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EUROPE

CONCERN OF THE UNITED STATES OVER PROBLEMS IN-VOLVING DISPLACED PERSONS AND REFUGEES; TRANSFER OF GERMAN MINORITIES; REPATRIATION OF INTERNED CIVILIANS, EX-ENEMY NATIONALS, AND LIBERATED SOVIET PRISONERS OF WAR; EF-FORTS TO REGULATE THE MIGRATION OF JEWS FROM POLAND INTO THE UNITED STATES ZONES OF OCCU-PATION IN GERMANY AND AUSTRIA1

840.4016/1-246: Telegram

The United States Representative in Hungary (Schoenfeld)2 to the Secretary of State

SECRET

Budapest, January 2, 1946—4 p.m. [Received 9:21 p.m.]


	I handed Foreign Minister 3 today note verbale 4 in sense of first paragraph Deptel 879, Dec 27 5 and in reply to Foreign Office note Dec 15 reported in mytel 1120, Dec 17.7



I inquired whether Hungarian Govt's position as stated on Dec 15 had changed in view of announcement today that Govt has issued decree relating to expulsion of Germans from Hungary. Under this decree substantially all Hungarian Nationals who at last census declared their mother tongue to be German are subject to deportation with certain authority to make exceptions vested in a commission to be appointed by Ministry of Interior. Gyöngyösi said decision of
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MEMORANDUM

His Majesty's Ambassador is informed that the special Committee on refugees set up by the Economic and Social Council by its resolution of February 16th to recommend an early and comprehensive solution of the refugee problem is having a stormy passage.(^{73}) The representatives of Soviet Russia, Poland, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, Byelo Russia and the Ukraine appear anxious to play the whole scheme down. They tend to divide refugees into (a) "Loyal citizens" who are prepared to accept and to return to the new regimes in their countries of origin and (b) those who will not accept the new regime and are therefore disloyal and undeserving. They dislike the idea of international assistance for political dissidents, whom they do not recognise as constituting a serious international problem. They are prepared to acquiesce in the establishment of a small weak independent organisation mainly concerned with Spanish Republicans and stateless Jews but are in no hurry to see even this set up. They are unlikely to agree to make any substantial contribution to operational expenditure, and the Yugoslavs have indicated unofficially that it would be difficult for them for internal political reasons even to par-

73 For a summary of events leading to the reference of the refugee problem by the General Assembly to ECOSOC, see the circular airgram of February 14, n. 125

On the following day, May 3, Acting Secretary Acheson reported in a memorandum to Assistant Secretary Hilldring that President Truman had approved these recommendations at a cabinet meeting that morning and directed Messrs. Acheson and Patterson to carry them out (840.48 Refugees/5-246).

ticipate in the expenses of administration. These countries nevertheless claim the right to be strongly represented in the personnel of the new organisation on a pro rata basis. Besides the objections to the selection of personnel by nationality rather than by experience and ability this would mean that (e.g.) the Yugoslav Government would be able to obtain full information regarding all their dissidents which they might then use to bring pressure to bear on their relatives in Yugoslavia.


	
	Apart from the general opposition from these countries to which this has led on practically every point under discussion however secondary there have hitherto been two main controversies. The first has been regarding the categories of refugees to be included in the mandate of the new organisation. On this the Soviet representatives and their supporters have fought persistently to ensure the exclusion from the mandate in one form or another of all political dissidents. As these represent the vast majority of the refugees who constitute our real problem it would mean that, if the point were gained, the new organisation would probably only be able to deal with some ten per cent of the people for whom future provision is intended to be made. Among other consequences this would increase the probability of dangerous political activity by desperate elements among the refugees against the Governments of their countries of origin. On this issue we have had the support of the United States and of several other members of the Committee, but the Soviet representative and his supporters may still present a minority report, and the Soviet Delegate has more than once indicated that he may not be able to accept a majority ruling. Objection has also been raised to any formula providing for the inclusion in the mandate of any refugees who have at any time served in the armed forces or civil service of any State which might lead to the exclusion of several hundred thousand Poles not to mention many Jewish and other refugees.




	
	The second controversy has been on the character of the proposed new organisation. The United Kingdom representatives have strongly pressed that it should form an integral part of the United Nations as a commission of the Economic and Social Council or of the Assembly. This would automatically provide for its administrative funds as part of the United Nations budget and would make it possible to set up the new body immediately after the next Assembly without any special international agreement which would take months to negotiate and ratify. It would also provide a proper forum for the discussion and settlement of the difficult political questions which are bound to arise and would give the new organisation the full authority of the United Nations and the advantage of the support of public opinion.




	
	The Soviet representative and his supporters have strongly resisted this suggestion since, in the view of the United Kingdom representatives, they are anxious to weaken the new body as far as possible. The Committee has now agreed by a majority vote to exclude from the consideration of the Committee any organisation forming part of the United Nations.




	
	His Majesty's Government are anxious to keep this question open to the extent of admitting the possibility of some kind of United Nations control over the new organisation either by making its administrative budget subject to United Nations approval or by leaving the appointment of the High Commissioner or the Director General of the new body in United Nations hands. They also desire to provide for possibility of an appeal to the Assembly on certain political issues.




	
	The "hard core" of non-repatriable refugees resulting from the upheavals of the war is likely to amount in Europe alone to more than half a million. The majority of these are dissidents and they include a very large number of fighting men many of whom feel bitterly about the new regimes in their countries and who are not likely to be easy to deal with. If no steps are taken to look after them, control them and resettle them they will be likely to form predatory bands which may constitute a serious social and political danger. They cannot therefore simply be abandoned and turned loose on the civil populations of Germany, Austria, Italy and other countries who already have a sufficient number of acute social problems to deal with. Moreover, both His Majesty's Government and the United States Government are obliged to reduce their military commitments so that they cannot continue looking after them much longer, while UNRRA (which is in any case only caring for a proportion of these people) is due to close down in Europe at the end of this year. Apart from this the problem of Spanish Republican refugees, stateless or de-nationalised Jews, Nansen 14 and other prewar refugees and many others is also very serious. There is thus no parallel between the size of the problem today and that which developed after the first world war.




	
	His Majesty's Government have agreed as a result of a majority vote in the Refugee Committee to accept exclusion of any reference to a United Nations body in the Committee's report but still regard it as essential to secure some measure of United Nations control over the new organisation.




	
	His Majesty's Government further point out that the refugee









74 So called after Dr. Fridtjof Nansen, first head of the League of Nations High Commission for Refugees established in 1921. After his death in 1930, the High Commission was succeeded by the League's Nansen International Office for Refugees. Originally, Nansen refugees included only Russians but later the term embraced Armenians, Assyrians, Turks, and refugees from the Saar.

problem in the Far East is likely to be one of formidable proportions though sufficient data are not yet available to make its consideration possible at this stage. If, however, the new organisation is weak or is only created after long delay, the consequences in the Far East may well prove almost as serious as in Europe.


	A fuller statement of the position of His Majesty's Government is contained in the Annex to this memorandum. Lord Halifax is instructed to seek, as a matter of urgency, the views of the United States Government on the issues raised, and to enquire whether they are prepared to instruct their representative on the Committee to support a solution on the lines proposed.



Washington, May 13, 1946.


Annex

in many directions (e.g. in affording legal protection to refugees) irrespective of any financial question, since he would automatically have had power and authority to act in the name of the United Nations.


	
	His Majesty's Government still believe the above to be the right solution of the problem and they feel that anything on the lines now proposed will only be a second best and likely to lead to more trouble and expense in the end. In view, however, of the majority vote which has now been taken against them on this question at the instance of the United States representative with the support of the Soviet repsentative and the representatives of Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, Poland, Byelo Russia and the Ukraine, they realise that they may have to accept a less satisfactory alternative. In doing so, however, they must lay down certain minimum requirements which they regard as absolutely essential if the new organisation is to be of any real value.




	
	In the first place His Majesty's Government consider it essential that the administrative budget of the new specialised agency should be submitted to the Economic and Social Council for approval. This should be more than mere formal and technical approval and (whatever may be the position in regard to other specialised agencies) discussion of policy should not be excluded. His Majesty's Government would, however, be prepared to discuss with the United States Government the precise degree of control which the Economic and Social Council or the Assembly should exercise over the broad policy of the new organisation, and the most appropriate method by which that control could be exercised. His Majesty's Government also consider that the High Commissioner or Director-General (or both if both posts are set up) should be appointed by the Economic and Social Council, which should have the right to terminate their appointments. They consider that the invitations to join the new specialised agency should be issued by the Economic and Social Council and accompanied by a draft agreement by the Council, which could be signed as soon as the Assembly has approved the Council report, without the necessity of a long separate international negotiation, during which all the arguments advanced during the last assembly and the present meeting of the Refugee Committee would inevitably be repeated.




	
	They further consider that the personnel of the new agency, while recruited on an international basis should not be drawn from particular countries in any fixed proportions, but should be selected entirely on the basis of qualifications and experience.




	
	His Majesty's Government consider that if the new body is to do work of any value and the situation is to be saved before it becomes desperate, the new body should begin to function at the latest by next autumn. They would therefore be prepared, if no adequate






and more permanent arrangements can be made in time, to consider utilising the inter-governmental committee as a nucleus for an interim organisation provided equitable arrangements can be made meanwhile for the provision of finance. It must be clearly understood that His Majesty's Government cannot continue to be responsible for an equal proportion of the necessary finance with the United States; plainly some such formula as the UNRRA ratio would have to be devised.


