts.*’

[t was this kind of desperate opposition to repatriation that was an
important contributory factor in the change in the military’s attitudes
towards refugees. Soldiers and officers who witnessed violent protests
and deaths began complaining to their superiors that implementing
such a policy was beyond the duty of a soldier.”” Some high-ranking
military commanders, such as Field Marshall Alexander, refused to order
the use of force in repatriation and denied Soviet repatriation officers
access to Soviet citizens unwilling to return, pending a response from
the War Office.>'

On hearing these complaints, an increasing number of American and
British political officials began to express doubts about the repatriation
policy, despite the argument that both countries were bound to it by the
Yalta agrecment. UNRRA’s Director General Lehman, who had always
opposed the use of force, continued to express his views on this matter
both at Council sessions and in private talks with political leaders.>?

By the end of the summer most Western nationals and recognized
Soviet citizens had been repatriated,®® the war with Japan was over, and
there was an increasing threat of publicity over the violent clashes
and suicides. General Eisenhower, who initially supported the forcible
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repatriation policy, gradually became appalled by the ‘suicides among
individuals who preferred to die than return to their native lands’.>* On
4 September 1945 he overstepped his authority and suspended the use
of force in repatriation in the US zones of operation.>> Two months
later Field Marshal Montgomery introduced a similar suspension in the
British zones.>"

The Soviet Union and refugees

Once Stalin had taken the decision that all Soviet nationals were to be
returned from abroad,”” he became intent on securing their repatriation
from areas of both Soviet and Western control. This insistence was
motivated by a variety of reasons, the two most important ones being:
(i) the desire to establish control over any possible opponents of the
Soviet system; and (ii) the need for a labour force for postwar reconstruc-
tion. Although this issue was not Stalin’s main priority in establishing a
new postwar order, it ranked much higher on the Soviet agenda than it
did on the Western one. Although originally it was the British who
raised the issue of repatriating Soviet nationals and the Soviet Union
was uninterested in pursuing it, towards the end of hostilities the
dynamic shifted and it was'the USSR that kept repatriation on the Grand
Alliance agenda. Once the war ended in Europe, Britain and the USA
were more interested in other matters, but Soviet officials repeatedly
raised repatriation questions at high-level meetings, irrespective of the
tact that it further increased tensions with Western Allies.

The Soviet repatriation campaign which started in autumn 1944 was a
highly organized programme that employed both legal and illicit tac-
tics. Bilateral repatriation agreements were signed with all countries
likely to have Soviet nationals under their control. Such agreements
were concluded not only with Britain, the United States and France,
but also with Belgium, Switzerland, Norway and the East European
countries occupied by the Red Army.>® These agreements gave Soviet
leaders a legitimate context for conducting repatriation, and a legal
framework within which to advance their demands.

The Soviet repatriation campaign abroad

The Soviet Administration of the Plenipotentiary for Repatriation Affairs
(APRA), created to oversee and facilitate the return of Soviet nationals,>’
was the official instrument used by Stalin to pursue his repatriation
policy. Foreign Missions of APRA operated in twenty-three countries
and used both legal and covert methods to repatriate Soviet citizens



The War Ends 53

from Western-controlled areas. Their official task was to receive Soviet
nationals from Western officials, assist Western authorities in locating
and identifying their charges, and safeguarding the rights of Soviet
citizens under Western control. However, they regularly employed
illegal methods to comply with their orders, including deception, kid-
napping, bribery and threats.”’ Their secondary purpose was to collect
information on Western countries, and many Soviet repatriation offi-
cials were likely to be from State Security organs.

The most common tactic used by Sovict repatriation officials was to
claim individuals as Soviet citizens and demand their return without
producing adequate evidence. Often British, French and American offi-
cers trusted their Soviet counterparts and handed people over without
verifying their citizenship. A Canadian officer described an incident that
occurred near Flensburg, just south of the Danish border:

The Russian liaison officers convinced the British officers of the camp
that all refugees were Russians; so they were taken in vehicles to the
Russian zone. There were 250 Ukrainians who should not have gone.
The Poles had informed the camp what was going to happen, therefore
the worried ones from the Russian side went for the bush; those who
thought they had no worries stayed. The English being convinced that
all were Russians, loaded them all into trucks and sent them on.®"

At times, in their desire to complete repatriation, Western officials
actively collaborated in the Soviet illegal activities. Even before the war
ended Western military officials conspired with their Soviet counter-
" parts in illicitly exchanging each others’ nationals.®> Three interwar
refugees appealed to the United Ukrainian American Relief Committee
after enduring a joint French-Soviet raid on a camp in Metz, France. The
camp housed various categories of displaced people. In their letter they
gave the following account:

During the night of September 3-4, between the hours of 1 and 3 AM
we were besieged by French police acting in complicity with a Soviet
mission. The sudden awakening and scare thrown upon us resulted in
some of the women being sent to the doctor. Thirty of us were seized
and taken to the Soviet camp, irrespective whether we were old or
young immigrants. After about a twelve hour stay with no food,
about four or five of the older immigrants were let go, the rest
remained in the camp for evacuation to their native ‘country’. The
treatment of us was brutal.®?
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Other Western officials came to the assistance of the refugees who were
being kidnapped. A group of thirty Ukrainians abducted by Soviet
officers at Bad Kreuznach were being loaded on to a truck and driven
away when a Ukrainian-speaking American officer heard their cries for
help, stopped the vehicle and after questioning released them.®*

Moscow also orchestrated a propaganda campaign to encourage repat-
riation which was aimed at both non-returnees and Western public
opinion. Started in autumn 1944, by spring and summer 1945 it was
in full swing. A new 30-page publication, Domoi Na Rodinu! (Home
to the Motherland!) was widely circulated, replete with emotional
images of the Motherland awaiting her children. They included text
such as:

The mother country remembers its children. Not for a minute did the
Soviet people, our government, or the party of Lenin and Stalin forget
about the fate of Soviet citizens who temporarily found themselves
under the yoke of fascist oppression.®’

Films designed to cultivate homesickness were prepared and screened.®®
Letters from relatives at home were often fabricated to convince people
of safe conditions in the Soviet Union.

The diplomatic corps was engaged to sell the idea of repatriation to
Western public opinion, and specifically to dispel fears of ill-treatment
of repatriates. The Soviet Ambassador to France, Alexander Bogomolov,
offered assurances that:

the Motherland would not be a mother if she did not love all her
family, even the black sheep...Every man will be given a chance to
redeem himself at home - if he is of military age, in the army;
otherwise in a factory. There will be no judgement here. All are
accepted here; all return home; all are considered sons of the Mother-
land.®’

Donald Lowrie of the YMCA War Prisoners Aid Branch was convinced by
this reassurance from the charming ambassador, commenting that
‘Bogomoloff [sic] is about forty-five, very pleasant, cultured, with a
good sense of humour. He seems sincerely impressed by the work we
have already done here for Russians.’®®

Another tactic employed in the Soviet repatriation programme was an
organized campaign of complaints about Western treatment of Soviet
nationals and allegations of concealment of Soviet nationals by the
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West. This was deliberately contrived to speed up the repatriation of
Soviet nationals and to silence Western complaints about Soviet non-
compliance with the Yalta accords. Even before the end of the war, on
30 April 1945 the Head of the Soviet Repatriation Administration, Gen-
eral Golikov, issued a public statement criticizing British treatment of
Soviet nationals under their command. This complaint was left
unanswered in an attempt to avert a campaign of public recriminations.
When on 6 June he published another attack, the FO considered it
impossible to leave it unacknowledged:

without inviting the Russians to be even more truculent and even
more offensive in this matter in the belief that the more they bully,
the more cowed we shall be, nor without leaving the British public
under the impression that these Russian charges are in some way
embarrassing His Majesty’s Government.®’

By midsummer these allegations also began to annoy UNRRA officials,
with Lehman commenting that, ‘The Russians, as so frequently has been
the case, are very difficult. They criticize unfairly and interpose objec-
tions on what appear to me to be very trivial matters.’”?

This complaints campaign also included specific attacks on Ukrain-
ians, claiming that anti-Soviet Ukrainians were impeding repatriation.
This prompted Western authorities to recirculate the orders denying
recognition to Ukrainians as a separate nationality, as well as to con-
tinue banning Ukrainian refugee organizations. The Central DP Execut-
ive sent assurances to the Soviet Repatriation Representative at USFET
that: ‘Instructions have been issued that...Ukrainians are not to be
recognized as a nationality by this HQ.””! After ‘several complaints by
the Russians’ against the Ukrainian Red Cross, UNRRA’s Office of Stra-
tegic Services launched another investigation into ‘all aspects of the
" organization’.”?

A very effective tactic of this propaganda campaign was to portray all
refugees refusing repatriation as war criminals. The official newspaper
Izvestiia published an article which claimed that, “The only persons who
do not wish to return to their country are traitors... All honest people
taken from their homes by the Germans wish to return.’”?

In addition to their repatriation duties, the Soviet Missions provided a
convenient cover for espionage activities. Repatriation officials had
access to Soviet nationals as well as permits to operate in Western zones
of occupation, which enabled them to obtain highly valuable intelligence
information on the Western Allies. After defecting later, a few Soviet
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officials admitted that while travelling freely in Western zones they
‘collected a mass of useful information about the location and strength
of allied troops, etc’.”* While accusing the non-returnees of engaging in
anti-Soviet activities and betrayal, NKVD officials posing as repatriation
staff were well placed to coerce these people into working for them by
threatening reprisals on their families back home.”

The information-gathering aspect of the Soviet Repatriation Missions
provided Stalin with detailed information on groups of people whom he
was determined to repatriate. One such example was the discovery of
the Diviziia Halychyna’® in a British PoW camp in Italy by a Soviet
repatriation team. Having learned of their location, in Potsdam Molotov
requested their return, stating that Soviet repatriation officials had
interviewed the 10000 Ukrainians and they had expressed a desire to
return to the Soviet Union.””

Preparations for returnees

The domestic branches of the Soviet Administration of the Plenipotent-
iary for Repatriation Affairs were charged with organizing ever-growing
wave of returnees coming under Soviet control. A new series of direct-
ives were issued, often overturning previous rulings.”® On 15 May 1945
instructions were issued by V. V. Chernyshov, claritying jurisdiction
over various categories of returnees and expanding the logistical pre-
parations for their reception.”” All prisoners of war were placed under
the control of SMERSH, the Soviet counter-espionage organization,
while civilians were to be dealt with by the NKVD, with NKGB and
SMERSH assistance. In areas where these organizations had no represent-
atives, repatriates were to be dealt with by military security bodies.
Preparing to accommodate the growing numbers of returnees, the Red
Army was issued with instructions ordering the creation an additional
100 camps (assembly-reception centres — SPP) along the Ukrainian and
Byelorussian fronts, with each camp having the capacity to house 10000
people. These camps were to be set up by 20 May 1945 and were
intended to be reception points for receiving and assembling returnees
in Soviet areas of control in Central and Eastern Europe. Of the 100
camps, 30 were to contain civilians, and 46 liberated PoWs.* To organ-
ize travel back to the Soviet Union, the resolution designated nine
transit points.®! Also at this time, Lavrentii Beria instructed that retur-
nees were not to be held in these camps along the front for longer than
ten days. After that they were to be sent home for further screening.
Although individual refugees making their own way home were
stopped and sent into these screening camps, many of the reception
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centres remained relatively empty until 22 May 1945, when SHAEF and
APRA agreed on the logistics of handing over each others’ nationals.
Following the agreement, a flood of Soviet nationals began arriving, and
within a week the Soviet officials had received 519 102 repatriates from
the Western allies.** By July, APRA was forced to ask SHAEF to halt the
transfers temporarily, since they were unable to receive the large num-
bers being handed over by the West.*’

In order to relieve the congestion building up in the front-line camps
and border screening camps, on 16 June 1945 Stalin issued Secret Res-
olution no. 9055S8.%* In it he ordered ‘all physically healthy repatriates to
be directed to march in order to the border of the Soviet Union to the
border screening camps’. From there they would be transported further
by rail. The only exemptions were for women with small children,
children under the age of 15, the elderly, wounded and sick, who were
to be transported by rail.

The front commanders were instructed to organize the marching
columns and provide the returnees with food, medical attention and
transport for their personal belongings, which were not to exceed 50 kg
per person. The Soviet army was also to escort these columns. Vsevolod
Nahaychuk remembers the shock of seeing soldiers armed with machine
guns at the railway station where he and other repatriates had assembled
for the trip home. They were encircled, instructed to leave their
belongings in a designated area, and then escorted under armed guard
to the border camp at Leninbad.®> A number did not survive the trip
home. Recounting the long march, one survivor wrote, “We were organ-
ised into formations and instructed to walk back to the Homeland. After a
while the weak ones started to die because they were still terribly frail.”®"

The June directive also ordered officials at rail junctions and border
camps to be prepared for the reception of 1 300 000 returnees by Septem-
ber, and ensure the provision of adequate medical care. Responsibility
for reception at the borders was delegated to the Ukrainian, Byelorussian
and Moldovan governments, who were also to provide transportation to
their further destinations, plus employment and housing.

These orders instructed preparations for the reception of a far smaller
number of people than the numbers being handed over by Western
authorities. The inadequate preparations caused severe overcrowding
in the Soviet assembly centres. Conditions in the assembly camps at
the front were described by a Western Ukrainian who chose to return
home voluntarily. On 28 July 1945, V. Hnatiuk, who was being held in
Camp no. 300 in Austria, sent a letter of complaint to Gen. Golikov. In it
he wrote:
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We all impatiently await to be assembled and taken home. For two
months already we have been fertilising Austrian ground, and we still
don’t know when we will be moved. We didn’t believe any anti-
Soviet propaganda that things would be bad if we returned...But
looking at our life in camp no, 300, they were right.®’

The letter went on to describe intolerably cramped accommodation,
poor provisions, the high rate of child deaths, the spread of disease
among adults, and suicides.

Similar bad conditions existed in the border screening centres. The
Repatriation Administration Representative at the Sambir border camp,
Comrade Trenin, reported in July that the camp housed between ten
and twelve thousand people, with one dining room per 1500 people
which had no dishes, and two toilets containing four cubicles per 1500
people.®® Nikolai Frolik, who made his way independently to the Volk-
ovisk border screening camp, described his first impressions years later.
He said that the camp was housed in a large depot-like building with
broken windows, cement floors covered with hay, surrounded by barbed
wire and guarded by soldiers. On the first night the new arrivals slept
where they stood — on their belongings if they had any. They were fed
once a day, sometimes only once every two or three days. But the guards
were not strict and people could slip out through holes in the fence to
obtain food or escape. One day Mr Frolik was sent for disinfection, and
returned to find that his belongings had been stolen. He then realized
that he needed to band together with other returnees, since otherwise
he would not survive. After some time the camp’s inhabitants were
assembled and told that they would be screened.®

Although initially an order had been given that returnees were not to
be held in screening camps for more than ten days, because of logistical
difficulties and inadequate transportation, many people spent one to
two months in these centres, sometimes longer. An additional problem
was the change in directives regarding their further destinations. Some
were allowed to return to their homes, while others were temporarily
used as labourers in Central Europe. Arsentii Fedorenko was part of
group instructed to strip a factory in Kotbus and prepare its machinery
for transportation to the USSR.™®

As many repatriates waited return home, on 18 August 1945 Stalin
issued Secret Resolution no. 98718, in which he outlined new destina-
tions for liberated prisoners of war and repatriates of conscription age.”!
The justification for the new measures was stated as ‘providing an
urgently needed labour force for the coal mining, black ore and timber
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producing industries of the Kamsky Basin” and in view of this urgent
need the document overturned previous rulings.”” It is likely that this
decision was taken carlier but at present it is the earliest available
document signed by Stalin that formally states the point.”* This new
resolution stated that liberated PoWs were no longer to be remobilized
or sent home, but conscripted into People’s Commissariat of Defence
(NKO) work battalions. It specitied that all PoWs and undemobilized
repatriates of conscription age who had not completed their full term of
military service, and who had passed through the first screening, were to
be directed for work in the three designated industries. After an addi-
tional 2-3 month screcning period, during which repatriates will be
working in the industries, those not sent to NKVD camps or resettled
to special areas are to be included into the permanent work force of the
industries in which they are working'.

Those found to have served in the German armed forces, ‘Vlassovites’
and police collaborators were not to be included in the work battalions
but handed over to the Ministry of the Interior for work in the NKVD
Special Battalions in the remote regions of the Norylsky and Uktynsky
Kombinats, the Pechers’k Coal Basin, and the timber-producing factor-
ies in the Molotov oblast’. They were assigned the status of special
resettlers and forced to remain in these arcas for six years, although
their families were allowed to join them.”® The term ‘special resettler’
denied these individuals the right to return to their former homes, as
they were forcibly resettled in slave labour camps, which most of them
did not survive. These so-called traitors were given a punishment more
severe than that assigned to remaining German PoWs.

Another portion of repatriates were allowed to return to their homes
after being screened, deemed ‘not arousing suspicion’, and determined
as being unfit for military service. These people had their previous
identity documents confiscated at the screening centres and were
instructed to report to their local NKVD authorities on their return
home. They were not given individual identity papers, since an NKVD
Directive tfrom 1944 clearly stated that ‘No individual certificates to be
given after the screening, only lists are to be drawn up’,”* which were
distributed to local NKVD branches.

This August 1945 Resolution determined the fate of many returnees,
both those who had chosen to repatriate voluntarily and those who
were repatriated by force. With some exceptions, these returneces were
to become forced labourers in the most difficult industries of the Soviet
Union. Those who were considered to be collaborators or traitors were to
be sent to the hardest and most remote areas.
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By the end of the summer, the Soviet Union had secured the return of
most of their nationals from Western control. They were faced with the
huge logistical task of transporting these people to Soviet territory and
directing them to designated work battalions or resettling them in their
previous places of residence. Despite being ill-equipped to deal with the
returnees already in their charge, the Soviet authorities continued their
campaign to secure the repatriation of all people they considered to be
Soviet nationals.

The Grand Alliance and Ukrainian refugees

As has already been mentioned, leaders of the United States and Great
Britain had no direct interest in the Ukrainians; they considered the
Ukrainian question as having been resolved. IFor the Soviet leadership,
the Ukrainian question was not only unresolved, it required resolution
with great urgency. As a result of the war, the Soviet Union had incor-
porated all ethno-linguistic Ukrainian territory within its borders and
was anxious to establish control over all Ukrainians. In the newly
acquired territories, Stalin began an intense Sovietization campaign
aimed at eradicating ‘Ukrainian nationalist bourgeois sentiments’.”®
However, he feared the existence of an anti-Soviet, nationally aware
Ukrainian community abroad, and therefore continued to pressure West-
ern governments to return all Ukrainians to their former homes. This
issue was raised at the highest political levels, and the question of the
definition of a Soviet citizen became linked to Western recognition ot the
new Soviet borders.

Repatriation raised at Potsdam

Before the end of the war no agreement had been reached on Poland and
the issue of Western recognition of the USSR’s new borders was still unre-
solved. Therefore these two points were included on the agenda of the
Potsdam Conference.”” In preparing for the conference, the Western allies
noted that, ‘In any top level discussion between the Great Powers about
inter-Allied policy and machinery as regards Germany, the question of
displaced persons is pretty sure to crop up.””® Although they preferred to
avoid a discussion of this issue, both the British and American delegations
were briefed on the situation and prepared arguments to postpone the
discussion of the repatriation of people from territories newly annexed by
the Soviet Union until after the final territorial settlement.”

At the sixth plenary meeting of the Potsdam Conference, Molotov
asked Winston Churchill for assistance in repatriating Ukrainians being
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held in a British PoW camp in Italy.'" Since Britain had already repat-
riated many Soviet citizens by this date, the Soviet delegation was
probably expecting the handover of these Ukrainians without much
difficulty. However, since Churchill had been briefed on the different
detinitions of Soviet nationals, before agreeing to hand over the Ukrain-
ians he asked for urgent information on the group being requested for
repatriation, particularly their citizenship and status.'”’

Within two days the FO had prepared a report which stated that most
members of the Division were Polish citizens, and that they had surren-
dered as a military division and were therefore allowed to preserve their
original regimental groupings for administrative reasons. Upon learning
that the Ukrainians Molotov was asking for were not Soviet citizens
according to the British definition, Churchill refused to hand them
over, but agreed that any men who wanted to return home would be
assisted in doing so.'"* Expressing impatience at having to have dealt
with such a small matter personally, Churchill told Molotov that he
‘should have been very glad if General Golikov had made his complaint
to Field Marshal Alexander’s Headquarters, since the Field Marshal
would like to have received that complaint himself and to have
answered it’,'"

Six days later, Molotov gave official notice to the conference that the
Soviet delegation requested that the issue of repatriation of Soviet cit-
izens be included on the agenda as future business.'* Simultaneously a
Top Secret memorandum was delivered to the British and US delega-
tions, complaining that Western military commanders were refusing to
repatriate citizens of the Soviet Baltic Republics, as well as citizens who
had emigrated from Western Ukraine and Western Byelorussia. The
memo concluded that,

Drawing the attention of the Governments of Great Britain to these
facts, the Soviet Government expects that the British Military
Authorities will immediately issue instructions authorising the deliv-
ery of Soviet citizens who have emigrated from the Baltic Republics,
the Western Ukraine and Western Byelorussia.'"

The Western delegations responded that the issue of repatriation would
be discussed through proper diplomatic channels.'”

Since the issue had been raised at the highest political levels, renewed
attention was drawn to the need to resolve this dispute over definitions
of Soviet citizenship and clarifying the status of Ukrainians. By Septem-
ber, Ernest Bevin decided to stop postponing the issue and address it at
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the forthcoming Council of Foreign Ministers meeting. Going against
the advice of the FO, he wrote, ‘I am against keeping it off the agenda,
better face it and let me have full paper of all the issues involved.”'”” In
the mean time, in order to placate Soviet Repatriation officials, instruc-
tions were issued to all Corps districts ‘that no recognition is to be given
to any so-called Ukrainian organization’. In certain cases officials were
taken into custody and further steps were taken with a view to breaking
up Ukrainian organizations.'”®

Soviet allegations and espionage

Throughout the summer accusations were levelled at the Western allies
for concealing Soviet nationals and denying Soviet officials access to
them. Often the problem lay in the lack of accurate records on both
sides. Following one request of the Soviet Ambassador in England to
interview 173 alleged Soviet nationals, a FO Minute described this
dilemma, admitting that,

It is quite likely that, in the hectic weeks immediately following D
Day, accurate records were not kept on all the Soviet citizens pouring
into this country together with German prisoners of war; but | am
fairly certain that a large number - and perhaps the majority — of
these untraceable people either do not exist at all or have already
been seen by the Soviet Military Mission, and possibly repatriated
under a different name. Very many of these Soviet citizens change
their name and their identity at will, frequently because they wish to
avoid being sent home. Other Russians, in order to ingratiate them-
selves with the Sovict repatriation officers, profess to have seen all
sorts of Soviet citizens whom, they say, the British authorities are
hiding, but who in reality do not exist at all. Since these Soviet lists
must primarily be based on the reports of other Soviet citizens, it is
easy to see how wide discrepancies arise between Soviet and British
records. '’

Despite the numerous complaints from the Soviet side, evidence sug-
gests that rather than concealing Soviet nationals, in many cases West-
ern authorities handed over many people to their Soviet counterparts
who were not liable to repatriation in an eftort to reduce the DP popula-
tion. Even before the end of the war informal exchanges of Soviet
nationals for West Europeans were being conducted between officers
in the field, taking great care to make these transfers appear to be
incidental.''” Most of these illegal transfers were not recorded, and in
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the instances when protests against such operations were lodged no
action was taken to stop them or reprimand the officers responsible.

The constant complaints and demands by Soviet repatriation officers
began to cause irritation, particularly in view of breaches of the Yalta
agreement by the Soviet side. At the request of the Secretary of State, the
Foreign Office began compiling a folder listing ‘Examples of Russian Bad
Faith’. It described British grievances which included the refusal by the
Soviet authorities to grant British repatriation officers access to sick
British prisoners of war in various hospitals, lack of facilities for British
contact officers, maltrcatment of British nationals (including forced
labour, robbery, and rape of British women) and slowness in evacuation.
The concluding remark in the tolder stated:

that the best the Russians have done for our men has been consider-
ably lower, in general, than the worst which we have offered to theirs,
and the interpretations given to the Yalta agreement by the British
and Soviet authorities respectively simply do not bear comparison.'"!

These British complaints were well grounded, since the archives now
show that the NKVD’s policy towards foreign nationals under their
control was ‘“To prevent any possibility for these people to have contact
with the outside world, communication or correspondence with con-
sulates, representations or military missions of countries they were
citizens of.”'"?

Furthermore, it was known that the Soviet Repatriation Administra-
tion was engaging in espionage activities under cover of their legitimate
operations. In June, when General Barker turned down a Soviet request
for the admittance of additional Soviet repatriation officers to Western
Germany, the FO commented, ‘It seemed obvious that this small army
of Soviet officers would merely be using repatriation as a cover for other
activities, and Gen. Barker stalced on the request, with our sup-
port...”'""* Reports on ‘irregular behaviour’ such as Field Marshal
Alexander’s complaint of General Basilov’s ‘gross interference’ in send-
ing officers into prohibited arcas received support from the War Office
in ‘taking a tough line with the Russians on this matter’.''

The Ukrainians organize

Even before the end of hostilities in the Furopean theatre, displaced
Ukrainians who did not want to return to their former homes began to
organize themselves for mutual assistance. Throughout the summer
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they found themselves threatened with forcible repatriation and arbit-
rary acts of both Western and Soviet authorities. This led some oppon-
ents of the Soviet system to conceal their true identities, making them
vulnerable in different ways for years to come. Others created commit-
tees and engaged in a campaign to resist repatriation, lobbied for the
policy to be changed, and sought recognition of their national identity
and political asylum.

The first Ukrainian refugee committees

In the weeks before the surrender of Germany, groups of fleeing Ukrain-
ian refugees were vulnerable, since they did not know details of the
zonal agreements, and could only guess which army would occupy the
areas in which they found themselves. Furthermore, with the collapsing
local German administration, basic logistical services were unavailable,
and in the words of one former refugee ‘for several weeks we were left
entirely to our own instinct for survival’.''® Simon Kal’ba remembers
the chaos vividly, since between the departure of the German town
officials and the arrival of the French occupation troops his wife gave
birth to their first son.''®

In these conditions of general uncertainty, Ukrainians throughout
Central Europe began congregating into small communities and form-
ing self-help committees. Fearing the Soviet Army, they immediately
began appealing to the Western military authorities for assistance. One
of the earliest surviving documents shows that on 2 May 1945, an
initiative committee in Munich appealed to the local US commander
explaining that they were a group of Ukrainians who were seeking legal
protection.'!”

Many such committees sprang up independently throughout Ger-
many, Austria and [taly, and from the surviving documentation it is
clear that they shared similar goals and a high degree of political moti-
vation."'™® These early memorandums estimated that there were
between three and four million displaced Ukrainians in central Europe.'"?

Regardless of their location, these committees looked to the Western
authorities for protection. In areas where the American and British
forces withdrew in connection with the zonal agreements, the Ukrain-
ians followed them. Professor Mykhailo Vetukhiv, the leader of one
group in that predicament, described their move;

In July 1945 the American troops left Thuringia and the Initiative
Group did its best to evacuate all the Ukrainians westward to the US
zone of occupation. The people mostly travelled on foot, carrying
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their baggage in handcarts...they travelled westward or looked for
UNRRA camps.'®

The Ukrainians refugees soon realized that the main threat to their
safety was the prospect of forcible repatriation to the Soviet Union. Yakiv
Makovets'kyi, the secretary of the Bavarian Regional Ukrainian Commit-
tee OPUE,'?! reported that on 12 May 1945 posters appeared in Munich
instructing all foreigners to go to assembly centres for repatriation. On
that day ‘they [US military authorities| captured people on the street and
without any explanation took them to the bolshevik camps’.'*?

The Ukrainian Committee OPUE reacted by hand-delivering a letter to
Captain Macdonald at the US Military Headquarters, informing him
that for historic and political reasons Ukrainians did not want to return
to their homes. Following this appeal, the local US military authorities
secured the release of sixty-four Ukrainians from the Soviet repatriation
camp near Dachau and agreed to allow the Ukrainians to set up their
own refugee camp near Liem.'?*

Similar assembly centres for displaced people were being set up by the
military authorities as part of the occupation plans. At first this was
done haphazardly, providing basic housing and amenities, without
much attention being paid to nationality. Therefore it was not difficult
for Ukrainians to gravitate towards areas of known concentrations of
their countrymen.'?* In some cases it was even possible to request the
creation of separate camps for Ukrainians, where committees could
operate more casily.

Coordination of efforts and a joint strategy

By June the leaders of Ukrainian committees began attempting to
coordinate their eftorts, both in resisting repatriation and in setting
up assembly centres for Ukrainians. The earliest record of interzonal
cooperation is from 25 June 1945, when Oleksa Lytvynenko travelled
from Munich to the British zone to meet other leaders. During these meet-
ings the community leaders produced the following list of common aims:

1. Protection of all Ukrainians who do not wish to be forcibly repat-
riated;

2. General registration of all Ukrainians in order to have accurate
statistics;

3. Establishment of contact with international organizations and dip-
lomatic representatives for assistance with (1) and with the aim of
emigration;
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4. Establishment of contact with Ukrainians in Canada, United States
and other countrics, for the same reasons;

5. Coordination of all Ukrainians aid/relief organizations that have
sprung up or are being planned to prevent duplication of etforts,
and the creation of an information network to keep everyone
informed on all developments; and

6. Organization of tight network of local and regional committees in
constant contact with the central representatives.125

Soon the Ukrainian leaders realized that their cfforts at self-organiza-
tion were being thwarted by the Western officials, who feared the polit-
ical implications of their activities. In order to continue their efforts at
organizing they decided that they must portray their activities as simply
creating an administrative network, while continuing their efforts at
resisting repatriation and lobbying for their national rights.'*"

This networking continued and preparations were made to hold a
congress, where delegates representing all groups of Ukrainians could
create a coordinating body and clect their representatives. In the mean
time, the temporary leaders expanded their efforts at lobbying the vari-
ous Western authorities. Appeals were sent to officials ot both military
authorities and the UNRRA at all levels, trom local representatives to
prime minsters, presidents, foreign secretaries and military leaders,
including General Eisenhower.'?” Each of these appeals included a his-
tory of Ukrainians along with the list of requests for recognition and
assistance.

Most of the letters addressed President Truman, Churchill, Bevin
and other leaders were intercepted and never reached their destinations.
The successful appeals were those addressed to local officials who had
direct contact with the refugees. Most Soviet Ukrainians who avoided
repatriation did so through the efforts of military commanders who
responded to their requests. One group assembled in a camp at Hersfeld
was saved from repatriation by US 1st Lt. Ralph J. Skogen. He not only
refused to hand them over to Soviet authorities, but made eftorts to
move them to where they would be further away from ‘the shadow of
the hammer and sickle’.'®

The greatest difficulty Ukrainians faced was the lack of information.
Some military and UNRRA officials actively assisted Ukrainians in their
efforts at self-assistance, by providing them with permits to organize,
allocating premises for their activities, issuing travel documents, and
even providing them with information on the policies of the occupy-
ing powers. A notable example of such assistance came from US Lt. Col.
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Jaromir Pospisil. An American citizen of Czech nationality, he was the
Deputy Military Government Officer of the Regensburg area, where a
large group of Ukrainian refugees had assembled. Sympathizing with
their anti-Soviet attitudes, he regularly intervened to assist them. '’

Others even joined their efforts at protesting to higher authorities. On
31 July 1945 a letter was sent to the US Commanding General of the
102nd Artillery from 1st Lt. Suzanne Chalfour, strongly protesting
against ‘the forced departure of Ukrainians for Budweis’. It stated that
the repatriating officer acted against the order that Ukrainians, as well as
Lithuanians, Letons [sic] and Estonians would not be forced back into
the Soviet zone.'*” However, these humanitarian gestures by Western
officials were more the exception than the rule.

Throughout the summer, the refugee committees fought a largely
uphill battle in their stubborn campaign opposing forcible repatriation
to the Soviet Union. Using their ever-expanding communication net-
work they overcame immense logistical difficulties to provide each
other with information on the locations where forcible repatriation
was occurring, and protest against each known incident. Realizing that
the American authorities were on the whole more lenient towards non-
returnees, they advised Ukrainians to make their way to areas of US
control, which was still possible during the summer months.'*'

Witnessing the brutality that surrounded repatriation, and living in
fear of becoming the next victims, caused Ukrainians to work together
against the common danger. In the first months after the war, people
of different backgrounds and political persuasions worked closely
together. '

Organizing a community life

In addition to the task of pleading their case to the Western authorities,
in summer 1945 these Ukrainian refugee committees played an import-
ant role in organizing the day-to-day lives of refugees. Before UNRRA
established a presence in many areas, the initiative groups worked with
military authorities to provide general maintenance and welfare. An
UNRRA official described one case of this self-organization prior to the
arrival of their team:

In June of 1945 the British Army had collected about 700 Ukrainians
from all parts of the British zone into this Cavalry Barracks and ran
them under DP officers from the Hannover Garrison. The Ukrainian
Red Cross (subsequently suppressed) was in nominal charge of pro-
viding medical and other services.'**
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A number of religious, cultural, medical, educational, social and polit-
ical organizations were started up by the Ukrainian refugees. One of the
tirst was the Ukrainian Red Cross, which provided much-needed medi-
cal assistance. Despite providing detailed information on their aims and
activities, this organization was denied official recognition by the
Voluntary Service Branch of UNRRA, and existed as an independent
body without access to any international assistance. It nevertheless
continued its activities, playing an important role in providing relief
to Ukrainians. One concentration camp survivor later acknowledged
that it was the only organization he turned to for aid, fearing that the
international agencies would turn him over to the Soviet authorities.'**

Because Munich rapidly became a focus of Ukrainian activities, both
the Ukrainian Catholic and Ukrainian Orthodox Autocephalous
Churches decided to locate their headquarters in the city. These
churches not only coordinated religious life but also provided material
assistance to refugees. In July, the Educational Branch of OPUE began
organizing schools and holding teachers’ conferences, and providing
English classes.'*® Cultural leaders who assembled in a camp in Augs-
burg began planning the creation of a Ukrainian Literary and Artistic
Organization. The League of Ukrainian Political Prisoners (German Con-
centration Camp survivors) formed a support group based in Munich,
with branches in centres with large Ukrainian populations.

