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REFUGEES FROM COMMUNISM: US POLICY TOWARD
CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPEAN POLITICAL
EMIGRATION AMID SOVIETIZATION (1944—1952)

The research purpose is to identify the specific features of the formation and implementation
of US policy toward political emigration from Central and Eastern European countries
from 1944 to 1952 in the context of the Sovietization of the region and the escalation of
the Cold War. The focus is on analyzing the mechanisms of admission, legal status, political
processing, and symbolic use of refugees from communism who fled the territories of newly
established socialist regimes. The article examines both Washington’s strategic approaches
to the issue of political emigration and personalized cases — the flight of government offi-
cials, diplomats, military personnel, and intellectuals from Czechoslovakia, Poland, Hun-
gary, Romania, Yugoslavia, and other countries. Emphasis is placed on the interaction of
the US administration with émigré committees, the activities of the International Refugee
Organization, and the diplomatic conflict surrounding repatriation. Methodology. A set of
general scientific (analysis, synthesis, comparison, dialectical) and special (historical-genetic,
historical-comparative, historical-typological, problem-chronological) methods of historical
cognition has been applied. The problem-chronological method serves as the primary ana-
lytical framework, enabling the study to trace the evolution of US refugee policy over a
defined period and to correlate political developments in the Eastern Bloc with institutional
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Refugees from Communism 79

and diplomatic responses in Washington. The historical-comparative method is used in a
subsidiary role to highlight differences in national approaches between the United States and
its allies. The scientific novelty lies in a comprehensive analysis of the United States’ role in
resolving the problem of Eastern European political emigration as an important component
of the American strategy to counter Soviet influence in Europe. For the first time in Ukrainian
historiography, the political, security, and humanitarian aspects of this policy are summarized
based on a wide range of archival sources. Conclusions. The study demonstrates that
between 1944 and 1952, the United States’ approach to refugees from communist regimes
in Central and Eastern Europe combined humanitarian assistance with strategic calculation.
Initially framed within multilateral postwar relief efforts, US policy increasingly reflected the
priorities of Cold War confrontation, integrating refugee protection into broader political,
informational, and diplomatic objectives. The adoption of the 1948 Universal Declaration
of Human Rights reinforced the legal and moral grounds for opposing forced repatriation,
while selective resettlement programs prioritized individuals whose political, professional, or
symbolic value could strengthen Western influence. This dual approach positioned the United
States both as a defender of those flecing totalitarianism and as an active participant in the
ideological struggle shaping the postwar international order.

Keywords: USA, political emigration, refugees from communism, displaced persons, Cold War,
International Refugee Organization (IRO), Central and Eastern Europe, diplomacy.

Despite the overall successful implementation of postwar repatriation efforts and the
active rescttlement work of the International Refugee Organization (IRO), the refugee
problem on the European continent persisted. US-Soviet tensions in the second half
of the 1940s escalated into open geopolitical confrontation, culminating in the bipolar
division of the continent. A natural reaction to the establishment of pro-Soviet regimes
“from Szczecin to Trieste” was the sharp increase in the number of escapees from the
countries behind the “Iron Curtain.” In the context of the unfolding Cold War and
the sealing of Western borders by Moscow’s satellite states, the American occupation
administration faced a new challenge.

Scholarly literature has examined various aspects of postwar displacement and
American refugee policy, yet important lacunae remain. Foundational works by G. Loe-
scher [1] and L. Holborn [2] have outlined the institutional framework of the IRO
and international humanitarian responses, but they give limited attention to the politi-
cal category of “refugees from communism.” Studies by I. Lukes [3], P. Wandycz [4],
L. Deék [5], and M. Petraru [6] have addressed the emigration of political elites from
countries such as Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Romania, and Poland, but these contribu-
tions tend to be nationally segmented and do not offer a systemic view of US refugee
policy in Central and Eastern Europe. Biographical accounts such as those by M. Al-
bright [7], FE. Moravec [8], and N. Georgescu-Roegen [9] shed light on individual mo-
tivations and experiences, yet remain anecdotal in nature. As a result, comprehensive
research on the regional dimension of American policy toward political emigration
from Central and Eastern Europe remains scarce.

In Ukrainian historiography, the works of Ye. Kaminskyi [10] offer a valuable analy-
sis of US foreign policy toward Ukraine and the broader Central and Eastern European
region during the Cold War. His research, particularly on the conceptual foundations
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and practical evolution of Washington’s strategy, provides important contextual insights
that help situate American policy toward political emigration within the larger frame-
work of geopolitical competition between the United States and the Soviet Union.

This article aims to fill that gap by analyzing both the institutional and symbolic
responses of the US government to the influx of political refugees from communist
regimes during 1944—1952. It investigates how the United States dealt with asylum,
screening, and support mechanisms, and how these refugees were integrated into
broader ideological narratives and foreign policy strategies. In doing so, the study not
only reconstructs the evolution of US policy but also reveals how the refugee issue be-
came a critical instrument in the struggle for influence in postwar Europe.