	
	If the inter-governmental committee were utilised, it would of course have to be very greatly strengthened and it would be understood that it should form the nucleus of the new organisation, and that all qualified personnel engaged for the interim period would have a prior claim to employment in the permanent organisation.




	
	His Majesty's Government would still much prefer their original scheme, but they are prepared to accept a majority decision provided the minimum requirements set out in this memorandum are met. Failing this, they would almost certainly be obliged to submit a minority report and re-open the whole question.






800.4016 DP/5-1646: Telegram

The United States Political Adviser for Germany (Murphy) to the Secretary of State

SECRET

Frankfurt, May 16, 1946—4 p. m. [Received May 16—1:25 p. m.]


	Reference final paragraph your [London's?] 333, April 15, 10 p. m. to Berlin.



G-5 Section, USFET, states under present arrangement provision is made for any accredited Soviet repatriation representative to enter displaced persons assembly centers other than wholly Soviet with the privilege of explaining to, discussing with and persuading with Baltic nationals and persons of doubtful citizenship in matters of repatriation under arrangements excluding the use of force, threat or coercion and which will not incite disorder or dissatisfaction.

Provision also exists for authorization of military commanders to permit Soviet repatriation representatives to have access to persons not specified above who are claimed to be Soviet citizens by the Soviet Union, for the purpose of persuading them to return to their homes under practical arrangements which exclude the use of force, threat or coercion.

In view of recent incidents in which Soviet officers have been assaulted, and in one case attacked, the preceding provisions have been

amended to provide that US officers must accompany Soviet officers in every case when entering a displaced persons assembly center other than wholly Soviet.

Sent London as 27, repeated to Department as 292.

MTIRPHY

501.BD Refugees/5-2046

The British Minister (Makins) to Mr. C. Tyler Wood, Special Assistant to the Assistant Secretary of State (Clayton)

Ref. 173/-/46

Washington, May 20, 1946.

My Dear Ty: Would you refer to the Aide-Mémoire of May 13th about the proceedings of the Refugee Committee.


	
	After the conversation which we had on this matter on May 12th, I informed the Foreign Office that the initial reaction of the State Department was (a) that the proposed tie-up with the United Nations on matters of policy would merely provide another opportunity for the "Slav group" to obstruct and block action, and (b) that the proposal for negotiation of an agreement within the Economic and Social Council was open to the same objection and that a direct negotiation among those willing to help would make for more rapid and effective action. I said you felt that we should not get co-operation of any kind from Eastern Europe on this issue, and that it would be more realistic to face this fact at once.




	
	I have now had a considered reply, of which I enclose a copy for your confidential information. I have left in the expression "Slav group" as a matter of convenience, although it is not a term of art.




	
	I very much hope that in all the circumstances you may find it possible to send instructions to Warren 75 as proposed in the last paragraph of the enclosure to this letter.




	
	Perhaps when you have had time to digest this document we could have a talk about it.






Yours sincerely,

ROGER MAKINS



[Enclosure]



TEXT OF MESSAGE FROM FOREIGN OFFICE

While we appreciate the United States point of view, we fear we cannot agree as regards their point (a).


	If the Slav group are so strongly represented as they apparently expect to be in the new organisation, they will have far more oppor-
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The Department of State to the British Embassy
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MEMORANDUM

The Department of State acknowledges the receipt of the memorandum of the British Embassy (Ref. 173/-/46) dated May 13, 1946, in which the views of the United States Government are sought on certain issues arising out of the work of the Special Committee on Refugees and Displaced Persons, now meeting in London, and in which inquiry is made as to whether this Government is prepared to instruct its Representative on the Special Committee to support a solution of these issues on the lines proposed in the memorandum.

On the first of the two main questions to which the British memorandum refers, concerning the categories of refugees to be included in the mandate of the new organization, the United States Representative at London appears to have held views generally similar to those of the British Representative. If, as the British memorandum suggests, the Soviet Representative and his supporters should present a minority report, the question would presumably have to be dealt with in the Economic and Social Council or the General Assembly by resort to voting, in the same manner as that in which any similar minority views within the Organization must ordinarily be dealt with.

On the second of the two main questions at London, concerning the character of the proposed organization, the United States Government is fully aware of the gravity and urgency of the problem of refugees and displaced persons and, like the British Government, it is seeking such organizational forms and relationships as are, in its opinion, best calculated to produce effective results. As the record of the discussion which has been taking place in London makes clear, the United States Government believes that a specialized agency is better designed to cope effectively with the problem of refugees and displaced persons than a commission of the Economic and Social Council.

In order that the work of the proposed specialized agency may be closely associated with that of the United Nations, the United States Government supports the relationship of the specialized agency to the United Nations, under Articles 57 and 63 of the Charter. This Government would also agree that the terms of the relationship agreement should provide for review and comment of the budget of the specialized agency by the General Assembly or, through assignment, to the Economic and Social Council.

On the question of whether the Director-General of the specialized agency should be appointed by the Economic and Social Council or

<sup>76</sup><sup>^{76}</sup> 59 Stat. (pt. 2) 1046 and 1047, respectively.

by the appropriate organ of the agency, the United States Government believes that the possibility of a divided responsibility would be avoided if the appointment were made by the agency.

As to personnel, the United States Government agrees with the British Government that recruitment should be undertaken on an international basis but not on the basis of fixed ratios for particular countries. The suggestion is therefore made that the formula embodied in Article 101 of the Charter furnishes every necessary protection to efficiency, competence, and integrity. The United States Government would regard as highly desirable the adoption of some procedure by which qualified personnel of the Intergovernmental Committee on Refugees would be given a prior claim to employment in the new organization and the new organization thereby made to benefit by the skill and devotion which many of the staff of the Committee have exhibited for so long a time.

The United States Government agrees with the British Government that delay in establishing the proposed new agency would be unfortunate in the highest degree. Every procedural possibility should, therefore, be explored which could result in speedy establishment. It seems very likely that among the most rapid of such procedures is included that suggested in the British memorandum—by which invitations to join the new agency would be issued by the Economic and Social Council and accompanied by a draft agreement to be signed by duly authorized delegates to the second part of the first session of the General Assembly in September. It would, however, be necessary to provide that such an instrument would not become automatically effective for such countries as found it necessary under their constitutional processes to refer the instrument to their Governments for approval. It is understood that, in the case of the United States, such an instrument would require reference to the Congress for approval.

It is understood that agreement has now been reached in London that the arrangements for financing, which this Government agrees should be different from those hitherto obtaining in the Intergovernmental Committee on Refugees, are to be left for later consideration. It is the hope of the United States Government that such arrangements will also include those necessary to enable the Intergovernmental Committee to function effectively during the period before the new agency will begin to function.

Washington, May 22, 1946.

77 59 Stat. (pt. 2) 1052

501.BD Refugees/5-2046

Mr. C. Tyler Wood, Special Assistant to the Assistant Secretary of State (Clayton), to the British Minister (Makins)

Washington, June 5, 1946.

My Dear Roger: Thank you very much for your letter of May 20, 1946, (Ref. 173/-/46) in which you reported the views of the Foreign Office on the question of representation in the proposed international body for refugees and displaced persons.

We have felt all along, as you know, that a specialized agency is a more suitable form of organization for this particular problem than a body brought directly within the jurisdiction of the Economic and Social Council or the General Assembly. In coming to this position, the problem of different membership weighed heavily with us. Any international program for refugees and displaced persons has been, and will probably continue to be, surrounded by a good deal of controversy. If there are states Members of the United Nations which are on the whole unsympathetic to such a program, it seems to us that there is much to be said for not compelling these states to be constantly in the position of having to oppose what is being done by putting the program within the jurisdiction of the organization of which they are already Members. By the same line of reasoning, if there are states not Members of the United Nations which are on the whole favorably disposed to the contemplated program and which have made notable contributions to the relief of refugees and displaced persons, it seems to us unfortunate to exclude these states from participation in the program. To employ a specialized agency, on the other hand, in which membership is voluntary and to which states not Members of the United Nations may, under certain conditions, be admitted, simply recognizes the great difference in interest that does in fact exist.

We should certainly not seek, however, deliberately to exclude any group of states from the proposed specialized agency. We should, on the contrary, wish as members of it any states now Members of the United Nations that desired to participate in its work as well as such other states as might also be deemed to be in a position to contribute to its success. Indeed, we can see a very considerable advantage in having as members of the new body states which might be opposed to much of what the new body undertook to accomplish—provided that such states wished to be members—on the ground that their viewpoint ought not to be overlooked in the formulation of projects of concern to so wide a portion of the international community. But what we should not wish to do would be to compel such states to participate against their will.

I appreciate very much your having given me the benefit of your thought and that of the Foreign Office on this extremely important issue.

Sincerely yours,

C. Tyler Wood

SWNCC 46 Series: Telegram

The Joint Chiefs of Staff to the Commanding General, United States Forces, European Theater (McNarney)

SECRET

Washington, 7 June 1946.

WARX 90606. To McNarney for action, Clark for information from the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The following, received from the State, War and Navy Departments, is transmitted in reply to your S-2114 and S-2716 dated 19 and 27 April 1946, respectively:

"Since the political system in force in the Soviet Union is basically different from that applying in the United States, and the questions of what rights a Soviet citizen has are matters which concern the Soviet Government solely, the question does not arise in interpreting the directive regarding repatriation of Soviet citizens whether an individual should be considered as having lost his Soviet citizenship because he was deprived of certain rights which under American law would cause him to lose his American citizenship. American rules of citizenship do not apply to Soviet citizens and it is not a proper function of American officials to attempt to determine whether Soviet citizenship has been lost in individual cases through denial of civil rights. Question of citizenship of Kulaks, White Russians who opposed the 1917 revolution but continued to reside in the Soviet Union, and dissenters (categories A, B and C in telegram S-2716 April 27) who are otherwise subject to forcible repatriation under the terms of the basic directive is one for determination of Soviet authorities only.