The Ukrainian diaspora rallies in support

Upon learning about the millions of destitute refugees in Europe, Ukrain-
ian émigré communities in many Western countries had begun organ-
izing efforts to aid their countrymen. Diaspora communities in Canada,
the United States, Italy, Belgium and other states formed relief commit-
tees, which played an important role in the future of Ukrainian refugees
in Europe. The two main aims of these voluntary agencies were to lobby
their governments on behalf of the Ukrainian refugees, and to provide
material assistance to those unable to avail themselves of international
aid.

The United Ukrainian American Relief Committee (UUARC) was
formed on 22 January 1944. It was accepted for membership by the
American Council of Voluntary Agencies for Foreign Service (7 March
1944) and participated in relief work by the President’s War Relief
Control Board.'”® The Ukrainian Canadian Relief Fund (UCRF) was
formed on 12 January 1945 and became the fund-raising and relief
arm of the Ukrainian Canadian Committee. [t joined the Canadian
Red Cross so that it could assist Ukrainian displaced persons in
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Europe.'*” By spring 1945 the two organizations had begun to
exchange correspondence, with the aim of cooperation.'*®

Canadian and American Ukrainians serving in the Western occupa-
tion forces also became active in assisting refugees. During their tour of
duty they came across destitute Ukrainians and became concerned
about their fate. In summer 1945 they created the Central Ukrainian
Relief Bureau (CURB) and elected Bohdan Panchuk as its first pres-
ident.'*?

Ukrainians in the Vatican were also active, and on the initiative of
Bishop Ivan Buchko, the Ukrainian Relief Committee for Refugees in
Italy was formed on 14 June 1945 by the Eastern Congregation of the
Catholic Church.'*® Other agencies that came into being at this time
include the Ukrainian Relief Committee in Belgium, and the Ukrainian
Social Services Committee of France.

During summer 1945 the North American diaspora agencies were
unable to contact the refugees directly and therefore did not play an
active role in providing assistance. The agencies in Europe were better
located to assist the refugees but did not have large financial resources at
their disposal. The most important role during this period was played by
the Ukrainian Red Cross, based in Switzerland, but this was forcibly
disbanded at the end of the summer by the Western authorities at the
request of the Soviet Union."*' However, the existence of these agencies
provided important moral support for the refugees, who, on learning
about them, often appealed for help. Over the following months the
refugee committees succeeded in gradually establishing contact with
these agencies.'*?

Other groups of Ukrainians

Not all Ukrainians who found themselves displaced in summer 1945
were civilian refugees looking for assembly centres. One group of Ukrain-
ians from the Soviet Union serving in the Red Army were captured by
the Germans, forcibly conscripted into the German armed forces and
sent to France. Once there, they joined the French Resistance and
formed Ukrainian units.'** At the end of the war, at the request of the
Soviet Embassy in France, they were demobilized. However, the French
government refused to hand them over forcibly to the Soviet authorit-
ies. Instead, they were allowed to join the French Foreign Legion, which
many of them did.'**

Prominent members of the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists
(both the Bandera and Melnyk factions) were also in a different situa-
tion. Because they were leading a movement that was engaged in armed
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opposition to the Soviet government, they had connections with other
resistance movements throughout East and Central Europe, and were
well-informed of activities in Ukraine. Their political agenda consisted
of establishing an independent Ukrainian state, and they were prepared
to collaborate with Western authorities towards this end. In exchange
for intelligence information, Western intelligence units occasionally
assisted them. One surviving member of the 1945 OUN-b leadership,
Mykola Lebed’, then in charge of their Foreign Affairs Branch, described
how his identity was changed many times, and the uncertainty that
surrounded his status.'** In some cases these Ukrainians became victims
of the Soviet infiltration of the British intelligence service, a fact which,
because of the sensitive nature of the issue, has received very little public
attention.'**

Another group in an unusual predicament, which has remained sur-
rounded by controversy until the present time, was the former Diviziia
Halychyna (Galician Division) of the Waffen $S.'*

Conclusion

Discussing the history of Ukrainian refugees during summer 1945 is
difficult because of to the lack of information on many events that
occurred. However, based on surviving records, it is clear that it was a
period of great chaos and trauma for people who had survived the
dislocations of the war. In addition to the usual difficulties facing refu-
gees, Ukrainians were denied their national identity and subjected to
forcible repatriation to the Soviet Union. These people appealed to the
Western democracies for the protection of their rights and were sur-
prised by the reaction they received. The United States and Britain were
preoccupied with negotiating a peace settlement and viewed the large
population of displaced people as a problem that needed to be solved
through repatriation so that reconstruction could begin. Ukrainian
requests for protection and assistance were dismissed as obstacles to
these larger goals, and the planned repatriation campaign was set in
motion.

However, difficulties with repatriating Ukrainians arose. Ukrainians
who did not want to return to their former homes began forming
committees and organizing resistance to repatriation. In extreme cir-
cumstances they committed suicide rather than submit to the policy of
repatriation, and through these actions prompted the military author-
itics to reconsider the use of force in repatriation. Furthermore, a dispute
arose over the definition ot a Soviet national, since the Western Allies
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refused to repatriate people forcibly who were not Soviet citizens in
1939. This policy decision raised the question of which Ukrainians
were repatriable, since people identifying themselves as Ukrainians
held citizenships of many states.

Notwithstanding these difficulties, during summer 1945 the over-
whelming majority of displaced Ukrainians were repatriated through
the combined efforts of the Western and Soviet repatriation authorities.
Despite their efforts at self-organization and occasional help from sym-
pathetic officials, only a small percentage of the total uprooted by the
war remained in areas of Western control by the autumn. However, the
issues raised about their identity and right to asylum during the summer
would continue to be debated for months to come.



4

The Uneasy Peace: Inadequate
Solutions (Autumn 1945-Spring
1946)

As the post-victory chaos was brought under control by autumn 1945,
Ukrainian refugees who had managed to avoid repatriation during the
summer months began a new phase in their struggle for political refuge.
They found themselves in the midst of a changing international situ-
ation which over the coming months would witness an increasing
breakdown of the Grand Alliance. Denied the two rights they sought
most - self-identification and asylum - they continued to be the subjects
of an East-West tug-of-war while facing increasingly difficult prospects
for survival.

This chapter will examine the activities of Ukrainians from autumn
1945 to spring 1946, and the evolution of Western policy on refugees
with a particular focus on attitudes towards Ukrainians. It will show how
these attitudes were shaped by the deteriorating East-West relation-
ship, the doctrines espoused by the newly created United Nations
(UN), and the behaviour of the refugees themselves. An attempt will
be made to assess the impact of the problems of this particular group of
refugees on the perceptions and definitions of a refugee.

The Ukrainians organize self-assistance

Although by autumn 1945 the large-scale forcible repatriation had
ended, the coming months were a critical time during which Ukrainians
struggled to establish not only their identity, but also their right to
refuse repatriation and secure asylum. Western and Soviet policies
towards the population of displaced persons continued to be geared
towards repatriation, and as the emergency supplies of the International
Red Cross became depleted, UNRRA and the military authorities were
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increasingly reluctant to provide assistance to people who refused
repatriation. This left many Ukrainians faced with a basic struggle for
survival.

Official policy towards Ukrainians continued to deny them recogni-
tion as a national group. Further measures were taken to ban their
organizations to prevent anti-repatriation activities, voluntary agencies
created by Ukrainian emigré communities were denied permission to
assist them directly, and some Ukrainians continued to face the threat
of forcible repatriation.! Despite these restrictive circumstances, they
continued their campaign - adamantly opposing repatriation, they
requested the right to asylum, insisted on their Ukrainian identity,
and proceeded to organize their own welfare, education, cultural and
social services. These activities led to a gradual change in Western
policies towards them and other refugees.

Ukrainian activities continued in two spheres: within the refugee
committees which united into coordinating bodies in Germany and
Austria, and within the voluntary agencies created by diaspora Ukrain-
ians. The latter lobbied on behalf of the refugees and provided them
with material assistance. Working together, they contributed to the
gradual change in Western opinion towards the Ukrainians’ position
and influenced the growing willingness to grant their requests. Being
the largest group of non-returnees, the refusal by Ukrainian refugees to
accept repatriation affected not only their own future, but also played
an important part in the international acceptance of responsibility for
people in their predicament, thus affecting the fate of all refugees.

The situation in autumn 1945

By autumn 1945 the Western occupation authorities had began to
establish order in their respective zones. For Ukrainian refugees this
had a dual significance. On the one hand, they became less vulnerable
to the arbitrary activities of both Soviet and Western repatriation offi-
cials, and were in a better position to appeal to administrative structures
for the protection of their rights. On the other hand, their activities
came under closer scrutiny and increasing restrictions, as the Western
powers attempted to complete repatriation and took steps to ban anti-
repatriation activities. Ukrainian retfugees found themselves in direct
conflict with the repatriation policy, as their goal was to establish their
right to asylum and continue their lives outside the Soviet Union.

The most serious problem Ukrainians continued to face was the threat
of forced repatriation, which hounded Soviet Ukrainians until 1947.%
Almost equally threatening was the increasing reluctance by the
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military and UNRRA authorities to provide assistance to people who
refused repatriation. In late autumn 194S screening boards were set up
to determine which people in the established assembly centres were
legitimate displaced persons, who by definition were required to desire
repatriation. Those who refused repatriation were deemed ineligible for
further assistance and forced to leave the camps. Individuals who were
excluded from camps were forced to survive independently in deterior-
ating economic conditions, where they faced both difficulties in obtain-
ing employment and hostility from local populations. Those who were
able to remain in the camps faced continuous pressures to accept repa-
triation and experienced increasing economic deprivation, as food
rations were continually reduced.® They were also subject to raids on
the camps by military authorities, ostensibly for the purpose of detect-
ing black marketeers, firearms, and stolen goods. However, the raids
were at times conducted with brutality and violence, and often resulted
in the seizure or theft by the raiding troops of the DPs’ legitimate
possessions.*

Soviet repatriation teams continued to be granted free access to the
camps, leaving refugees open to coercion and allegations of collabora-
tion or anti-Soviet activities. The Soviet officials also used information
from ecligibility screening forms as a means of blackmailing DPs or their
relatives in the Soviet Union.” Partially in response to Soviet allegations
and partially with the aim of preventing anti-repatriation activities,
Ukrainian leaders were often arrested and their organizations dis-
banded. In an effort to speed up repatriation, efforts to deny the
existence of a Ukrainian national identity were increased, since there
was no Ukrainian government willing to take responsibility for these
refugees. Restrictions were also placed on Ukrainian efforts to organize
welfare and cultural activities.

The Ukrainian refugee community

Records on the exact numbers and location of Ukrainians during this
period are incomplete, since they do not appear in ofticial statistics as
Ukrainians, and the refugees themselves were unable to compile precise
statistics.” Nevertheless, from surviving sources it is possible to obtain a
general picture of this group. Because during the summer months free-
dom of movement was not severely restricted, many Ukrainians tra-
velled to the US Zone of Germany, since it was believed that the
American authorities were most lenient towards Ukrainian interests
and that the largest organized communities already existed there. By
autumn 1945, 50 per cent of the Ukrainian refugee population was in
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the US Zone in Germany, 25 per cent in the British Zone, and 5 per cent
in the French Zone. Approximately 15 per cent of Ukrainian refugees
lived in Austria. The majority of the Ukrainians in Germany lived in
assembly centres, while in Austria about half of them lived privately.”

Of the total group, 30-40 per cent were political refugees who had
made a conscious decision to leave their homes. By and large, these
politically motivated retugees became the leaders of the group. The
remainder were former forced labourers or prisoners of war who had
refused to return home. In addition to this important differentiation,
the Ukrainians were divided into two broad categories: (i) Eastern Ukrain-
ians, holding Soviet citizenship,® Orthodox in their religious affiliation,
many poorly educated and single, although this group included a sig-
nificant number of intellectuals; and (ii) Western Ukrainians, holding
Polish, Czech, Romanian or other passports, predominantly Catholic,
many of whom had had a higher education and had fled with their
families. This second category made up approximately two-thirds of the
population. Other, smaller, categories included the post-First World
War refugees, students who had been studying abroad, concentration
camp survivors and Red Army soldiers who had been German PoWs.”

As such, they constituted a socially complex group including farmers,
blue- and white-collar workers, artisans and intellectuals, originating
from all regions of Ukraine, and espousing diverse religious, cultural
and political traditions. They formed the largest emigration in Ukrain-
ian history,'” and at times their diversity led to conflict.'" Living in the
uncertain conditions of the postwar environment, which included the
psychological traumas of war and dislocation, compounded by living in
crowded or dilapidated housing, they had to contend with the constant
fear of repatriation and uncertainty about the future. They nevertheless
proceeded to organize their lives both within and outside their trans-
itionary communities, overcoming the various differences betwecen
them.

Creating a coordinating body

The names the Ukrainian refugees chose for their organizations demon-
strate how they perceived themselves and their situation. They did not
use the label ‘refugee’ but considered themselves ¢émigrés, who were
unable to return to their homes because of their opposition to the Soviet
government. Therefore they nceded to find new homes where they
could continue their lives free from oppression. Their identity as Ukrain-
ians was a key element in defining their position, namely that their
place of origin (to use their own terms their Ukrainian homeland) had
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been occupied by a hostile foreign power which prevented them from
enjoying political, religious, cultural and other basic freedoms. In order
to retain their national identity as Ukrainians and secure their indi-
vidual freedom, they believed that they had to continue their lives as
emigrants in democratic states. Until they could find permanent homes,
the main aim of the committees they created ‘was to organize a normal
life for Ukrainian emigrants providing them with welfare, education and
a cultural life’."”

Individual Ukrainians who took the initiative in organizing commit-
tees operated on the basis of democratic principles, and made an effort
to preserve the unity of the Ukrainian community in exile by making
the committees representative. By September 1945, the leaders of Ukrain-
ian refugee committees that had formed in the summer began holding
regional conferences at which the need for a central representative body
was discussed.'? Preparations were started for the holding of a wider
meeting of all committees in Germany. One very important aspect of
these preparations was the selection of potential candidates who could
lead such an organization, which was to unite many different groups of
Ukrainians. After much deliberation, Vasyl’ Mudryi, a politician from
Western Ukraine who had been a member of the Polish Sejm (Parlia-
ment), was proposed as a person with the necessary experience and
diplomatic skills for the job.'*

A conference of representatives from all known Ukrainian committees
in Germany was planned for 29 October 1945 to be held in Aschaffen-
burg. Arranging such a meeting was quite a logistical undertaking. These
people had had their nationality denied, were strictly torbidden from
organizing, lived in different zones of occupation with travel between
zones restricted by military authorities, and Soviet repatriation teams
were travelling freely and illegally kidnapping people. Nevertheless,
preparations were made, and Vasyl’ Mudryi obtained verbal permission
from the local military and UNRRA authorities to hold such a confer-
ence.'”

At the last minute the conference organizers ran into difficulties and
were able to convene the meeting only through the intervention of the
Chief of the UNRRA Voluntary Agencies Division, Marjorie Bradford,
who later described the difficulties the Ukrainians faced:

There were a lot of adventures in getting this meeting held. Permis-
sion had to be obtained from the military authorities. Something
‘slipped’ in those arrangements and when the delegates arrived they
were not permitted to enter the camp and had to take to the woods.
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While they were running around in the woods a frantic delegation
from Hanau came to see me at Hoechst. It was rather cold weather,
night was coming on, and Charity Grant at Wiesbaden and Major
Garnet and | had a busy few hours trying to get through to the
appropriate military authorities who would determine their fate.'®

Once the conference got started on 30 October, the thirty-three
assembled delegates created the Central Representation of the Ukrain-
ian Emigration (Tsentral'ne Predstavnytstvo Ukraiins'koi Emihratsii,
TsPUE).'” Vasyl’ Mudryi was elected president of the new organization,
and Mykhailo Vetukhi'® from Eastern Ukraine became the first vice
president. Thus the interests of both Eastern and Western Ukrainians
were represented in the two main positions.'” The conference adopted a
statute to govern their activities, which consisted of a five-level pyramid
system of elections (camp, district, region, province-land, and central),
and defined the electorate as:

every Ukrainian emigrant of voting age, who is morally and nation-
ally untarnished irrespective of territorial origin, religious convic-
tion, gender, political persuasion, social status, education or
profession, in accordance with the electoral register.””

The electoral register specified that elections to regional and central
bodies were to be free, general, and held by secret ballot.?' The statute
also outlined the two main aims of the new coordinating body as
(i) providing legal, moral and material assistance to all Ukrainian
refugees; and (ii) heading and representing all welfare and non-political
organizations who join TsPUE.**

The importance of this umbrella organization TsPUE was not that it
initiated activities, but rather that it provided a coordinating body and a
unified voice for Ukrainian refugees. Not all Ukrainians supported the
idea of creating committees or a coordinating body. Some feared that by
organizing they would become easier targets for the Soviet repatriation
teams. Many also distrusted the Western occupation authorities, and
were afraid that by approaching them for permits to organize, they
would be handed over to the Soviet authorities.”* These fears were
justified, since on numerous occasions Ukrainian leaders were arrested
by Western officials, and at times they were simply transferred to Soviet
control.** Often leaders went into hiding when they discovered that
they were likely to be interned.”® In many cases Ukrainian committees
were forcibly disbanded and their offices impounded at the request of
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Soviet officials, or in accordance with new military orders issued in
December 1945.%° Some Ukrainians felt that it was not feasible to
administer their disenfranchized community on a democratic basis.”’
Nevertheless, a sufficient number of individuals believed that the only
way to maintain a sense of national identity and dignity was to make
TsPUE the most important Ukrainian refugee body, and succeeded in
this aim. Although they were denied permission to exist as a central
body,?® they survived outside the law untit 1947, when the IRO allowed
refugees to organize along national lines.””

In Austria, a Ukrainian Central Relief Association was formed in
Innsbruck, on the basis of the existing prewar Ukrainian emigr¢é com-
munity in Austria.”’ The numbers of Ukrainians in Austria were smaller
and few records from the early period of their operations have survived.

The organization of activities

At the conference of Ukrainian refugees in Aschaffenburg, where TsPUE
was founded, eight committees were created, demonstrating the pri-
orities set by the refugees in their efforts to normalize their life in emig-
ration. The committees were tor Culture and Education; Employment
and Business; Legal Aid; Welfare Services; Finance; Information; Youth;
and Women.*' Since a large portion of Ukraine’s intellectual, political
and professional elite had migrated westwards, most of these commit-
tees were headed by experienced organizers.

Education was an important priority for Ukrainian refugees for a
variety of reasons. It was a way of maintaining a Ukrainian identity
(language, history, culture) and creating a semblance of normality
under temporary conditions by providing children and young people
with regular activities and ensuring that they received an education. It
was also perceived as an important means of preparation for their new
lives (vocational and language training), and tor scholars it was a means
of continuing their professional livelihood. Under the general guidance
of Dmytro Doroshenko, who headed the TsPUE Culture and Education
Committee, a comprehensive educational network was established,
including kindergartens, primary and secondary schools, professional
and technical schools, and institutions of higher education.

Ukrainian scholars from the many academic establishments in the
Soviet Union and Eastern Europe who found themselves among the
refugee community played a leading role in the establishment of this
network.’” In addition to setting up new primary and secondary
schools, vocational education and retraining of Ukrainian refugees was
an important aspect of the educational activities. The Ukrainian Tech-
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nical Husbandry Institute moved from Podebrady, Czechoslovakia and
in June 1945 resumed its activities in Platting, Germany. Later it moved
to Regensburg, where a larger Ukrainian community had sprung up.
Having obtained permission from the US military authorities, its staff
resumed their teaching activities and began to set up a retraining pro-
gramme.* In areas of large concentrations of Ukrainians, branches of
the Institute were set up and ran short-term or one-year courses. They
played an important role in training Ukrainians in securing temporary
employment as well as providing skills for future resettlement.** Numer-
ous institutions of higher learning and research centres from the inter-
war period were reopened, and new ones were created.*> On the
initiative of a handful of academics, primarily from Eastern Ukraine, a
conference of Ukrainian scholars was held in Augsburg on 16 November
1945, at which time the Ukrainian Free Academy of Arts and Sciences
(Ukraiins’ka Vil'na Akademiia Nauk - UVAN) was created.?® It was
recognized as the central scholarly institution in exile by TsPUE.*’

Many of these activities were in conflict with UNRRA’s policy on
education, which stipulated that all educational activities within DP
camps ‘must be compatible with the repatriation programme of the
Administration’.*® Furthermore, vocational training was to be limited
to short refresher courses, and the policy stated that, ‘The Administra-
tion shall not encourage or participate in the development of universit-
ies or full university courses for displaced persons’.*” As a result, most of
these programmes were denied financial assistance by the military and
UNRRA authorities, and forced to operate outside the law until 1947.

Cultural activities flourished among Ukrainian refugees during this
period, since they provided a means for channelling creative forces after
the destructive experience of the war. The refugee community was in
many ways an ideal environment for the flourishing of the arts, since
large numbers of people lived in closed communities with a great deal of
leisure time at their disposal. The Ukrainian refugee population
included a large percentage of creative individuals who had worked in
the arts before the war, and sought artistic freedom as one of the
motivations for fleeing their homes. Writers, musicians, actors, directors
and artists grouped together to follow their creative pursuits, and
enjoyed a high degree of support from the refugee communities and
their leaders. Their role within the community was both in sustaining
and developing the distinct cultural identity of Ukrainians as well as
providing entertainment in mainly bleak conditions.

Writers were the first group to organize formally into an association.
Following meetings in the summer, on 23 September 1945 they created
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the Union of Ukrainian Writers (Mystets'kyi Ukrains’kyi Rukh - MUR).*"
In their declaration they clearly outlined their commitment both to
Ukraine and to art, stating:

Discarding all that is artistically imperfect and ideologically hostile to
the Ukrainian nation, the Ukrainian artists are uniting in order to
strive, in friendly cooperation, towards the summits of real and
serious art.*'

Very early theatre and music became important features of camp life,
with professional actors, dancers and musicians providing the catalyst
in the creation of ensembles. A number of choirs had fled as groups and
continued their activities in exile, at times entertaining the occupation
troops.42 Although fewer restrictions were placed on cultural activities
by the occupation authorities, they were forced to be self-financing and
were subsidized only by a special Cultural Fund set up by TsPUE.*?

The dissemination of information was a key issue in the lives of all the
post-Second World War refugees, and Ukrainians began efforts to
establish an independent press in the summer. The first newsletters
were mimeographed and simply passed from hand to hand or posted
in public places. By November, a cooperative publishing house had been
set up in Regensburg. Cyrillic typesetting facilities were obtained
through unusual circumstances, characteristic of the situation and atti-
tudes of the Ukrainian refugees. Two young Eastern Ukrainian writers
learned of the existence of cyrillic typesetting characters in a former
German publishing house in Plausen, in the Soviet zone, which the
Germans had used to print bulletins for Ukrainian Ostarbeiter during
the war. Risking their lives, they borrowed a car and drove into the town
one night and stole the equipment on the grounds that it was the
property of the Ukrainian people. They brought it to their camp in
Regensburg and set up publishing facilities for the refugees.** By the
end of 1945 a total of forty-two newspapers and bulletins were being
produced.*®

In these activities the Ukrainians faced both restrictions from the
occupation authorities and financial difficulties. Official policy towards
refugee newspapers stipulated that they were subject to censorship and
not allowed to contain any anti-repatriation propaganda. However,
local authorities had varying attitudes towards issuing permits for pub-
lications. Vasyl’ Chaplenko, the first editor ot the weekly newspaper
‘Nashe Zhyttia" (Our Life) described the process of obtaining such a
permit:
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It became apparent that for us to start publishing, we needed a
permit. But nobody knew who could issue such a permit. After con-
sultations, we approached the American military authorities, but
they refused to allow even a notice board news-sheet. A few days
later the local UNRRA official, Mrs Carpenter, gave us permission to
publish ... This [first] edition was technically poor and rather thin,
because the censor prohibited us from printing anything with a
political content.*® '

In some areas the local authorities refused to grant permission for the
publication of any Ukrainian newspapers, while in others they were
given a free hand, which left them open to Soviet allegations of anti-
Soviet and anti-repatriation leanings.*’

The legal aid branch of TsPUE pursued three types of activity. They
petitioned the Western occupation authorities to grant Ukrainians legal
status as a separate national group and political asylum. They also
protested against forcible repatriation of Ukrainians and unfair screen-
ings which were excluding Ukrainians from assistance, and lobbied for a
change in these policies. Third, they provided legal counsel for indi-
viduals unfairly arrested and charged with collaboration and war
crimes.*® Often on allegations by the Soviet repatriation officials,
UNRRA camps containing Ukrainians were visited by Western intelli-
gence officers to investigate anti-Soviet activities, and the l.egal Aid
Committee was called to defend individuals thus accused.*” The Legal
Committee also created an internal judiciary system, whereby com-
munity courts could resolve disputes among the Ukrainian refugee
population. The individuals engaged in these activities were lawyers
trained during the interwar period, primarily from Western Ukraine,
who continued their professional activities in this new situation of
displacement.

Employment was an important concern for the entire refugee popula-
tion. Again drawing on interwar traditions, Ukrainians set about form-
ing cooperatives to provide short-term employment for camp residents.
The initial emphasis was on manufacturing workshops, aimed at provid-
ing activities for refugees and necessary consumer items in a situation of
general deprivation. The first cooperatives were organized in September
1945 in Munich. The Cooperative Association of Consumers (KOS)
consisted of a wholesale business unit, a grocery store, a restaurant and
a book store. The Zhinocha Pratsia (Women’s Labour) Cooperative
focused on producing folk art objects, and the cooperative Pratsia
{Labour) worked in the field of construction, transportation, footwear,
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maintaining a tailor’s shop, a barber’s shop, a watch repair shop, and a
publishing house, as well as the manufacturing of folk art objects,
chemicals, cosmetics and other items.>” The first convention of Ukrain-
ian cooperatives was held in Munich on 9 July 1946, where the central-
ization of procurement and distribution of supplies was discussed.’' The
organizers of these cooperatives had been leaders in the Ukrainian
cooperative movement in interwar Poland.

Youth organizations which sprang up in the Ukrainian community
were also by and large continuations or revivals of interwar groups. Plast
Ukrainian Youth Association, formed in L’viv in 1912, resumed its
activities in the autumn of 1945, in camps with large concentrations
of Ukrainians.>* Other groups which organized activities in late 1945
included the Association of Ukrainian Youth (Splika Ukraiins’koi
Molodi - SUM), and a Ukrainian branch of the YMCA.>* In December
1945, KODUS (Komitet Dopomohy Ukraiins’kym Studentam - Commit-
tee to Aid Ukrainian Students) was also created, forming a fund to
enable students to continue their studics by providing loans.>*

The Women’s Branch of TsPUE was responsible for providing care for
pregnant women and nursing mothers, as well as medical care to those
unable to avail themsclves of other assistance. They organized visits to
hospitals, particularly for the elderly, orphans, and former soldiers who
had refused repatriation. Many cultural activities, such as art exhibits
and concerts, also fell within the competence of the Women’s Commit-
tee, as did the organizing of kindergartens.**

Welfare activities were focused on providing assistance to those
unable to avail themselves of official assistance, particularly people
living outside camps or unable to obtain DI status, such as former
prisoners of war.”® Medical care was an important aspect of these
activities, and a medical association was formed in the autumn.®” One
of the key roles of the welfare committee was the distribution of aid
arriving from Ukrainian voluntary organizations.>®

Political activities were strictly prohibited by the occupation author-
ities, but many political parties and associations continued their exist-
ence underground in this period. The biggest problem was coordination,
since within the Ukrainian refugee population there were representat-
ives of a full spectrum of political beliefs.”” A series of meetings were
held by the representatives of these parties in spring 1946 and through
the mediation of Rev Kushnir of Canada, the Coordinating Ukrainian
Committee was formed on 14 July 1946 in Munich, which was joined by
all the parties.®” These political activities were organized outside the
main coordinating committee TsPUE-N.



The Uneasy Peace: Inadequate Solutions 85

The largest single difficulty facing all Ukrainian activities in this
period was shortage of money. Because the efforts of the Ukrainian
refugees did not receive official sanction from the occupation authorit-
ies, they were forced to operate outside the law. In order to raise funds,
TsPUE introduced a community tax, whereby every member of the
electorate was required to pay 20DM.°' Furthermore, cooperatives
were encouraged to donate 1 per cent of their profits to TsPUE, special
collections were held at Christmas and on other special occasions, and
admission was charged to cultural events. Of the total collected, 60 per
cent was placed at the disposal of TsPUE, 25 per cent allocated to re-
gional committees and 15 per cent to the local committees.®” Finances
were supplemented by black market activities, which were as widespread
among Ukrainians as among the general refugee population.

The activities of Ukrainian refugees in this period demonstrate a
surprising degree of cooperation and determination, resourcefulness
and agility. UNRRA and the military authorities were still determined
to complete repatriation and focused their efforts towards this end; they
attempted to curb anti-repatriation activities, denied the existence of
Ukrainians and took steps to ban their organizations. The Ukrainians,
however, were clear in their goals of maintaining their national integrity
and organizing self-help. Isolated from the outside world and deprived
of official assistance, they created a complex social, economic, educa-
tional and cultural life, overcoming the restrictions imposed on them,
and their determination eventually led to changes in policies towards
them.

In addition to their efforts at self-organization, they kept up consist-
ent efforts to establish contact with the military, UNRRA and other
authorities. In February 1946 they began to communicate with the
Inter-Governmental Committee on Refugees, and this was maintained
until the dissolution of the IGCR.%*

Ukrainian voluntary agencies

Paralleling developments within the refugee community and UNRRA
operations, by autumn 1945 the voluntary agencies concerned with
the fate of Ukrainian refugees also realized the need for more coordi-
nated action. Although preparations had been made before the end of
the war and early efforts at assistance began during the summer,®
because of the chaos of the summer months they remained largely
ineffective.

Throughout 1945 and 1946 most Ukrainian voluntary agencies con-
tinued to be denied access to the Ukrainian refugees by the British, US
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and French authorities, because the Ukrainians were not recognized as a
separate group of refugees. These organizations were not denied the
right to exist. In fact, the two largest, the Ukrainian Canadian Relief
Fund (UCRF) and the United Ukrainian American Relief Committee
(UUARC), were recognized by their governments. Nevertheless, they
were prevented from assisting Ukrainian refugees directly. The United
Ukrainian American Relief Committee was granted a permit for opera-
tions by the US President’s War Relief Control Board on 25 September
1945, but was denied direct access to refugee camps and required to
work through other American agencies until 16 September 1946.°° The
Ukrainian Canadian Committee (UCC) was allowed to set up the Ukrain-
ian Canadian Relief Fund only on the condition that money collected
was entrusted to the Canadian Branch of the Red Cross for disburse-
ment.®® In addition to the external restrictions placed upon them, the
Ukrainian organizations also faced internal divisions, and engaged in
debate over the validity and form of assistance to be provided to the
Ukrainian refugees.®’

As a result of these restrictions placed on Ukrainian voluntary organi-
zations, from autumn 1945 to spring 1946 the most influential relief
efforts were conducted by Canadian and American Ukrainians serving in
the occupation forces through the newly created Central Ukrainian
Relief Bureau (CURB).®® Through their professional duties they had
access to both military and UNRRA refugee camps, and they used
the organisational base of CUSA® for coordinating information and
activities.”

Using their advantageous position as members of the occupying force,
they worked with other agencies in developing a three-pronged plan of
action. Seeking out the Ukrainian agencies located in Europe,’! they set
about providing assistance to refugees by skirting existing constraints
placed upon the agencies. Second, they attempted to work with existing
international organizations which could operate with the permission of
the occupation authorities. Third, they lobbied their governments to
change their policies towards Ukrainian refugees and lift the restraints
on their activities.

Organizing assistance

One of the first tasks CURB undertook was the registration of Ukrainian
refugees in order to collect accurate information on their location and
situation. The organizer of CURB, Bohdan Panchuk, remarked in retro-
spect that they were unaware of the enormity of the task they had set
themselves:
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We thought that there would be thousands, perhaps five to ten
thousand. Actually it turned out that there were more than a million.
Nobody at that time, when the war ended, realised how many
Ukrainians there were. I don’t think we still do.”?