The only criteria to be applied in interpreting the directive are the

following:


	That the individual was a Soviet citizen under Soviet interpretation of Soviet law and was domiciled in the USSR on 1



September 1939;


	That in cases of doubt the Soviet authorities declare that they continue to consider such person to be a Soviet citizen to-day, and specifically request his repatriation."



740.00119 Control (Germany)/7-1046: Telegram

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Harriman)

SECRET

Washington, July 11, 1946—8 p. m.


	For Warren from Winslow.78 The following telegram no. 1690, dated July 10, 1946, has been received from Berlin:



"OMGUS has approved directive submitted by USFET which establishes forcible repatriation of Hungarian, Rumanian and Bulgarian nationals in DP Assembly centers US zone accepted by accredited repatriation representatives respective governments. Only exceptions non-Jewish persecutees and Jews. Under directive subject nationals not in Assembly centers remain German responsibility

with Military Govt supervision

DP Division OMGUS estimates approximately 20,000 persons affected. Forcible DP repatriation US zone applied to date only certain categories Soviet nationals and war criminals—Quisling class. Directive not submitted this mission for concurrence. It appears, however, inconsistent with position taken by US Govt in UN DP discussions. Furthermore, it is believed directive which presumably derives from military insistence upon reduction population US zone overlooks broader political aspects. Legitimate political refugees not falling in war criminal, Quisling, or collaborator class undoubtedly are among subject nationals. Even though they are enemy nationals, question of principle raised when similar political dissidents among Poles and Yugoslavs are not forcibly repatriated. Similar treatment accorded Italian and Austrian nationals.

USFET policy re enemy DPs expressed in Title 20, Sections 200.2 and 201, Military Govt Regulations OMG (US zone) which state subject persons may be repatriated without regard personal wishes. From informal discussion obvious policy is outgrowth of note to Paragraph 30 SHAEF Administration Memo 35 Revised (my despatch 290, April 25, 1945 79) which requires repatriation of enemy DPs without respect to personal wishes. So far as this Mission knows, SHAEF

memo never submitted to War for approval.

In view of US Govt position re forcible repatriation as we understand it, of uncertain political situation in subject countries which makes many nationals thereof reluctant to return and of potential political repercussions, we have raised informally objections until policy is clarified and we understand directive temporarily withheld. OMGUS staff study being prepared recommending to War that forcible repatriation be abandoned except under existing agreements. Dept's views on our position urgently requested as our concurrence in staff study will be asked."

No information here to indicate US has taken a position at UN DP meetings which would preclude a policy of forcible repatriation under
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The Chargé in Italy (Key) to the Secretary of State

SECRET

Roмe, August 27, 1946—3 р. m. [Received 3: 50 р. m.]


	Re Deptel 1610, August 14. Pro Memoria received today from Italian Foreign Minister in reply to request for entry 25,000 Jewish refugees states in substance that:


	Italy's long standing hospitality to refugees of every country has resulted in presence Italy today of many hundred thousands of foreigners, for most part undesirable, while number of Jewish refugees amounts to several tens of thousands; because of strong demographic pressure the population of Italy suffers consequences this situation.


	Insofar as proposed additional refugees would be cared for by UNRRA they would be in effect a charge on Italy because UNRRA's expenditures for the purpose would be subtracted from funds which




should be destined for reconstruction needs.


	Furthermore such refugees would obtain greater part of their food from Italian market thus reducing supplies available for needy Italian population.


	It must also be noted that many of foreign refugees in Italy are engaged in illicit occupations and constitute permanent danger to




public order.


	Until recently entry of Jewish refugees in Italy partly offset by exodus toward Palestine a situation well regarded by Italian authorities since it led to progressive relief of congestion of Jewish refugees in Italy; but such exodus has been suspended and Italy worried because at present impossible foresee when these tens of thousands of Jewish refugees will be able to leave Italy.


	Under such circumstances a policy of Italian Government resulting in further increasing number foreign refugees Italy would not meet approval public opinion and might in long run create in Italy xenophobic sentiments and acts which have always been alien to spirit Italian people and which Government wishes to avert at all costs.


	Consequently Italian Government deeply regrets inability to receive on Italian soil additional refugees at least not until repatriation or transfer to other countries of those already here has begun; and re Jews until their immigration to Palestine has recommenced: In such eventuality Italian Government would be pleased to extend hospitality in Italian camps to refugees in question for as long as necessary while awaiting their embarkation.


	Meanwhile, Italian Government confident it should not prove difficult to arrange temporary settlement of these persons in countries which are from every point of view in better condition than Italy to extend hospitality to them; and confident furthermore that it would be possible to induce the countries from which they come to respect within their boundaries fundamental human rights and not to constrain their emigration until a definite haven has been found for them elsewhere. (end substance Pro Memoria.)




In transmitting letter Secretary General Foreign Ministry mentions arguments not included in Pro Memoria but which strongly affects current decisions namely already initiated exodus Italian population from Venezia Giulia. These tens of thousands of Italians to be grafted in destitute conditions onto population of other Italian provinces constitute extremely grave problem which Government can in no way ignore. Secretary General, nevertheless, adds confidentially that Foreign Minister continues with every effort to explore possibility of placing in Italy for strictly limited period at least a fraction (about 1,000) of Jews in question.

Full texts by air.99

Sent Dept 3621; repeated London 544, Vienna 67, Moscow 172.

Key

"Not printed.

88 For documentation on Venezia Giulia, see vol. rv, pp. 209 fi

840.48 Refugees/8-2746 : Telegram

The Chargé in Italy (Key) to the Secretary of State

SECRET

Rome, August 27, 1946—4 p. m. Received August 27—3:07 p. m.]


	ReEmbtel 3621, dated August 27. Upon receiving Italian Govt's Pro Memoria denying entry request 25,000 Jewish refugees Embassy informed Foreign Minister 1 that reply would be forwarded to Dept, but that it was desired to point out almost certain misconception embodied in Minister's explanation that refugees cared by UNRRA would to all practical purposes be a burden on Italian population (see points 2 and 3 of Embtel cited) which is believed to be basic reason for Italian Govt's refusal. On basis of Dept's instructions contained in Deptel 1610, August 14, Embassy does not believe Dept meant that funds or food for 25,000 refugees would be subtracted from supplies for Italian population because of UNRRA Italy having to care for them out of its present allotments. Foreign Minister agreed to give further consideration to proposal in light of this clarification. Accordingly, Embassy would appreciate urgent confirmation of its interpretation of Dept's instructions.



Embassy has learned indirectly but authoritatively that at least one high ranking local UNRRA official has voiced personal belief that Italian Govt would reject American request for reason mentioned above.

Since UNRRA Italy has not yet been notified or consulted by UNRRA headquarters on this subject or any aspect of it, and was dependent entirely on local press for its information, it is understandable that misconceptions should arise.

Repeated London 545, Vienna 68, Moscow 173.

Key

840 48 Refugees/8-2846 : Telegram

The Chargé in Italy (Key) to the Secretary of State

CECTET

Rome, August 28, 1946—4 p. m. [Received 4: 50 p. m.]


	ReEmbtel 3621 and 3623, August 27. In talk this morning with Embassy officer, chief of political section of Foreign Ministry, Zoppi, indicated following regarding Italian Government's reply to American request for entry 25,000 Jewish refugees.



1 Alcida da Gaspari
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[Enclosure]

Report by Mr. Randolph Paul Concerning Allied-Swiss Negotiations on German External Assets in Switzerland 4


SECTION I



BACKGROUND OF NECOTIATIONS

The problem of German external assets, including assets in the neutral countries, has been of long concern to the Allied Governments. In August 1944, the 44 United Nations represented at the Bretton Woods Conference adopted Resolution VI, calling upon the neutral governments to take all necessary steps within their respective jurisdictions to: (1) immobilize looted assets; (2) uncover and control enemy property; and (3) hold German assets for the disposition of the post-hostilities authorities in Germany. (See Appendix A for text of Bretton Woods Resolution VI.5) Subsequently, in February 1945, prior to the cessation of hostilities, the Governments of the
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Section II
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Personnel of Allied and Swiss Delegations

United States. In February 1946. Mr. Randolph Paul was designated Special Assistant to the President in charge of the Allied-Swiss negotiations for the United States Government. For two years during the war Mr. Paul was General Counsel of the Treasury Department and Acting [Assistant] Secretary of the Treasury in charge of Foreign Funds Control. Mr. Paul was chiefly assisted in the negotiations by representatives of the State Department including Mr. Seymour J. Rubin, Deputy Director of the Office of Economic Security Policy; Mr. Walter S. Surrey, Chief of the Division of Economic Security Controls; Mr. Daniel J. Reagan, Counselor for Economic Affairs, American Legation, Bern; Messrs. Harry Conover, Morton Bach, and Karl Hapke, Economic Analysts, American Legation, Bern; Mr. Albert H. Robbins, American Embassy, London; and by representatives of the Treasury Department including Mr. Orvis A. Schmidt, Director of Foreign Funds Control; Mr. Joseph B. Friedman, Assistant General Counsel; Mr. James H. Mann, Treasury Representative, American Legation, Bern; Mr. Melville E. Locker, staff member of the General Counsel's Office of the Treasury; and Mrs.
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DEVELOPMENT LEADING TO AGREEMENT—APRIL 17–MAY 26

Subsequent to April 17 the Swiss and Allied Delegations proceeded with the drafting of a proposed agreement, and on April 17 and 18 the Delegations exchanged preliminary draft accords. However, the negotiations and further work by the Drafting Committee were interrupted on April 23 due to a difficulty in arriving at a decision on two basic points: (1) the percentage of German assets which the Swiss should receive in satisfaction of their claims against Germany; and (2) the amount of gold which Switzerland should restore to the Allied nations as a result of her acquisitions of looted gold from Germany during the war. This interruption was confirmed by an exchange of letters between Mr. Paul and Mr. Stucki. (See Appendix CC for text of letters of April 24 of Mr. Paul and Mr. Stucki.)

Between April 23 and May 2 Mr. Stucki had no contact with the Allied Delegations. However, during this period Mr. Bruggmann, the Swiss Minister to the United States, conferred at various times with Mr. Paul; Assistant Secretary of State Clayton; Secretary of the Treasury Vinson; and officers of the Department of Justice, looking toward a settlement of the Swiss-Allied negotiations.

During this period Mr. Bruggmann addressed a letter to Mr. Clayton reiterating the Swiss views on the Belgian gold question. (See Appendix DD for text of Mr. Bruggmann's letter of April 30.)

On May 2 Mr. Clayton replied to Mr. Bruggmann's letter, pointing out that the information in Mr. Bruggmann's letter had already been given to the Allied Delegations by the Swiss Delegation. Furthermore, Mr. Clayton re-affirmed the rights of the Allied Governments to question the validity of Swiss rights to property acquired from Germans which the Germans had requisitioned from other countries. (See Appendix EE for text of Mr. Clayton's letter of May 2 to Mr. Bruggmann.)

Between April 23 and May 2 the Allied Delegations gave further study to the Swiss observations concerning the amount of looted gold for which Switzerland was liable. The Allied Delegations concluded that for purposes of these negotiations they might exclude Austrian gold from the category of looted gold. On this basis the Allied Delegations revised downward their estimates of the amount of looted gold transferred to Switzerland. However, the Swiss Delegation took the position that Switzerland could not be held liable to restore the entire amount of looted gold which was transferred from Germany to Switzerland, since a portion of this amount was merely deposited in Switzerland and subsequently transferred from Switzerland to third countries pursuant to orders of the Reichsbank, as depositor. The Swiss admitted, however, that they had purchased $88 million of gold traceable originally to Belgium from Germany during the war. But in no event would they concede that they were liable to restore this amount of gold to the Allies.

On May 2, Mr. Stucki re-entered the negotiations and proposed to meet the two basic points at issue as follows: A 50-50 split on the proceeds of the German assets in Switzerland and a payment of 250 million Swiss francs, or approximately $58.14 million, in settlement of the gold question. In view of the fact that this proposition was made to the Allied Delegations as the final offer of the Swiss Government, the matter was referred by Mr. Paul, for the United States Delegation, to the Secretaries of State and Treasury for their recommendations and by the British and French negotiators to their respective governments. Mr. Paul also sought the advice of Senator Kilgore, Chairman of the Subcommittee on War Mobilization of the Senate Committee on Military Affairs.

Secretary of the Treasury Vinson, Assistant Secretary of State Clayton, and Senator Kilgore were each of the view that the United States Government should accept the Swiss offer. They did not believe that an agreement with the Swiss, which would secure whole-hearted support by the Swiss of the Allied economic security objective, should be jeopardized for the sake of a few more dollars. Moreover,

to obtain a few more dollars it would be necessary to continue wartime restrictions at a time when antagonism was increasing everywhere against such controls. The French and British Governments apparently shared the same views, since the Delegations of those governments were authorized to accept the Swiss offer. The French Delegation attached to its acceptance the condition that Italy and Austria should not share in the gold received from Switzerland. After consultation, the Delegations of the United States and the United Kingdom accepted this condition, on the proviso that Italian and Austrian rights should in no way be jeopardized in the final understanding.

In view of these recommendations, on May 21 Mr. Paul delivered a note to Mr. Stucki accepting the Swiss offer of one-half of the proceeds of the liquidated German assets and 250,000,000 Swiss francs in settlement of the gold claims of the governments for whom the Allied Delegations were acting. In accepting the offer the Allied Delegations stated that:


	The Swiss should permit the Allies to draw advances immediately to be devoted to the rehabilitation and resettlement of non-repatriable victims of German actions.


	Property within Switzerland of victims of Nazi action, who had since died and left no heirs, was to be put at the sole disposal




of the Allied Governments.


	Official German property to which the Allies took title by virtue of the Act of Surrender was not subject to the 50-50 division which would be applied to other German assets to be liquidated pursuant to



the proposed agreement with the Swiss.


	They assumed that the Swiss Government would submit to the Allies detailed information covering gold deposited by Germany in Switzerland for transfer to other countries, and would furnish the Allies with other information to assist them in tracing gold which might have been looted by the Germans. (See Appendix FF for text of letter from Mr. Paul to Mr. Stucki of May 21.)



On May 22, Mr. Stucki replied to Mr. Paul, acknowledging acceptance by the Allies of the final Swiss offer. In this letter he made the following additional points, some of which raised further questions to be resolved in the negotiations:


	The Swiss disagreed with the Allied definition of the German



assets subject to the agreement.

It will be recalled that in Mr. Stucki's letter to Mr. Paul, dated April 11, Mr. Stucki stated that the Swiss Government was willing to cede to the Allies a percentage of the proceeds of the assets liquidated in Switerland belonging to Germans residing in Germany. The scope of the German property which the Swiss intended to cover by their proposal differed from the scope of German property as defined by the Allies. In the first Allied draft accord of April 17, the "Ger-

man property", which was the subject of discussion, included not only all property owned or controlled by Germans residing in Germany, but also "all property owned or controlled by any person of German nationality outside of Germany, including Switzerland." The latter expression was to apply to persons who had enjoyed full rights of German citizenship under Reich law at any time since September 1, 1939, and who at any time since September 1, 1939, had been in any territory under the control of the Reich Government, but it was not to apply to citizens of any country annexed by Germany since September 31, 1937. The expression was also to include any persons who the four Governments agreed should be repatriated to Germany because of their activities on behalf of the Third Reich. It was not to apply to the property of bona fide German refugees.


	Further details would have to be discussed with respect to the type of additional gold information the Swiss were to furnish the



Allied Governments.


	Switzerland was prepared to make certain advances to the Allies from the account of their share in the liquidation proceeds to be used immediately for the rehabilitation of victims of Nazi action.




	
	The Swiss reserved comment on the Allied proposal that the property within Switzerland of victims of Nazi action, who had since died and left no heirs, be placed at the sole disposal of the Allied Governments.




	
	Switzerland disagreed with the opinion that the Allies acquired title to official German property in Switzerland as a result of the Act of Surrender. (See Appendix GG for text of Mr. Stucki's letter of May 22.)
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Section V


FINAL AGREEMENT

On May 26, 1946, the final agreement with the Swiss was signed. It consisted of an Accord, an Annex, a gentlemen's agreement, and an exchange of letters between the Swiss Delegation and the Allied Delegations.12 The Accord provided that:


	
	German Property covered by Agreement. The Swiss Compensation Office would investigate and liquidate all property in Switzerland which was (a) owned or controlled by Germans in Germany; and (b) owned or controlled by persons of German nationality who were to be repatriated.




	
	Compensation to Owners of Liquidated Property. Germans whose property was liquidated would have a right to compensation in German money. Switzerland would furnish out of funds available to it in Germany one-half of the German money necessary for this purpose.




	
	Joint Commission. The Swiss Compensation Office would investigate and liquidate German property in cooperation with a Joint Commission composed of representatives of the United States,






Exchange of letters not printed; for citation to text of Accord and Annex see letter dated June 3, from Mr. Randolph Paul to President Truman, p. 202.

British, French and Swiss Governments. Decisions of the Swiss Compensation Office were to be subject to review on request of the

Joint Commission as well as private persons.


	Apportionment of Liquidated German Assets. The proceeds of the liquidated German property should be divided on a 50-50 basis by the Swiss and Allied Governments. The Swiss Government would bear the cost of administration and liquidation of German property.


	Swiss Contribution to Allied Gold Pool. The Swiss Government would make available to the three Allied Governments 250 million Swiss francs payable on demand in gold in New York. In return the Allied Governments agreed to waive in their name and in the name of their banks of issue all claims against the Swiss Government and the Swiss National Bank in connection with gold acquired during the war from Germany by Switzerland.


	Removal of Economic Restrictions on Switzerland. The United States Government would unblock Swiss assets in accordance with




procedures to be established immediately.

The Allied Governments would discontinue without delay the "black

lists" as they applied to Switzerland.


	Interpretation of Accord. Differences of opinion with regard to the interpretation of the Accord might be settled by arbitration.


	Effective Date of Accord and Annex. The effective date of the Accord and Annex was to be the date on which the Accord and Annex




were approved by the Swiss Parliament.

The Annex elaborated on the matters covered by the Accord, defining in greater detail (a) the procedures to be employed by the Swiss Compensation Office in cooperation with the Joint Commission in uncovering and liquidating German property in Switzerland; (b) the method for compensating owners of liquidated property; (c) organization and functions of the Joint Commission; (d) conditions under which German property would be sold; (e) methods for arbitrating differences between the Swiss Compensation Office and the Joint Commission. In addition the Annex provided that:


	
	Financial Assistance to Non-Repatriable Persons. The three Allied Governments might draw immediately up to 50 million Swiss francs upon the proceeds of liquidation against their share of liquidated German property. This advance was to be devoted, through the Inter-Governmental Committee on Refugees, to the rehabilitation and resettlement of non-repatriable victims of German action.