Simultaneously, CURB sent out an appeal to all members of the Service-
men’s Association to compile and circulate all information on Ukrain-
ian refugees they encountered.”*

Many of these soldiers and officers knew little of the existence of
Ukrainian refugees, and met them in chance encounters. One former
New York City policeman serving in the American military police in
Germany came across a group of children singing in Ukrainian, while
taking a walk in a park in Ingolstadt. He was surprised to see that ‘they
played Ukrainian games, just as we used to in America, only they con-
ducted these games in Ukrainian’. In striking up a conversation with
some nearby adults he learned of their situation.”? Others took time out
from their duties to visit Ukrainian camps and reported their findings to
CURB.”® Some individuals who provided CURB with information were
well placed to monitor the changing situation. One Ukrainian who served
as a translator with the British occupation forces in Germany, Sgt George
Luckyj, regularly assisted CURB. His activities drew criticism from Soviet
repatriation officials, but these were dismissed by his superiors.”®

CURB also engaged in collecting and distributing material aid to
Ukrainian refugees. The CUSA newsletter issued an appeal to its mem-
bers returning home to Canada on completion of their tour of duty, to
donate items such as clothing, food, cigarettes and money for distribu-
tion to the refugees. As has already been mentioned, they had access to
the refugee camps and communities because they were part of the
occupation forces. They took advantage of this relative freedom of
movement to distribute the aid they collected, as well as funds which
were coming from UCRF and the UUARC to Ukrainian refugees. They
had no permission to engage in such activities, and Bohdan Panchuk
later explained: ‘The only reason we were able to do anything was
because we were in uniform, and who was going to stop me from sitting
in my jeep and driving to Hamburg once a month?’”’

In addition to distributing aid, the Canadian Ukrainians often directly
intervened on behalf of Ukrainian refugees to rescue them from repat-
riation, at times employing unconventional methods. On a routine
mission to Belgium, Bohdan Panchuk came to the rescue of fifteen
Ukrainians who had been interned by Belgian authorities by explaining
that as a Canadian officer he was taking responsibility for them.”®
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Another Canadian, Stanley Frolick (who became the second president of
CURB), described how he gained access to Ukrainians who had been in
the Polish Army and were being held in a PoW camp in England.
Drawing the War Office’s attention to the fact that under the Geneva
Convention PoWs were entitled to spiritual aid, he obtained permission
for a priest to visit the men and accompanied him. For the sermon,
Frolick donned a priest’s vestment and addressed the Ukrainian PoWs,
explained that they faced forcible repatriation, and advised them to
claim Polish citizenship. He also informed them of the activities of
CURB and assured them that everything possible was being done to
assist them. The British officer hosting the visit informed Frolick that
the men had already been marked for repatriation as Soviet nationals,
but years later in Kitchener, Ontario, one of the men who had been
present at the ‘sermon’ came up to Mr Frolick and thanked him for his
advice all those years before.””

Cooperation with other agencies

Because the capacity of these Canadian Ukrainians to distribute material
aid to needy Ukrainians was limited, they and other Ukrainian volun-
tary agencies attempted to work through other international institu-
tions. The Ukrainian Canadian Committee had links with the
Canadian Branch of the International Red Cross since the Ukrainian
Canadian Relief Fund was administratively affiliated to it. The United
Ukrainian American Relief Committee donated US$10000 to the Inter-
national Red Cross and asked for the money to be earmarked for medical
supplied to Austria.® They also donated money to CARE (the Coop-
erative for American Remittance to Europe), and attempted to direct the
funds to Ukrainian refugees by participating in the management of the
organization.®'

The Catholic Church was another institution through which the
Ukrainian voluntary agencies attempted to assist Ukrainian refugees.
Chaplains had access to both PoW camps and UNRRA camps, and the
Vatican had embarked on a programme of its own to assist all Catholic
refugees. Ukrainians succeeded in creating two Catholic relief commit-
tees specifically to assist Ukrainians, one in Rome, on the initiative of
Bishop Ivan Buchko, and a smaller one in Paris headed by tather Perri-
don. Funds collected in North America were channelled through these
two committees. Ukrainian churches in the diaspora also contributed
money to Catholic relief agencies in their countries.

Generally speaking, these activities had a less direct impact on the
Ukrainian refugees, since the international agencies distributed aid
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according to their own policies, and the Ukrainian donors had no way of
ensuring that their contributions were used according to their requests.
Over time, the International Red Cross became increasingly reluctant to
cooperate with Ukrainian organizations, on the grounds that Ukrainian
requests were of a political nature. One agency, the Unitarian Service
Committee, which had agreed to act as the UUARC representative in
Europe, consulted the Soviet ambassador in Geneva to determine which
Ukrainians should receive assistance, which led the UUARC to termin-
ate their agreement.®?

Lobbying

The most important aspect of the activities of Ukrainian voluntary
agencies in the months from autumn 1945 to spring 1946 was their
lobbying efforts on behalf of Ukrainian refugees. Because they were
citizens of Western countries, and many of them had proved their
loyalty to their state through participation in the war, they were in a
reasonably strong position to appeal to their governments. They pos-
sessed the knowledge of the workings of democratic political process,
including the power of public pressure and, in contrast to the refugees,
were native English speakers and therefore able to compose articulate
appeals. Whereas communications from Ukrainian refugees could easily
be dismissed, when these same requests appeared from Canadian cit-
izens and were forwarded to the prime minister by Members of Parlia-
ment, they carried much more weight.

In the lobbying campaign, the Ukrainian voluntary agencies
employed a number of tactics. They directly petitioned political leaders,
providing them with details on the situation of Ukrainian refugees and a
historical background explaining why Ukrainians refused repatriation.
Appealing to humanitarian principles, they appealed for the termina-
tion of forcible repatriation, the recognition of the Ukrainian refugees’
right to self-organization, assistance and asylum, and proposed schemes
for resettlement.®?

Members of Parliament and influential political figures were pre-
sented with information on the Ukrainian refugees’ predicament, and
asked to forward the information to strengthen the case of the Ukrain-
ian organizations. In October 1945 a group of twenty-five Canadian MPs
visiting Europe sent a petition to Prime Minister Mackenzie King,
stating:

Despite appeals and protests by Canadian and American citizens
against forceful repatriation of Ukrainian displaced persons...
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reports are reaching Canadians that forcible repatriation of Ukrain-
ians continues...in the name of humanity to use full moral force of
Canada'’s position with the other Allies to effectively and immedi-
ately relieve plight of displaced persons in British and American
zones, especially of kin of Canadian citizens.™

In these lobbying efforts, CURB worked closely with the coordinating
bodies of the Ukrainian communities in Canada and the United
States.® They passed on their information and requested that petitions
be sent to the Canadian and American governments from within the
two countries. One such coordinated effort, had a significant impact on
changing British policy towards Ukrainian refugee organizations. In late
December 1945 CURB launched a series of protests against the order
prohibiting the existence of all Ukrainian organizations. Simultaneously
they petitioned Attlee and Bevin directly, and forwarded their petition
through British MP Rhys Davies and the Ukrainian Canadian Commit-
tee. These three protests succeeded in drawing the Foreign Office’s
attention to the negative repercussions of a policy that prevented
Ukrainian refugees from exercising self-help. Although the protests
were perceived as somewhat overstating the case, and a response was
sent only to the MP, the FO did concede that the military authorities
had gone too far in banning all Ukrainian organizations. As a result, a
letter was sent to the CCG suggesting that the policy be altered as it was
causing unnecessary hardship and could lead to problems for Britain.*®

At times, these lobbying efforts were successful through fortuitous
circumstances. In the attempt to gain entry to the first session of the
United Nations General Assembly, Stanley Frolick of CURB obtained
press accreditation. Using his press pass he was able to visit the premises
of the conference prior to its opening, where he found the address list of
all the delegates. Over the weekend, CURB prepared a pamphlet entitled
‘The Plight of Ukrainian DPs’, which was circulated to all the delegates.
Eleanor Roosevelt of the US delegation made use of information from
this pamphlet in her address to the UN, strongly opposing forcible
repatriation and arguing the need for international action on behalf of
refugees.®’

Although the numerous petitions and appeals by the Ukrainian agen-
cies were usually left unanswered on the grounds that no organization
could claim to represent the interests of Ukrainian refugees, they were
filed as a source of information.

Another important feature of the lobbying campaign was aimed at
drawing Western public attention to the situation of Ukrainian refugees
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through the publication and dissemination of letters, appeals and
pamphlets from the refugees themselves. The dual goal of the publicity
drive was to build public pressure against the policy of forcible repatri-
ation, and to collect funds from the Ukrainian communities for relief
work in Europe. The Ukrainian Canadian Committee published and
translated an eloquent explanation of an article by a young Eastern
Ukrainian writer, Ivan Bahrianyi, with the title, ‘Why I Do Not Want
To Return To The USSR’, which became the manifesto of all Ukrainian
refugees. The essay opens with the sentence, ‘I am one of those thou-
sands of people, Ukrainians, who, to the bewilderment of the entire
world, do not want to return home to bolshevik rule.”®®

The essay describes the repressive nature of the Soviet system, includ-
ing an account of the author’s experiences in a Soviet prison. Such
publications served to increase public understanding of the opposition
to repatriation, but in many cases the Western authorities refused to
believe the stories of the refugees. Fiorello La Guardia, the second Dir-
ector General of UNRRA was reported to have told a group of refugees
that he could not understand why they did not want to return home just
because they disagreed with their government. He said, ‘1 haven’t been
in agreement with the system in my country for the past 30 years but [
haven't left the country because of that.”®’

The persistence of the Ukrainian voluntary agencies, particularly in
their lobbying efforts, resulted in gradual changes in Western policies
towards Ukrainian refugees.”® Their activities also provided assistance
for the refugees, primarily in the form of moral support, since the
amount of material aid they could provide was limited by the restric-
tions of the occupation authorities.

Attitudes towards Ukrainians

In the months from autumn 1945 to spring 1946, attitudes and policies
towards Ukrainians underwent a gradual change, from a complete
denial of the existence of Ukrainians, to a growing recognition of the
separate character of this group and acknowledgement of their interests.
This was caused by both the transformations occurring in the interna-
tional community, and the activities of the Ukrainians themselves.

Repatriation and the Ukrainian identity issue

In autumn fall of 1945 there was no Western policy dealing specifically
with Ukrainians, and they were regarded, along with all other refugees,
as repatriable. To enable repatriation each individual had to be



92 The Grand Alliance and Ukrainian Refugees

identified in terms of his or her last known citizenship so that respons-
ibility for people could be transferred to their former government.
Because no Ukrainian state existed, on 8 September 1945 instructions
were once again circulated, stating:

that persons styling themselves as Ukrainians are to be dealt with
according to their nationality status as Soviet citizens, nationals of
other countries, or as stateless persons, according to the facts in
each individual case. Ukrainians are not to be recognized as a nation-
ality.”!

In order to prevent organized resistance to repatriation, the military
authorities issued instructions that no permission was to be granted for
the formation of organizations, committees or councils to aid those
displaced persons who did not wish to return to their country. No
representatives of previously existing organizations were to be recog-
nized as speaking for all persons in such a group, and all committees
were forbidden to engage in political activities.”>

Despite these instructions, a great deal of confusion surrounded deal-
ings with Ukrainians. This was both because of the inadequate circula-
tion of information to officials responsible for dealings with the DPs,
and to the Ukrainian refugees’ insistence on their national identity. In
some cases, Ukrainians were registered as Ukrainians and referred to as
such in field reports and communications, although in reports compiled
at the zonal level they were placed in the ‘Stateless Persons’ or ‘Undeter-
mined’ categories.” During the first attempted registration of DPs under
Western care in autumn 1945,°% many reports included a category for
Ukrainians. Once again a Memorandum was circulated which noted
that, ‘Certain categories have frequently and mistakenly been reported
as nationalities’,”” clarified that Ukrainians were a national sub-group to
be dealt with as nationals of countries of which they may have been
citizens or stateless.”®

In December 1945 the United States restricted the use of force in
repatriation to three categories of Soviet citizen, which reduced the
numbers of Ukrainians threatened with forcible repatriation.’” (In the
British and French zones the policy remained unchanged until summer
1946.)® However, partially in response to Soviet complaints against
Ukrainian organizations and partially from a desire to complete repat-
riation, a series of orders were issued in December 1945, which repeated
the restriction on Ukrainians and prohibited them from organizing. In
the US areas of control, orders prohibited the recognition of any Ukrain-
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ian Committee which registered Ukrainians, but allowed Ukrainian
Welfare Groups to exist.”” In some areas, existing Ukrainian committees
were forcibly disbanded.'”’

In the British Zone, harsher measures were taken. In late December
1945 British military commanders received new orders, which
instructed them to continue repatriating all Soviet nationals regardless
of their wishes, including Ukrainians who had been resident within the
Soviet Union in 1939. The directive also included orders designed to
curb Ukrainian anti-repatriation activities, which had the consequence
of denying Ukrainians not only basic rights of self-organization but also
the usage of their language. The instruction specified:

that no recognition can be given to any Ukrainian organisation or
representative; that Ukrainians of other than Soviet citizenship are to
receive education and other welfare facilities in the language appro-
priate to their citizenship;'’' that books cannot be published in
Ukrainian; that all Ukrainian organisations are to be disbanded and
their stationery confiscated.'’”

Deliberations on a ‘considerable embarrassment’

Despite the official policy of non-recognition of Ukrainians and the
harsh measures adopted to prevent them organizing against repatri-
ation, there was disagreement in Western political circles over the pol-
icies being pursued. Proposals came from many quarters suggesting a
change in the policy towards Ukrainians. Some, such as British MP, Rhys
Davies, were motivated by humanitarian considerations in intervening
on behalf of the Ukrainians. On receiving a letter from the Central
Ukrainian Relief Burcau, he appealed to the Chancellor of the Duchy
of Lancaster to stop the use of force in repatriation and repeal
the directive prohibiting Ukrainians from organizing. He explained:

that in Germany Ukrainian DPs have developed their own welfare
and cultural organisations in their own camps, started their own
schools and cven have their own University in the American
zone. .. The order referred to denies them both freedom and tolerant
treatment. They will not be allowed to use their language nor to run
schools and welfare organisations in their camps.'"*

Bevin responded to the appeal by informing Mr Davies that he had
received a similar letter from the Ukrainians, and the ‘the future
of such people is under active consideration, and our policy in the
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meantime is that no one who was not a Soviet citizen on the 1st
September 1939 is being compelled to return to his home’."™

While these discussions were taking place, the Western officials were
reluctant to have any direct dealings with Ukrainian groups or represen-
tatives, on the grounds that they were a ‘considerable embarrassment’,
and ‘that His Majesty’s Government have refused to recognise such
“national” committees in Germany and Austria since they have on occa-
sion been used as a cover for anti-Allied, especially anti-Soviet propa-
ganda’.'” Similarly, the Canadian Government was selective in the
information it communicated to the Ukrainian Canadian Committee,
as their actions were viewed as being potentially embarrassing.'"® One
reason why official Western policy continued to deny recognition of
displaced people as Ukrainians was to prevent political difficulties with
the Soviet Union. When the Central Ukrainian Relief Bureau (CURB)
requested visas that would allow foreign delegates to attend their con-
ference in Britain, one FO official commented, ‘I submit therefore that it
is not only not in our political interest but also to our political disad-
vantage to facilitate the journey of delegates from Belgium and France
for the proposed conference of CURB."'%" After the point was made by
another official that their presence may result in some relief and help in
dealing with the disposal of the Ukrainian DPs in the British zone, the
visas were issued.'”®

In many cases, letters from Ukrainians were not acknowledged, '’ and
protests against forcible repatriation dismissed, even when forwarded by
Western politicians.’'® The prime minister’s secretary consulted with
the FO when considering a response to the Central Ukrainian Relief
Bureau'’s (CURB) letter containing requests for recognition as a national
group and protection against repatriation. Initially, he was in favour of
replying with ‘a straight answer to these questions’.''' The Foreign
Office advised against responding to the letter, but suggested that ‘if
No 10 insists on answering’ then in response to the request for recognit-
ion of a Ukrainian nationality should be that, ‘The only Ukrainian na-
tional unit recognised by His Majesty’s Government is the Ukrainian
SSR as part of the USSR,” and regarding the request for asylum, ‘It is not
within the powers of His Majesty’s Government to grant the second
request.”''? In the circumstances, Mr Addis decided that it was better to
leave the letter from CURB unanswered.

Conflicting priorities

While deliberations on the wisdom of allowing Ukrainians to organize
continued at high levels, officials directly dealing with Ukrainians were
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faced with the immediate question of allowing or discontinuing permis-
sion for Ukrainian organizations to operate. A dilemma arose out of
conflicting priorities. On the one hand, political interests dictated the
non-recognition of Ukrainians as a national group, and the suppression
of all politically-orientated activities of Ukrainian refugees, particularly
anti-repatriation efforts. On the other hand, economic considerations
motivated the policy of encouraging self-sufficiency among refugees, to
reduce the burden on UNRRA and the military authorities.

Because Ukrainians continued to organize along national lines,
instructions were repeatedly issued that Ukrainian organizations were
not to be recognized. However, these Ukrainian committees, organized
by both the refugees and by emigré groups, were providing much-needed
welfare work among Ukrainians, which supplemented the inadequate
services available. Officials directly dealing with Ukrainian refugees were
less concerned with political interests more concerned with assisting
displaced people in their charge.''® Although efforts were made to
ascertain eligibility for UNRRA assistance, many camp directors, field
commanders and middle-level officials either openly assisted Ukrainians
under their care or did not obstruct their efforts at self-organization.''*

They were able to do this because the implementation of many orders
was left largely to the various districts without any rigid or constant
control from the zonal headquarters.''> One UNRRA Regional Director
informed a Team Director that officially he was not authorized to have
contact with the Central Ukrainian Relief Bureau, but unofficially he
should continue working with them in the hope that the cooperation
would be legalized in the near future.''®

In some cases recognition for the Ukrainian Committee (TsPUE) was
obtained from the local military government without proceeding to
higher authorities for more general recognition. UNRRA officials took
it upon themselves to act as intermediaries between the Ukrainian relief
agencies abroad and the Ukrainian refugees, informing the European
Regional Office of the situation while providing assistance in contradic-
tion to existing instructions.'!” This local assistance was in many ways
crucial, as permission for all activities was issued at the local level. The
October 1945 conference of Ukrainian committees in Germany was
made possible through the intervention of numerous such officials,
who provided the necessary permits for holding the meeting and
travel.''®

Local officials who helped Ukrainians were motivated by the desire to
provide assistance to people under their care while avoiding contro-
versy. Lobbying for permission for Ukrainian voluntary agencies to be
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allowed to operate, the Chief of UNRRA’s Voluntary Agencies Division,
Marjorie Bradford, wrote to a colleague, stating, “The Ukrainian orga-
nisations in the US and Canada are strong and active and would prob-
ably be good sources of relief supplies if a way can be found of using
them without causing trouble.”''” Reporting to London in autumn 1945
she wrote that she had met numerous delegations from Ukrainian
groups ‘of many different varieties, at least according to official defini-
tions’.’?" In her opinion they showed considerable enterprise in welfare
and educational activities, and she felt that those under UNRRA care
should be treated as a separate linguistic group and provided with wel-
fare in the Ukrainian language.'”' Others felt that Ukrainians were
entitled to the privileges accorded to other voluntary agencies. In
requesting permission for the Central Ukrainian Relief Bureau to operate
in the US zone of Germany, an UNRRA regional Relief Services official
argued that since its sponsoring organization was approved by the
American War Relief Control Board, ‘It is presumed that they would
work under the same sort of agreement which we have with the
American Polish War Relief’.'*?

Some UNRRA and military officers helped to organize camps for
Ukrainians, or allowed them to engage in their cultural activities. One
such camp was set up in May 1945 by permission of US Lt. Col. Jaromir
Pospisil near Regensburg, and through his assistance the camp became
one of the main centres of Ukrainian refugee activity.'** Certain camp
directors encouraged Ukrainian self-organization activities, since they
provided the much-needed sense of purpose and enthusiasm among
refugees living in difficult conditions. The director of one such camp
in Ellwangen reported that:

The first official election of a National Leader and a Deputy brought a
new active spirit in the Camp. The pre-clection activities took up the
entire previous day and the election day itself was proclaimed a
holiday. In the evening after the election, a big party with national
songs and dance was arranged. And speaking of dancing - the Ukrain-
ians are noted like all Slavic people - for their love of music, dancing
and singing and this camp is no exception to the rule. A modern
theatre was an excellent excuse to start almost immediately theatrical
performances, dancing parties and other entertainments. 124

Others developed sympathy for the situation of Ukrainians through
contact with them. One eligibility officer described Ukrainians in the
camp at Cornberg as ‘a quiet, closely-knit, industrious, peace-loving
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group made up for the most part of peasant people, all deeply embit-
tered by their persecution and the subsequent domination of their
homeland’.'*®

At times UNRRA officials intervened to protect Ukrainians from repat-
riation. The US Zone director in Germany protested to the Control
Commission against the illegal eviction of 250 Ukrainians from the
camp at Augsburg by the Army screening authorities, causing the
reversal of the decision. Unfortunately, by the time the evictees were
granted the right of appeal they had scattered, thus making the ruling
ineffective.'?®

Independent voluntary agencies working in Austria and Germany
were not restricted by the policies of the occupying powers from provid-
ing assistance to refugees who they considered to be needy. However,
they had very little knowledge of the Ukrainian question, and were
often perplexed when encountering Ukrainians. Margaret McNeill,
who worked with the Quaker Friends Relief Service, later wrote that in
the summer of 1945, ‘we knew very little about the Ukrainians’.'?” After
visiting camps housing Ukrainian refugees, a fellow relief worker com-
mented, ‘The more 1 see of them, the more confused I get.”'*® The
Ukrainians explained to the relief workers that they were a nationality
without a state, but since few of them spoke good English, they found it
difficult to explain their complex history. Ms McNeill described the
difficulties in conversing with one Ukrainian refugee, Dr Pilak, who
‘knew and pronounced excellently a prodigious number of English
words, yet somehow after one of his long statements [ had the utmost
ditficulty in making out what he really meant’.'?’ However, because the
operations of these independent agencies were not dictated by political
interests but by humanitarian considerations, they often intervened on
behalf of the Ukrainians.

Allegations against Ukrainians
Not all UNRRA officials were helpful towards Ukrainians. Many of them
were unsympathetic towards DPs who refused repatriation and insisted
on their Ukrainian identity. At times the behaviour of such officials
caused Ukrainians to complain to higher authorities. In one such case,
the Ukrainian Orthodox Bishop, Mstyslav, sent letters directly to the
Chief of UNRRA operations in Germany. The situation was investigated
by an UNRRA Security Officer, and the Deputy Director of the camp at
Offenbach who had misbehaved was transferred.'*’

Also working against the interests of Ukrainians were the numerous
reports that portrayed them as dishonest, unruly collaborators. One
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section of an UNRRA Information Report on the background of Ukrain-
ian groups portrays them as a band of rabble-rousing terrorists.'*' In a
list of recommendations, the chief consultant of the Welfare and Repat-
riation Division stated that a very high percentage of Polish and Russian
Ukrainians were members of German military units during the war, or
members of units who participated in hostilities against the UN. Some-
one had pencilled in the margin, ‘Quite incorrect — an absolute mini-
mum.’'*?

The Chief of the US Zonal Repatriation Division described Ukrainians
as having clearly been involved with the Germans and a ‘closely knit
group, blindly following their leadership’ in refusing repatriation.'*?
Another senior repatriation officer described Ukrainians as deliberately
not producing documents at screenings. Dismissing their statements of
not having documents, he reported:

the real reason for the lack of such documents on the part of these
DPs is that they were not sent back by the Germans as compulsory
workers but they left their countries or residence because of their fear
of the Russians and their collaborating with the Germans.'**

Perhaps the most damaging condemnations of Ukrainian refugees
and voluntary organizations were the Soviet allegations that all Ukrain-
ians refusing repatriation were Nazi collaborators, and that their com-
mittees were organized for the sole purpose of facilitating anti-Soviet
and anti-repatriation propaganda. At times these allegations were made
at the highest levels, including the UN, and meetings of the Committee
of the Council of Europe. Often similar charges would be presented to
various authorities simultaneously. Both military and UNRRA author-
ities took these charges seriously, and launched investigations to check
their validity."** In winter 1945-6, many Ukrainian organizations
were disbanded on the basis of such allegations, and their leaders
arrested.'*® Co-existence of sympathetic and hostile attitudes towards
Ukrainians continued into summer 1946. However, through their
activities during these months, Ukrainians established themselves as
non-repatriable, thus contributing to the recognition for the need for
new solutions.

Impact of Ukrainians on general policy

The debate on how best to deal with Ukrainian refugees who refus-
ed to return to their homes was occurring within the larger context of
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East-West relations and the evolution of a policy on international refu-
gee protection. Their activities had an impact on both. As has already
been stated, the main aim of the Western powers was to create a stable
postwar system in which they could safeguard their interests. One com-
ponent of this aim was the reduction of the size of the DP problem,
which was considered to be an obstacle to reconstruction and continued
to be a source of tension with the Soviet government. Reflecting the
attitudes of the time, one historian described the refugees as ‘a burden
on the German economy and a constant source of trouble’.'*’

Debate on the resolution of the ‘problem’ of the remaining displaced
people occurred in a number of separate but overlapping spheres. One
was in the sphere of Great Power politics, where the Soviet Union
continued to demand the forcible return of all people who originated
from within its 1945 boundaries, while the Western powers limited their
definition of Soviet citizenship to those people who had held it in 1939.
This issue continued to be part of the debate over the recognition of new
borders between the Soviet Union and Poland, and an ultimate peace
settlement. Another sphere was in the realm of wider international
relations, where new multilateral institutions were being created. One
of the items that came on to this agenda was the international respect
for humanitarian principles, including the protection of refugee rights,
which was being discussed within the context of the newly-formed
United Nations Organisation (UNO). A third sphere was the practical
level of DP operations, where military occupation authorities, UNRRA
and the IGCR, dealt directly with the refugee population.

Great Power politics: borders, citizenship and refugees

Although relations within the Grand Alliance were deteriorating,
throughout autumn 1945 the Great Powers continued negotiations on
unresolved issues through the Council of Foreign Ministers."*® One such
issue was the repatriation of people formerly resident in the newly-
acquired Soviet territories.'*’ Although this was not a major issue, it con-
tinued to be linked to the Western recognition of the new Soviet borders.

At Potsdam little time was devoted to the discussion of the repatri-
ation of Soviet nationals, since many other pressing issues dominated
the agenda. However, at the London and Moscow foreign ministers’
meetings the issue was raised repeatedly. The dispute continued to
revolve around the refusal by the Western allies to repatriate forcibly
people formerly resident in territories newly acquired by the Soviet
Union. Although it must have appeared irrational and insulting to the
Soviet government, Britain and the United States insisted that people
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who were not Soviet citizens in 1939 would not be forced to assume
Soviet citizenship in 1945 if they were away from those territories when
the annexation occurred. When preparing Bevin to discuss the issue, the
FO briefed him that:

If Monsieur Molotov should try to claim that the assumption of this
authority dates back to September 1939, we most emphatically can-
not accept that, since the Soviet occupation of the territory at that
date is based on an agreement with our enemy, Germany, at the
expense of our ally, Poland.'*"

This argument, however, was to be used as a last resort. Numerous
memorandums and briefs were circulated in an attempt to prepare a
reasonable and sustainable argument explaining Western policy. The
difficulty continued to be that the issue of repatriation of these people
continued to be linked to the question of Western recognition of the
new Soviet-Polish border. The refusal to repatriate people from the Baltic
States, Western Byelorussia, Western Ukraine and Moldavia was based on
the non-recognition of the incorporation of these territories into the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. Although it had been decided that
formal recognition would be postponed until the peace conference, by
the autumn the Western allies were finding it difficult to sustain this
position. After the recognition of the Polish Government of National
Unity on 16 August 1945, it became difficult to deny the validity of the
agreement on borders between two governments which were recognized
by both Britain and the USA."*' It was decided to try to separate the issue
of repatriation from the issue of recognition of borders.

A new argument proposed was that, according to international law,
such annexation could not against their wishes change the citizenship
of persons who were outside the territory concerned at the date of
annexation. As Britain and the USA recognised that the USSR assumed
effective control of the areas in question in 1944-5, it could be argued
legally that people who left their homes before the final Soviet advance
could not be regarded as Soviet citizens. Countering the Soviet claim
that the Soviet-Polish agreement provided an option for residents of
ceded areas to give up their Soviet citizenship and move to Poland, the
FO spelled out their position, that ‘His Majesty's Government’s view
however, is that those who were not there on the relevant date did not
become Soviet citizens, and that therefore there is no question of them
opting out of such citizenship: they cannot give up what they never
possessed.’'*? After taking legal advice, it was decided that since there
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were few precedents in international law to support this line of argu-
mentation, it could not be made forcefully. For the Moscow foreign
ministers’ meeting, the FO suggested to Bevin, that ‘the legal arguments
in which we have swathed our policy in the past will be swept away and
we may have to admit that our practice of not forcing unwilling persons
to return to the annexed territories is ultimately based on humanitarian
and political rather than on legal considerations.”'*’

Another tactic used was to deflect attention from the contentious
issue by focusing on the successful repatriation of Soviet nationals
whose citizenship was not being disputed. Both the British and US
delegations presented reports on the numbers of Soviet nationals repat-
riated successfully, and gave assurances that everything was being done
to complete repatriation as quickly as possible. On 21 December 1945
the US delegation circulated a memorandum which stated that over
2034000 Soviet citizens had already been repatriated and the remaining
20000 were awaiting repatriation.'** Britain also claimed the need to
consult with the Polish government for their view.'*®

During both the London and Moscow meetings, the Soviet delegation
attempted to change the West’s position on this issue and proposed
resotutions to that end.'*® Molotov used opportunities during informal
discussions to convince the Western leaders to alter their views.'?’

The issue was raised by Molotov again on the last day of the Moscow
conference, and Bevin tried to avoid further discussion by pointing out
the need for legal resolution and commenting ‘that this was one of
those very difficult questions which arose when territory was trans-
ferred’. Molotov responded that the Soviet government found it easy
to reach agreement on this subject with the Polish government, but that
it was difficult to do so with the British government. He went on to
argue that, at Yalta, Britain and the USA had recognized the new Soviet
border as the Curzon Line, and that the agreement ‘contained no reser-
vation on the subject of the Curzon Line and nothing about Parliament
or the peace treaty’.'*® It was at this stage of negotiations that the
changes that had occurred in the Western leadership became an issue.
Churchill and Roosevelt, who had signed the agreement at Yalta, were
no longer heads of government, and their successors began to face
accusations of reneging on binding bilateral agreements signed by
them on behalf of their governments.'*’

Attempting to introduce a conciliatory note for the end of the con-
ference, US Secretary of State, James F. Byrnes, explained that the demo-
cratic process in the USA had to follow its procedures, ‘But there
was really no reason to argue since the Government of the US would
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certainly stand by the agreement which the President had made’.">®
Bevin also assured Molotov that the British government accepted
what Churchill had undertaken at that time. The Moscow conference
ended without a resolution of the definitions stalemate.

In the continued attempt to resolve this question, further reports were
produced, including a review of the precedents in international law for
the justification of Britain’s refusal to treat people from the annexed
areas as Soviet citizens, and details of agreements concluded by the
governments of the territories involved.'”' Information compiled for
these reports, as well as others, provided a comprehensive picture of
events in Western Ukraine and the other areas that had come under
Soviet control. The Western governments were aware of the separate
informal understanding between the Polish and Soviet governments,
that the Ukrainians from south-east Poland were being deported to the
Ukrainian SSR whether they wished to or not. On receiving information
about the brutality with which these deportation were being conducted,
the consensus in the FO was reflected in comments such as, ‘One can
hardly blame the Poles for wishing to rid themselves once and for all of
their Ukrainian minority problem, but their methods are creating great
hardship’,'*? and ‘we should steer clear of analogous disputes in respect
of persons now in Poland who are not our concern’.>?

Ukrainians from these areas who were under Western control, on the
other hand, were the concern of Britain, France and the USA. As it
became apparent that these Ukrainian refugees would not willingly
return to such conditions, discussion of responsibility for their future
and the cost of their maintenance became an increasing concern.'**
One course of action was to internationalize the problem, thus reducing
the burden on the Western allies. The broadening of a definition of a
refugee was desirable as a means of devolving responsibility on to an
international institution.'>® However, concern was expressed that:

the countries where the non-repatriables are normally resident will
strongly oppose any attempt to place persons unwilling to go home
under the care of a United Nations organisation, and that the coun-
tries not directly concerned will be unwilling to undertake financial
obligations to pay for what they will no doubt regard as Quixotic
humanitarianism on our part.'*®

Equally problematic was the prospect of securing agreement from the
finance departments of the Western states to accept financial respons-
ibility for the maintenance of the non-repatriates.'*’
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However, the Western governments were coming under increased
pressure to change their policy on repatriation and accept responsibility
for Ukrainian refugees. The Vatican communicated a complaint against
the forcible repatriation of Ukrainians to the British Legation to the
Holy See. This was duly passed on to Bevin.'*® Various British MDs
were forwarding letters and lodging complaints on their behalf.'*’
Some were even raising the matter in Parliament, such as Sir Neven
Spence, who on 17 December 1945 asked how many Ukrainians and
Balts had been handed over to Soviet control.'®” After the passing of the
UN resolution banning forcible repatriation, the question was once
again posed to the FO as to whether Britain was complying with the
resolution.'®" Although attempts were made to elude the question, at
times the policy of forcible repatriation could not be concealed and was
justified on the grounds of returning people the Soviet authorities
accused of collaboration.'®?

A continuing source of tension was the behaviour of the Soviet repat-
riation officials. By mid-1946 there was a consensus to close down the
Soviet repatriation missions on the grounds that most of the repatri-
ation was complete and the majority of people they continued to
request were not Soviet citizens by Western definitions, while the
missions continued to be used as a cover for espionage activities. They
were also causing a nuisance with their complaints.'¢?

The Soviet government continued to raise the issue of the repatriation
of its nationals at all high-level political meetings, and proceeded with
its repatriation campaign throughout Europe, to the growing irritation
of Western authorities. Soviet Ukrainian representatives to international
institutions made claims regarding the interests of Ukrainian refugees,
insisting that the government of the Ukrainian SSR was legally respons-
ible for them. However, because Ukrainians were not recognized as
a separate group, nor the Ukrainian government as an independent
authority, these activities remained at the level of formalities.

Relations with the Soviet government were deteriorating steadily, and
the issue of repatriation became the subject of dispute. For a variety of
reasons, the United States, Britain and France became increasingly reluct-
ant to use force in repatriating Soviet nationals, and within months
stopped it altogether. From December 1945 in US-controlled zones,
and by the summer of 1946 in French and British areas, repatriation
became a voluntary option, which drastically reduced the numbers of
people returning to the Soviet Union.

Facing increasing difficulties in pressuring Western governments to
return alleged Soviet nationals to their country of origin, the Soviet
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Union turned to the UN forum, where it attempted to block the creation
of the TRO as a means of denying the non-returnees access to interna-
tional assistance.

The need for new definitions and a new international refugee
organization

While the members of the Grand Alliance were negotiating the terms of
the peace settlement, the newly-created United Nations Organization
was preparing to assume its role as the forum for resolution of interna-
tional issues. As part of these preparations, certain individuals once
again began to advocate the need for the United Nations to assume
responsibility for refugees and displaced people.'**

Based on reports coming in from the field, it became apparent that
neither UNRRA nor the IGCR were capable of dealing with the large
numbers of refugees refusing repatriation.'®> The need for UN involve-
ment in the refugee issue was already being discussed at the Potsdam
conference, but no action was taken at that time.'®® By autumn 1945,
the British and American delegates to the IGCR and UN were actively
lobbying for increased Western attention to the issue.'®” At an informal
meeting in New York City in September 1945, the French, British and US
delegates to the UN agreed on the need to create a new international
agency to deal with the remaining refugees uprooted because ot the
war.'®® Even though the Soviet delegates had lobbied informally against
this,'® the UN did discuss the issue in the plenary sessions and in the
Third Committee of the UN Assembly, which met in London from 10
January to 14 February 1946.'""

Debates were heated. The fundamental disagreements were over the
definition of a refugee, the freedom of choice for an individual to decide
his or her own future, and international responsibility for those refugees
who refused repatriation. Britain was preoccupied with the Palestine
mandate and unable to bear the cost of supporting refugees under its
control. Therefore it was in favour of internationalizing the situation.
US President Truman and Eleanor Roosevelt, a UN delegate, presented
more ideologically motivated arguments that basic rights were univer-
sal.'”! The Soviet delegation accepted the international scope of the
problem, but refused to recognise non-repatriates as refugees or provide
them with international assistance. This divergence of views led to one
of the first open confrontations between the former wartime allies in a
public forum.'”?

However, since the Western Powers were anxious not to allow a
breakdown in relations with the Soviet Union over the issue of refugees,
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an attempt at compromise was made. On 12 February 1946, the first
session of the United Nations General Assembly unanimously passed a
resolution accepting responsibility for refugees. The text of the resolu-
tion reflected the dual interests of its the UN member states, by reiter-
ating that ‘The main task concerning displaced persons is to encourage
and assist in every way possible their early return to their countries of
origin.”'”* However, it also took the important step towards granting
recognition of the refugee status of many of the non-returnees, by
stating:

No refugees or displaced persons who have finally and definitively, in
complete freedom and after receiving full knowledge of the facts,
including adequate information from the Governments of their
countries of origin, express valid objections to returning to their
countries of origin...shall be compelled to return to their countries
of origin.'”*

The resolution also expanded the definition of a refugee and displaced
person, setting an important precedent by taking responsibility for
individuals

outside his country of nationality or former habitual residence, and
who, as a result of events subsequent to the outbreak of the Second
World War, is unable or unwilling to avail himself of the protection
of the Government of his country of nationality or former national-
ity.'75

For the first time, conditions for refugee status included,

‘persecution or fear of, based on reasonable grounds, persecution
because of race, religion, nationality, or political opinion, provided
those opinions are not in conflict with the principles of the UN".'7¢

Carefully not stating that opposition to the Soviet government was
grounds for refugee status, the definition was broad enough to allow
for this particular case of political dissent.

The resolution also called for the establishment of a special committee
to look into the situation.'”” Eleanor Roosevelt provided an important
impetus for this decision by the UN in her capacity as a member of the
US delegation. Her speech, in addition to lobbying strongly on behalf of
the refugees, condemned the use of force in repatriation and called for
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its abolition. In it she used information provided by CURB on the plight
of Ukrainian refugees.'”®

The issue of war crimes

An important component of the debate on refugees and repatriation,
both at the United Nations and at the Grand Alliance summit meetings,
was the Soviet allegation that refugees who did not want to return to
their former homes were Nazi collaborators and war criminals trying to
evade justice. Soviet representatives regularly attempted to link these
issues.'”? Since Ukrainians were a large portion of the refugees who did
not want to return to the Soviet Union and whose citizenship was being
debated, they became one of the prime targets of these Soviet accusa-
tions.

The need to punish Nazi war criminals was one issue on which the
victorious allies agreed.'® However, when the Soviet Union attempted
to link this issue to the discussion of repatriation, difficulties arose.
Although the Western allies were committed to bringing all Nazi war
criminals to justice and included provisions for this in all policy state-
ments regarding refugees and displaced people,'®' they were aware that
the Soviet Union was using the charge of war crimes as a means of
securing the forcible repatriation of as many people as possible. The
FO noted that, “We shall have to tread very carefully. We do not want
to harbour criminals, but we do not want to hand over people whom we
regard as innocent.’'®?

It was decided that the Soviet Union should be required to provide
evidence on each specific allegation. The revised US directive on repat-
riation of Soviet citizens dated 20 December 1945 stated:

Those who are charged by the Soviet Union as having voluntarily
rendered aid and comfort to the enemy, where the Soviet Union
satisfies the United States military authorities of the substantiality
of the charge by supplying in each case, with reasonable particularity,
the time, place and nature of the offenses and the perpetrator
thereof

continued to be liable to forcible repatriation to the Soviet Union.'®?
Recognizing that accusations of war crimes would be used as a means of
locating Ukrainians leaders, one FO official commented,' My own perso-
nal feelings are engaged only in the case of Roman Smal Stocki, whose
name is likely to be found on the list of “war criminals” although he is in
fact an easy going and harmless person.’'®*
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A number of Ukrainians were, in fact, charged with war crimes at the
request of the Soviet Union, the most prominent among them being
Volodymyr Kubiiovych, who stood trial at Nuremburg. Having been
head of the Ukrainian Central Committee in Western Ukraine during
the German occupation, he was accused of having collaborated with the
Nazi regime. The committee had no political standing and was created
to organize social services for Ukrainians, and on numerous occasions
intervened on behalf of the Ukrainians to protect them from German
brutality.'®® At the trial, a Memorandum of protest from Kubiiovych to
Hans Frank, the Governor of occupied Poland and Western Ukraine,
protesting against the killing of Ukrainian peasants in the Zamosc
region for alleged resistance, was introduced as evidence that his
activities were aimed only at defending the interests of the Ukrainian
people. On the basis of this document he was acquitted.'® Other less
prominent Ukrainians were also arrested on the basis of Soviet allega-
tions, but after submitting evidence substantiating in their innocence,
most were released.

The main problem Western authorities faced in locating war criminals
among the refugee population was that it was difficult to determine
identities conclusively, particularly those of Soviet citizens. Many
people who feared forcible repatriation concealed their true identities,
which left them open to accusations of dishonestly and raised suspi-
cions that they might in fact be guilty of war crimes. Furthermore, the
chaos of summer 1945 made it easy for genuine war criminals and
collaborators to change their identities and escape. As a result, people
who were registered by Western authorities in refugee camps were often
accused of war crimes because they could be targeted easily, while the
guilty, who generally avoided military and UNRRA assembly centres,
were able to elude justice. This has caused the issue of wartime collab-
oration to remain clouded in controversy to the present day, with many
former Ukrainian refugees still facing the threat of allegations of Nazi
collaboration. The Soviet government continued its campaign of
portraying non-returnees as Nazi collaborators until the USSR imploded,
assisting in Western investigations and often supplying false evidence.

Changes on the ground

In many ways, officials in the practical sphere of operations had the
most direct impact on the changes that occurred in policies towards the
refugees. In autumn 1945 Western political leaders considered
the remaining 1888000 officially registered displaced people in
Central Europe repatriable.
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While political leaders debated the details of repatriation agreements
and international responsibility for non-returnees, UNRRA and the mil-
itary occupation authorities who were charged with implementing the
repatriation programme began running into difficulties. In trying to
resolve the problems they encountered, these authorities dealing
directly with refugees introduced a number of changes to existing
policies, thus prompting change higher up. Many of these changes
resulted from the refugees’ refusal to accept the decision of the Allies
regarding their future, particularly that they return to areas of Soviet
control.

The first major change coming from the ground was the suspension of
the widespread use of force in repatriation. On 4 September 1945 Gen-
eral Eisenhower altered the policy of forcible repatriation of Soviet
nationals, limiting it to three categories of people, These were Soviet
citizens who (i) had been captured in German uniform (ii) had been in
the Red Army on or after 22 June 1941 and who subsequently had not
been discharged; or (iii) had voluntarily rendered aid and comfort to the
enemy.'®® It was the actions of the refugees, among them many Ukrain-
ians, who resorted to the use of force to demonstrate their opposition to
returning to the Soviet Union, which caused the military authorities to
refuse to carry out the policy, thus forcing it to be reconsidered at
political levels.

Orders introducing this new policy were circulated to all commanders
in the Western-occupied countries before the military leaders had
obtained permission from Washington or London for such a move.
The fact that this decision was taken by military commanders and was
contrary to official policy caused concern among political leaders. On
hearing of this decision, the British Foreign Office was ‘both mystified
and alarmed by this statement which is, of course, quite contradictory to
His Majesty’s Government’s policy as recently confirmed by our Secret-
ary of State’,'®?

These actions ot the military commanders also added to existing
problem of lack of coordination on policies among the Western powers.
Eisenhower was the first to suspend forcible repatriation, thus compel-
ling officials in both Washington and London to reconsider the use of
force. When the United States officially adopted this policy on 20
December 1945,'"° Britain felt pressured to follow suit in order to
bring its policy into line with the Americans. After much discussion,
perhaps aptly summarized by the comment: ‘We should get rid of as
many as possible without being unjust’,'®' the British Cabinet approved
a similar policy on 6 June 1946."'%? However, despite the suspension and
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eventual cessation of the policy of forcible repatriation, the use of force
continued in a number of situations until May 1947.'%*

The second change in attitude towards repatriation also came from
the ground. It was the refugees’ refusal to return home, in combination
with other factors, that eventually forced a change in Western policy
from repatriation to resettlement. UNRRA, whose DI Branch had been
created specifically to facilitate repatriation, had begun its operations
even before the end of the war. However, it was not until the autumn
that its presence in Central Europe was formalized. In September,
UNRRA’s Central Headquarters was established in Hoechst, Germany,
and Lt. Gen. Sir Frederick Morgan was appointed Chief of UNRRA
Operations in Germany. Zonal Headquarters were set up in Lemgo
(British Zone), Pasig (US Zone) and Haslach (French Zone). Country
Missions were also established in Austria (with a Central Headquarters
formally established in Vienna on 26 November 1945) and many other
countries.

Relations between UNRRA and the military authorities continued to
be governed by the terms specified in the SHAEF/UNRRA agreement,'”*
even though control in the zones had passed into the hands of separate
authorities. New instructions were not considered necessary as the DP
operations were expected to be wound up within a few months.

One of the primary objectives of both military and UNRRA officials
was to establish control over the remaining refugees as a means of
stabilizing the situation in occupied Germany and Austria. Another
was to determine their identities to work with the repatriation missions
of their countries of origin in facilitating their return. Furthermore, as
German and Red Cross supplies were running out by the autumn
months, both military and UNRRA officials became less willing to pro-
vide care to everyone, as had been done during the summer. For these
reasons, the first registration of refugees aimed at determining their
identity and eligibility for assistance was carried out in autumn 1945.
This first screening was largely unsuccesstul because of a lack of clear
procedures and criteria, as well as a shortage of qualified translators.'”®

This first registration provided substantial evidence that most Ukrain-
ians did not consider repatriation to be viable solution to their dis-
placement. They continued to insist on identifying themselves as
stateless Ukrainians, which made it difficult to designate them for repat-
riation.'”*

Other groups that made their anti-repatriation views known were
refugees from the Baltic states, Yugoslav Royalists and some Poles. An
UNRRA Field Supervisor reported that:



110 The Grand Alliance and Ukrainian Refugees

The Baltic peoples repatriated in very small numbers while the Yugo-
slav ‘Royalists’ and Ukrainians refused to move at all. The living
conditions of these people, in the meantime, were not improving
and in fact conditions began deteriorating very much.'”’

By late autumn 1945 UNRRA had recognized that its repatriation
activities would not be completed as quickly as they had anticipated,
and new agreements between UNRRA and the military authorities were
negotiated, while preparations were made to convert the temporary
assembly centres for winter habitation.'”™ They also realized that
changes to their mandate were necessary to address the problem of
post-hostility refugees, who were continuing to arrive in Western-occu-
pied zones,'”’

Certain individuals within the UNRRA leadership began advocating
that resettlement efforts should be considered by the Administration,
arguing that ‘It is imperative, therefore, that UNRRA make clear to the
world that in the threshold of the new year we have in Germany a group
of people who have chosen not to go home or cannot return to their
former countries of origin or domicile.”””” However, Soviet opposition
within UNRRA to such a policy change, and the reluctance of Western
governments to accept responsibility for such a large number of people
caused the emphasis on repatriation to remain for months to follow,

An early attempt at addressing the problem of non-repatriable refu-
gees was made by the military authorities in autumn 1945, by organiz-
ing an employment programme making available short-term contracts
for work in French and Belgian mines. Recruitment teams visited
UNRRA camps offering temporary contracts with a possibility for
extension.?”! However, this scheme was soon terminated because of its
theoretical, though not actual, clash with the repatriation programme.
There were also preliminary talks on resettlement possibilities with
Belgium, Canada, Britain, France and the United States, but serious
efforts were not undertaken until the second half of 1946.%%

The refusal by Ukrainians and other refugees to accept voluntary
repatriation, combined with the reduction of numbers of Soviet citizens
being repatriated by force, caused political leaders to consider new ways
of reducing the refugee population. However, until a new policy was
adopted, UNRRA and the military authorities were instructed to con-
tinue repatriation. Towards this end, a second round of questionnaires
was circulated in winter 1945-6, but it again failed to produce satisfac-
tory results. For the next few months, numerous questionnaires were
circulated, in which Ukrainians were not reported as a group but were
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recognized as comprising a large part of the stateless and undetermined
categories which opposed repatriation.

Conclusion

The months from autumn 1945 to spring 1946 were in many ways
critical for refugees. The international community, as represented by
the United Nations, accepted responsibility for all people displaced from
their homes and agreed to look for new solution to their predicament.
Equally significant was the broadening of the definition of a refugee to
allow individuals, regardless of their former citizenship, race or religion,
to qualify for international refugee status. Previously, such status had
been reserved only for individuals who were victims of specific political
upheavals condemned by the international community, and refugee
status was linked to former citizenship.?”* In the months following the
Second World War the principle was accepted that any individual un-
able or unwilling to avail him/herself of the protection of his/her
government was eligible for international assistance. This was a major
turning point in the history of international protection of refugees.

This change was prompted by many factors, one important one being
the behaviour of the post-Second World War refugees. These refugees
refused to accept the solutions to their predicament proposed by the
victorious Allied Powers, and through their refusal forced the develop-
ment ‘of new solutions.

The first change the refugees influenced was the suspension of the use
of force in repatriation. This change first occurred in the US Zones of
occupation in autumn 1945.2°% In other zones, refugees had to continue
their struggle throughout 1946 to have this policy repealed. The second
success of the refugees in effecting a change in policy occurred through
their refusal to accept voluntary repatriation. Because a portion of the
refugees refused to return to their former homes, Western leaders were
compelled to search for new solutions to the refugee situation and
began to consider seriously resettlement possibilities. A third impact
that refugees had on changing policy was in expanding the definition
of a refugee. Because a large number of refugees refused to accept the
existing definitions for their identity, it was recognized that more gen-
eral definitions were needed.

Ukrainian refugees had an important input into all these changes.
They were the largest group of Soviet citizens who opposed forcible
repatriation, and thus played an important role in having the policy
revoked. Ukrainians were also the largest group opposing voluntary
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repatriation, and because of their unusual situation following the border
changes were influential in convincing Western leaders that repatri-
ation was an inadequate solution. The insistence of Ukrainians on
being identified according to their nationality rather than their former
citizenship was an important contributory factor in the recognition that
citizenship need not be a determining factor in refugee status. This in
turn influenced the expansion of the definition to make it individually
determined.



S

Changes and the Search for New
Solutions (Spring 1946-Spring
1947)

The situation of the remaining refugees changed significantly as the
relationship between Britain, the United States and the Soviet Union
deteriorated from spring 1946 to spring 1947. As the rift between the
former wartime allies grew, the refugees’ issues of repatriation and poli-
tical asylum gained prominence on the international agenda. Both East
and West felt increasing pressure to resolve the refugee situation, albeit
for different reasons. They charged the newly-created United Nations
with the task, and within a year the International Refugee Organization
(IRQ) was tormed.

This chapter examines how changes in the international community
affected policies towards refugees. It looks at the divergences between
the actions of the Western powers in the public international arena, and
policies implemented on the ground. The difficulties Ukrainian refugees
faced amid this changing situation are described, as is their success
in finally achieving the right to recognition as a separate group and
acceptance of their opposition to repatriation.

Changes in the international situation

Political changes

Spring 1946 marked the beginning of a new phase in the relationship
between the former wartime allies. Rivalry and propaganda replaced
previous attempts at cooperation, and Germany became the focus of
the competition for European and global influence. Refugees became a
political tool in the emerging competition of ideologies.

113
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Regarding refugees, the Western Powers had conflicting interests.
They were anxious to live up to their declared principles' and safeguard
the rights of all individuals, particularly as they were waging an inter-
national public campaign in defence of these ideals. At the same time,
they were interested in proceeding with the economic reconstruction of
Europe, and a large refugee population was considered to be an obstacle
to this goal.” A third consideration was the cost of supporting a large
refugee population. No government was prepared to assume financial
responsibility for a large number of refugees. Therefore, all felt it pru-
dent to continue encouraging repatriation with the aim of reducing the
numbers of people in need of assistance.

Changes in American foreign policy during the years 1946-7 had a
decisive impact on the future of the remaining refugee population.
Initially, the United States hoped to retreat into its pre-war isolationism,
and was interested in winding up its commitments in Europe quickly,
while maintaining cooperation with the Soviet Union.* In spring 1946,
US Secretary of State, James F. Byrnes, announced that the US govern-
ment was hoping to close down the refugee camps by the end of that
year.* However, by summer 1946 it became clear that the USA could not
easily disengage from the political and economic processes in Europe,
and began to assume the role of a global power.

This change in US foreign policy had an important impact on the fate
of the remaining refugees. Whereas in early 1946 they feared the with-
drawal of US assistance and support, by spring 1947 they were less
anxious that the Americans would abandon them. US participation in
the United Nations was also critical, since the new international organ-
ization increasingly became the new sparring arena of the Great Powers.
It also took upon itself to address the question of refugees through the
Special Committee on Refugees and Displaced Persons created by the
General Assembly. American financial involvement was an important
component of resettlement plans.

Although in early 1946 the three major powers still had some reason
to cooperate within the UN framework, particularly on issues of secur-
ity, as the year wore on, consensus disintegrated increasingly. The East—
West division over the refugee issue reflected the hardening ideological
positions in each camp. The First Session of the UN General Assembly
devoted more time to discussing the issue of refugees than any other
question apart from security.” The fundamental disagreement was over
the issue of the freedom of choice of the individual. But the sub-text of
the debate rested on Western criticism of Soviet ideology and the desire
to grant legitimacy to internal dissent within Soviet society. However, in
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view of the desire to come to an agreement over security issues, the
Western Powers strove towards achieving a compromise with the Soviet
Union on the refugee question. The debate surrounding the creation of
an international refugee agency also reflected the desire on the part of
the Western Powers not to antagonize the Soviet Union over an issue of
secondary importance.®

The creation of a new international refugee organization

The most important development for refugees in this period was the
creation of the International Refugee Organization (IRO) as a temporary
specialized agency of the UN. On 15 December 1946, the UN General
Assembly approved the Constitution of the IRO, as prepared by the
Special Committee on Refugees and Displaced Persons.” By 1 July 1947
the Preparatory Commission of the IRO (PCIRO) began operations,
assuming responsibility for refugees and displaced people in Europe,
Africa and Asia. The constitution of the IRO came into force on 20
August 1948, when the fifteenth permanent member of the UN rati-
fied the constitution.® The process from the passing of the UN resolu-
tion on the need to address the question of refugees to the formal
constitution of the IRO took two and a half years, demonstrating the
complexity of the procedure of creating an international institution for
the protection of refugees. This section will examine only the period
from spring 1946 to the beginning of the work of the PCIRO in mid-
1947.7

Following the unanimous February General Assembly resolution on
the urgent need to address the question of refugees'®, a Special Com-
mittee on Refugees and Displaced Persons was created to work on the
issue.!’ Although the General Assembly had agreed that the refugee
question was the concern of the United Nations, that an international
agency should care for those refugees who did not want to be repat-
riated, and had expanded the definition of a refugee, its resolution
provided only general principles. The task of the new committee was
to find a way of enacting these guidelines into a practical plan.

Since the General Assembly resolved that refugees should be cared for
by an international agency, the Committee set about the task of creating
such an agency.'” During its first round of meetings, held between 8
April and 1 June 1946 the debates were once again heated, since the
Eastern bloc was well represented on the committee. Although the
Eastern delegates were unable to change the definition of a refugee
that had been accepted by the assembly'?, they attempted to limit
international assistance to people who accepted repatriation. The
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Eastern delegates refused to agree that the new agency should assist
people who did not want to return to countries they represented.

The other point of disagreement was over the nature of the new
agency, specifically its relationship to the UN. On this issue, the USA
and USSR agreed that the new organization should be non-permanent
and created as a specialized, independent agency. By 7 June 1946 agree-
ment on this issue had been reached by all delegates' and by mid-
August the committee submitted a report to ECOSOC proposing a
constitution and budget for the International Retugee Organization.
The General Assembly discussed this report in December and accepted
the proposals by a vote of thirty to five."®

Although the IRO constitution had provisions for repatriation, it was
clear that the main goal of the organization was to facilitate resettle-
ment. Some observers were concerned that the general nature of the
definitions should not constrain the IRO from fulfilling this function.
The British Refugee Defence Committee sent a letter to the IRO’s dir-
ector, expressing concerns over definitions and eligibility criteria, point-
ing out that:

the vast majority of them are refugees from the regimes that have
been set up by our Soviet ally and its satellite powers. It is true that
considerations of diplomatic etiquette might have made it difficult to
include these categories by name in the constitution of a sub-com-
mittee of the UN. But this still does not justify the employment of a
formula which completely obscures the real nature of the problem.'®

The issue of finances

The other critical question before the planners of the IRO was the issue
of finances. Drawing on the experience of previous institutions that had
been handicapped by a lack of funds, Western governments decided to
provide the 1RO with sufficient funds to deal adequately with the post-
Second World War situation. Demonstrating the degree of political
importance attached to the issue, the IRO was allocated an operational
budget three times the size of its parent organization, the UN. The
Canadian delegate to ECOSOC expressed the general opinion of all the
delegates when he stated, ‘We might as well understand from the outset
that this is going to be expensive. It is going to cost money. Peace is
costly - but nothing like the cost of war.”'” The budget was divided into
two sections, administrative and operational, and set at $4 800 000 and
$151060 500 respectively. The contributions of each state were set out
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in Annex II of the constitution, with the USA being expected to provide
45.75 per cent of the operational funds.'® At the time of the drafting of
the constitution, the IRO was expected to operate for 3-5 years.

As a mechanism to hold governments to their tinancial promises, the
architects of the IRO constitution stipulated that the organization would
come into existence only after fifteen permanent members of the UN,
whose budgetary contribution totalled no less than 75 per cent, had
adhered unconditionally to the constitution.'” This constitutional stipu-
lation threatened to prevent the organization from coming into being.

During the debate on the creation of the IRO, domestic economic
situations dictated the positions individual countries adopted regarding
the nature of international assistance to be provided for refugees. The
Soviet Union was not expected to make a significant contribution to the
UN budget, in view of its damaged economy.?® However, the Soviet
delegation refused to commit their government to any financial contri-
bution if the IRO insisted on providing assistance to people who refused
repatriation. The Soviet Union considered such people to be traitors and
argued that they were not entitled to international assistance. The
Soviet Union and its satellite states maintained this position, did not
join the IRO, and thus their projected contribution was eliminated.

Britain was interested in creating a multinational organization as a
means of internationalizing the cost of resettlement, and was the only
signatory to the IRO charter which made a full financial commitment to
the organization in December 1946.?' France was reluctant to particip-
ate in international efforts to assist refugees and only hesitantly con-
tributed its designated 4.10 per cent of the IRO budget. The French
Parliament made France the only signatory that limited its financial
commitment towards the IRO to three years.*?

The United States, which eventually contributed 60 per cent of the
IRO budget,® was initially opposed to joining the organization.
Throughout 1946 it was more inclined towards bilateral schemes
which would give it control over the allocation of resources contributed
towards resolving the refugee issue. By summer 1946, the USA was
advocating the termination of UNRRA, as it felt disinclined to continue
providing the bulk of the funds for an organization that distributed its
contribution to states that had become unfriendly. Opinion remained
divided on full financial support for the IRO until 1 March 1947, when
the Under Secretary of State, Dean Acheson, convinced the US Congress
of the prudence of internationalizing the funds for refugee assistance,
since over 60 per cent of the refugees were in areas of US control, and
without American participation the organization would not survive.**



118 The Grand Alliance and Ukrainian Refugees

Since securing financial contributions proved to be problematical,
Article 8 was drafted into the IRO Constitution, which allowed for a
Preparatory Commission to begin operations after only eight govern-
ments had signed the constitution. This occurred by 31 December 1946,
andon 11 February 1947 the Preparatory Commission of the International
Refugee Organization (PCIRO) met for the first time in Geneva.?® An
American, Arthur J. Altmeyer, was selected as its first Executive Director,
and negotiations were started with the UNRRA, the IGCR and the 1LO.2°

After a series of agreements were signed on the transfer of responsib-
ilitiy, on 1 July 1947 the PCIRO took over the responsibility for care,
maintenance, repatriation and resettlement of refugees and displaced
people from UNRRA and the IGCR.

Economic changes prompt short-term solutions

While these negotiations were taking place at the international level, it
became apparent that the predictions for postwar unemployment were
wrong, and by 1946 Britain, France, the United States, and other West-
ern countries began to experience labour shortages. This factor made
governments more receptive to the idea of accepting refugees as immig-
rants to meet their domestic economic needs, particularly as German
PoWs were being repatriated. A number of resettlement schemes were
set up to meet the short-term labour needs of European countries.
Belgium and France had already started short-term labour schemes,
and continued to recruit workers for designated industries, including
coal mining, construction of hydro-electric plants, and the steel, build-
ing and textile industries.?” For the most part, one-year contracts were
offered to men without dependents, and as such these were not a long-
term solution to the refugee situation. However, they provided a
method of relieving the refugee burden on countries such as Austria.?®
In early 1946 the British government also began deliberations on
recruiting workers from the refugee population to meet the critical
shortage of labour in certain essential British industries. In April the
Cabinet approved a scheme named ‘Balt Cygnet’, which recruited refu-
gee women of Baltic origin for domestic work in British sanatoriums and
hospitals. This decision was reached after consultation with the Minis-
tries of Labour and Health, as well as the Home Office and trade
unions.?’ The first group arrived in the UK in October 1946, but as
there were difficulties in meeting the projected quota of 5000 workers,
the programme was extended to Ukrainian women in March 1947.%¢
Because of the success of this recruitment in alleviating both the dom-
estic worker shortage and the pressure of refugees in Europe, relief
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organizations, industry and agriculture lobbied the British government
to extend the scheme. At a Cabinet meeting on 17 January 1947 a
decision was taken to implement a large-scale labour recruitment pro-
gramme among the refugee population, code-named ‘Westward Ho’.*'

The FO expressed concern that Britain should act quickly to imple-
ment this scheme, or ‘we may find that other countries will have
skimmed the cream of the displaced persons, especially the Balts who
are undoubtedly the elite of the refugee problem’.>* As a resuit, the
screening procedure for labour recruits was never clearly established,
and the British government continues to face allegations that Nazi war
criminals and collaborators entered Britain through these schemes. Fur-
ther more, these labour schemes left the Western powers open to Soviet
allegations that their citizens were being prevented from returning
home because the capitalist countries wanted to exploit them as cheap
labour.?* These schemes nevertheless, provided temporary employment
for thousands of refugees even though they were neither a comprehens-
ive nor long-term solution. Over a million refugees remained in need of
assistance.

The Italian and Austrian peace treaties

Another important development was the conclusion of peace treaties
with Italy and Austria. The impending closing down of Allied missions
in these countries created the need to transfer refugees, including Ukrain-
ians, out of the two countries, albeit for different reasons.

Although the peace treaty with Austria was not concluded until 195§,
the negotiations in mid-1946 touched on the issue of refugees. In the
desire to assist the reconstruction process, both politically and econom-
ically, it was felt necessary to relieve Austria of the ‘burden’ of refugees.
In the words of one British official, ‘The continued presence of large
numbers of DPs and refugees in Austria is causing some concern to His
Majesty’s Government and is also a cause of embarrassment in our
dealings with other powers’.>* A decision was taken to take vigorous
action ‘to ensure that the hard core of DPs and refugees reaches its

_irreducible minimum by 1 November 1946’.3°

In Italy, the situation was different. In addition to economic considera-
tions, Britain feared that the presence of anti-Soviet refugees in that
country would prove to be a source of tension between the Italian
and Soviet governments, and that the refugees might face the threat of
repatriation once the peace treaty came into effect. The biggest group
of Ukrainians in this situation were members of the Diviziia Haly-
chyna.?¢
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Because of their peculiar status,”” control over the Ukrainian Division
was jointly shared by the military authorities in Italy and the Northern
Department of the FO. In late 1945—-carly 1946 discussion began on the
future of such groups, but until a decision on their ‘ultimate disposal’
was reached, the FO suggested that they be kept ‘as quietly as possible’.*®
The situation was difficult, since Britain did not feel a responsibility
towards them, there was little probability of bringing them to Britain
for civilian employment,*® only dubious prospects of resettling them in
other countries, and a high improbability of an international refugee
organization taking responsibility for them. On the other hand, Britain
felt uncomfortable leaving them in Italy because it seemed unfair to
dump the Ukrainians on the Italian government, which had so many
mouths to feed already, and, equally important, because they would
create an internal security problem for Italy. The future of these men
could become a point of tension between the Italian and Soviet govern-
ments. The Ukrainians could also become vulnerable to forcible repat-
riation, which Britain opposed, since most of the men were not Soviet
citizens.* Petitions by the Division for the right to asylum and resettle-
ment were ignored. However, some of their requests for welfare and
education were considered.*!

In spring 1947 the situation was regarded as being critical, in view of
the impending Italian Treaty, which included a provision for extradi-
tion to the Soviet Union.** There were also fears of conflict between
Italy and Yugoslavia, which would put the Ukrainian Division, which
had fought against Tito’s partisans, at risk. In February, Christopher
Mayhew presented a Memorandum to Bevin, suggesting that all such
groups** be transported intact to Britain as PoWs.** Overriding objec-
tions that transporting Ukrainians would divert shipping facilities from
the repatriation of Poles and German PoWs from the Middle East, the
FO’s Refugee Department lobbied strongly for priority to be given to the
Ukrainians, on the grounds that, ‘With them it is now or never, and
“‘never’” would involve the most serious political complications; more-
over they are limited to eight thousand.”*® In view of the divided opin-
ion over this matter, the prime minister was approached. He gave his
approval to grant priority to moving Ukrainians out of ltaly over the
repatriation of Poles and German PoWs from the Middle East.*® In May
1947 the Division was transported to Britain.