	
	Patents, Trademarks, and Copyrights. Pending multilateral arrangements, no German-owned patent in Switzerland should be sold or transferred without the concurrence of the Swiss Compensation Office and the Joint Commission. Moreover, no German-owned trademark or copyright should be sold without the concurrence of the same authorities.




	
	Property of the German State. The provisions in the Accord and Annex did not cover property of the German State in Switzerland, including property of the Reichsbank and the German railroads. Under the Gentlemen's Agreement there was an understanding that:




	(a) The Swiss Compensation Office would dismiss personnel, regardless of position, from business enterprises to be liquidated, if the Swiss Compensation Office and the Joint Commission agreed that these



employees were a threat to security objectives; and (b) Allied personnel would be available to assist in some of the investigations to be conducted by the Swiss Compensation Office.

In their letters to Mr. Stucki the Allies:


	Agreed to furnish the Swiss Government before January 1, 1948, lists of persons of German nationality who were neither residents of Switzerland nor domiciled in Germany, whose property would remain blocked pending their repatriation or the decision of the competent government against their repatriation.


	Suggested that a simple and inexpensive procedure be established for the restitution of property taken from victims of German




exploitation.


	Reserved (a) the rights which they claimed over property of the German State in Switzerland, and (b) the right to request the Swiss Government to reconsider the provision of the Accord by which sums payable through the German-Swiss clearing were not to be regarded as German property.



In his several letters to the Allies Mr. Stucki:

Asked special protection of Swiss interests and property in the territories in which the three Allied Governments exercised supreme

authority.


	Stated that the Swiss Government would examine (a) the question of taking appropriate steps to insure that unsecured creditors of Germans whose property was to be liquidated should not be paid from the proceeds of liquidation, and (b) the matter of putting the proceeds of property in Switzerland of heirless victims of German aggression at the disposal of the Allies for relief and rehabilitation purposes. (See Appendix HH for texts of Accord, Annex, Gentlemen's Agreement, and Letters.)



[Negotiations between the United States, the United Kingdom, France, and Sweden concerning German external assets in Sweden and related questions began in Washington on May 29 and culminated in an Accord on July 18, 1946. For text of this Accord, see Department of State, Treaties and Other International Acts Series No. 1657, or 61 Stat. (pt. 3) 3191. For text of the Agreement between the United States and France, July 18, on the allocation of the proceeds of German assets to be received from Sweden as a result of the Swedish-Allied Accord of July 18, see Department of State, Treaties and Other International Acts Series No. 1731, or 61 Stat. (pt. 4) 3840. An article by Mr. Seymour J. Rubin, Deputy Director of the Office of Economic Security Policy, Department of State, and Chief of the United States delegation for the Allied-Swedish negotiations, commenting on the Accord and the discussions leading thereto, is printed in the Department of State Bulletin, July 27, 1947, page 155.]
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PARTICIPATION BY THE UNITED STATES IN THE WORK OF THE UNITED NATIONS RELIEF AND REHABILITA-TION ADMINISTRATION (UNRRA)

[Documentation concerning United States relations with other countries on subjects pertaining to UNRRA is indexed under the individual countries. For documentation relating to handling of displaced persons, repatriation, and transfer of populations, see pages 128 ff. The position of the United States with regard to assumption by the United Nations of certain of UNRRA's functions after the termination of UNRRA is summarized in Yearbook of the United Nations (United Nations, 1947), pages 71–72, 155–164; for further references, see ibid., page 988.

Unpublished material in the Department of State on United States participation in UNRRA is located principally in the 840.50 UNRRA decimal file. Published information on the Fourth (March 15-30), Fifth (August 5-17), and Sixth (December 10-14) UNRRA Council sessions may be found in the Journals for the respective sessions. UNRRA's official history is contained in George Woodbridge, UNNRA: The History of the United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administration, 3 volumes (New York, Columbia University Press, 1950).]
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AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES, FRANCE, THE NETHERLANDS, AND THE UNITED KINGDOM FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE CARIBBEAN COMMISSION

[The Agreement was opened for signature at Washington October 30, 1946, and entered into force August 6, 1948. For text see Department of State, Treaties and Other International Acts Series No. 1799, or 62 Stat. (pt. 3) 2618.]
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UNITED STATES INTEREST IN MEASURES FOR THE CONTROL OF THE DANUBE RIVER AND OTHER QUESTIONS INVOLVING EUROPEAN INLAND WATERWAYS

740.00119 Council/1-2146: Telegram

The Ambassador in the United Kingdom (Winant) to the Secretary of State

SECRET

London, January 21, 1946—6 p. m.


	This is Delsec 144 from Dunn 1 for Matthews 2 Radius 3 and Collado. 4 US draft directives on satellite treaties submitted at September CFM (Conference of Foreign Ministers) meeting proposed that international agreements for control of the Danube should be confirmed by the peace treaties. Reinstein 5 informs me no specific proposals have been developed in the Dept because of uncertainty as to whether waterways question was discussed at Moscow conference. I understand the matter was not discussed. I should appreciate receiving as soon as possible Dept suggestions as to specific proposal which delegation should put forward on the Danube in the treaty discussions. We will also need to have specific suggestion regarding free port facilities for Bulgaria on the Aegean (see Reinstein's memo of December 29 to Radius 7). [Dunn.]



Winant

&lt;sup>1
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MEMORANDUM

Reference is made to the British Embassy's Aide-Mémoire of February 22, 1946 no. 1139/2/46 29 regarding the resumption of navigation on the Danube.

The United States is willing to associate itself with the United Kingdom in parallel instructions to their respective Ambassadors in Moscow on the following points.


	
	The re-establishment of the general principle of freedom of commerce and navigation on the Danube River on terms of entire equality to nationals, vessels of commerce and goods of all members of the United Nations.




	
	The establishment of a provisional Danube Commission to be composed of representatives of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United States, the United Kingdom and France in their respective roles as occupying powers together with such riparian governments as have been recognized by the four major powers.






The United States will immediately instruct its Ambassador to the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics in accordance with the foregoing.

The United States is not prepared to discuss the subject of a permanent international commission for the Danube at this time.

Washington, March 15, 1946.


840.811/3–1646 : Telegram

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in the Soviet Union (Kennan)

TOP SECRET

Washington, March 16, 1946—2 p. m.


	AC in Austria adopted following resolution in its meeting Jan 22:



"The Allied Council agrees that the Commanders-in-chief will draw the attention of their respective governments to the advantages that would accrue if these governments would authorise their representatives in Vienna to seek resolution of the question of a rapid resumption of navigation on the Danube and to make without delay proposals towards finding a provisional modus vivendi."

On Feb 22 this Govt received Aide-Mémoire 29 from Brit Embassy Washington requesting this Govt to join with UK in approaching Sov Govt regarding resumption of navigation on Danube and establishment of provisional commission.

29 Not printed.

You are therefore instructed to approach Sov Govt simultaneously with Brit Ambassador on following points:


	
	Reestablishment of general principle of freedom of commerce and navigation on Danube River on terms of entire equality to nationals, vessels of commerce and goods of all members of United Nations.




	
	Establishment of provisional commission to be composed of representatives of USSR, US, UK and France in their respective roles as occupying powers, together with such riparian govts as have been recognized by four major powers.






Is understood UK will immediately instruct its Ambassador at Moscow similarly.

For your own information, but not for Sov Govt it is not our intention to seek permanent membership on a Danube Commission but we should state our position re temporary commission without prejudice to Anglo-French views on a permanent commission. Except to state that it is not prepared to discuss issue of permanent commission US is therefore not commenting on following point in British Aide-Mémoire:

"It would be understood that after the peace treaties had been signed with all ex-enemy riparian states, a conference would be held to draw up a definitive statute for the Danube and to establish a permanent international commission."

British Aide-Mémoire states that "if the Soviet Government should agree in principle to the establishment of a provisional commission, His Majesty's Government proposes to suggest that a meeting should be held in Vienna of representatives of the Governments concerned (i.e. the United Kingdom, the United States, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, and France and such riparian governments as have been recognized by the four major powers) to draw up the terms of reference of the provisional commission."

Sent to Moscow, repeated to Vienna, London, Paris, Praha, Belgrade, Bucharest and Budapest.

Byrnes

840.811/3-1546 : Telegram

The Secretary of State to the United States Political Adviser for Germany (Murphy)

RESTRICTED

Washington, March 21, 1946-6 p. m.


	For Rainey from Radius. For your info War Dept has transmitted message to Clay 30 along following lines which Radius dis-
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Recommendations

It is recommended that:


	(1) The British and French Governments be informed that we are not in a position to take the initiative on the Danube question in the forthcoming Paris meetings.

	(2) We should carefully explain to the British and French the reasons for this decision and indicate a willingness to discuss with them the fundamental differences in our positions with a view towards endeavoring to reconcile such differences and work out the possible proposals which might be acceptable to all four major powers.
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[Annex I]
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February 18, 1946

CC-93a

THE POLICY OF THE UNITED STATES REGARDING INTERNATIONAL REGULATION OF THE DANUBE RIVER .

(Approved by the Coordinating Committee on February 18, 1946 with the understanding that no instructions with regard to this policy statement should be sent from the Department without prior approval of the Committee.)