An interesting feature of the history of this Division is that they were
identified as Ukrainians by the British authorities, and referred to as
such in all correspondence and discussion.
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Western public opinion

An increasingly important consideration in the development of refugee
policy became public opinion, as the Western press and leading politi-
cians took more of an interest in the issue. As early as February of
1946 numerous media reports on proceedings at the UN, including the
handling of the refugee question, began to appear regularly.*” Eleanor
Roosevelt developed a profile for defending refugee rights, and numer-
ous British MPs continued to raise the question in Parliament.*®

Changing tactics in the renewed repatriation drive

The desire to complete repatriation

Until the IRO began operations in july 1947, the military occupation
authorities and UNRRA remained responsible for the care of refugees.
Western leaders were interested in reducing the size of the refugee
population before the IRO came into existence, as a means of minimiz-
ing future resettlement costs. Towards this end, the two authorities
dealing with refugees were instructed to continue the policy of inducing
voluntary repatriation. In March 1946 Fiorello La Guardia replaced
Herbert Lehman as Director General of UNRRA, and on taking up his
post madeit very clear that he intended to finish the repatriation jobby the
end of the year.*” The military commanders were also keen to rid them-
selves of refugees so that they could get on with the task of reconstructing
Central Europe. Therefore, while at the UN debates raged over the rights of
refugees, on the ground the situation for refugees deteriorated.

Military authorities continued to carry out forcible repatriations, des-
pite the UN resolution that condemned the practice. While denying
publicly that the use of force was continuing, Britain, France and the
United States repatriated hundreds of people in the period spring 1946-
summer 1947.%"

Those not liable to forcible repatriation were subjected to a series
of measures designed to wear down their resistance to repatriation.
An UNRRA repatriation officer reported that the attitude of military
authorities towards repatriation:

was too often on a negative basis, if the DPs had inadequate food, if
they had to work under the Austrian Labour Laws (again a good
thing, but not if approached negatively) if their education and voca-
tional training opportunities were restricted, in short if their lives
were sufficiently grim here, then perhaps they might go home. One
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officer of some authority stated that the Army would move one
nationality group as quickly as possible from one camp to another
‘until they couldn’t stand it any longer’ — then perhaps they would go
home. In short, everything other than physical force, every kind of
psychological force was used.>'

Raids were conducted on camps containing refugees by the military
authorities, often with the assistance of local German or Austrian police,
usually on the pretext of uncovering black market activities, but fre-
quently causing severe trauma.>? During one such raid near Stuttgart,
over 200 armed German police, under the supervision of a few SPs with
no commissioned officer, and using a number of dogs on leashes, sur-
rounded and attempted to search a camp of approximately 1500 Polish-
Jewish refugees. This resulted in the fatal shooting by the German police
of one Polish Jew (survivor of a concentration camp and only recently
reunited with his wife and two children) and the wounding by gunshot
of three other DPs.>* These raids were conducted up to June 1947,
usually without any warning to the refugees, and often without un-
covering any incriminating evidence.>*

Anti-repatriation activities continued tobe suppressed. Even as the right
to political dissent became widely recognized as legitimate grounds for
refusing repatriation, the USA and Britain maintained that leaders of anti-
repatriation activities should be denied assistance.® In spring 1946 a
rumour was spread that the USA would be closing down the assembly
centres, and the Soviet film ‘Return to the Homeland’ was widely shown.>®

The Soviet Repatriation Missions continued to operate, but by mid-
1946 they were coming under increa'sing criticism, and efforts were
made to close them down at the earliest opportunity. Control officials
from Germany and Austria wrote to the FO suggesting that the Soviet
Repatriation Missions had outlived their usefulness and ‘probably mit-
igate against repatriation instead of advancing it’.>’

However, the most commonly used method for inducing repatriation
was to deny assistance to people who refused repatriation. Further steps
were taken to determine eligibility criteria for UNRRA DP status, and scre-
ening boards were the mechanism used to reduce the number of people
eligible for assistance. On 24 June 1946, UNRRA Order no. 52 was issued,
repeating that only those individuals who accepted repatriation were
entitled to UNRRA care.*® The military authorities adopted similar guide-
lines, and this led to a combined UNRRA/military screening programme.

The only significant change in eligibility criteria occurring at this time
regarded ex-Wehrmacht personnel. This change reflected the new
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attitude towards the Soviet Union. In June 1946, ex-Wehrmacht person-
nel of non-German nationality became eligible for UNRRA assistance if
they were certified by military authorities as not being war criminals,
not being Volksdeutche, having been completely discharged from mil-
itary status or having entered the Wehrmacht involuntarily. Further-
more, ex-Wehrmacht personnel who had entered the Wehrmacht
because of their opposition to the Soviet Union became eligible to
qualify for assistance by Western military authorities.>®

For other refugees, the minimal rights they enjoyed were further
eroded over the following months. Many were excluded from assistance
because of their refusal to repatriate, and forced into the local econom-
ies which could hardly sustain them. The more enterprising ones were
arrested on charges of black marketeering. A Latvian archbishop wrote
to US General McNarney describing the condition of refugees who were
deprived of DP status:

Being deprived of their DP status the evicted persons become totally
lawless beings. They are at the complete mercy of the Germans who
generally detest DPs and unprotected foreigners. Nobody takes any
interest [Siclfor them. UNRRA is not taking any longer care of them.
Military government does not feel obliged to protect them. But Ger-
man Authorities are considering them as a superfluous burden.®”

For those remaining under UNRRA care, in July of 1946 rations were
cut further for those unwilling to be repatriated or work.®" In the
autumn La Guardia introduced a policy commonly referred to as ‘the
ration bribe’, offering any refugee who accepted repatriation 60 days’
rations.®?

Difficulties with repatriating Ukrainians

In the renewed repatriation drive of 1946, the military and UNRRA
authorities ran into increasing difficulties in their dealings with Ukrain-
ians, as they became practically unrepatriable under Western policy
guidelines of segregating refugees by former citizenship. The most curi-
ous feature of Western attitudes towards Ukrainian refugees in this
period was the fact that although the Ukrainian SSR had become a
member of the United Nations, a Ukrainian delegate sat on the UN
Special Committee on Refugees and an UNRRA Mission was opened in
Ukraine,®® official policy towards the refugees remained unchanged.
The word ‘Ukrainians’ continued to be banned from reports, and
refugees continued to be identified according to their last-known
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citizenship. The factors which led to the recognition of Ukrainians as a
separate group were: (i) the Ukrainians’ refusal to return to the Soviet
Union or Poland; (ii) the Polish government's refusal to accept Ukrain-
ians for repatriation; (iii) the growing concern for welfare of refugees;
and (iv) Ukrainian requests for treatment as a separate national group.

Ukrainians who were formerly Soviet citizens could only be repat-
riated forcibly if they fitted into the categories of the Clarke-McNarney
directive,®* and those not liable to forcible repatriation adamantly
refused to return to the Soviet Union. Repatriation of Ukrainians to
the USSR was thus reduced to a small trickle by mid-1946.

Repatriating Ukrainians of non-Soviet citizenship posed problems of a
different kind. According to UNRRA and COGA instructions, Ukrainians
holding pre-war Polish, Czechoslovak or Romanian citizenship were
destined to be repatriated to these countries. However, the areas in
which Ukrainians had lived before the war were ethnographically Ukrain-
ian, and at the end of the war became part of the Ukrainian SSR. As such,
the areas of former habitual residence of these Ukrainians were no
longer part of the territory of the states whose citizenship they held
before the war.®® Therefore, from the Ukrainian perspective, repatriation
to Poland was akin to being sent to a foreign country, since they would
have to be relocated to ethnographically Polish areas. Subsequently,
most Ukrainians in this position refused to accept repatriation to the
countries of their former citizenship on the grounds that, following the
border changes their homes were no longer in those countries.

The Soviet government’s position on this issue was that individuals
born in areas that had become part of their territory, became Soviet
citizens on the conclusion of border treaties with the countries who
lost territory to them. The Western states accepted this change of cit-
izenship for individuals who were physically present in those areas
when the change of borders occurred, pending their own recognition
of these border changes. However, a dispute arose over the validity of
this change of citizenship regarding people who were outside the territ-
ories in question at the time of the change. Western governments
refused to repatriate forcibly civilians from these areas to the Soviet
Union.®® In autumn 1946 the situation became more complicated,
when Poland, Czechoslovakia and Romania stopped accepting Ukrain-
ians from these ceded areas for voluntary repatriation.

The largest number of Ukrainian refugees affected by this develop-
ment were those who formerly held Polish citizenship. Because accord-
ing to official policy they were considered to be Polish, they were often
housed in assembly centres with ethnic Poles.®” In such mixed camps,
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the strong anti-repatriation attitude of Ukrainians hindered the repat-
riation of ethnic Poles. In preparing to introduce the 60-day ration plan,
UNRRA's legal adviser suggested that in order to enhance the success of
the operation, Ukrainians should be removed from among ethnic Poles
and segregated in separate camps.®®

The Polish government was consulted to clarify who was, and who
was not, eligible for repatriation. In November, the Polish Repatriation
Mission replied to UNRRA, stating clearly that Ukrainians were not
acceptable. This designated Ukrainians as hard-core non-repatriables,
and Administrative Order no. 241 was issued to this effect:®” instruc-
tions were issued to segregate Ukrainians from Poles.””

Segregating a non-recognized group

The decision to segregate Ukrainians from other refugees as a means of
facilitating repatriation raised the question of distinguishing between
nationality and citizenship, and the difficulty of defining a national
group which, according to official policy, did not exist. After much
consultation over the issue, the Repatriation and Care Division decided
that it was:

unfruitful to try to determine their meaning by reference to any
general concepts. I think it is clear in this particular case, however,
that by ‘citizenship’ the Polish Government means the formal poli-
tical relationship between the person and the Government; and by
‘nationality’, the ethnic and cultural atfinity of persons so desig-
nated.”!

Although a preliminary report in December of 1946 provided
rough estimates of the numbers of Ukrainians in the three zones of
Germany,”” numerous complaints were lodged by officials instructed
to carry out the segregation. The British zone complained to UNRRA
Headquarters,

(a) There is, so far as we are aware, no definition of what constitutes a
‘Ukrainian’. We are instructed to carry out a segregation and report
the details and breakdown of ‘Ukrainians’, but we are given no guid-
ance as to who are in fact to be considered as Ukrainians. So far as
CCG are concerned there is no such category, and we are not
acquainted with any UNRRA instructions on this subject. Conse-
quently for our own purposes of segregation we use language and
religious categories as our yardstick.
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(b) CCG as mentioned above, will not recognise a category which has
no official sanction, and consequently persons of ‘Ukrainian’ origin
are classified as ‘'undetermined’.

(c) As most DPs are not in possession of adequate means of establish-
ing identity, the only form of categorisation possible is by nationality
claimed. Screening permits a certain check on such claims, but it could
not be said that the results of screening are accurate in this respect.

4. It is suggested that CHQ establish rules by which a firm categorisa-
tion may be made.”?

The UNRRA Welfare and Repatriation Division provided clarification,
suggesting the following guidelines:

1) Language. There are, of course, two distinct languages, Ukrainian
and Polish, and the fact that a person speaks Ukrainian is prima facie
evidence that he is in fact of Ukrainian nationality. It would be
sensible, therefore, to make first broad division between those who
speak Ukrainian and those who speak Polish.

2) Religion. Whereas Polish nationals will for the most part be Roman
Catholic or Jewish, Ukrainians will for the most part be practising
Russian or Greek orthodox religion. The two factors of language and
religion taken together should be the main determinants in deciding
nationality.

3) Profession of Nationality. Profession of nationality may be taken as a
useful guide since there will be few non-Ukrainians likely to claim
Ukrainian nationality.

4) Place of Origin. This can only be regarded as a subsidiary factor,
since, in the south-eastern areas of Poland there were both Ukrainian
and Polish communities. However, some description of the com-
munity in which the person spent his early life, the type of school
attended and the language spoken at school and at home, will be
additional elements in arriving at a decision.”*

Following field instructions, the US Zone in Germany was the first to
report Ukrainians separately. In the British Zone they were not reported
until March 1947, ‘and only then in an aura of cloak and dagger tactics
occasioned by the reluctance of the British authorities to recognize the
Ukrainians as a distinct group’.”® Although the Control authorities
initially protested against the UNRRA registration of Ukrainians, even-
tually ‘they were convinced that the presence of the Ukrainians was not

a secret, and thereafter there were no restrictions’.”®
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However, despite the fact that UNRRA was segregating and reporting
Ukrainians separately, the military authorities continued to prohibit the
usage of the term “Ukrainian” for identification purposes on official
documents. The term was to be used only to identify the geographic
origin of people, and in reports Ukrainians continued to be reported by
former citizenship, with their nationality in brackets afterwards, for
example Polish (Ukrainian).””

Changing attitudes towards Ukrainians

By spring 1946, the situation of Ukrainian refugees began to receive
more attention, as it became clear that most Ukrainians would not
accept repatriation. An April 1946 report on population breakdown in
the US zone of Germany listed Ukrainians as the second largest nation-
ality and commented that:

the legal and actual status of this group needs clarification. It is a
cultural unit with a strong sense of national unity, increased by
discrimination against it in pre-war times. Those who lived in Poland
east of the Curzon line have lost their homes, and do not wish to
return to Russia...Most have lost their nationality without becom-
ing legally stateless.”®

In the summer months, the IGCR began registering Ukrainians as Ukrain-
ians, in their preliminary efforts at preparations for resettlement.’? This
demonstrated the growing awareness that Ukrainians were non-repatri-
able and therefore other solutions would need to be found for their
predicament.

The concern for welfare

The first issue that prompted changes in attitudes towards Ukrainians
was the growing concern for the welfare of all refugees. With the
deterioration of general living standards among the refugees, officials
dealing directly with them became increasingly concerned about their
welfare. They expressed these concerns to political leaders. In the case of
Ukrainians, opinions were voiced that the strict measures adopted by
the military authorities prohibiting self-organization®” might be coun-
ter-productive in the long run. The Ukrainians continued a persistent
lobbying campaign, thus adding their voice to the those of the advoc-
ates of change. At times their persistence was perceived as an irritation
which would be best dealt with by conceding to their requests.”’
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Although reluctant to interfere with the authority of the Control
Commission, a number of officials began to believe increasingly that
the military authorities had over-reacted to Soviet complaints that
Ukrainian organizations were engaging in anti-Soviet propaganda.®
While recognizing the need to take measures to prevent such activities,
it was noted that:

The Russians never asked for the suppression of Ukrainian organisa-
tion other than those established by the German ‘Ministry for the
Occupied Eastern Territories’. We, however, have taken steps to sup-
press all Ukrainian organisations, and to intern ordinary DPs and all
Ukrainian representatives. It is difficult to see how adequate welfare
work can be carried out amongst Ukrainians if they are prevented
from exercising self help.®*

Another reason for increased interest in the Ukrainians’ welfare was
the desire to assert control over their activities. Western officials were
aware of the existence of an underground Ukrainian movement operat-
ing among the refugee population,® and were concerned that by not
becoming involved in the welfare services Ukrainians were providing for
themselves, and the authorities would have no means of monitoring
their activities.

Faced with large numbers of Ukrainian individuals organized into an
elaborate community structure requesting permission to continue pro-
viding their own self-help, while international resources and ability to
provide assistance were limited, Western officials were increasingly
responsive to Ukrainian appeals. Their big concern was how to grant
Ukrainian requests on welfare matters without according political recog-
nition to the group, or allowing any Ukrainian political activities, par-
ticularly anti-repatriation activities. Lqually problematical was the
dilemma of providing assistance to a group which, according to official
policy, did not exist.

Responding to Ukrainian protests in late 1945 and early 1946, the
FO had suggested to the Control Commission of Germany that
measures taken to suppress Ukrainian activities had ‘overstepped the
mark’ and advocated permission for Ukrainian welfare organizations to
exist.

The loosening of restrictions

A letter was sent to the Control Comimission for Austria and Germany in
which the FO suggested a modification of this order, presenting an
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argument which for the first time suggested the long-term considera-
tions in granting certain rights to Ukrainians. The FO suggested:

If the Ukrainians are not to be permitted to conduct weltare work
amongst themselves, they will be dependent on the minimum wel-
fare facilities afforded to DPs in camps. [ understand that these mini-
mum facilities are not inconsiderable and include schooling for
children. It appears however from the order quoted by the Ukrainian
Canadian Committee in their telegram to the Prime Minister that
educational work amongst Ukrainians has to be carried out in Rus-
sian or Polish. This does not seem to be to me a necessary conclusion
from the principle that we do not recognise the claim of the Ukrain-
ians to be treated as a separate nation. Surely multilingual nations are
common enough for us to admit the desirability for educational work
in Ukrainian without prejudice to our policy of recognising only the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and Poland as the homelands of
these people.

If, as scems most likely, large numbers persist in their refusal to
return to their homes, there would presumably be advantage in
promoting welfare work among them in order that they should not
g0 to pieces as a result of forced inactivity.

You no doubt realise that troublesome questions of finance may
arise in connection with the maintenance of any non-repatriable
Balts and Ukrainians, if the Refugee committee set up by the UN, in
which the countries in the Soviet orbit are heavily represented,
refuses to recommend that the UN should accept responsibility for
the refugees claimed by the Soviet Union as Soviet citizens. In that
event such persons might become a British responsibility and we
should have to take into account not only the question of welfare
work in the immediate future, but also that of their ultimate dis-
posal.®

Requests for meetings by Ukrainian representatives continued to be
denied, on the grounds that no organization could claim to represent
Ukrainians or advance political demands on their behalf. However, by
spring 1946 there was increasing willingness to permit voluntary agen-
cies conducting non-political welfare work to operate. Great care was
nevertheless taken not to grant recognition to any organization that
might involve political questions.*® Denying that Ukrainians were being
refused the right to organize, one FO official pointed out, “Ukrainian
organisations” does not mean “organisations of Ukrainians” so much as
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“Ukrainian nationalist organisations”. There is no objection to DPs
organising themselves for their moral and physical welfare...but
“national committees” of nations who have been incorporated, as least
de facto, into the Soviet Union have ensued a great deal of trouble by
conducting anti-Soviet propaganda.’”®” When CURB persisted in its
requests for an interview with the FO, explaining that they were only
interested in welfare matters, they were referred to the relevant admin-
istrative authorities of the Control Commission.*®

Despite the refusal of direct contact with Ukrainians, their continuous
petitions and those forwarded on their behalf started to have an impact,
which caused a reconsideration of their status. Prompted by the FO's
March letter to the Control Commission, debate on Ukrainians spread
to military circles. Ukrainians were still not considered to have a sep-
arate nationality in terms of a legal concept. However, it was recognizsed
increasingly that ‘they speak Ukrainian and do not want to be treated as
Poles, Russians or Czechoslovaks’.®’ Although the introduction of
changes to existing policy was a Control Commission decision, certain
elements in the FO began advocating for the provision of welfare ser-
vices in the Ukrainian language. In a widely circulated letter, Lambert
suggested:

We are not suggesting that the Ukrainians should be entitled to
special privileges. The only thought in our minds is that the denial
to them of education facilities in the Ukrainian language and the
practice of treating them as either Poles or Russians constitute a
definite hardship which we should try to alleviate.””

The Austrian military government also continued to forbid Ukrainian
organizations, although by spring 1946 they began allowing the Ukrain-
ian Welfare Committee to conduct activities promoting the well being
of Ukrainians in individual camps.”'

By November 1946 the Control Commission was contemplating the
creation of a Ukrainian Welfare Advisory Committee, on condition that
it was under Military Government control and that its activities would
be entirely confined to welfare and relief work. The United Ukrainian
American Relief Committee was considered for participation in the
project. However, it was stipulated that the agency ‘would have to be
carefully watched so as not to allow any political work’.

By the spring of 1947, when the PCIRO was beginning its preparatory
work, it was recognized that Ukrainians constituted a large percentage of
the refugees for whom the IRO would assume responsibility.”® This
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expedited preparations by the Control Commission and UNRRA to
create an official welfare organisation for Ukrainians, although one
official acknowledged, ‘It is appreciated that it is difficult to work
out such an organisation when neither UNRRA nor CCG admit to the
existence of a specific Ukrainian group of DPs.’”* The first meeting of
Ukrainian representatives from regions in the British Zone was held on 8
May 1947 in Kiel, where the Ukrainian Welfare, Education and Employ-
ment Organization was created.”®

Changed attitudes do not alleviate confusion

The suggestions for granting Ukrainians certain rights caused confusion
among the military authorities, since they not only contradicted exist-
ing policy but also remained rather vague. In subsequent correspond-
ence one commander posed the valid question:

We should like above all to know what the Foreign Office mean by
Ukrainian. We have always told people here that there really is no
such nationality — a Ukrainian is a Pole, or a Soviet citizen, or stateless
according to his origin. Now [ see from the correspondence en-
closed...that the FO think...that we ought to allow Ukrainians to
organise their own non-political welfare work in the British zone.’”®

Another admitted, ‘This is a question which puzzles us all in varying
degrees’, and enquired about the likelihood of the Control Office accept-
ing the suggestions.”” An important consideration for the military
authorities was how these proposed changes would affect repatriation.

A top UNRRA legal adviser suggested that, until a solution was found,
Ukrainians would continue to be regarded as ‘Poles unless they want to
be Russians’.”® In cases where a determination could not be made, it was
suggested that the zones should continue to report these people as
Ukrainians, ‘although we should lump them into our reports to Euro-
pean Regional Office as “undetermined”’.*’

In April 1946 the head of the UNRRA Mission in Germany attempted
to resolve the situation by instructing that while Ukrainians should be
reported as either Poles or Russians, depending on which side of the
Curzon Line they were born, their ‘assertion of Ukrainian birth’ should
be noted. This ruling was to extend to all Ukrainians, including those
who had resided in Czechoslovakia or other European countries.'"
Plans were also made to carry out a survey in May 1946 to determine
how many Poles were refusing to go home because their homes were no
longer part of Poland.'” As part of the programme to work with
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UNRRA'’s East European missions the Chief of Operations in Germany,
Frederick Morgan, instructed all UNRRA teams to prepare a separate DP
labour report form ‘for the DPs in cach of the following national
groups: Poles, Latvians, Lithuanians, Estonians, Yugoslavs, Russians,
Jews, so-called Ukrainians, and so-called Stateless’.'"?

On 27 May 1946 the Control Office accepted the FO's recommenda-
tions and sent a letter to the Allied Headquarters in Berlin stating that
although Ukrainians were not to be officially recognized as a separate

group,

it is recognised that there is a need for welfare activities and facilities
for teaching and entertainment in the Ukrainian language if the
morale of the Ukrainian DPs is to be maintained. It has therefore
been decided that there is no objection to the organisation of weltare
work for their benefit provided that all organisations are of a non-
political character.'™

These activities were to be limited to local efforts aimed at promoting
the well-being of Ukrainians in camps, and the existence of
coordinating or central supra-camp committees continued to be ‘expres-
sedly and categorically forbidden.”'"*

It was noted that since Ukrainians did not constitute a separate
nationality, ‘It is not therefore possible to provide a precise definition
of who are UKrainians. It can only be said that they are those persons
who speak the Ukrainian language and wish to be considered Ukrain-
ians.”'” Regarding repatriation, Ukrainians were to be treated according
to their ‘true nationality’. Anti-repatriation activities continued to be
severely restricted, and both UNRRA and the military authorities con-
tinued their efforts at ‘removing those persons agitating against repa-
triation,”'"®

Meetings between Ukrainian representatives and Western -officials
became more common, although they were deliberately kept at low
levels to avoid overt recognition of the group and prevent allegations
that the Anglo-Americans were supporting Ukrainian political activities.
The Ukrainian voluntary agencies continued to be treated with suspi-
cion, but at times they were approached with requests to curb anti-
repatriation activities.

Ukrainians considered for labour schemes

By mid-1946 Ukrainians began to considered for short-term employ-
ment schemes. Earlier, Baltic refugees had been considered the most
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desirable labourers, and Ukrainians were thought of as ‘not particularly
suitable candidates for employment’.'?” Gradually, in response to lob-
bying efforts by Ukrainians these attitudes changed. In autumn 1946 the
Canadian Department of External Affairs was beginning to consider the
possibility of allowing Ukrainians to enter Canada for employment
purposes,'” and decided to send a Canadian Ukrainian Member of
Parliament on a tour of refugee camps to assess the situation.'’” Cor-
responding with the British Foreign Office regarding the visit, the
Canadian High Commission in London also reported that the Ukrainian
Canadian Committee was ‘sensible and understanding’, and could be of
assistance in dealing with Ukrainian refugees in Europe.''’ Following
this endorsement and requests from CURB to the FO that Britain should
also consider Ukrainians for labour schemes, the FO decided, ‘there
would be no objection to the employment of such Ukrainians as we

are not under obligation to hand over to the Russians’."'"’

Continued suspicions

Although attitudes towards Ukrainians were changing and becoming
more positive, certain suspicions persisted. In numerous reports by
screening boards, Ukrainians were criticized for not being able to pro-
duce documents. Comments such as ‘It is my conviction that they do
not produce any documents because they either served with the Ger-
man Wehrmacht, or they collaborated in other fields with the
enemy’,''* continued to appear on official reports.''?

In considering long-term resettlement options for Ukrainians, fears
were expressed about the group forming a corporate identity, and pro-
posals were made that ‘from the political point of view it would be
desirable that Ukrainians and Chetniks should be dispersed as widely
as possible about the world and that we should explore all possible
outlets’.''* The United States, Bolivia and Abadan were proposed as
possible options.

The Soviet Union also continued its attempts to discredit Ukrainians
who refused to return to the Soviet Union as Nazi collaborators, lodging
complaints at every opportunity. Addressing the Third Committee of
the UN General Assembly on 9 November 1946, the Soviet delegate
Andrei Vyshyns'kyi claimed that pro-Nazi Ukrainians in Western
assembly centres were organizing anti-Soviet propaganda. As an exam-
ple he cited a non-existent ‘Committee of Ukrainian Non-Returnees’
which was allegedly operating under the leadership of a Mr Symchych.
Mr Vyshyns’kyi claimed that Mr Symchych had been the burgermeister of
Kharkiv under the German occupation.''® In the same speech he
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accused the Western authorities of harbouring these war criminals,
naming individuals such as Stepan Bandera (whom he accused of con-
ducting Jewish pogroms), and Andriy Mel'nyk, allegedly an agent of the
Nazi intelligence division. Both men were leaders of the Organization of
Ukrainian Nationalists (OUN) which had led an armed struggle against
the Soviet Union. Neither man had ever resided in an UNRRA or military
DP camp.''®

At a meeting of the ERO in June of 1946, the Soviet delegate claimed,
‘that in the camp at Koln there exists a pro-fascist organisation or
Ukrainian committee which takes orders from a central organisation
of Ukrainians located at Augsburg in the US zone’.!'” These allegations
were taken seriously and investigated. In this particular case it was
reported that, ‘Investigation is unable to reveal political activities in
the camp at Augsburg. The most that can be uncovered is existence of
various cultural and social organisations. These organisations are not
known to be engaged in political propaganda’.''®

However, as the relationship with the Soviet Union deteriorated,
many Western officials dealing directly with refugees became more
sympathetic towards the anti-Soviet views of the Ukrainians, and
while any official activities were strictly prohibited, the UNRRA British
Zone Director commented:

It must...be acknowledged and recognised that individually Balts
and UKkrainians have very definite opinions regarding the present
conditions in the country of their origin. The fact that these views
are openly expressed to Soviet liaison officers by the spokesmen of
the groups is apparent from previous reports... Answering a specific
question asked by the Soviet liaison officer with a forthright reply is
not, however, considered to be anti-repatriation propaganda. If a
spokesman, for his group, openly engaged in such statements to his
fellow compatriots in the camps, it would be considered anti-repat-
riation activity and he would be relieved of any office he might
hold...In conclusion, while individuals might harbour anti-
communist feelings, there is no evidence of any open organised
pro-fascist or anti-Soviet organisation or propaganda.''®

An important factor leading to the more sympathetic treatment of
Ukrainian anti-Soviet views was the behaviour of the Soviet repatriation
officials. By mid-1946 Western governments were increasingly con-
cerned that the Soviet repatriation missions were being used as a
cover for espionage activities, and their complaints were creating a
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nuisance.’?” A consensus grew among Western officials to close down
the Soviet repatriation missions, on the grounds that most of the
repatriation was complete and the majority of people they continued
to request were not by Western definitions Soviet citizens.

Ukrainian refugee activities

During this period a number of changes occurred within the Ukrainian
refugee group. Perhaps most important for historians, the refugees
began compiling more precise records on their numbers, which allowed
a clearer picture of the group to emerge.'?' Also, by spring 1947, Ukrain-
ians began to appear in official records, confirming the figures compiled
by the refugees themselves. Second, the focus of the organized refugee
activities expanded from opposing repatriation to protesting against
unfair screenings that deprived people of assistance. Also during this
period the Ukrainians made progress in their attempts to establish rela-
tions with the various power centres that determined their fate — namely
UNRRA, the IGCR and the military occupation authorities. The one
negative development was that the prolonged displacement led to an
intensification of political strife within the group.

A clearer picture of the group emerges

It is impossible to describe the Ukrainian refugee population with exact
precision throughout their period of displacement, for a number of
reasons. The greatest obstacle to exact record keeping was the
uncertainty that surrounded this group of people during their refugee
experience. Not only were they not recognized as a separate group by
bodies compiling official statistics, but the composition of the group
was in constant transition because of the nature of displaced popu-
lations.

However, during this period, a clearer picture of the size, location and
composition of the group emerged. Three sources of information con-
tribute to the increased data available for analysis. First, there are the
improved records compiled by the refugees themselves; second, there is
the information collected by Ukrainian voluntary agencies; and third,
there are the preliminary statistics on Ukrainians included in official
UNRRA, IGCR and military reports.

Although the Ukrainian refugee committees and voluntary agencies
attempted to estimate their numbers from their earliest efforts at organ-
ization, the first detailed record compiled by TsPUE-N is dated 1 April
1946.122 This report states that there were a total of 163 586 Ukrainians
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living in West Germany and Austria. Of them, 83219 lived in the US
Zone in Germany; 40430 in the British Zone; and 16 546 in the French
Zone. The remaining 23 391 lived in Austria. A second report dated 1946
{no month indicated) cites slightly higher statistics, listing 206871
known Ukrainian refugees in West Germany and Austria.'** The second
report also mentions that there was a large group of Ukrainians living in
Italy (specifically mentioning the Diviziia Halychyna), a sizeable group
in France, and small numbers in Switzerland, the Netherlands, Denmark
and Sweden.

The information provided by the Ukrainian voluntary agencies from
this period is less precise than that compiled by the refugees; however, it
is based on visits of agency ofticials to the camps and thus useful as a
secondary source. Until 1946, Ukrainian voluntary agencies (with the
exception of CURB) were denied access to refugees in UNRRA and
military assembly centres, and therefore had limited information on
their numbers. In February of 1946 Reverend Kushnir of the Ukrainian

Table 5.1 Statistical report on Ukrainian refugees, 1 April 1946

In camps Living Total
privately

German Zone
American 61175 22044 83219
British 37955 2475 40430
French 15326 1220 16546
Austria 10607 12784 16546
Total 125063 38523 163586

US Zone British French Austria

Zone Zone

Men over 20 41610 19406 8108 11696
Women over 20 24966 12938 5129 8187
Youths aged 14-20 9986 5938 2151 1871
Children under 14 6657 2426 1158 1637
Catholic 44610 21024 8935 15672
Orthodox 34952 17384 7115 7251
Other Religion 3329 2022 496 468

Source: TSPUE-N, Orhanizatsiinyi Viddil (Organizational Section), Statystychnyi Referat
(Statistical Unit), ‘Statystychnyi Oblik Ukraiins’koii Emigratsii (okhoplenykh), Stan na 1
kvitnia 1946 poku’, (Statistical Report of the Ukrainian Emigration (those registered) for 1
April 1946) UVAN, New York City, TsPUE-N Archive.
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Canadian Committee succeeded in getting around the various restric-
tions and visited a number of Ukrainian refugee camps in Germany. On
his return he revised his estimates of numbers of Ukrainian refugees
from between 500000 and 1 million'?* to approximately 400000 in
Germany and 6000 in Italy.'*® He also noted that many Ukrainians
were classified as Poles.

A second visit by a diaspora Ukrainian to the refugee camps took place
in December 1946, by Dr Walter Gallan of the UUARC. Also circumvent-
ing the regulations, he visited a number of Ukrainian refugee camps and
concentration points in Austria. On completing his tour, he reported
the presence of 10996 Ukrainians in Austria.'?®

One of the first official records that listed Ukrainian refugees was the
IGCR preparatory registration of refugees for resettlement in August
1946. This report listed 1500 Ukrainians desiring resettlement in the
Hannover region.'?” In December 1946 UNRRA conducted a prelimin-
ary registration of Ukrainians in the three zones of Germany.'?® In its
final report dated 31 May 1947, UNRRA reported 101836 Ukrainians
receiving assistance in Germany, and 8 064 in Austria.'*’

Despite the apparent discrepancy in these statistics, it is reasonable to
accept the figures of TsPUE-N as being the most accurate. The Ukrainian
refugee leaders were aware that not all Ukrainians were identifying
themselves with their national group.'”” One outside observer
explained that some refugees assumed a nationality that they believed
would entitle them to greater protection.'*' Nevertheless, TsPUE-N had
developed a sufficiently wide information network by 1946 that their
report undoubtedly reflected a clear picture of the community.

The reports prepared by Reverend Kushnir and Dr Gallan were based
on information gathered over a short period of time, and while their
statistics are roughly in the same range as those of TsPUE-N, they are less
complete. The UNRRA reports also list a smaller number than the
TsPUE-N reports, since they include only the Ukrainians receiving offi-
cial assistance who were identified as Ukrainians. Not only were many
Ukrainians no longer receiving assistance by May 1947, but many of
them were still being reported in other categories. From July 1947 quite
detailed TsPUE-N statistics on the location and character of Ukrainian
refugees are available.'*?

Two sociological studies of this group provide insight into the moti-
vation and success of Ukrainian refugee activities during their period of
displacement.'** They explain one positive impact that displacement
had on the evolution of Ukrainian national consciousness and com-
munity development. For most Ukrainians their lives in assembly
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centres or communities in Germany, Austria and Italy were their first
experience of living in an environment that was almost entirely Ukrai-
nian. Previously they had lived under the political authority of non-
Ukrainian governments, which to varying degrees prohibited the
development of normal civic life.

In the refugee camps, there were no constraints placed on the lan-
guage the refugees spoke among themselves. Despite the various restric-
tions, they succeeded in organizing educational, religious, cultural and
recreational activities in their own language. As UNRRA increased the
participation of refugees in the administration and running of the
camps, the Ukrainians gained increasing influence over their lives.
They were allowed to elect camp representatives, participate in the
camp security forces, assist in the distribution of food and clothing,
and organize leisure activities. Some observers have commented that
they were able to create a micro-state which extended to most aspects of
their lives.'** This was for many the first time they had enjoyed such a
degree of freedom over their own affairs.

As a result, the group developed an increasing sense of empowerment
and strengthening sense of national identity, which they had main-
tained even after they had resettled in new countries.

The continuing threat of repatriation

For all refugees, including the Ukrainians, the period of spring 1946 to
1947 continued to be fraught with uncertainty regarding their future.
While their day-to-day living situation deteriorated they continued to
struggle to establish their legal status. Although forcible repatriation had
been reduced to a trickle, the refugees lived in constant fear, since they
were provided with very little information as to their status. They also
continued to be subjected to the arbitrary acts of Western and Soviet
officials. As UNRRA stepped up its summer repatriation drive, the
screening boards increased their efforts to exclude from assistance all
those who were unwilling to accept repatriation.

Although the use of force in repatriation had decreased considerably,
it was still occurring and causing fear among the refugees. Some Ukrain-
ians continued to be transferred forcibly to Soviet-controlled camps.'**
Soviet repatriation officials, who continued to have freedom of move-
ment in Western zones, persisted not only in intimidating refugees but
also in illegal kidnapping. In one such incident on 6 June 1946, Stepan
Vanko from Western Ukraine managed to escape only because of fortu-
itous intervention by American military police. He described this
incident in a written report:



Changes and the Search for New Solutions 139

On June 6, about 3:30 pm I was going along the Dudenstrasse in the
town of Hersfeld. Near the town hospital I faced a motor-car in which
two Soviet officers and a driver were sitting. Then the motor-car
stopped, the [sic] both armed officers got out and approached me, saying:

‘Good day, young man!’
I replied:

‘Good day!’
One asked:

‘Why do you not go to our home-country?’

‘[ have no home-country,” was my answer.

‘Why not?’

‘Well, I have not.”

‘Let us step into the motor-car and go together!”

‘For what purpose?’ I asked.
The Bolsheviks rounded me up. One said with irritation:

‘Step in.’
I pulled out my pen-knife and leaned myself on the wall. In the same
moment a motor-car with four MPs approached us and stopped. They
asked me:

‘DP?”

‘Yes, I am a DP,” I answered.
They asked me for a pass. I put my pen-knife aside and gave them my
pass. The Americans said:

‘OK,’
and made me a sign to go. Then one of them asked in German:

‘What did the Bolsheviks want?’
I answered:

‘They wanted to take me in their motor-car and carry me off!’
The MPs ordered the Bolshevik officers to step into American car,
linked the Soviet car to their one and went on.'*®

The new threat that refugees faced were the repeated screenings they
were required to undergo. Very quickly they realized that the screening
boards were designed to facilitate repatriation by locating those still
liable to the use of force and inducing voluntary repatriation. The pres-
ence of Soviet officials at many screening boards further frightened the
refugees. The trauma surrounding these procedures caused the word
‘skrinyng’ to enter the Ukrainian refugee vocabulary."?’

Because refugees were not provided with accurate information about
the changing policy on the use of force, while forcible repatriation
continued, they often did not trust officials. For those who continued
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to live in fear of forcible repatriation, the only effective means of
defence continued to be the denial of Soviet citizenship. Many Ukrain-
ians in this position simply insisted that they were stateless. However,
the new screening procedures were designed to determine citizenship,
and refugees were required to fill out long forms answering detailed
questions about date and place of birth, school attendance and employ-
ment history. It was not possible to answer honestly such detailed
questions and at the same time conceal a former Soviet identity. There-
fore, in an attempt to avoid being identified as former Soviet citizens,
some Ukrainians assumed new identities and claimed former residence
in Poland, Czechoslovakia or Romania.

In addition to filling out questionnaires, refugees were required to
appear in person before screening boards composed of Western and
Soviet officials. They had to answer questions about their prewar lives,
and to verify their identities and answers on questionnaires. Refugees were
questioned on details such as street names and locations of churches. For
people desperate not to be forced to return to the Soviet Union, such
procedures were difficult ordeals, particularly since Soviet officials did
their best to claim as many people as possible as Soviet citizens.

Many Western officials were unsympathetic to Ukrainians, since they
could not understand their opposition to repatriation. These officials
employed various tactics, including threats, and conducted excessive
screenings to wear down the refugees’ resistance. The Ukrainian inhab-
itants of the camp at Hersfeld were required to undergo ten separate
screenings in a period of one year.'*® Proper translation facilities were
often not provided, results of the screening boards were not made
available for long periods of time, and appeals procedures were not
always made available.'*” These inefficiencies further increased the
refugees’ sense of insecurity and distrust of officials.

An organized response

In response to the continued threats to their security, Ukrainians
reacted in a number of ways. On an individual level, the refugees from
Western Ukraine helped the Eastern Ukrainians by providing them with
information to help them assume new identities. Mr Shmigel, a former
citizen of Poland, remembers teaching Soviet Ukrainians in his camp the
detailed geography of his home town so that they could convince
screening officials they were also from there.'*’

At the camp level a number of tactics were used to resist repatriation,
unfair screenings and the presence of Soviet officials. The first step was
usually a request for information about the procedures, submission of
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explanations why the refugees refused repatriation, and organized pro-
tests against the presence of the Soviet officers. If this failed, interven-
tion of friendly officials at higher levels was sought. At the camp near
Hersfeld, Ukrainian residents had undergone nine screenings within
one year. When the tenth screening was announced they voiced their
protest to their UNRRA Repatriation Officer, Miss E. Gronert.'*! When
their complaint was disregarded, they wrote to the military authorities.
US Lt. Clark investigated the situation and removed Miss Gronert from
her post.'**

In another camp at Sommekaserne, Ukrainian refugees were told by
their UNRRA repatriation officers that they were required to go before
Soviet screening boards. They wrote to US Lt. Col. Gerry Sage for clari-
fication of this order. He responded that the only screenings they were
required to undergo were those organized by UNRRA or the US military
authorities.'*?

In places where there were no helpful officials to clarify or intervene,
the refugees sent written protests to high-level individuals and informed
their coordinating committee TsPEU-N of violations. Demonstrations
and hunger strikes were organized in camps where DP status was with-
drawn from camp residents. Black flags were hung out on days when
results of screenings were announced.'** When forced to attend screen-
ings by Soviet officials the Ukrainians would often refuse to answer
questions. In other cases, they voiced their opposition by shouting
anti-Soviet slogans at Soviet officers when they entered camps. Occa-
sionally, out of frustration, they resorted to violence. After their attempts
at peaceful protests failed to remove Soviet officers from the Ukrainian
camp near Mittenwald, the residents chased them out by throwing
stones at them.'"® When no form of protest proved effective, Ukrainians
then simply refused to appear before further screening boards.

For those individuals who were evicted from camps by eligibility
officers, Ukrainians mounted their own programme of assistance.
Camp leaders who participated in the distribution of UNRRA food and
clothing or donations from voluntary agencies discreetly distributed a
certain amount to individuals expelled from camps, particularly to
families that had been broken up.'*®

At the TsPUE-N level, a concerted campaign was launched to oppose
unfair screenings. The biggest problem was the lack of information
made available to refugees by the authorities on the requirements and
procedures of the screenings. The TsPUE-N leadership wrote to various
levels of UNRRA and military authorities requesting such information.
Since their enquiries received few responses from official sources, they
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enlisted help from Ukrainians working as secretarial workers in UNRRA
offices in procuring details of policy instructions and changes.'*” What-
ever information they were able to obtain was circulated widely through
their established information network.'**

A second issue TsPUE-N addressed was the language problem. Most of
the screening questionnaires were in English and few Ukrainians knew
the language. Competent translators were rarely available, and as a
result the refugees often answered questions incorrectly, thus unwit-
tingly threatening their eligibility for assistance. To get around this
problem, the TsPUE-N translated all questionnaires that came available
to them, and explained the significance of ambiguous questions.'* In
addition to details on screening procedures, TsPUE-N also circulated
information warning refugees against bogus resettlement schemes.""

TsPUE-N also renewed their lobbying campaign to explain why they
were opposed to repatriation. They appealed to officials dealing directly
with refugees as well as to political leaders. By summer 1946, individual
UNRRA and military officers began meeting TsPUE-N representatives to
discuss the screening procedures. The results of these meetings were
then circulated by the TsPUE-N leadership down to the regional and
camp levels of the organization.'®! Despite the increase in contact bet-
ween the refugees and the various authorities, the refugees continued to
be treated as people without rights. During a meeting with a US military
official, Col. Mickelson, the president of the Ukrainian refugee commit-
tee was reminded that Ukrainians and other refugees had no rights and
therefore could not make demands but only polite requests, which the
American authorities were free to refuse.'>

Related difficulties

A new problem for Ukrainians that came out of the repatriation drive
was, ironically, related to the proposal to segregate Ukrainians. Although
Ukrainians had been lobbying for recognition as a separate national
group and were pleased finally to be considered as non-repatriables,
the proposed segregation entailed moving large numbers of people.
Further transfers for a dislocated population that had been working
towards creating a normal community life was not an appealing pro-
spect. Also, since the segregation was a policy aimed at dividing people
into camps according to former citizenship, Ukrainians with former
Soviet citizenship feared they would be moved from camps housing
Ukrainians of various citizenships to camps with other former Soviet
citizens (including Russians, Byelorussians and other nationalities), and
destined for repatriation.
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TsPUE-N responded to this proposed segregation by protesting against
the splitting up of Ukrainian communities. They argued that, irrespect-
ive of former passports, Ukrainians were all part of one national group
and should be allowed to live together.'”® Arguments were also pre-
sented on the undesirability of breaking up the educational, cultural
and religious communities established by the Ukrainians over the pre-
vious two years.

Another area of activity/protest connected with screenings was the
arrest and detention of Ukrainians accused of war crimes. Information
about individuals obtained through screenings was made available to all
members of UNRRA. The Soviet and East European governments (who
were members of UNRRA) often distorted such information to accuse
people of war crimes. Julius Rewaj was a Ukrainian who had served as a
member of the Czechoslovak Parliament in the interwar years, and at
the end of the war became a refugee. After going through numerous
UNRRA screenings, in 1947 he was accused of war crimes by the new
Czech government. At their request he was arrested by US military
authorities and threatened with deportation. In order to secure his
release, the Legal Aid Branch of TsPUE-N provided evidence that had
cleared Mr Rewaj of similar accusations made earlier to the War Crimes
Commission.'>*

A third dilemma confronting Ukrainians, and all other refugees
refusing repatriation, was that as a result of the screenings they were
being found ineligible for further assistance and deprived of DP status.
Ukrainians felt the only solution was to renew their efforts at requesting
resettlement. TsPUE-N began lobbying for Ukrainians to be considered
for the short-term labour schemes.'>® They also continued their efforts
at forging contacts with other Western officials and organizations, par-
ticularly the IGCR. In May 1946 a number of letters were forwarded
through USFET to IGCR. TsPUE-N described the Ukrainian refugee
population, expressed their desire to work and emigrate, and requested
that Ukrainians be allowed to resettle in groups in order to continue
their community activities.'*® However, it was not until a year later that
the TsPUE-N leaders, Vasyl Mudryi and Mykhailo Vetukhiv, were invited
to an informal meeting to discuss the IGCR resettlement programme.'®’

In addition to these anti-repatriation and anti-screening campaigns,
the Ukrainian refugees also continued the activities they had started
earlier.'*® One of their increasing concerns was the lack of employment,
which was having a negative effect on the morale of the group. They
continued their efforts at creating employment for themselves, continu-
ing to face many obstructions. Permits had to be obtained for
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everything, including the registration of cooperatives and opening
of bank accounts." Their own efforts were not sufficient, and they
TsPUE-N began directing appeals to UNRRA and the military authorities
for assistance in finding employment. Another manner in which the
Ukrainians sought to battle unemployment was to lobby UNRRA to hire
a proportional number of Ukrainians in camps where they lived in large
numbers.'%’

Political activities

Despite the strict prohibitions of political activities among refugees by
both UNRRA and the military authorities, Ukrainians maintained a
dynamic political life throughout their period of displacement. This
was a result of the political nature of their involuntary migration
(since claiming their Ukrainian identity and retusing to return to the
Soviet Union was in itself a political act), and because the refugee
population contained leaders and representatives of most Ukrainian
political parties and groupings.

Furthermore, because the refugees had recently lived through a war
during which Ukraine attempted to establish itself as an independent
state, and partisan activities in Western Ukraine continued until 1952,
their entire predicament was permeated with serious political overtones.
Although only a small proportion of the refugees was involved directly
in political activities, they were all affected indirectly by the political
rivalry that occurred in their midst.

Because of the diverse reasons for the creation of the Ukrainian refu-
gee population, it contained representatives of various political persua-
sions. The four main groupings were the centrists, nationalists,
socialists, and monarchists.'®’ However, the most powerful ideology in
this period was nationalism, and the strongest political group was the
Bandera faction of the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists (OUN-b).
They regarded themselves as the sole representative of the Ukrainian
people in their struggle for national liberation.'®” The weaker OUN
faction, led by Mel’'nyk, strove to recover its influence by allying itself
with the other political groups in the hope of emerging as the senior
partner.

From the first Ukrainian efforts of self-organization, OUN-b attempted
to assert control over the refugee population.'® In the first months after
the war’s end, the desperate situation forced a degree of cooperation
among the various political groups, but early 1946, the political dis-
agreements were becoming a dangerously divisive factor in the com-
munity. Attempts were made to create a coordinating political body
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where all political parties would determine jointly the future of Ukrain-
ian political life. During his visit, Canadian Ukrainian Revd Kushnir
played an important mediatory role in this process. On his initiative, a
series of meetings were held in Offenbach in March 1946 attended by
representatives of all the parties.'®*

At a meeting in Munich on 14 July 1946, all parties, including OUN-b,
agreed to the creation of a Coordinating Ukrainian Committee (Koor-
dynatsiinyi Ukraiins’kyi Komitet — KUK). The new committee issued a
communiqué announcing that the difficult international situation and
the uncertain status of Ukrainian ¢rnigrés required the consolidation of
Ukrainian political forces on a democratic basis. The basis of political life
was agreed to be the rule of law and Christian morality, terror and
totalitarianism were condemned and the principle of fair play was to
be observed in political discussion.'®®

However, two months later, at the first meeting of KUK on 4 Septem-
ber 1946, the OUN-b representatives announced that they would no
longer participate in the committee,'® on the grounds that since they
were the only political force continuing armed struggle in Ukraine, they
were entitled to a monopoly of political power.'®’

These political differences and efforts at gaining power over the group
affected the lives of most camp inhabitants. As UNRRA and the military
authorities granted refugees increasing rights of self-administration, and
camp residents were allowed to elect representatives and camp admin-
istrations, the political parties attempted to gain control over these
offices to increase their power. Although camp clections were adminis-
tered on a democratic basis and often monitored by UNRRA officials,
fights broke out on numerous occasions. Some candidates resorted to
smear campaigns, and voter intimidation occurred in many places. The
Churches were drawn into this conflict, and the divisions within the
camps threatened to destroy the unity that had existed previously.

Perhaps the critical factor that prevented these political disputes from
destroying the community were the actions of many apolitical Ukrain-
ian leaders who strove to maintain normal relations within the com-
munity. Also, the continuing external threats that the community faced
from the screening boards and repatriation officials held the community
together.

One negative repercussion of the political activities of some of the
group, was that the suspicions of political activities slowed down welfare
assistance and recognition of the group as a whole. Also, innocent
individuals were often held to be responsible and punished for the
activities of others.
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Difficulties facing the diaspora aid effort

The Ukrainian voluntary agencies were also in a difficult position during
this period. Their aim was to assist Ukrainian refugees, yet they continued
to be denied access to refugee camps and were therefore unable to fulfil
their goals. Many Western officials treated them with suspicion, fearing
that the Ukrainian voluntary agencies were fronts for political activities.

In summer 1946 representatives of all Ukrainian voluntary agencies
met in Paris, where they agreed to coordinate their activities to improve
their lobbying efforts. In order to improve communications, they
decided to produce a regular newsletter.'®® To further strengthen their
case for direct access to refugee camps, they recognized the need to forge
links with other groups in a similar situation.'®’

As their requests for permission to provide direct aid to refugees were
repeatedly denied, they began pursuing unofficial channels and ways to
circumvent the restrictions placed on them. At times they engaged in
deceptive tactics to obtain travel permits, and this only heightened
suspicion about them. After Dr Gallan of the UUARC visited Ukrainian
refugee camps in Germany by obtaining travel permits without author-
ization from UNRRA headquarters, he was accused of ‘a direct attempt to
evade channels and enlist the aid of local UNRRA officials in working
with opposition to their higher headquarters’.'” As late as February
1947 UNRRA field officers were reporting to headquarters that:

The great political activity apparent among Ukrainian unofficial
organisations in Germany and the degree to which Ukrainian organ-
isations outside Germany appear to have stimulated and identified
themselves with this by contacts through the mail or various unoffi-
cial channels have created additional difficulties as to the accept-
ability of an organisation or program.'”!

A second problem faced by these agencies was opposition from ele-
ments of the Ukrainian communities in Canada and the USA. Not all
diaspora Ukrainians were positively inclined towards the refugees. Mem-
bers of the Communist community in Canada assisted the Soviet Union
in their repatriation efforts and in the campaign to portray all non-
returnees as Nazi collaborators.'”? The voluntary agencies monitored
their activities, and warned the refugees of the intent of these people.'”?

Despite these difficulties, the voluntary agencies continued in their
efforts to assist the refugees, and CURB remained the most important
agency throughout this period.
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Conclusion

The year from spring 1946 to spring 1947 was one during which the
policies tormulated to address the refugee question at high political
levels differed greatly from those being pursued towards refugees on
the ground.

As divisions between East and West deepened in the international
arena, preparations were made by the UN to create a new international
organization to address the needs of refugees. Deflecting opposition
from the Soviet Union, the Western democratic states succeeded in
codifying the expanded definition of a refugee, securing refugee rights
in a constitution of a specialized agency, the International Refugee
Organization, and allocating significant funds towards a resettlement
programme.

Simultaneously, efforts at reducing the size of the refugee population
were increased through a renewed repatriation drive. UNRRA and the
military occupation authorities continued to work with the Soviet Repat-
riation Commission to repatriate forcibly all refugees considered to be
Soviet citizens according to the Western definition, and steps were taken
to induce voluntary repatriation by denying assistance to those who
refused to return home.

Ukrainian refugees responded to this situation by continuing to
appeal to the Western democracies for recognition of their rights, and
resisted repatriation. Because of their insistence they succeeded in estab-
lishing their non-repatriability. Despite growing tensions within the
group, they continued their efforts at organizing a normal community
life. Through their activities, particularly in providing their own weltare
and ecducation activities, they attracted attention to their need for
assistance and were increasingly recognized as a separate national
group. Nevertheless, confusion and suspicion continued to surround
dealings with Ukrainians, particularly since their status remained offi-
cially undefined and the Soviet Union persisted in labelling them as
Nazi war criminals. However, as relations with the Soviet Union soured,
Western officials dealing directly with Ukrainians responded increas-
ingly to their appeals and advocated a change in policy towards them.
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The Last Phase of Displacement
(Summer 1947-January 1952)

In mid-1947 the lives of most Ukrainians who had been displaced by the
Second World War continued to be fraught with difficulties and uncer-
tainty. Those who had managed to avoid repatriation to the Soviet
Union remained suspended in a temporary situation without legal
rights, in difficult economic conditions, and unsure what the future
would hold. The millions who had returned to their prewar homes
were regarded by the Soviet government as being tainted and were not
allowed to resume their normal lives. Over the period of the next four
years the situation of both the refugees and returnees changed. Most
refugees were resettled to new countries and began new lives. Returnees
to the Soviet Union were segregated, despatched to different destina-
tions and forced to accept an inferior status in their own society. This
chapter examines the last phase of displacement and dislocation for
Ukrainians uprooted during the war and its attermath.

The United Nations, refugees and resettlement

On 1 July 1947 the Preparatory Commission of the International Refu-
gee Organisation (PCIRO) officially began operations. Within tive years,
this United Nations Specialized Agency had resettled over a million
refugees, among them 113677 Ukrainians.' This is generally regarded
as being the most successful large-scale resettlement effort in history.”
However, the activities of this organization were largely determined by
larger political issues and governed by the interests of the leading mem-
bers of the UN.

The large policy changes towards refugees, namely the international
recognition of their plight and need for assistance, radically improved
their situation in the long run. However, despite the impressive [RO
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resettlement record, the lives of refugees during its years of operation
remained very difficult. They continued to be regarded as a problem, as
people who were not really entitled to rights but subject to policies that
were imposed on them. A number of new measures were introduced
which worsened their economic situation and restricted their civil
rights. Although the definition of a refugee was broadened, many refu-
gees continued to be denied assistance.?

The UN and individual governments had recognized the importance
of addressing the refugee issue in 1946, and therefore created the Inter-
national Refugee Organization(IRO).* The unique feature of the IRO was
that, unlike its predecessors or followers, this organization was granted
substantial operational funds to conduct resettlement.® Its aim was to
bring about a rapid and positive solution to the ‘problem’ of bona fide
refugees and people displaced by the Second World War, either by
repatriation or resettlement and re-establishment.® The IRO was largely
successful in achieving this aim because the member states of the organ-
ization demonstrated a common political will to address and resolve the
particular refugee situation at hand.

This political will was motivated by various considerations. By 1947,
economic reconstruction in Europe was a priority for Western govern-
ments, and the refugee population continued to be considered an obs-
tacle to this process. Most Western leaders agreed on the need to move
the refugee population out of the defeated counties. Second, with the
heightening of the Cold War, the refugee issue gained political signifi-
cance. Western governments became more receptive to the anti-Soviet
attitudes of the remaining refugees and were no longer prepared to
entertain Soviet demands for their forcible return. Third, humanitarian
considerations became more important as the ideological conflict
between East and West demanded that Western governments demons-
trate a respect for basic rights. However, despite the concerted effort by
Western governments to address the refugee situation through the IRO,
the refugees continued to be considered a temporary ‘problem’ that
required a ‘solution’. The needs of the refugees remained secondary
to the larger political and economic interests of the Western govern-
ments.

Limitations facing the IRO

As with any international agency, the activities and success of the [RO
were to large degree governed by the interests of the member states, the
receptiveness of the international community to their mandate, and the
competence of their staff.
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In one aspect the IRO was in a fortunate position, because the eight-
een governments who became members had a shared desire to resolve
the refugee ‘problem’. The Soviet Union and its satellite states which did
not consider the displaced people as legitimate retugees and opposed
their resettlement, did not become members of the organization, and
therefore could not obstruct activities from within, as had been the case
with UNRRA. Other UN members uninterested in the issue had not
joined the TRO.” The absence of conflicting interests among member
states meant that the IRO executive and member governments were able
to work together harmoniously, as one scholar put it, as a truly interna-
tional bureaucracy.®

This common purpose, however, did not alleviate all problems inher-
ent in the situation. For over a year after the Preparatory Commission of
the IRO (PCIRO) began operations it was unclear whether the organiza-
tion would continue to exist. The constitution required that 76 per cent
of the operational budget be contributed before the organization could
come into existence formally, and this happened only on 20 August
1948.” Furthermore, although the IRO appeared well endowed on paper,
in practice the General Council operated in a state of constant financial
crisis. Member contributions were not made regularly, and currency
fluctuations diminished the value of many of the contributions. IRO
operations were terminated in 1952 because member states were no
longer willing to continue their financial commitment to the refugee
issue.

Particularly in Germany and Austria, the scope of IRO activities was
determined largely by the ‘high politics’ regarding the two states, and
the refugee issue was always in a subordinate position.'” The military
occupation authorities continued to exercise substantial power over
policy-making with regard to refugees, and introduced a number of
new policies which further eroded the limited rights of the refugee
population. Despite protests from the IRO, the policy of ensuring that
refugees enjoyed a higher standard of living than the local population
was changed, since it was thought that bad conditions in camps would
encourage ‘voluntary’ repatriation.!' Other measures included tighter
control over refugee publications, and restrictions on the freedom of
assembly.'” By 1948 refugees were placed under the authority of Ger-
man and Austrian court systems.13

Larger political interests also determined the eligibility criteria indi-
vidual refugees were required to meet to qualify for IRO assistance. It
was not the IRO but the influential members of the UN who formulated
the definition of a refugee, and while these criteria were wider than any
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previously used by international refugee institutions, nevertheless large
numbers of destitute people who today would be classified as refugees
were denied assistance.'*

An equally important limitation was the dependence of the IRO on
individual governments to accept refugees into their countries for reset-
tlement. The IRO was charged with the responsibility of resolving the
refugee ‘problem’ in a short period of time and with a fixed amount of
funds. As an institution it was not in a position to create homes for the
destitute refugees, but could only assist them in finding new places of
residence.

The interminable conflict of most states between foreign and
domestic policy affected the effectiveness of the IRO’s resettlement
programme. Many governments that recognized the need to resolve
the postwar refugee situation and were prepared to allocate finances
towards an international organization, were unwilling to accept many
refugees for reasons of domestic politics. They recognized the ‘problem’,
agreed on a need for its solution, but were unwilling to have the ‘prob-
lem’ land on their doorsteps.

Therefore, in its first year of operations, the PCIRO continued to em-
phasize repatriation as a solution to the refugee problem, despite the
overwhelming evidence that most refugees did not want to return to
their former homes. The PCIRO continued the ‘ration bribe’ policy
introduced by UNRRA Director General LaGuardia'® for a number of
months, and gave it up only when it proved to be too expensive and
achieved too few results.'® In autumn 1947 the PCIRO Repatriation
Division was still exploring possibilities of repatriating Ukrainians to
Poland.'” This was mainly because few states were opening their doors
to refugee immigration.

The IRO was unable to embark seriously on its resettlement pro-
gramme until governments agreed to liberalize their immigration pol-
icies. The first countries to conclude a resettlement agreement with the
IRO was Britain, which in January 1948 agreed to accept 50000 single
refugees for manual labour.'® The United States, which eventually
accepted the largest number of refugees, did not change its domestic
legislation to allow for increased immigration until 1948.""

Countries receiving refugees stipulated not only the numbers they
were prepared to accept, but also the criteria individuals were required
to meet to qualify for emigration to their state, as well as the conditions
they would be subject to upon entry. The IRO had no means of influen-
cing such policies and could only attempt to protect the rights of
refugees through lobbying.
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Yet another factor the IRO had to contend with were the attitudes of
its employees. Many of its staff were former UNRRA officials who had
already worked with the refugees for a number of years since the IRO
took over responsibility for assembly centres previously administered by
UNRRA. In some ways this was a benefit to the organization, since it
inherited an experienced staff. A number of officials welcomed the
creation of the [RO, since the new organization allowed them to address
many of the refugees’ problems that the narrow UNRRA mandate had
prohibited.

On the other hand, some officials who had been working in the field
for a number of years had lost sensitivity to the predicament of the
refugees. A number of the former refugees do not clearly remember
the change from UNRRA to IRO regimes.”” Eligibility officers whose
job it was to determine whether individual refugees qualified for IRO
assistance were often unsympathetic to the sufferings the refugees had
endured, as witnessed by comments such as, “The screener should realise
that overdramatisation and self-justification is part of human behaviour
and excessively applied by refugees when screened.”?! One refugee inter-
viewed shortly after resettlement to the United States said, ‘In the IRO a
person who is quiet and who waits in line doesn’t get anything. And the
more brazen and pushing a man is the quicker he gets a new pair of
shoes, for example.’??

The IRO and Ukrainians

For Ukrainians, the most significant policy change from UNRRA to the
IRO years was on the issue of relations with national groups. Whereas
UNRRA was prevented from recognizing and cooperating formally with
Ukrainian groups, IRO policy was to work with any organizations that
would assist it in furthering its mandate. Political changes at the inter-
national level made it possible for the IRO to stop denying that the
Ukrainians were a separate national group and establish a working
relationship with both the refugee committee TsPUE-N and the diaspora
Ukrainian voluntary agencies.

Even before PCIRO began operations, steps were taken at various
levels which improved the status of Ukrainian refugees.”® Largely
because of the continued lobbying by Ukrainians, gradually both refu-
gees and diaspora community leaders were recognized as having a valu-
able role to play in the provision of welfare and the process of
resettlement.

The first official request for a diaspora Ukrainian to assist in the work
of international agencies dealing with refugees came in March 1947.
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Following the trip of a Canadian Member of Parliament of Ukrainian
origin to refugee camps in Italy,”* the IGCR requested a Canadian or
American Ukrainian adviser. Bohdan Panchuk, who had been active in
creating CURB and assisting Ukrainian refugees for a number of years,
was approached by Dr M. W. Royse to work in a liaison and advisory
capacity concerning Ukrainian refugees.?> On the suggestion of Pan-
chuk, in late July 1947 Ukrainian Canadians began to be attached to
PCIRO screening teams.?®

However, no policy decision had been taken regarding the formal
status of Ukrainian refugees. Debate on this issue resumed in August
and September 1947, after TsPUE-N wrote to the [RO Secretary General
in Geneva asking for Ukrainians not to be separated according to their
former citizenship, but treated as a national group.”” This letter, along
with requests from the Ukrainian voluntary agencies for PCIRO recogni-
tion, stimulated discussion at the highest levels of the PCIRO for the
need for a policy regarding Ukrainians and other nationalities whose
territory had become part of the Soviet Union.

Recognition of Ukrainians as a separate national group

In a first step towards recognizing the requests of Ukrainian refugees, the
PCIRO informed TsPUE-N that they would try not to move Ukrainian
refugees without consultation with camp leaders.?® Correspondence
between the two organizations continued without much result®” until
May 1948, when the president of TsPUE-N was invited to a meeting with
the PCIRO Care and Maintenance Division to discuss the relationship
between the two organizations.*”

A month later PCRIO issued its first policy statement on relations with
national groups in the form of Provisional Order no. 74. This document
stated that contact was to be established with existing national commit-
tees, and where none existed, national councils were to be set up with
PCIRO assistance. A liaison service was set up which was to hold regular
meetings between 1RO officials and representatives of the national com-
mittees. However, the national committees were prohibited from
engaging in political or profit-making activities.”'

TsPUE-N received an ofticial offer from PCIRO on 14 December 1948
to act as the representative body for Ukrainian refugees, pending their
acceptance of the conditions of Provisional Order no. 74.** They agreed,
naming Vasyl’ Mudryi as their main liaison officer.** After this recogni-
tion, TsPUE-N was invited to attend various IRO meetings, as well as
those held by the International Red Cross, the YMCA, the World Coun-
cil of Churches and other voluntary agencies.**
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Although relations between the Ukrainian refugees and the IRO
improved significantly, the Ukrainians, like other refugees, often felt
that they were not consulted adequately in policy-making. In late
1949 the Ukrainians, along with eight other refugee committees,*> sub-
mitted a letter to the RO requesting more participation in decision-
making.*°

It is interesting to note that the official IRO history comments on the
fact that the Ukrainian refugees were well-organized, and discusses them
along with other refugee groups, unlike the official UNRRA history,
which does not mention them.*”

In summer 1947 the PCIRO also began to consider the merits of
accrediting Ukrainian voluntary agencies. Some officials who had
worked with Ukrainian refugees and the diaspora voluntary agencies
recognized that cooperation had been sought during the UNRRA period.
One senior administrator noted that:

It was not politically possible for UNRRA to make an agreement
with the Canadian and American Ukrainian Relief Organisations,
although UNRRA Field statf and military authorities were constantly
requesting the aid of an organisation with the language and back-
ground and interest in DPs of Ukrainian ethnic origin.*®

Because the IRO did not face the strict charter restrictions that UNRRA
had, a number of high officials favoured granting Ukrainian voluntary
societies official recognition in view of ‘the lack of Voluntary Society
assistance to certain groups of refugees in the US area of control in
Germany, in particular the Ukrainian and Baltic groups’.*”

As with the refugee committees, the PCIRO proceeded slowly in for-
ging relations with the Ukrainian voluntary agencies. At this time, a
number of Ukrainian voluntary agencies existed. The two largest and
best endowed were the United Ukrainian American Relief Committee
(UUARC) and the Ukrainian Canadian Reliet Fund (UCRF). Both had
close links with the Ukrainian communities in Canada and the United
States, and had engaged in efforts to assist Ukrainian refugees since
1944, despite being denied official recognition.*’

The PCIRO'’s first step in formalizing relations with the Ukrainian
agencies was granting the UUARC permission in September of 1947 to
operate in Germany.*' The UUARC immediately appointed a Temporary
Director of Field Operations and despatched him to Germany.*? While
negotiations aimed at securing a formal agreement continued, certain
officials within PCIRO tavoured signing a single agreement with Ukrain-
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ian voluntary agencies to run a more efficient operation and save on
administration costs.