The Problem

The problem of the policy of the United States regarding international regulation of the Danube is three-fold in character:


	
	Should the United States, in conformity with its traditional policy as to international waterways in the Western Hemisphere, seek to re-establish the principle of freedom of commerce and navigation on the Danube River in the satellite peace treaties, relying on its position in UNO to implement the general principle; or,




	
	Should the United States, as a participant in the affairs of Europe after the withdrawal of military forces (assuming this to be the Department's policy) favor the establishment of a Danube Commission or Commissions with non-riparian as well as riparian representation, implying, as this does, a similar position for the international waterways of the Western Hemisphere;




	
	Should the United States be concerned in the conflict between the policy of the Soviet Union as to riparian control of the Danube River and Anglo-French treaty rights?
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Recommendations


	
	The United States should support the re-establishment of the general principle of freedom of commerce and navigation on the Danube River in the satellite peace treaties.




	
	The United States should use this policy as to the Danube River, in so far as possible, to promote the principles of freedom of commerce and navigation in East-Central Europe and to support the political independence of the peoples of this region.




	
	The United States should not seek permanent membership on a Danube Commission, but should state its position without prejudice to the Anglo-French position, which rests on treaty rights (1856, 1878, 1919, 1921), to which the United States is not a party.




	
	The United States should seek to implement this long-range policy and to support the commercial interests of non-riparian states in general through its position on the Economic and Social Council of UNO, which is to coordinate the specialized agencies of the United Nations, and through UNO itself.




	
	In addition to its long-term interest under Paragraph 1 above, the United States should seek immediately, on an ad hoc basis, freedom of navigation on the Danube River, either through a temporary commission, or through U.S. membership on the Allied Control Council, or through direct government-to-government negotiations, in view of its role as an occupying power in Austria and Germany.







Dieguesian
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A. Implications of the Recommendations

The question now before the United States, essentially, is whether this Government should seek permanent representation on a Danube Commission involving, as this does, the principle of non-riparian membership, to which the Soviet Union is opposed. The question may be considered as a part of the larger issue of the participation of the United States after the withdrawal of the occupational forces, or it may be considered as an aspect of the policy of the United States regarding all international waterways. The two larger policies are not necessarily contradictory. Active participation by the United States in the management of post-occupation Europe might imply our representation on such an important regulatory body as the Danube Commission, although not necessarily so. Such representation, however, would be in direct conflict with the traditional policy of the United States, which has favored riparian representation on the international waterways of this hemisphere.

Would the United States be justified in agreeing to a temporary commission composed of representatives of the riparian states (Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Yugoslavia, Bulgaria, Rumania and the Soviet Union) and one representative each of the United States, Great Britain and France as members of the Allied Control Councils for Germany and Austria? In such a commission Great Britain, France and the United States would have no national representation as such, but would secure protection of their military interests on the Danube for the occupation period.

If Great Britain and France insist on the principle of non-riparian representation, either on the short or long term view, on the basis of their treaty rights, it is probable that the Soviet Government will continue to oppose it and, in fact, to control the Danube River in cooperation with Rumania, Bulgaria, Hungary, Yugoslavia and Czechoslovakia, as under the reorganized Danube Commission of 1940. It is in connection with this conflict between Soviet and Anglo-French policy that the United States may be forced to take a position. In the course of negotiations concerning the ownership of Danube ship lines in Austria, for example, this issue may lie implicit throughout, and may become explicit in the final stages. The issue is even more directly involved in the Balkan peace treaties. The Department may wish to formulate what it regards as an equitable and stable resolution of this conflict, if necessary after consultation with the British and French Governments, and be prepared to play a constructive part in its settlement. This may merely be a question of appropriate strategy in presenting the Departments views to the other governments.
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B. Arguments in Behalf of Recommendations

The interests of the United States in the promotion of peace and the economic development of the Danube region, in this particular instance, should rest on the re-establishment of the principle of freedom of commerce and navigation not on the permanent participation of the United States in a Danube Commission, insistence on which would merely stimulate difficulties with the Soviet Government, without achieving any desirable objectives.

The historic policy of the United States in the Western Hemisphere, as well-illustrated in the instances of the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Waterway and the Rio Grande, has been to accept international waterway commissions composed only of riparian states. While tradition need not be a determining factor, departure from the historic American policy as to riparian control of international rivers in the Western Hemisphere might logically give some justification for a possible Soviet demand for a quid pro quo in the Western Hemisphere. Although the traditional policy of the United States precludes this government, in principle, from supporting the Anglo-French position, it would not prejudice the case of the United Kingdom or France or

prevent the United States from playing a constructive role in resolving the conflict.

There is no fundamental reason, however, why the United States should become a permanent member of a Danube Commission, any more than a member of other European international river commissions, even though it might desire temporary participation as an occupying power. For example, the United States has joined the Central Commission of the Rhine on a temporary basis, although it was not a member of this Commission before the war, and does not expect to be a member after the withdrawal of the occupation forces. The primary interest of the United States in the organization of such a commission at this time is to promote the reestablishment of free navigation and the orderly utilization of the Danube River. In this connection it is well to recall that the United States, Great Britain and the Soviet Union at the Yalta conference in February 1945 jointly declared "their mutual agreement to concert during the temporary period of instability in liberated Europe the policies of their three governments in assisting the peoples liberated from the domination of Nazi Germany and the peoples of the former Axis satellite states of Europe to solve by democratic means their pressing political and economic problems."

Withdrawal of direct participation after the period of military occupation and failure to insist on permanent membership in a Danube Commission do not imply in any way withdrawal from the affairs of East-Central Europe or any other part of Europe. The United States can exercise its influence concerning the Danube River through the instrumentality of the United Nations and through the appropriate specialized agencies with which it is assumed the Danube Commission would be affiliated.


C Postin ont Data


	History of International Regulation of the Danube.—Since 1856 the Danube River has been subject to international regulation in which both riparian and non-riparian powers have participated. A European Commission was established for the purpose of freeing the Danube mouth and adjoining seas from various obstacles as a preliminary to reopening Danube navigation. When the European Commission had finished its work, its duties and powers were to be transferred to the Riparian Commission to be established for the entire navigable Danube. Russia was a party to these arrangements until 1918 when, through the loss of Bessarabia, it ceased to be a Danube riparian power and was excluded. The Treaty of Versailles of June 28, 1919 gave to non-riparian states broad privileges of navigation in the particular rivers recognized as having an international character. However, the acquisition by certain non-riparian Euro-



pean powers of a right to participate in the administrative control of rivers was merely an incident in the attempt of the Principal Allied Powers to re-establish, in essence, the situation which had obtained since 1856, so far as the Danube was concerned. In August 1938, however, Rumania obtained a virtual sovereign control over the maritime Danube and the European Commission, to all intents and purposes, became purely advisory in character. In March 1939 Germany and Italy adhered to the August 1938 arrangement concerning the Danube. In the fall of 1940, following the reacquisition of Bessarabia, the Soviet Union joined with Germany and Italy, and the riparian states, in the abolition of the International Commission of the Danube, which had been established in 1919–21, and in reorganizing the European Commission to the exclusion of Great Britain and France, and the European Commission was restricted, in principle, to the riparian states.


	The Position of the Soviet Union.—Like Imperial Russia, the Soviet Union attaches great importance to the Danube River and closely identifies its position concerning the Danube with its policy in the Black Sea and the Turkish Straits. The Soviet Government takes the position that the pre-war International and European Commissions of the Danube, re-establishment of which is advocated by the United Kingdom, were founded upon treaties framed after the defeat of Russia in 1856 or the exclusion of Soviet Russia in 1919. Following a conference of riparian states on September 5, 1940, in Vienna, which did not include a representative of the Soviet Government, Germany announced the abolition of the International Commission of the Danube. The Soviet Government, which had advised the German Government in September 1940 that it must participate in the decision of all Danube questions, on joining the new Danube Commission stated categorically that the Danube Commission should be composed exclusively of riparian states and that neither Great Britain nor France should, therefore, have any place on such a commission. Failure of Germany and the Soviet Union ultimately to agree concerning the nature of Soviet control at the mouth of the Danube in December 1940 brought the first fissure in German-Soviet collaboration based on the nonaggression treaty of August 23, 1939.



The Soviet authorities indicated unpreparedness to discuss the problem of the Danube at the Potsdam Conference in July 1945. At the meeting of the Council of Foreign Ministers in September 1945 at London, Foreign Commissar Molotov presented a proposal that regulation of the Danube (as well as that of the Elbe and Oder) should be lodged with the supreme commander or commanders having jurisdiction over the river during the period of military occupation. A firm stand was taken at this time against a civilian commission which might interfere with military plans. At the present time the Soviet Union has de facto control over the Danube from Linz to Constanza. There is no reason to believe that the Soviet Union has changed or is inclined to alter its position either as to non-riparian representation on a Danube Commission or as to control at the mouth of the Danube.


	
	The Position of Great Britain and France.—Although France was unable to make its voice heard in the fall of 1940, Great Britain vigorously protested on October 27, 1940, against the organization of a new Danube Commission and advised the Soviet Government that it could not recognize any agreement whatever which might violate existing treaties and that it would reserve all its rights. Both France and Great Britain are now reasserting their rights to participation in the control and administration of the Danube River, based on the treaties of Paris (1856), Berlin (1878) and Versailles (1919) and the Paris Statute of 1921.