Since the Ukrainian agencies had been cooperating for some time, it
was not difficult for them to arrive at a combined agreement.** After
many phases of discussion, during which PCIRO emphasized that these
agencies would be working under their control, a formal agreement
between PCIRO and UUARC/UCRF was signed on 15 April 1948, grant-
ing these agencies their long sought formal legitimation.**

Despite the improved relations between Ukrainians and the IRO, the
status of the group remained uncertain. In statistical reports throughout
1948 Ukrainians appeared listed as ‘Polish Ukrainians’, ‘Ukrainian SSR’,
‘Ukrainian’ — and in some charts they are not mentioned at all.*> Even
after Administrative Order no. 152 was issued on 11 December 1948,
and which specifically instructed, ‘In addition to country of citizenship
or country of last habitual residence write in the ethnic or nationality
group for any of the following: Jews, Ukrainians, Volksdeutsche’*® there
was still debate at the highest [RO levels regarding the status of Ukrain-
ians.*”

Eligibility officers continued to receive requests for clarification, with
some camp administrators expressing frustration with the Ukrainians.
One official in Austria wrote, ‘Most of the trouble is with the Ukraines:
[sic] some are born Poles, some Russians, some Czechs, and they do not
want to be written as such but as Ukraines [sic]”.*® As late as 1951 some
statistical reports did not include a separate category for Ukrainians, and
eligibility officers were forced to type in a separate column in their
charts for Ukrainian refugees.*”

Despite these problems, after 1948 Ukrainians were accepted as a
separate group and appeared in the statistics, albeit inconsistently.

The Ukrainians

The years 1947-52 brought many changes to the lives of Ukrainian
refugees. By the end of this period, most of them were resettled and
facing the challenges of beginning new lives in new countries. However,
the four years were long ones, during which the refugees continued to
encounter old uncertainties and were forced to contend with new ones.

During these years the refugee committees had to deal with a chan-
ging community, deteriorating material conditions, and increased
internal strife. The role of the diaspora Ukrainians increased as their
voluntary agencies became important intermediaries between the IRO,
the countries receiving refugees, and the refugee community. Along
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with their increased role came new pressures. The diaspora Ukrainians
grappled with growing tensions amongst their different organizations
and friction with the refugee community.

The changing refugee community

The largest change within the Ukrainian refugee community was a
reduction in the size of the group. The only records available for the
number of Ukrainian refugees in Germany and Austria on 1 July 1947
are those compiled by TsPUE-N. These records show that at the begin-
ning of PCIRO operations there were 142029 known Ukrainians in
Germany and Austria. In just over a year that number had fallen to
105 082.% According to another source, by January 1950 only 59 183
Ukrainians remained in Germany and Austria.®' IRO records show that
between 1 July 1947 and 31 December 1951 a total of 113677 Ukrain-
ians were resettled with their assistance.®* These figures suggest that
about three-quarters of the Ukrainian refugees had been resettled with
IRO assistance by 1952.%*

Although the general trend was for refugees to leave their temporary
homes to resettle in new countries, small numbers of Ukrainians joined
the refugee population during this period; they were people fleeing from
the Soviet Union or areas under Soviet control. One such group, which
numbered only a few hundreds, were members of the Ukrainian Insur-
gent Army (UPA) who had made their way to Bavaria in autumn 1947.%*
Some of them surrendered to the US military forces,” and others
headed for refugee camps containing Ukrainians in search of assist-
ance.’® As soon as their whereabouts became known, they were all
required to undergo screening by military authorities, and were not
classified initially as refugees or eligible for IRO assistance. In some
cases, leaders of the Ukrainian refugee community were allowed to
visit them while they were under US military confinement.®” Eventu-
ally, these UPA members were allowed to emigrate, and some of them
resettled in the USA.*®

Another small group that joined the refugee population were Ukrain-
ians flceing from Czechoslovakia in 1948. Many of them had been
active in the Ukrainian independence movement of 1917-21 and
had moved to Czechoslovakia in the 1920s, where they obtained Nan-
sen refugee status.”” Many of them were intellectuals and scholars. With
the Communist takeover of Czechoslovakia they feared persecution
once again and were compelled to flee further west. Through the efforts
of the Comité de Secours aux Ukrainiennes in Geneva, the IRO inter-
vened on their behalf and helped some of them to travel to France. The
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Comité de Secours aux Ukrainienne and the Service Sociale Ukrain-
iennes in Paris, as well as other Ukrainian voluntary organizations,
provided much of the finance as well as the logistical support for this
move. From France, many of these refugees emigrated to Argentina,
again with the assistance of Ukrainian voluntary agencies.®”

There were also Ukrainians among the Soviet Red Army soldiers on
occupation duty in Berlin who defected. These men were interrogated
by the intelligence services of the various occupation administrations,
and in most cases handed back to the Soviet authorities. In some cases,
humane individuals helped these defectors escape into the refugee
population.®

Deteriorating living conditions

While the Ukrainian refugee population changed and grew smaller, the
long displacement was taking its toll on those awaiting resettlement.
They had already spent a number of years away from their homes, living
in temporary conditions without security, and encountering physical
hardship.

Contrary to the general assumption in much of the literature on
current refugee issues that the lives of post-Second World War refugees
were not too difficult because of the large financial resources of the
[RO,%? in most cases the material situation of these refugees became
worse during the IRO period.”* This was partially because of the growing
attitude that refugees were a problem, that their lives need not be too
comfortable, and that they were in a position where they could only
request that their rights be respected but not make any demands. It was
this attitude which led to a revoking of the policy that ensured the living
standards of the refugees were higher than those of the local popula-
tion,”* and the regular transferring of camp inhabitants from one locat-
ion to another without concern for their wishes. One refugee later
described such a move:

| came into the IRO camp ~ 127 people had to be moved out of this
camp to live on German economy. Some members of these families
have already left for Australia. Everyone asks to be left in their old place
but the IRO does not care. The order came from above —‘You must’ says
the IRO official and she does not want even to listen to the people.®®

Another refugee reported nine moves in four years.”” The refugee
press reported such moves, often of entire camps,®” and TsPUE-N pro-
tested, but usually to no avail.
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As the reconstruction of Central Europe began, the refugees also
became increasingly disadvantaged in the employment market com-
pared to the local population. As temporary residents, often without
proper identity papers, they were less desirable candidates for jobs that
became available. In Germany, the revaluation of the Deutschmark hit
the refugee population harder, further eroding their purchasing
power.®® It also substantially reduced to small financial resources col-
lected by the refugee committees.

Refugees who were denied TIRO assistance or living outside camps
had a difficult time surviving. One man and his wife, who were denied
IRO status because of their lack of proper identification documents,
and for the same rcason were unable to secure employment, survived
an entire winter on one sack ot potatoes which they bought with the last
of their money.®” Others who had no valuables to sell in exchange for
food were torced by circumstances into black marketeering or petty
crime.

Living conditions for those in [RO camps were not significantly better.
The bureaucracy worked slowly and inefficiently, and often failed to
meet the basic requirements of the camp inhabitants. One refugee
described the difficulties he taced after the birth of his first child.
When he applied tor milk rations for the baby and received no response
he began trading his other rations for milk. He was charged with black
marketeering and his IRO identity card was revoked, thus depriving him
of assistance.””

The food rations allocated to refugees were very small and their daily
routine monotonous.”' Most refugees were unable to find jobs and
worried constantly about the next day, and about becoming parasites.”?
Health care was poor, and many women had abortions because it was
too difficult to provide materially for children.”” Some suffered from
psychological trauma, others from drinking problems.”* Many felt that
they were living a life without a future and could not comprehend the
lack of understanding by the democratic countries of their plight.”?
Fears of spies among the refugee population and the possibility of
repatriation continued.”®

The public image of the refugees also suffered at this time, and they
increasingly came to be portrayed as untrustworthy, with criminal ten-
dencies. The image of the refugee as a criminal was magnified by the
behaviour of military occupation officials who, in their eagerness to
prove their record of maintaining order, found the legally vulnerable
refugees an easy target on which to blame disturbances. Local police

records often listed unknown culprits as ‘unidentified refugees’.””
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Such widespread accusations led to investigations into the criminal
activities of refugees, which often concluded:

Such crime as there is caused by the fact that the DDPs are hungry.
Even though they are assured certain calories, they are not in fact
getting them ... A ot of the petty administrative punishments are for
black market dealings — usually so people can get butter or lard.”®

Emigration fever

The resettlement programme brought not only opportunities and hope,
but also new pressures. Issues of identity and documentation once again
came to the fore. Immigration criteria set by receiving countries threat-
ened to break up families, and leave intellectuals, the old and infirm
behind. The entire process involved much uncertainty and waiting.
Often refugees encountered difficulties with bureaucracy and unhelpful
officials. One Ukrainian refugee, P. Wrobel, wrote to the IRO Office in
Prague with the following request:

I beg to ask you for a big favour in answering my letter. I am registered
with your organisation for a transport to Argentina, but have much
difficulties to get my passport. All my personal papers are in best order,
except the permission of the Czech Chef of ‘Bezpecnost’ here in Cheb.
He refuses to give me the certiticate, that he has nothing against giving
me a passport and [ don’t know how to get now this certificate at all. T
spendet [sic] already a lot of money for the stamps, but he still refuses
and now he told me to go to Poland, from where I could get to Ar-
gentina as well. Please, will you tell me, what [ should do to get the
certificate, or perhaps another way to have my papers in order tor you.

Will you be kind enough to let me know, what to do, because |
have not enough money to come to Prague again personally. I thank
you very much in advance.””

A problem peculiar to Ukrainian refugees was the issue of proper docu-
mentation on emigration documents. Many of them had not been regis-
tered or listed as Ukrainians, and some of them had deliberately
concealed their true identities in order to avoid forcible repatriation to
the Soviet Union. When faced with the imminent prospect of emigration,
some of them felt secure enough to return to their true identities and note
their Ukrainian nationality before starting their lives again in a new coun-
try. Such individuals made sworn statements which were certified by
the IRO legal division, documenting their reasons for earlier falsifications
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and attesting to their real identities." Ukrainian refugees who did not
return to their real identities before emigrating were to face accusations of
collaboration and war crimes in the future.

An added source of stress was the increasingly tense international
situation unfolding around them. As the Cold War intensified, many
became desperate to get as far away from the Soviet Union as possible.
Because the refugees had limited access to information on international
affairs (since they had limited possibilities of obtaining newspapers
other then the ones they published themselves), reports about the
worsening of relations between East and West led many to believe that
another war was coming.®' These fears were reinforced when new refu-
gees began arriving from Soviet Ukraine and Czechoslovakia.

Increasing tensions within the community

Since anxiety was an everyday feature of the lives of the refugees,
community relations came under serious strain. Infighting within the
political parties intensified, and increasingly spilled over into non-polit-
ical activities. The strongest Ukrainian political party, the Bandera
faction of the Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists (OUN-b), contin-
ued its effort to gain control over the entire group. It attempted to
increase its influence within the coordinating body, TsPULE-N, and to
get its members elected into local camp administrations.

At the Second TsPUE-N Conference, held on 8-10 May 1948, OUN-b
attempted to gain control of the organization. Their strategy was to try
to change the Statut® (statute) to make the committee more centralized
and to exclude representatives from the scholarly, cultural-educational,
sports and cooperative committees from the General Council (Assem-
bly).** The takeover attempt failed, and following heated debates the
politically centrist Vasyl’ Mudryi was re-elected for another term as pre-
sident of TsPUE-N. A special commission was created to revise Statut. Atter
afew monthsanew version of the document which satisfied all parties was
accepted,™ and sent to the IRO headquarters in Germany for approval.®®

After Vasyl’” Mudryi emigrated to the United States in 1949, the
OUN-b faction gained control of TsPUL-N, causing their opponents to
leave and form a rival coordinating body, the Soiuz Ukraiintsiv v
Nimechchyni (SUN - Association of Ukrainians in Germany).“"

The OUN-b’s bid to gain control over the Ukrainian refugee popula-
tion was not limited to the power struggle within TsPUE-N. They also
continued to try to secure the leading positions in camp administra-
tions. In addition to electoral campaigns, which at times included
coercive tactics to ensure that their members were voted in to key
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positions,”” they appealed to the patriotic sentiments of the largely non-
political refugees, arguing that they were the only political force still
mounting armed resistance to the Soviet Union from within Ukraine,
and used the newly arrived UPA fighters as evidence of their claim to a
monopoly on political legitimacy.

These political quarrels were being fought among an already disheart-
ened population. Years of forced inactivity and difficult conditions of
communal living were causing increasing social friction. At times, per-
sonal disputes were drawn into the political debates. The political
animosities between the various Ukrainian parties and groupings
which developed among the refugee population were transferred to
the new countries of settlement of the refugees, and continued to
dominate Ukrainian emigré politics for years to come.

Assistance from the diaspora

Like the refugee community, the Ukrainian voluntary agencies under-
went a number of changes during this period. Most important, they
received official recognition, which enabled them to carry out their
work more efficiently.® With the beginning of large-scale resettlement,
the focus of their operations shifted from relief to immigration assist-
ance. However, the earlier spirit of cooperation began to dissipate,
reducing the effectiveness of their efforts, and new tensions appeared
between the diaspora Ukrainians and the refugees.

Until the IRO period, Ukrainian voluntary agencies and organizations
were forced to operate on the fringes of the law, not being prohibited
from existing but denied an official status. Once the IRO embarked on
its resettlement programme, its officials realized the potential usefulness
of voluntary organizations, and accredited them formally.

This recognition enabled the Ukrainian voluntary agencies to set up
official representations in Europe, which made their work much easier.
They were allowed to appoint their representatives to various [RO teams
in the field, to assist in the resettlement programmes and to protect the
interests of the Ukrainian refugees.

Perhaps the most valuable work done by the Ukrainian voluntary
agencies during this period was in assisting refugees to find sponsors,
particularly for emigration to Canada and the United States. Both coun-
tries restricted the entry of IRO refugees to those individuals who had
relatives already resident in their states, or those who obtained affidavits
from American citizens guarantecing that they would not become public
charges. The IRO mandate did not include a provision of such services,
and therefore many refugees were unable to apply for emigration.
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The voluntary agencies took it upon themselves to facilitate the emigra-
tion of refugees by providing them with the necessary affidavits from
members of the Ukrainian diaspora community."’

In addition to working with the 1RO, the Ukrainian voluntary agen-
cies began numerous independent efforts at resettling Ukrainian refu-
gees, particularly those denied IRO status.” These included continued
lobbying campaigns aimed at governments to accept Ukrainians as
immigrants, at both national and local levels. The UUARC established
close working relationships with many American local governors and
state legislatures, and in the state of Michigan, John Panchuk, a leading
tigure in UUARC, headed the state DP Commission.”' Such contacts
were used to bring small groups of Ukrainians to the USA for labour
schemes, particularly in agriculture and industry. DP commissions in
North Dakota, Oklahoma, Indiana, Illinois, Michigan and Maryland
agreed to accept Ukrainians.”

The Ukrainian Canadian Committee (the parent organization of
CUREF) continuously lobbied the Departments of Immigration, External
Affairs, Labour, Health, and Mines and Resources, as well as Members of
Parliament and government officials sympathetic to Ukrainians, to
allow the refugees permission to enter Canada.””

Ukrainian communities were asked to assist in this process by spon-
soring individual refugees to come to their countries of residence. Many
Ukrainian Canadians and Americans volunteered to help refugee famil-
ies to find new homes. One former refugee, Mr Il'nyts’kyi, who became a
prominent engineer, owes his entry into Canada to a Ukrainian
Canadian farmer who agreed to sponsor his immigration application,
allegedly on the grounds that he needed an agricultural labourer. Once
Mr II'nyts’kyi arrived, the farmer told him that he was welcome to stay
on the farm but was free move to a city in search of his fortune.”* In
Western Canada, some farmers of Ukrainian origin agreed to help single
female refugecs come to Canada by accepting them as brides.”®

However, not all efforts were successtul. Farmers in Maryland, USA,
who had agreed to accept Ukrainian refugees as agricultural labourers in
spring 1949, changed their minds when bureaucratic delays prevented
the Ukrainians from arriving until after the autumn harvest season was
over.”® In some cases, the refugees misrepresented their skills in their
efforts to be admitted on to resettlement schemes and leave the DP
camps, and on arrival in their new places of work were unable to per-
form their duties adequately. There were also instances where the hosts
or sponsors felt that the refugees were not grateful or hard-working after
they had been helped to emigrate.””
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A growing source of concern for the diaspora Ukrainians were the
political activities within the refugee community. The Ukrainian volun-
tary agencies had great difficulty proving to their own governments and
international institutions that they were engaged in strictly non-political,
humanitarian work. They could not understand why the retugees per-
sisted in pursuing political activities which threatened their access to
assistance, and cqually importantly the reputation of the voluntary
agencies that were trying to help them. Some Ukrainian diaspora leaders
were also afraid that the political infighting from the refugee camps
would immigrate along with the retugees and destabilize their commu-
nities.”®

Tensions within the voluntary organizations and among the Ukrain-
ian diaspora community organizations also reached high levels during
this period. This was partly because of the different organizational
structures of the voluntary agencies, partly because of increasing diver-
gence in approaches to the refugee issue favoured by Canadian and
American diaspora committees, and also because of the strong person-
alities of leading figures in the voluntary agencies.””

Each organization wanted to have the decisive role in representing
Ukrainian interests and coordinating resettlement efforts.'” Although
an agreement was reached in June 1947 which was to regulate relations
between UUARC and UCREF, the alliance remained a stormy one. Under
the guise of cooperation, it appears that the UUARC attempted to take
over as the main Ukrainian relief and resettlement organization, at
times taking credit for work done by Canadian Ukrainian agencies.'""

These tensions were partially the product of the situation in which the
voluntary agencies found themselves. On the one hand they tried to
work together and coordinate their efforts to achieve greater efficiency
and help the largest possible number of refugees. On the other, the
policies of the European countries which housed the refugees as well
as the immigration policies of the receiving countries varied, which
necessitated a degree of diversification of tactics. Communications
were imperfect and the nature of the work tended to give individuals
in positions of responsibility inflated perceptions of their importance.
Despite these ditficulties, the voluntary agencies nevertheless accomp-
lished a great deal in assisting refugees with resettlement.

The hard core

Despite the many difficulties, by 1952 most Ukrainian refugees had been
resettled. Those who remained in Central Furope were designated the
‘hard core’ by the IRO. These were individuals who could not qualify for
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emigration schemes because of their age, state of health or lack of skills
requested by receiving countries. A small number of political activists
chose to stay in Europe to continue their political activities, preferring
to remain as close as physically possible to Ukraine in order to maintain
contact with those still fighting for independence.

The voluntary agencies played an important role in assisting these
people to rebuild their lives, through the construction of invalid homes
and financial support for those in need.

Soviet attitudes towards refugees and returnees

Any inadequacies in the treatment of refugees and displaced people by
the Western powers pale in comparison to the policies followed by the
Soviet Union towards these people. Stalin was afraid of their potential
power to undermine the Soviet system from abroad and within, and
took steps to restrain them.

The big threat posed by refugees who refused to return was that
they would try to organise an anti-Soviet revolution from abroad.
One Soviet scholar described Soviet repatriation activities as the attempt
to prevent the growth of a second hostile emigration.'** Stalin was also
afraid that the refugees would provide Western powers with information
about the Soviet Union. Since very little information about the
Soviet Union had been available before the war, the anti-Soviet refugees
abroad threatened to expose the realities of Soviet life to the hostile
capitalist states.'”? The Soviet government therefore went to great
lengths to secure the return of its nationals, or, failing that, to dis-
credit them as an information source by labelling them Nazi collab-
orators,"™

The returnees posed a threat of a different kind. All Soviet citizens
who had been outside the Soviet Union during the war had seen life
abroad, and would no longer unquestioningly believe the state ideology
of the superiority of socialism. Because the returnees numbered over five
million, it is understandable why the Soviet government feared that
such a large group of people could undermine the previous total state
control over its citizens. Throughout the repatriation process great effort
was expended on political education, and these documents are now
open to researchers. This work was divided into verbal and printed
agitation and propaganda, mass cultural work, and separate sections
for work with youth, children and women. All repatriation centres
were well supplied with political education literature.'®
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The post-war situation in the Soviet Union

Most Ukrainians displaced by the war headed homeward once hostilities
had ended. Having survived the privations of the war and the difficult
trip back, they were surprised by the reception they received. Forty years
later, from a select group of returnees consulted, only one did not
express regrets about her decision to return home.'”°

Ukrainian returnees (or repatriates)“” returned to a situation where
they were considered to be suspicious, for two reasons: like all repatri-
ates, they were considered ‘tainted’ by their experiences abroad; and like
all Ukrainians during this period, they were suspected of harbouring
bourgeois nationalist sentiments.

In view of Stalin’s political prioritiecs and personality traits, it is not
difficult to understand the attitudes and policies the returnees encoun-
tered.'” His two important postwar domestic policy goals were begin-
ning reconstruction and securing control over the newly-annexed
Western borderlands. Reasserting control over the population, particu-
larly in areas that had been occupied by the Germans, was considered a
necessary measure to regain stability.

Soon after the cessation of hostilities, an official campaign which
became known as ‘Zhdanovshchyna’ started to eradicate all Western
influences that had crept into the Soviet Union during the war.'” It
was justified on the grounds that:

During the war years several million people lived in territory tem-
porarily occupied by the enemy. Millions were deported to Germany
by Hitler’s fascists. Many members of the Soviet Army were prisoners
of war. The Hitlerite fascists tried to influence these people ideolo-
gically. During the anti-fascist liberation campaign Soviet troops
advanced far into the West, and eclements of the armed forces
remained on the territory of capitalist states, where the forces of
reaction strove to influence Soviet soldiers by all manner of methods.
The Hitlerite fascists left behind bourgeois-nationalist groups in the
Western regions Ukraine and Byelorussia and in the Baltic Republics
to conduct anti-Soviet agitation among the population. A pernicious
ideological influence was exerted on the Soviet people through all
these and other channels. The majority spurned the reactionary
bourgeois views that such elements tried to impose on them, but
part of the population lacked ideological education and displayed
an uncritical attitude toward capitalist conditions."'""
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Returnees to Western Ukraine were considered to be particularly sus-
pect. The territories they were returning to had only recently been
incorporated into the Soviet Union, and like the entire Western bor-
derland, these areas were being subjected to intense Sovietization
while the Ukrainian Insurgent Army (Ukraiins’ka Povstans’ka Armiia —
UPA) opposed the Soviet presence through guerilla warfare.''! Because
the Ukrainian liberation movement was being portrayed as a Hitlerite
fifth column,''? and many repatriates had returned from Germany
where a community of pro-Ukrainian anti-Soviet refugees continued
to reside, they were suspected of harbouring Ukrainian nationalist
tendencies.

Through the policy of Zhdanovshchyna, Stalin found a practical way
of limiting the potential for opposition to the Soviet government by
people who had been abroad by labelling them as ‘tainted’, and a labour
force for reconstruction.

Segregation of the returnees

When they had first made contact with Soviet officials, all Soviet
nationals were placed in temporary assembly centres for screening.
While in these centres an attempt was made to segregate them into
PoWs and civilians, and determine their identity and trustworthi-

Table 6.1 Soviet statistics on repatriation

Liberated (and handed over) by Allied Forces:

PoWs 1392647
Civilians 960039
Total 2352686
Liberated by Red Army:
PoWs 433127
Civilians 2567150
Total 3000277
Totals Repatriated:
POWS 1825774
Civilians 3527189
Men 1293095
Women 1531650
Children 702 444
Total 5352963'"

Source:  GARF, f. R-9526, op. 1, d. 1118, 1. 223~6.
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ness.'' This process took a few months to complete. In total, the Soviet
Administration of the Plenipotentiary for Repatriation Affairs processed
a greater number of returnees than had previously been estimated. A
1946 Top Secret Report entitled the ‘Implementation of Directives of the
Leadership of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on Conducting
Repatriation of Soviet Citizens and Citizens of Foreign Governments
During the Period of the Great Patriotic War’ states that by 1946 a
total of 5352963 Soviet citizens were repatriated (see Table 6.1)
According to the same source, of this total repatriated:

1055925 re-conscripted into the Red Army
3259857 sent to their former places of habitual residence (excluding
Moscow, Leningrad, Kyiv and newly incorporated border
areas)
608095 sent to NKO work battalions
339618 transfered to NKVD authority
89468 remained in Central European assembly centres and used as
labourers by Soviet occupation authorities.'"®

Of the total repatriated, 1650343 were identified as Ukrainians;
1190135 military personnel; and 460208 civilians.''® This was the
largest national group among the Soviet repatriates.''” Since not all
Ukrainians availed themselves of the services of the Soviet Repatriation
Commission and the availability of official Soviet records is still limited,
it is safe to assume that the actual number of Ukrainian returnees was
higher.

Because of the continued restrictions to Soviet documents pertaining
to this issue, it is impossible to ascertain how many of the total Ukrain-
ians repatriated were re-conscripted, or sent to NKO work battalions or
to NKVD special camps. Research by Soviet historian Victor Zemskov
shows that in the years 1944-7 the number of Ukrainians in the
Gulag increased.'"® Ukrainian historian M. Buhai has documented the
massive deportations from Western Ukraine that occurred in the
months following the end of the war,'"” and there is some evidence to
suggest that deported Ukrainians were sent to areas of special resettle-
ment.'? 1t is possible that Ukrainian repatriates formed part of those
statistics.'?!

Conditions for repatriates sent to work battalions or the Gulag were
very difficult. These conditions were described by Alexander Solzhenit-
syn in The Gulag Archipelago, who also mentions repatriates coming into
the Gulag in spring 1945.'*



168  The Grand Alliance and UKrainian Refugees

Returning home

From the above statistics, it is reasonable to estimate that over half of the
repatriates were allowed to return to their former places of residence,
except to Moscow, Leningrad, Kyiv or the newly-annexed western bor-
der areas.'?® At the screening centres any identity documents the
repatriates had were confiscated and they were instructed to report to
their local NKVD headquarters when they arrived home.

Nevertheless, for many, once they were allowed to return to their
homes it seemed that their long ordeal was finally over. Their pleasure
at homecoming was tinged with sadness as many found their homes in
ruins or deserted, and relatives dead or missing. Maria Kovtun described
her homecoming:

When I saw my own house my heart began to hurt. The trees were all
destroyed, having been run over by tanks, and instead of flowers the
garden was full of weeds. The windows were broken and walls were
charred. The door was open. I went inside and saw no-one. After a
closer look, under the table [ saw a small, thin girl, in a threadbare
shirt, clutching a rag doll to her chest, staring at me. I guessed this
was my sister, who had been three months old when | was
deported.'?!

Sadness changed to fear once they began reporting to the local
branches of the Interior Ministry. There they were required to fill out
further questionnaires on their activities during the war. They were
asked details of how they ended up abroad, and the conditions of their
stay there. Based on their responses they were granted residency and
work permits.'*®

Most of the returnees experienced difficulties at this stage. Even
though they had been cleared of any allegations of collaboration,
because of the policy of Zhdanovshchyna they were generally regarded
as suspect, and the word ‘repatriate’ was considered to be synonymous
with ‘enemy of the state’.'?® Victor Lialiakin, a Soviet officer who had
served in the Berlin Embassy before being captured by the Germans and
becoming a PoW, found that once he returned to Moscow after the war
none of his former friends would speak to him.'?” It was only with great
difficulty that he found a menial job.'*®

Denial of employment, assignment to difficult jobs and restriction on
access to higher education were widespread tactics used to isolate retur-
nees from equal participation in society.'?” All application forms for
work or training included a question on activities during the war, and



The Last Phase of Displacement 169

individuals who truthfully registered the fact that they had been abroad
were turned down. This discrimination forced many returnees to con-
ceal their wartime activities, and those who could moved to large cities
in an effort to gain anonymity."* Membership in the Communist Party,
which was the most important route to social mobility in Soviet society,
was also denied to repatriates.'’'

In some cases, repatriates who were initially allowed to return to their
homes were then either deported or forced to resettle in areas requiring
heavy manual labourers. Lev Khapchuk wrote that after having been
home in Polohy, Zaporizhzhia oblast’ for one month he was forced to
join a work battalion and sent to Novocherkask in the Rostov oblast’ of
Russia to help rebuild the city.'** Others were arrested after having been
at home for a short time. Ivan Chernets’kyi, from the Ivano-Frankivs'k
oblast’ in Western Ukraine was arrested in 1946 for having betrayed the
‘motherland’ and sentenced to tive years heavy labour and another five
years of forced resettlement. His parents were also deported at that
time.'** Maria Kovtun was accused of having worn a Ukrainian shirt
during the German occupation and sentenced to seven years hard
labour.'** Petr Zadko wrote that in 1948 many returnees were
arrested.'*

The Repatriation Administration (APRA) formally concluded its
activities on 1 March 1953, but the persecution of returnees did not
end at that time,'*® and Stalin’s death did not substantively change the
fate of repatriates. Although amnesties shortened imprisonment terms,
discrimination against returnees continued.'?”

The discrimination against repatriates was also passed on to their
children. Descendents of those who had been abroad during the Second
World War were also considered to be ‘suspect’” and application forms
the question on wartime activities remained a standard feature of Soviet
personnel application forms until the the collapse of the Soviet Union.
Every Soviet citizen was required to answer the question, ‘Were you or
your relatives on occupied territories?” when applying for employment,
higher education or entering military service. To protect their children,
many repatriates concealed their fate during the war, even from their
families. Yury Andrukhovych, a Ukrainian writer born in Ivano-
Frankivs'k in 1960 was not told by his grandmother until he was in his
late twenties that she had been in Austria during the war, to
protect him from discrimination."'*® Some repatriates are still afraid to
speak about their deportation to Germany. Prokop Kulyk was too frigh-
tened to respond to a questionnaire in 1991, and his son wrote on his
behalf:
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He hid the fact that he was in Germany but was afraid his whole life
that it could be found out. Just my mother knew and no-one else. He
even hid it from me until last year even though I was already 27 years
old. My mother told me that even in the 1980s when he applied for a
new job and filled out the form he thought that he may be found out.
He carried fear throughout his whole life,'*

Conclusion

Contrary to the impression presented by the official IRO history and the
contemporary studies on refugees, the period 1947-52 was a difficult
one for refugees. Many of them were excluded from international
assistance, despite the broadened definition of a refugee. Those who
were granted official status were nevertheless denied the full rights
guaranteed to them on paper.

In the Soviet Union the question of returnees was dealt with ruthlessly
and successfully removed from public debate until the present time.
Information is only slowly becoming available and a great number of
the personal histories have been lost because many of the repatriates are
no longer alive. From the newly emerging facts, it appears that many
returnees were not executed, as had previously been believed in the
West.'* A large number of them were despatched to destinations
which ensured a short lifespan for them, as they were slowly worked
to death. Approximately half of those displaced by the war and their
children were marked for a life of inferior status within their own
society. The post-Second World War experience briefly brought the
refugee issue to the attention of the Soviet authorities, but was quickly
relegated to the concern of the hostile capitalist states. The Soviet Union
did not consider becoming a member of an international refugee organ-
ization again until the perestroika period.'*!
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Conclusion

The history of Ukrainian retugees at the end of the Second World War is
interesting not only in and of itself but also for the larger issues it
touches on. This study has attempted to demonstrate how Ukrainian
refugees influenced the development of international refugee protec-
tion, and explore an aspect of Ukrainian history that was played out in
the international arena. In doing so it looks at how the refugee question
reflected the dynamics of the Grand Alliance and explores the nature of
the Soviet Union by examining its policies towards refugees and repat-
riation.

The history of refugees, particularly of those groups who dety defini-
tions, has received little scholarly attention to date. Ukrainians
uprooted by the Second World War were one such group. The timing
of their displacement was significant in that the handling of the refugee
question in the post-Second World War years had important con-
sequences for decades to follow.

Perhaps the most significant long-term impact was the expansion of
the internationally recognized definition of a refugee, to one that legit-
imized each individual’s right to asylum and assistance based on perse-
cution or fear of persecution, regardless of tormer citizenship, race or
religion. This laid the foundations for the current definition of a refu-
gee.'

This study has attempted to demonstrate for the first time the contri-
bution to this process of Ukrainians displaced by the Second World War.
Although other factors were equally important, the refusal of a certain
portion of Ukrainian refugees to accept repatriation to countries that
denied them basic rights, and their insistence on identifying themselves
in terms of nationality rather than citizenship, was a factor that led to
the reconsideration of criteria for defining refugees.
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A second important legacy of the post-Second World War period was
the addition of the refugee question to the international agenda as part
of a larger concern for stability and security. Before 1944, refugees were
considered to be a by-product of repression or war, of interest to the
international community only through humanitarian considerations.
In the last years of the Second World War leaders of the Great Powers
addressed for the first time the question of displaced people within the
context of the larger discussions on the postwar peace settlement. This
was both because of the size of the refugee population in Central Eur-
ope, which would atfect economic and political reconstruction, and the
conduct of military operations, which necessitated an agreement on
population exchanges at the end of hostilities. Once the issues were
raised at such a high political level it became difficult to dissociate
them from questions of borders and the peace settlement.