	
	The Policy of the United States.—At the Potsdam Conference President Truman expressed the desire to see temporary international commissions established for the Danube and other European international rivers. At the London Council of Foreign Ministers in September 1945 Secretary of State Byrnes proposed establishment of a temporary Danube Commission to provide cooperative action in opening the river for movement of relief supplies. This Commission was to be made up of Danube riparian governments, including the U.S.S.R., and the states participating in the military occupation of Austria—Great Britain, France and the United States. In an address in New York on October 28, 1945, President Truman stated his belief "that all nations should have freedom of the seas and equal rights to the navigation of boundary rivers and waterways and of rivers and waterways which pass through more than one country." This statement was repeated in the annual message to the Congress on the State of the Union on January 21, 1946. It should be noted that the President has never taken a stand on the issue of riparian or non-riparian representation with regard to the permanent international river regimes in Europe. It is precisely the latter issue which is before the Coordinating Committee for recommendation.






[Annex II]

March 12, 1946

CC-94



RESUMPTION OF NAVIGATION ON THE DANUBE

On February 18, 1946, the Coordinating Committee approved Document CC-93 [CC-93a] (The Policy of the United States Regarding International Regulation of the Danube River) with the understand-

ing that no instructions with regard to this policy statement should be sent from the Department without prior approval of the Committee. On February 21, 1946 the Secretary's Staff Committee approved a telegram for Mr. Dunn quoting the policy statement in CC-93a. In accordance with the understanding reached by the Coordinating Committee in approving CC-93 [CC-93a], this document (CC-94) presents for the Committee's approval a draft reply (Annex II) to a British aide-mémoire (Annex I)43 requesting a joint United States-United Kingdom approach to the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the subject of resumption of navigation on the Danube.
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Problem

To reply to a British Aide-Mémoire (see Annex I) requesting a joint United States-United Kingdom approach to the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the subject of resumption of navigation on the Danube.
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Recommendations


	
	That United States should join with the United Kingdom in instructions to their respective ambassadors at Moscow urging the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics to agree to:




	a. The re-establishment of the general principle of freedom of commerce and navigation on the Danube for the nationals, the vessels of commerce, and goods of all members of the United Nations; and

	The establishment of a provisional international Commission for the Danube.

	
	Specifically, that the attached proposed reply to the British Aide-Mémoire (see Annex II) be approved and




	
	That the attached proposed instructions to the United States Ambassador to the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (see Annex III) be approved.







Discussion

Subsequent to the Coordinating Committee approval of document CC-93 [CC-93a] on February 18, 1946, ("The Policy of the United States for International Regulation of the Danube River"), the Department received the attached Aide-Mémoire, February 22, 1946 from the British Embassy.44 In accordance with the Coordinating Committee's request that no instructions with regard to this policy statement should be sent from the Department without prior approval of the Committee, the proposed reply to the British Aide-Mémoire is submitted for Coordinating Committee concurrence.

43 Neither annex attached here; but see text of Department's memorandum of March 15 to the British Embassy, p. 230.

A paraphrase from General Clark's (United States representative on the Allied Council for Austria) most recent communication to the Department indicates that local approaches to the solution of this problem through the Allied Council have been exhausted.

Following is paraphrase of the appropriate sections of General Clark's P-3605, February 26, dealing with the Danube question: 45

The Soviets have acquired control of the Danube in Hungary and Rumania through recent agreements concluded with those countries establishing joint shipping interests. Soviet intention to extend this control of the Danube to include Austria is made evident by their recent seizure of the property of the DDSG in their zone in Austria except for the funds deposited in the Vienna bank and the boats and docking facilities in Linz and Passau. The Soviets control the north bank of the Danube between Enns and Passau and have full control of the river in Austria from Enns to the Hungarian border. They have already effectively blocked the river at Enns, but the United States has no way of blocking the river between Enns and Passau. Consequently, the Soviets have nominal control of the Danube from Passau through Austria, Hungary and Rumania to its mouth in the Black Sea.

All efforts to date to bring about any settlement of traffic on the Danube have been blocked by the Soviets. I am convinced that no progress can be made on this subject inasmuch as this waterway is too vital to the economic life of the Danubian countries.

In this telegram General Clark reviews the whole situation existing in Austria and concludes that little can be accomplished toward discharging the responsibility of the United States toward Austria until the four powers represented in the Allied Council adopt a uniform policy to carry out their agreed intentions. At the present time, the efforts of the United States, Great Britain and France are blocked by the Soviet veto power in the Allied Council, and the three states can do nothing to oppose any policy which the Soviet Government chooses to adopt, even though it may be contrary to the policy of the three Western states. General Clark concludes that this does not increase the prestige of the Allied powers, and it certainly does not contribute to the fulfillment of our international objectives.

The government-to-government approach appears to be the next logical step. Inasmuch as the United Kingdom has approached the United States and France for united representations at Moscow, is believed desirable to cooperate.

It is, of course, the Department's policy not to seek permanent membership on a Danube Commission, and the United States proposed reply stops short of this step which is mentioned in the British Aide-

45 The full text of telegram P-3605 is printed on p. 312

Mémoire but is not directly tied to the immediate request for joint action.

While it is unrealistic to expect a favorable reply on the part of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, it is believed important to continue to press for the principle of freedom of navigation and commerce on rivers of international concern in accordance with point 7 of the President's Foreign Policy Statement to Congress in his message of January 21, 1946:

"We believe that all nations should have the freedom of the seas and equal rights to the navigation of boundary rivers and waterways and of rivers and waterways which pass through more than one country."

840.811/5-146: Telegram

The United States Political Adviser for Germany (Murphy) to the Secretary of State

SECRET

Berlin, May 1, 1946—4 p. m. [Received May 1—2:17 p. m.]


	For Radius from Rainey. Reference your cable 982, April 26, 5 p. m. 46 In our discussions leading to preparation of paper on policy recommendation for Danube March 22, we did not contemplate US initiative in bilateral negotiations with Soviet. Information at that time indicated that Soviet representatives would approach US representatives in Vienna to discuss some practical solution for movement of Danube traffic under control of US and Soviet forces. Soviet position at Council of Foreign Minister in London last September that control of waterways was a concern of the respective zone commanders has been reaffirmed at meetings of Transport Directorate, Berlin, with regard to Rhine and Elbe. It is our understanding that Soviet takes some [same] position in regard Danube and that they are strongly opposed negotiations with French and British who do occupy areas bordering Danube.



We appreciate the advisability of taking no action which might prejudice French and British interests on Danube or their participation in a permanent Danube regime, but believe that they realize the frontier between US and Soviet forces will remain "frozen" unless agreement is reached between the two occupying forces concerned. This is implied apparently in London's discussion reported in London's cable 4302, April 18.

Representatives Transport Division Berlin agree that establishment of interim traffic committee is most important step to initiate

Not printed.

free movement on Danube as recommended in our paper. Recommended temporary Danube conservancy commission is less significant at this time and might be omitted from US-Soviet discussion if you believe that bilateral establishment of such a body might prejudice French and British participation in some future Danube Commission. However, US-Soviet discussions limited to that stretch of the river where occupying forces are contiguous could result only in opening the Danube in Austria and Germany. This would not permit significant Danube traffic and probably would sacrifice the present US bargaining position. Therefore, believe that any negotiations with Soviets at this time should concern traffic on entire river.

Reference your paragraph 4, Transport Division Berlin assumes that former enemy vessels are captured enemy equipment. They now fly US flag as property under control of US Forces and therefore Transport Division believes that there is no possibility of claims against US Government in event of loss or damage. At present each vessel on Danube flying US flag has at least one member of US Armed Forces aboard. On Rhine and at Bremen German ships operated without US personnel aboard fly the international "C". It is not clear under present instructions whether these Danube vessels could move under US flag without US personnel. Will investigate further. We assume vessels would be operated by national crews and by [apparent garble] companies as at present on Rhine and Danube.

In view of discussion in London and possible discussions meeting Paris, suggest you request me report Washington for consultation to discuss this Danube matter in greater detail before I leave service. [Rainey.]

𝑴\mathbf{M} URPHY

864 811 /5-246

The United States Political Adviser for Germany (Murphy) to the Director of the Office of European Affairs (Matthews)

[Berlin?] May 2, 1946.

DEAR DOC: I presume that at some point in the Paris meetings the question of Danube navigation will be considered. With this in mind, the following view of the current problem as we see it from Berlin may be helpful.

As you undoubtedly know, there are some 500 vessels of all types now anchored in the U.S. Zone in Germany in the neighborhood of Passau. In addition, there are some 350 in the U.S. Zone, Austria, in the neighborhood of Linz. These vessels in the U.S. Zones, Germany and Austria, represent about ½ of the pre-war Danube fleet

and we understand that current construction resulted in maintaining approximately the same number throughout the war. Therefore, on the Danube in countries under domination of the Russians, there are approximately 1600 vessels of all types compared with approximately 850 in zones under the control of the U. S. However, all reports from the Danube area indicate that the Soviets have removed to Russian rivers a large number of barges and tugs, so that at present there is a critical shortage of vessels, and particularly tugs, on the Danube below Vienna. So far as we know, all shipping on the Danube below Vienna is under the direct control of the Soviets. Moreover, they have formed shipping companies in Hungary and Yugoslavia at least, which are jointly owned by nationals of these countries and the Soviet Government.

No Danube traffic whatever is moving between the Soviet and U. S. Zones of occupation in Austria. Officially, traffic between the two zones is said to be impossible because the destroyed bridge at Tulln above Vienna prohibits the passage of vessels. Actually, vessels can pass this bridge and the obstruction could have been removed several months ago if either U. S. or Soviet forces wished to do so. Very few vessels have passed from Linz to Vienna and some of these have been fired upon by Soviet Forces.