As the machinery of the Grand Alliance was transferred to the United
Nations (UN), these discussions became part of the international agenda
in a new way. Although it took many more years before refugees were
recognized as a permanent feature of international relations,? it was in
the post-Second World War period that refugee issues were recognized
as being clearly linked to political interests. The temporary international
institution created to address the needs of refugees at that time set an
important precedent for the future.

The role of Ukrainians in the process has not previously been dis-
cussed. This study has shown that they not only comprised a significant
portion of the displaced people in Central Europe at the end of the war,
but were also at the centre of the dispute that emerged among the
wartime allies over exchanging populations from areas where borders
had altered. Both the situation and the activities of Ukrainians contrib-
uted to the recognition that it might serve Western political interests to
institutionalize international assistance to refugees.

The fate of Ukrainians displaced by the Second World War also con-
tributes to the understanding of Ukrainian history in the twentieth
century. It demonstrates that a sense of national identity existed
among Ukrainians, despite their lack of statehood in the first half of
the twentieth century. For a portion of the Ukrainians displaced by the
Second World War their national identity was the key feature of their
identity that motivated their activities. They acted as a group based on
this identity, despite the fact that the situation they found themselves in
was structured to prevent it — their national identity was unrecognized
and even banned by the various occupation authorities and interna-
tional organizations that governed their lives.
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Furthermore, the activities of the non-returnees provide evidence of
anti-Soviet attitudes among Ukrainians beyond the nationalist move-
ment, both from Soviet Ukraine and western territories that had come
under Soviet control. This contradicts the Soviet version of Ukrainian
attitudes towards Soviet authorities, which portrays them as supporting
the imposition of Soviet rule on their territories. Because the size of the
refugee group that avoided repatriation was substantial, approximately
200000 people, they could not be dismissed as merely individual
dissenters or a handful of extremist nationalists. The composition of
the refugee group did include members of the nationalist movement,
but it also included various other political groups and politically non-
aligned individuals.

Perhaps the most historically signiticant aspect of the events of this
period for Ukrainians is that a portion of the refugees did eventually
succeed in gaining political asylum. Detying the joint efforts of the
Soviet and Western repatriation campaigns, large numbers of Ukrain-
ians avoided repatriation and eventually continued their lives in new
countries. This group is significant in that a good percentage of its
members were from Ukraine’s elite — intellectual, cultural, political
and economic, and particularly tfrom Western Ukraine. Had they
returned to the Soviet Union their fate would have been a difficult
one. As it was, they gained the opportunity to continue their intellectual
and professional pursuits in other countries.

The importance of this post-Second World War Ukrainian emigration
is visible in a number of ways. They became a source of information
about activities in Ukraine and the Soviet Union. On resettlement these
former refugees provided first-hand information on the nature of the
Soviet system which was otherwise unavailable in the West at the time.
Ukrainians were among participants in the Harvard University Refugee
Interview Project and other studies compiling information on the USSR,
which increased the understanding of the Soviet Union abroad. They
also kept careful records of their own activities during their period of
displacement and on resettlement transferred their archives to their new
host countries. These were an important source for this study and
contain valuable information on various related topics from the period.

The long-term impact of this group was that they made a positive
contribution to developing diaspora communities, maintaining the
Ukrainian issue in the minds of the international community for dec-
ades to follow, and eventually to the creation of an independent Ukrain-
ian state. This new generation of émigrés often joined existing
Ukrainian communities. In addition to providing information on the
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Soviet Union they were civically very active and re-energized the exist-
ing communities with new initiatives and new organizations. Because of
their experiences during and after the war, their sense of Ukrainian
identity was very strong. They continued to organize a Ukrainian com-
munity life in the countries where they were resettled. Since their sons
and daughters, children and teenagers, had spent a number of their
formative years in the refugee camps that had been transformed into
Ukrainian environments, this strong national feeling continued into
the next generation.

A key aspect of their activities in their new homes was lobbying their
new governments to support the cause of Ukrainian independence.
These efforts have been most successful in Canada, for a variety of
reasons.” The Canadian government supports many of the Ukrainian
community’s activities financially. In 1990 a Canadian of Ukrainian
descent, Raymon Hnatyshyn, was appointed Governor General,* and
Canada was the first Western country to recognise Ukraine’s declaration
of independence, only a few hours after the results of the referendum
were released on 2 December 1991.°

A long-term negative repercussion for Ukrainians who avoided repat-
riation was that they continued to face allegations of collaboration with
the Nazis and war crimes many years after they were successfully
resettled.® Because so much manipulation of information occurred by
all parties in the years immediately following the end of the war, it is
difficult to obtain a clear picture of many events. Many identity docu-
ments were lost during the course of the war and it is now public
knowledge that numbers of Soviet citizens deliberately concealed their
identities in an attempt to avoid forcible repatriation to the Soviet
Union. It was also possible for war criminals to avoid detection in the
chaos of the victory celebrations and to escape punishment. However,
this issue became more complicated because the Soviet government
accused all Ukrainians” who refused to return to the Soviet Union of
being war criminals. This was done not only to secure the forcible
repatriation of these refugees, but also to discredit the non-returnees
as an information source. In addition to providing evidence against an
individual or group of individuals, the Soviet Union persisted in
emphasizing the Ukrainian identity of accused war criminals, deliber-
ately incriminating all Ukrainian refugees.

Looking at the history of Ukrainian post-Second World War refugees
also provides an insight into the breakdown of the Grand Alliance from
a new perspective. A little-known fact is that the United Nations General
Assembly spent more time discussing the refugee question than any
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other topic apart from security. Over time this question was over-
shadowed by larger geopolitical issues, but it demonstrates how
conflicting value systems made postwar cooperation difficult and even-
tually impossible by the wartime allies. Agreement was secured on the
larger political issues, such as the division of Europe into spheres of
influence and creation of international organizations, yet no agreement
could be reached on the refugee question beyond the point of providing
immediate humanitarian assistance at the end of hostilities.

Although it was Britain that originally raised the issue of repatriating
Soviet nationals, by the summer of 1945 the Soviet Union had taken
over the initiative on keeping the question on the Great Powers’ agenda.
When the majority of displaced people had been repatriated to their
homes, the Western Allies were more interested in pursuing postwar
reconstruction than discussing the refugee question. However, the
Soviet Union’s insistence on securing the return of all its nationals
contributed to the process of growing tensions among the Grand
Alliance. As the Cold War deepened, the Western Allies became more
receptive to the anti-Soviet views of the remaining refugees and this
contributed to the search for alternative solutions, the creation of a new
organization to resettle the refugees, and the allocation of significant
funding towards this end.

This study also contributes to the understanding of the Soviet Union
in the last years of the war and the immediate postwar years. It provides
further evidence of the harsh attitudes of the Soviet government, parti-
cularly Stalin’s, towards society. From the information currently avail-
able it appears that there were far greater numbers of people repatriated
to the Soviet Union at the end of the war than had previously been
assumed. Archival documents now show that upwards of five million
people were repatriated to the Soviet Union, which is double the figure
previously estimated.” Judging by the activities of the Soviet repatriation
administration, it scems that the Soviet authorities themselves were
unaware of quite how many of their nationals were abroad. The first
British requests to the USSR to claim its nationals were dismissed and no
institution was set up to deal with repatriation until autumn 1944. Even
after the Soviet Repatriation Administration was set up, inadequate
preparations were made for returnees in summer 1945.

However, it is now clear that despite this relatively late beginning, the
Soviet repatriation campaign became a highly organized, complex
operation. Resources were allocated towards this end and a multi-level
organization, the Administration of the Plenipotentiary of the Sovict of
Peoples’ Deputies for Repatriation Affairs (APRA), was created, which
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continued operations until 1952. This body worked closely with the
security organs of the state, the Red Army and Republican governments.
The chain of command and responsibility for repatriation activities
remains unclear from currently available documents, but it appears to
have changed over time. The APRA was a new institutional structure
answering directly to the State Defence Committee. However, its powers
appear to have been limited to logistical and coordinating activities.
Responsibility for screening repatriates was in the hands of the security
services — NKVD and GUKK-SMERSH - and it would therefore seem
logical that these institutions in fact controlled the operation.” The
Red Army provided manpower for transporting and controlling repat-
riated people in transit as well as constructing and organizing assembly
centres. The Republican governments took over these responsibilities
once returnees passed into Soviet territory.

Once Stalin decided to secure the return of Soviet nationals from
abroad, resources were channelled into the repatriation effort and prior-
ity was given to this issue at international meetings, despite its con-
tributing to rising tensions in the Grand Alliance. This policy was
largely successful in that a very small percentage of Soviet citizens who
were outside the borders of the USSR at the war’s end avoided repatria-
tion.

Stalin’s determination to repatriate all Soviet nationals reveals his fear
of these people remaining abroad because of their potential to discredit
the Soviet state internationally. This fear is understandable, given the
history of the Soviet Union and the role of socialist revolutionaries
abroad in overthrowing the tsarist government during the First World
War. In the effort to undermine their potential to do this, the Sovict
Union introduced and maintained for decades a policy of portraying all
non-returnees as Nazi collaborators.

Returnees posed a threat of a different Kind. From the harshness of the
measures followed towards those Soviet citizens who did return to the
USSR it appears that Stalin feared their potential to destabilize the Soviet
system by virtue of having been abroad. Ukrainians were regarded as
being particularly dangerous, especially those from newly-incorporated
Western Ukrainian areas.

However, the policies towards the returnees were more complex than
has previously been assumed. Earlier assumptions that all returnces were
either executed or dispatched to the Gulag now appear incorrect in view
of new archival evidence. From the available statistics it now seems that
approximately half of the repatriates were allowed to return to their
homes. Although the policies changed slightly from 1944 to 1945,
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returnees were categorized into two main groups: civilians and Prisoners
of War and there were five destinations to which they were sent. Officers
among the PoWs and civilians considered traitors were immediately
turned over to NKVD authorities and either charged with treason or
sent off to the Gulag. Some were transterred to NKO authority and sent
to work battalions. Rank and file PoWs and civilians of conscription age
were reconscripted into the Red Army, and for the duration of the war
returned to the front, and after the cessation of hostilities used as
labourers. A percentage of civilians who were in Central Europe were
used as labourers by the Soviet occupation forces; the remainder being
sent to their former places of habitual residence with the exception of
Moscow, Leningrad, Kyiv and the newly incorporated western border
areas.

However, all repatriates were considered by the Soviet authorities to
be ‘tainted’, regardless of the reason for their displacement, and this
suspicion was perpetuated by Soviet governments until the collapse of
the USSR in 1991. Those individuals who were allowed to return to their
homes were marked as ‘repatriates’ for the remainder of the existence of
the Soviet Union and precluded from full participation in society. This
discrimination was passed on to their children and grandchildren. This
situation was unmentioned in the Soviet Union before until 1990
because the state was not interested in revealing the fate of returnees
and the returnees, themselves tried to hide their past in order to protect
their families.

The conclusion of this episode in history occurred in 1991, when the
Soviet Union imploded and Ukraine became an independent state. The
most immediate change occurred for survivors of these events, both in
Ukraine and abroad. TFollowing decades of separation by the Iron Cur-
tain, families that had been torn apart by the war were reunited. Former
refugees who had secured political asylum and continued their lives in
new countries were able to return to their homes, many for the first
time. This has contributed to the process of building bridges between
residents of Ukraine and the diaspora, since minimal contact possible
during the Soviet period combined with Soviet authorities portraying
non-returnces as traitors led to misperceptions on both sides. For re-
turnees, the collapse of the USSR has lifted the veil of fear. Many have
begun to feel secure enough to talk openly about their experiences, to
their families and researchers, thus beginning a process of reconcilia-
tion. Some who had been deported to Germany as Ostarbeiter are receiv-
ing compensation payments from the German government. Others who
had been repressed have sought rehabilitation. This is contributing to
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the larger process of re-examining history and the filling in of blank
spots which is taking place in the new UKkrainian state.

This study has been able to draw only preliminary conclusions on the
Soviet side of the history of Ukrainian refugees at the end of the Second
World War, since archives in Ukraine and Russia are just beginning to be
opened and the personal histories of people in Ukraine who lived
through these cvents are only now being recorded. As the process of
opening continues, a more comprehensive study of these events will
become possible.



Appendix 1 Soviet Repatriation
Branches Abroad

Table A.1.1

Sovict repatriation branches abroad

Country Beginning of Size of Leader
operations branch

Finland 3 November 1944 28 Col. Filatov
France 10 November 1944 49 Maj. Gen. Dragun
Romania 11 November 1944 13 Lt. Col. Bantsyrev
[ran 16 November 1944 10 Col. Semenov
[taly 13 December 1944 27 Col. Yakovlev
Poland 30 December 1944 16 Lt. Col. Vlasov
Belgium 1 January 1945 6 Col. Matveev

Lt. Col. Melnikov
Lgypt 4 January 1945 17 Col. Starov
Yugoslavia Greece Albania 18 January 1945 18 Col. Bragin
England 27 January 1945 20) Maj. Gen. Ratov
Pommerania (Germany) 19 February 1945 11 Lt. Col. Prutov
Brandenburg (Germany) 19 February 1945 11 Col. Miachin
Silesia (Germany) 19 February 1945 11 Lt. Col. Merkeshyn
East Prussia (Germany) 19 February 1945 12 Col. Ziuriacv
Austria (Soviet zone) 19 February 1945 11 Lt. Col. Fedorov
Sweden 21 March 1945 23 Lt. Col. Rogoznikov
Hungary 23 April 1945 9 Col. Starov
USA 2 May 1945 9 Col. Malkov
Nuremburg (Germany) 15 May 1945 Col. Chesakov
Norway 16 May 1945 23 Maj. Gen. Ratov
Czechoslovakia 9 June 1945 10 Col. Deev
Denmark 20 July 1945 3 Maj. Baranov
Switzerland 26 July 1945 12 Maj. Gen Vikhorev
Germany (US Zone) 13 August 1945 39 Maj. Gen Davidov
Germany (British Zone) 17 August 1945 42 Maj. Gen. Skrynnik
China, Korea 25 September 1945 21 Col. Mazunov
Austria (British Zonc) 1S November 1945 N Lt. Col. Tsibulnikov
Austria (French Zone) I December 1945 10 Col. Pitersky
Austria (US Zonc) 17 December 1945 10 Lt. Col. Shyshenkov

Source:

GARF. £ R9526. 0op. 1.d HTIK L 256,
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Appendix 2 Composition of the
Soviet repatriation administration
(APRA) leadership

Table A.2.1 Composition of the Soviet repatriation administration
(APRA) leadership

Central headquarters Foreign branches
and domestic branches

Total 351 523

Military Rank

Generals 7 7
Colonels 24 20
Lt. Cols 40 62
Majors 56 162
Junior Officers 106 264
Sergeants and Rank 32 5
and file

Civilians 86 3
Age

Under 30 140 244
30-40 121 181
40-50 73 97
Over 50 17 1
Gender

Male 267 509
Female 87 14

Political affiliation

Communist Party 218 465
Komsomol 26 47
Non-party 107 1
Education

Higher 24 112
Incomplete higher 106 282
Incomplete secondary 148 117
Primary 73 12
Nationality

Russian 314 467
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Table A.2.1  (contd >

danens Foreign Branches
“hronches

Ukrainian 23 32
Belarussian 6 12
Jewish 2 1
Armenian 1 3
Estonian - 4
Latvian - 2
Georgian 2 -
Abkhazian ! _
Mordovan I _
Karclian 1
Bashkyrian - 1

Source: GARP LR s op o bodo THIC L 3R v




Appendix 3 Ukraiian institutions
of higher learniny scholarly

societies and resca

rch centres

created by refugees 1945-7

Table A.3.1  Ukrainian institutions of higher Tecrning ereated by relugees. 1945 7

Founding date Institution

12 Junc 1945 Ukrainian Toechnical:

(revived) Husbandry Institute
(UTHD

id

26 Oct 1945 Ukrainian Higher School

of Economics

22 Nov 1945 Ukrainian Free University

Nov 1945 Ukrainian Catholic
Theological Seminary

17 Nov 1945 Ukrainian Orthodox
Theologicai dandting

Sowrce: See Table AL32.

Location

Initiators

Regensburg S, Komaretskyi
V. Domanytskvi
B. Ivanyts'kvi
M. VelychKivski

Munich

Munich

Munich

Hirschberg

Munich

B. Martos
A. Jakovliv

V. Shcherbakivskyi
Revd Nicholas

Wojakovskyi

Revd Vasyl

Laba

Metropolitan Polikarp

P. Kurinnyi
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Table A.3.2 Ukrainian scholarly socictics and rescarch centres

Founding date Institution Location Initiators

June 1945 Historical-Philological Transfelden V. Miakovs'kyi
Society

16 Nov 1945 Ukrainian Free Academy  Augsburg D. Doroshenko
of Sciences P. Kurinnyi

V. Miakovs'kyi

22 Nov 1945 Ukrainian Munich V. Shcherbakivskyi
Scientific Society

June 1946 Ukrainian Black Kastel L. Bykovskyi
Sea Institute M. Miller

10 Aug 1946 Institute of Ukrainian Munich O. Ohloblyn
Martyrology

August 1946 Ukrainian Geneological Frankfurt M. Arkhypenko
Institute

30 Mar 1947 Shevchenko Scientific Munich V. Kubiiovych
Society Z. Kuzela

Soutrcer - Lubomyr R Wynar. "Ukraimian Scholarship in Exile: The DP Period. 1945 527, Paper
presented at “The Refugee Experience: Ukrainian Displaced Persons After World War (1
Conterence. University of Toronto. 1983,




Appendix 4 Ukrainian Political
Parties in Exile after 1945

Table A.4.1 Ukrainian political partics in exile after 1945

Centrists

Ukrainian National Democratic Union (UNDO)
Ukrainian National State League (UNDS)
Union of All Ukrainian Lands

Nationalists

Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists, Bandera Faction (OUNDb)
Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists, Mel’'nyk Faction (OUNm)
Organization of Ukrainian Nationalists, Foreign Branch (OUNz)

Socialists

Ukrainian Social Democratic Labour Party (USDRDP)

Ukrainian Party of Socialist Revolutionaries (UPSR)

Ukrainian Socialist Radical Party (USRP)

(these three merged into the Union of Ukrainian Socialists (SUS))
Ukrainian Revolutionary Democratic Party (URDP)

Monarchists
Union of Hetmanites-Patriots

Source: Volodymyr Kubijovyeh (ed.). Ukraine. A Concise Encyclopaedia
(Toronto. 1963). pp. 914 15,




Appendix 5 IRO Reset!lement of
Ukrainians

Table A.5.1 1RO rescttdement ol Ukrainians

Country of destination Yotal
Argentina 282
Australia

Belgium ETR
Brazil 1600
Canada 14877
Chile 3
Colombia -
Cuba '
Dominican Republic Q
Lire )¢

France BIRE 4
French Guiana :
French Morocco

Germany ?
Hong Kong i
Israel S
Italy

Luxembourg '
The Netherlands e
New Zealand 179
Norway an
Pakistan '
Paraguay 11
Peru Ve
Southern Rhodesia !
Spain .
Sweden o
Switzerland ~e
Syria 2
Tunisia [
Turkey

United Kingdom 1o
United States of America 1eny
Uruguay

Venezuela &,
Miscellaneous M

Not reported

Total NS

Source:  Louise W Holborn, The International Refusee Oroaqusication. | sne g o
Agency of the United Nations. s History and Work 1946-1252 (Oxtord. 1956 p 0
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Appendix 6 Description of Life on
an Ordinary Day in a DP Camp in
West Germany

Camp X lies very close to the woods and away from the populated points. The
nearest village is at a distance of 2 km from the camp. The camp consists of 19 old
wooden barracks. The barracks for Germans are divided into small rooms, but the
barracks for foreigners are merely the dormitory type. Let's take for example the
room in which I live. This is a large room (one quarter of the barrack). There are
11 double decker beds in one room and in every bed there is an old cotton
mattress and 3 thin blankets. They give us no bed sheets, and we have to sleep
directly on the mattress. There are 22 pcople in our room. All are foreign DPs -
Ukrainians from Poland, Ukrainians from Russia, Poles. The representatives of
cvery nationality gather in once of the corners and tell cach other stories, or about
their experiences.

Speaking of myself, 1 get up no carlier than 10 o'clock. There is no sense in
getting up earlier — it's cold in the barracks and there is absolutely no comfort.
After getting up I calmly proceed to do my morning toilet. When | am washed
and shaved it's alrecady time for lunch. What we have [sic] for lunch? The first
course — some soup from pea powder or pearl-barley; the second ~ four potatoes
boiled without being peeled, some sauerkraut on a little piece of blood sausage.
After my lunch I lic down on my bed for half an hour. After that I get up and go to
the other barrack where the other families are living, to listen to the radio. There |
stay until supper, that is, till 6 o’clock. For supper we have 200 grams of bread
with pork fat or butter, a small picce of cheese or sausage, and black coffee.

After having eaten 1 play chess or cards, and when | get a newspaper or a book
no matter in which language it is: Russian, Polish or even German, 1 read untij 9
or 10 o’clock in the evening. After that I go once more to listen to the Voice of
America program and at 11 or 11:30 go to bed.

And so goes my daily life. There is no place to go. Four kilometers from us is a
little town, Scheinfeld, where a movie may be scen. But I can afford it very seldom
for lack of money. Nine marks of so-called taschegeld should be spared very
accurately for purchases of tobacco and stamps. There is no possibility of earning
some money. The life is dull and aimless!

Source:  Harvard University Refugee Interview Project, Schedule B, Respondent
360.
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Appendix 7 Questionnaire for
Returnees to the Soviet Union after
Return to Former Places of Residence

Interviews conducted by NKVD officials

Title: Questionnaire for returnees to the homeland from German

captivity

Surname, name and patronymic.

Year of birth.

Place of birth.

Home address.

Where and in what position did you work before being driven off to German

captivity?

6. When were you driven off (year, month) from which city, rayon, village?

7. Who of the Germans (Hungarians, Romanians and others) was in charge of
the forcible deportation; who helped them?

8. Where were vou sent to (country, city, region)?

9. Short description of conditions and circumstances on the route to German
penal servitude.

10. How were you directed to your place of work upon arrival (purchasing and
selling, inspection at labour exchange, allocation to place of work under
convoy, confinement in concentration camp, etc.)?

11. Where did you work (detailed name of company/factory, surname and
name of owner, proprietor, proprietress, their distinguishing marks)?

12, Address of place of work [company]| (country, city, region, street, number of
building).

13.  Address of residence of proprietors (city, region, street, number of building).

14. Short description of work and living conditions in captivity (type of work,
number of hours worked, payment, food, accommodation, availability of
items such as footwear, clothing, security, etc.).

15. Short description of incidents of insult, violence, assault, torture and other
criminal acts perpetrated by proprietors or their employees, farmers, or
others against deportees to German captivity.

16. List of names of administrators of businesses, camps, dormitories, police
officers and others, guilty of exploiting and abusing Soviet citizens (sur-
names, names, positions, if possible addresses and members of the families
of farmers and their attitudes).

17.  Other comments.

o LT B

Signatures: Interviewer and respondent, Chairman of the SelSoviet (Local Soviet)
Stamp
Source:  GARF, f. 7021, op. 67, d. 121.
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Bibliographical note

This study is based primarily on archival materials and personal histories. Indi-
vidual accounts of the events from this period are used to complement and at
times complete information available from documentary sources. They are often
subjective in nature and are therefore used with caution, and no conclusions are
drawn solely from interview or questionnaire materials. However, they do serve to
illustrate, confirm and at times augment points raised by the study.

Archival materials were consulted in five countries. Most documents pertinent
to this study in the Public Record Office, London, are open to readers. However,
certain folders from the War Office, Series 32, have been recalled by the Ministry
of Defence and were unavailable during the last months of 1994.

Records of the Soviet Administration of the Plenipotentiary of the Council of
People’s Commissars on Repatriation Affairs (APRA) and related/relevant sources
in Russia and Ukraine are in the process of being declassified and therefore only a
select few were available for consultation. A number of still-classified documents
cited in this study were provided by Russian historian Victor Nikolaievich Zems-
kov; however, the author has been unable to verify their authenticity.

The United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administration (UNRRA) and
International Refugee Organization (IRO) Archives located in France and the
United States respectively provide a rich resource for scholars of this period.
However, because of the large number of documents available it is possible that
some materials were overlooked by the author.

Archival materials of the Ukrainian refugee committees and leaders on deposit
in archival repositories in New York, Toronto and Paris are rich yet incomplete
and have therefore been used in connection with other sources.

Primary sources 1. Unpublished
(a) Interviews, replies to questionnaire and oral histories

(i) Interviews

Over a period of five years, over a hundred people were interviewed in Canada,
Britain, France and the United States. They were primarily former refugees,
although a few Western officials were also among the group. The following list
identifies the select few who can be considered prominent actors in this study:

Alexander, Bernard, Oxford, 1989 (Member of British Expeditionary Force in
Lurope).

Andrukhovych, Yury, Moscow, May 1991 (Writer, grandson of Ostarbeiter,
learned family history only during glasnost’).

Drashevs’ka, Liubov, New York City, summer 1989 (Translator, Central Repres-
entation of the Ukrainian Emigration in Germany, 1945-9).
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I'nyts’kyi, Roman, New York City, summer 1989 (Secretary, Central Repres-
entation of the Ukrainian Emigration in Germany, 1945-9).

Kal’ba, Taroslav Simon |., Toronto, 1989 (Ukrainian refugee committee leader in
France, UUARC representative 1948-9).

Kossyk, Volodymyr, Paris, summer 1990 (Interwar citizen of Romania, member of
Ukrainian Underground during war, Ukrainian enrigré scholar).

Lebed’, Mykola, Newark, New Jersey, summer 1989 (Foreign Minister, Organiza-
tion of Ukrainian Nationalists, Bandera faction 1945-8, co-leader of the break-
away faction of OUN-Z, commonly known as the ‘Dviikari’).

Lialiakin, Victor, Moscow, May 1991 (Former Soviet Diplomat in German
Embassy, officer in the Red Army, during combat captured by Germans, at
war’s end repatriated, avoided work battalion through personal friendship
with Molotov).

Luckyj, George S. N., Toronto, 1986 (Ukrainian with Polish citizenship, studied in
London in interwar period, joined the British Armed Forces during Second
World War, acted as translator for the British during interviews with refugcees).

Lyman, Leonid, New York City, summer 1989 (Resident, UNRRA Ukrainian
Camp, Augsburg, founding member Ukrainian Writers Association (MUR)
1945).

Lysenets’kyi, Orest, New York City, summer 1989 (Ukrainian camp director,
UNRRA Ukrainian DP Camp, Somme Kaserne, Augsburg).

Mel'nyk, Tymish, Hartford, Conneticut, 1989 (Concentration camp survivor,
Organizer of League of Ukrainian Political Prisoners).

Motskobili, Irina, Moscow, May 1991 (Returnce to the Soviet Union, later active
in Memorial Society).

Mytrovych, Kyrylo, Paris, summer 1990 (Interwar citizen of Czechoslovakia, later
Carpatho-Ukraine, member of Ukrainian Undergound during war, in Soviet
zone of Germany immediately after war).

Radysh, Oksana, New York City, summer 1989 (Daughter of founder of Ukrainian
Academy of Arts and Sciences, 1945).

Zhukovs'kyi, Arkadii, Sarcelles, France, summer 1990 (Interwar citizen of Poland,
involved in Ukrainian student movement during and after war, Ukrainian
emigré scholar).

(ii) Written responses to questionnaires

Over 1000 responses were reccived to a questionnaire published in the Ukrainian
newspaper Holos Ukraiiny, 4 September 1992, of which 65 are cited in this study.

(iii) Oral histories

(a) Harvard University refugec interview project  On deposit at Harvard University,
Russian Rescarch Center Library and Columbia University, Bakhmeteff Archive.
They are divided into Schedules A and B. Case numbering for interviewces goes
up to 1745. However, full personal interviews were fewer than this, since some
interviewees were given numbers and then were unable to participate.

(b) Herbert H. Lelnan Collection - On deposit at Columbia University, Oral History
Research Office.
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(¢) Ukrainian Rescarch and Documentation Centre, Toronto.  On deposit at the
Ukrainian Canadian Research and Documentation Centre, St. Vladimir’s Institute,
620 Spadina Avenue, Toronto, Canada. One hundred and fifty interviews were
conducted in connection with a project on Ukraine During Second World War.

(b) Documents

(i) Britain
Public Record Office (PRO), London
Cabinet Papers,
CAB 65
Foreign Office Papers,
FO 371
War Office Papers,
WO 32

(ii) France

Archives Nationales de France (AN), Paris
International Refugee Organization Papers, AJ43, Boxes 85-1219.
Inter-governmental Committee on Refugees Papers, AJ43, Boxes 1-84.

Shevchenko Scientific Society (NTSh), Sarcelles
Uncatalogued papers of individuals involved with voluntary agencies in the
post-Second World War period.

Ukrainian Catholic Church in I'rance, Paris
Uncatalogued papers of various Ukrainian voluntary agencics from the post-
war period, including Entr'Aide, Comité de Secours Aux Réfugics Ukrain-
iennes.

(iii} Russia
Gosudarstvennyi Arkhiv Rossiskoi Federatsii (GA REF) (State Archive of the Russian
Federation), Moscow, formerly Tsentral’'nyi gosudarstvennyi arkhiv Oktiabr’skoi
Revoliutsii vysshikh organov gosudarstvennoi vlasti i organov gosudarstvennogo
upravleniia SSSR (TsGAOR SSSR), (Central State Archive of the October Revolu-
tion, High Organs of State Power, and Organs of State Administration of the
USSR), Moscow:
Upravlenie Upolnomochenovo SM SSSR po delam Repatriatsii (Administra-
tion of the Plenipotentiary of the Council of People’s Commissars SSR for
Repatriation Affairs)
Fond R-9526, Opysi 1-5.
Chrezvychaynaya Gosudarstvennava Komisiia po ustanovleniu i rassledova-
niu zlodeianii nemtsko-fashystskykh zakhvatchykov i ikh Soobshchynkov i
Prychynennovo imi ushcherba grazhdanam, kolektivhym khoziaistvam
(kolkhozam), obchshestvennym  organizatsiiam, gosudarstvennym  pre-
dpreiatiam i uchrezhdeniam Soiuza SSR (UChK), 1942-50 (Special State Com-
mittee for Documenting and Researching Crimes Committed by the
German-Fascist Occupation Regime)
Fond 7021, Opys 67.
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(iv)

(b)

(¢)

Sovietskoe Informatsionnoe Buiro pri Gosudarstvennom komitete po kultur-
nym sviazam s zarubezhnymi stranami pri Soviete Ministerstva Soiuza SSR
(Soviet Information Bureau for Maintaining Contact with Foreign Countries
at the Ministry of Information)

Fond 8581, Opys 1.
Otdel Proverochno-Filtratsionnykh Lagerei MVID SSSR 1941-1945gg (Divi-
sion of Screening-Filtration Camps of the Ministry of Internal Affairs
(MVD) USSR 1941-1945)

I'ond 9408, Opys 10.

Ukraine

Tsentral’'nyi Derzhavnyi Arkhiv Vykonavchykh Orhaniv Ukrainy (TsDA-
VOU), (Central State Archive of Administrative Organs of Ukraine) Kyiv,
formerly Tsentral’nyi derzhavnyi arkhiv Zhovtnevoi revolutsii, vyshchykh
orhaniv Ukraiins’koi RSR (TsIDAZhR URSR) (Central State Archive of the
October Revolution, Highest Organs of State Government, and Organs of
State Administration of the Ukrainian SSR), Kyiv:
Viddil v spravakh repatriatsii pry Vykonavchim Komiteti Ukraiins’koi
Verkhovnoi Rady Deputativ trudiashchykh (Division on Repatriation
Affairs at the Executive Committee of the Ukrainian Supreme Rada of
Workers’ Deputies)
Fond R-2, Opys 7.
Derzhavnyi Arkhiv L'vivs’koi Oblasti (DALO) (State Archive of the L'viv
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RSR u m L'vovi (TsDIA-L) (Central State lHistorical Archive of the Ukrainian
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Otdel po delam repatriastii pri Ispolnitelnom Komitete L'vovs’kovo oblas-
novo Sovieta deputatov trudiashchykhsia (Division on Repatriation Atfairs
at the Executive Committee of the L'viv Regional Soviet of Workers'
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Oblast’: Archive):
Otdel po delam repatriastii pri Ispolnitelnom Komitete Stanislavskovo
oblasnovo Sovieta deputatov trudiashchykhsia (Division on Repatriation
Affairs at the Executive Committee of the Stanislav Regional Soviet of
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FFond R-740, Opys 2.

(v) The United States

(a)

Columbia University Library, New York City
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Mykhailo Vetukhiv Collection
Lehman Papers and Suite
Herbert H. Lehman Papers
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Robert G. A. Jackson Papers
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1.3.1.5.0.2.
Central Headquarters, Washington
European Regional Office (ERO), Volume VII, PAG-4/2.0.0.0. through
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