During the Council of Foreign Ministers in September, Secretary Byrnes directed a telegram to the U. S. Forces in Austria and Germany, instructing them to withdraw all Danube ships under the control of U. S. forces into Bavaria and to withhold any restitution of these vessels pending some agreement with the Soviets. In January 1946, instructions were forwarded from State and War to restore and restitute Czech and Yugoslav vessels at once, and we gathered that the Department had decided not to make an issue of Danube shipping at that time. However, military and State Department representatives, both in Austria and Germany, dragged their heels and Erhardt cabled the Department urging that restitution be delayed until some working agreement had been reached with the Soviet occupation forces providing for free navigation on the Danube. After the Soviet forces in Austria had seized the offices of the first Danube shipping company (British Sector of Vienna) the attitude of the Department apparently stiffened, and new orders were forwarded through the War Department to withhold restitution of vessels belonging to countries under Soviet domination. Reports from Yugoslavia, Hungary, and Czechoslovakia indicate that the owners of vessels do not wish to have them returned at this time, even though the governments of those countries have pressed for restitution.

In March, Soviet transport representatives made an indirect approach to U. S. Transport representatives in Vienna, apparently with

The paper of recommendations referred to above was approved by myself and General Clay, together with the Directors of Transport and Restitution Division in OMGUS, and returned to Vienna. We have not yet heard whether representatives concerned in USFA also concur in the recommendations. In the meantime, the paper was forwarded to the Department for comment. The cabled reply 48 would seem to indicate that the Department is not prepared to take the initiative for bilateral negotiations with the Soviets to establish some sort of control over the entire course of the Danube, at least not without obtaining concurrence from British and French. Moreover, there seems to be some question about deferring restitution of Danube watercraft until some satisfactory regulatory body is established for the entire length of the Danube.

Telegram 982 to Berlin, April 26, 1946; not printed.

This hesitation on the part of the Department seems somewhat inconsistent with the statement of policy on the Danube forwarded from the Department to diplomatic and military missions during February, and we are therefore uncertain as to the basic issue. Is the Department prepared to withhold restitution of Danube vessels until some working agreement is reached with the Soviets, and is the Danube to become an issue in the settlement of peace treaty provisions?

We understand that it would be undesirable to take any action which might prejudice the French and British position in regard to some future international Danube commission, and we recognize their special interests in Danube navigation. However, we believe they realize the necessity for bilateral negotiations between U. S. and Soviet occupying forces to open the entire river for navigation. Their interests surely will not be lost sight of in the event of such negotiations, nor would their future participation in international control of the river be prejudiced. Just now the most urgent problem is to get some sort of agreement with the Soviet occupying forces which will permit the safe movement of ships on the river. We believe this can be done only through bilateral agreement with the Soviets which would protect vessels of the riparian states from seizure by Soviet military forces.

Control by the Soviets of all Danube navigation from the Austrian border to the Black Sea is now reported to be complete. The same domination, through "joint companies" or seizure of ex-enemy craft, would undoubtedly be extended to include Austria, if it were not for the presence of U. S. forces above Linz. In actual fact, then, there is unilateral control of the major part of the river. Certainly it would be unrealistic to expect a change in the present trend toward complete Soviet domination of the entire river, with consequent exclusion of French and British interests, unless the U. S., as the one other occupying power on the Danube, takes a very firm stand in opposition. Because the Soviets have removed from the Danube a substantial number of vessels, particularly tugs, those 800 vessels held by the U. S. forces constitute greater bargaining power than originally believed, and the most important factor in negotiations with the Soviets. If the withholding of these vessels causes the Soviets to discuss some agreement with the U. S., then our cooperation should be based flatly on (1) free movement for vessels of all nationalities, (2) U. S. representation on a traffic body to insure that vessels are not seized and that shipping companies, not yet absorbed by the Soviet system, may operate under U. S. protection. There could be no actual freedom of movement unless U. S. and Western European personnel, as well as vessels under the U. S. flag, are permitted to operate

throughout the length of the river. Of course these qualifications alone, in any Soviet-U.S. agreement, cannot effectively counteract Soviet domination of the Danube unless other and more far-reaching political changes take place in the Danube basin, but they should be basic in any temporary plan to initiate traffic.

Sincerely,

ROBERT MURPHY
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[Enclosure]

March 22, 1946.
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MEETING ON DANUBE NAVIGATION

AGREED JOINT OMGUS-USFA POLICY WITH REGARD TO DANUBE NAVIGATION
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1. Restitution

There shall be no restitution of floating equipment in American hands on the Danube before the establishment through bilateral (Soviet-American) negotiations of bodies to control conservancy and traffic from the Black Sea to Regensburg.
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2. Freedom of Movement

Agreement shall be reached through bilateral negotiation to permit free movement of all ships and personnel, when under the protection of the flags of the member nations, throughout the course of the Danube in accordance with regulations established by an Interim Traffic Committee. International traffic on the Danube shall not be restricted by excessive or prohibitive tariffs, tolls regulations, licensing fees or other restrictive measures. No ship operating in the pool or under the authority of the Danube Conservancy Commission as defined in paragraph 3, below, shall be subject to seizure. Agreement on these principles is a prerequisite to the establishment of the temporary control bodies outlined in paragraph 3, below, and to the utilization of American held vessels as outlined in paragraph 4, below.
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3. Temporary Control Bodies

It is proposed to set up two separate bodies for control of conservancy on the Danube and traffic thereon.





  
  
  ch029.xhtml
  
  




a. Temporary Danube Conservancy Commission

The first body shall be a temporary Danube Conservancy Commission composed only of representatives of the riparian nations with a United States member representing Germany. This body will deal solely with conservancy measures on the entire river and the allocation of means for the maintenance of the navigable channel.
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b. Interim Traffic Committee

The second body will be an Interim Traffic Committee composed of representatives of the riparian nations. The United States will act

for Germany. All vessels shall be pooled and operated under a traffic authority established by the Interim Traffic Committee. This traffic authority shall be composed of the Association of Danube Shipping Companies as established prior to 1938. The question of ownership of any vessel shall not be affected by its entry into the operations of the pool, but shall be subject to later determination. All income shall be paid into a common fund to be held in each country in the currency of the country in which such income is received. All necessary operating expenses shall be paid out of the common funds held in the country in which the expenses are incurred. When the question of ownership has been settled and when international exchange has been reestablished, the remaining common fund shall be distributed on an earned work basis after the expenses paid out have been adjusted.
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4. Utilization of American Held Vessels

All boats now in American hands which were formerly owned by an enemy power shall operate under the American flag. These vessels shall operate without American guards.

Ships will only be released to the pool from American possession as traffic requirements indicate the necessity therefore and then only for operations upon the Danube.


	
	Alternate proposals:




	a. The above proposal would be made initially to the Russian element in Vienna. Failing their willingness to discuss it at the Vienna level, it shall be referred to Washington for discussion with the Soviet Government.

	b. In the event of Soviet refusal locally to permit reestablishment of river-length navigation, it will be proposed to the Soviets that we will furnish assistance in clearing the Tulln Bridge at an early date, provided they would agree to permit free navigation between Regensburg and Vienna.



740.00119 Council/4-2446: Telegram

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France (Caffery)

SECRET

Washington, May 4, 1946—6 p. m.


	Secdel 205. Dept wishes to call your attention to Vienna's 604 Apr 24 repeated to Paris as 72 40 and perceives no objections to Erhardt's recommendations concerning DDSG and Danube question. Recommendations, however, should be considered in light of Deptel 982 Apr 26 to Berlin repeated to Paris as 1910.50 If you concur you



&lt;sup>40
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MEMORANDUM

The Department of State refers to the British Embassy's Aide-Mémoire of April 18, 1946 57 expressing the hope that the United States would take the initiative at the Paris Peace Conference in regard to the international river conventions. The reasons why the United States would be unable to do so were explained by Mr. Radius of the Department to a representative of the Embassy on April 19. The principal concerns of this Government were that there appeared to be basic differences in the views of the three governments on these problems and that there had been insufficient informal discussions on the subject with a view to reconciling such differences.

It was pointed out that there were at least four bases upon which a request for non-riparian representation on temporary or permanent regulatory commissions could rest:

(a) On the basis of rights carried forward from prewar treaty regimes (It was noted that the United States had no such rights.);

(b) On the basis of occupying powers (It was noted that the United Kingdom had declined to accept this alternative):

(c) On the basis of special interest (It was noted that this was not an appropriate or convincing argument upon which to rest a case.):

(d) On the basis of victorious powers insuring the peace (It was noted that this was an acceptable position for the United States provided it applied to all international waterways in Europe. This would involve a thorough consideration of the principle of representation on the Central Rhine Commission no less than on a prospective Danube regime.).

It was not known on what basis the United Kingdom or France would rest their cases. The United States believes that the pattern established for provisional regimes will affect the pattern of the permanent regimes and that, therefore, the detailed proposals should be carefully developed simultaneously with the development of general principles, in advance of a tripartite approach to the Soviet Government.

87 Not printed.

The Department would be willing to discuss these matters informally with the United Kingdom and French representatives in Washington.

Washington, May 21, 1946.

840.811/6-1546 : Telegram

The United States Political Adviser for Germany (Murphy) to the Secretary of State

SECRET

Berlin, June 15, 1946—6 p. m. [Received June 16—8: 18 a. m.]

cussed with General Clay contents of reference telegram outlining certain fears of French, Belgians and Dutch that United States position in Control Council might restore German Rhine cartel at their expense. Obviously we have no such intent as we expect reasonably free competition. We would, however, be o