Complications in addressing the influx of Central and Eastern European refugees
were linked to the anticipated dissolution of the IRO and the fact that this category
of persons fell outside the organization’s formal mandate. Accordingly, “refugees from
communism,” “Iron Curtain refugees;” or “Cold War refugees” were considered to be
individuals originating from Soviet bloc countries who were not covered by the IRO’s
authority (except for German expellees) and who were compelled to flee Central and
Eastern Europe or the USSR due to political, ethnic, or religious persecution.

It is important to clearly differentiate between political refugees and displaced per-
sons (DPs) to avoid analytical conflation. Political refugees, or “escapees,” were indi-
viduals who fled their country of origin primarily for political, ideological, or religious
reasons — typically in direct opposition to newly established communist regimes. Dis-
placed persons, by contrast, were civilians uprooted by wartime deportations, border
changes, or forced population transfers, such as the expulsion of Sudeten Germans
from Czechoslovakia or the displacement of nearly 200,000 ethnic Turks from Bulgaria
between 1949 and 1952.

Western Allied authorities often exploited specific legal interpretations to prevent
the forced repatriation of DPs to the Soviet Union. A notable example concerned Wes-
tern Ukrainians who had been Polish citizens before September 1939; US immigration
officials refused to recognize them as Soviet nationals, allowing them to claim Polish
citizenship instead. This practice — which rested on a narrow reading of international
agreements — effectively shielded thousands from mandatory return under the Yalta
and Potsdam repatriation provisions.

Postwar repatriation policies toward Soviet citizens varied across the Allied zones
but reflected generally a gradual shift from initial compliance with Soviet demands to a
more selective, case-by-case approach, particularly after 1946 when reports of reprisals
against returnees became widespread.

Moreover, the United States joined the international consensus on fundamental
rights by supporting the adoption of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights in
December 1948. This landmark document, particularly Article 14, affirmed the right
of every individual to seck and enjoy asylum from persecution, aligning with the US
stance on protecting political refugees. Washington’s endorsement of the Declaration
provided both a moral and legal framework that reinforced its postwar humanitarian
policy and informed its opposition to forced repatriation during the early Cold War.
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It is worth noting that the state coups in Central and Eastern European countries
between 1944 and 1948, which resulted in the establishment of pro-communist re-
gimes, represented unilateral violations by Moscow of the Yalta and Potsdam agree-
ments. These events became some of the most critical factors leading to the onset of
the Cold War and the formation of a bipolar world order. In diplomatic circles, the
term “postwar foreign policy mistakes of the United States” was soon openly acknow-
ledged. US Ambassador to Hungary Arthur Schoenfeld attempted to explain the rapid
Sovietization of Central and Eastern Europe as stemming from a naive belief in the
United Nations’ ability to resist “Soviet imperialism” and from a flawed assessment of
the position of non—communist elements within coalition governments [11, p. 554].

Shortly after the communist coup in Czechoslovakia, political refugees began ar-
riving illegally in the American zone of Germany. At home, they were branded with the
derogatory label “deflectors;” and authorities submitted extradition requests for them.
In response to a protest note from the new Prague regime, General Lucius Clay de-
clared on March 10, 1948, that while the American authorities would not permit the
formation of exile government structures, they would also not return refugees to their
countries of origin. Among the first to arrive in Frankfurt was the former Czechoslo-
vak Minister of Health, Adolf Prochizka, whom the new leader, Klement Gottwald,
publicly denounced as an “agent of foreign reaction” [12, p. 14]. Prochdzka was one of
the twelve ministers in Gottwald’s cabinet who, in February 1948, rashly resigned in
protest. Contrary to their expectations, this move did not lead to new elections but in-
stead opened the path to communist power consolidation. After arriving in the United
States, Prochdzka continued his civic and political activities and became the head of the
Central European Christian Democratic Union in 1950 [13, p. 334].

That same year, other former government officials also managed amid great dif-
ficulty to reach the United States. Among them were Mikul4s Franek, Minister of Uni-
fication; Stefan Ko¢vara, Deputy Prime Minister; Hubert Ripka, Minister of Foreign
Trade; Jaroslav Stransky, Minister of Education; Petr Zenkl, Deputy Prime Minister;
and Véclav Majer, Minister of Food. Notably, Jaroslav Stransky crossed the Czechoslo-
vak-German border with his son in a car belonging to the American consul.

However, not all opponents of the new regime managed to leave Czechoslova-
kia. In March 1948, Minister of Posts Franti$ek Héla and Deputy Prime Minister Jan
Sramek were detained while attempting to leave the country and placed under house
arrest. General Karel Janousek was sentenced to 19 years in prison for attempting to
flee, while former Minister of Justice Prokop Drtina received a 15-year sentence after a
failed suicide attempt [8, p. 238].

In the first six months following the communist coup in Czechoslovakia, an ave-
rage of 75 individuals per day fled the country to the American zone in Germany,
bringing the total to approximately 12,000 people. Most of the escapees crossed
through forests, although some swam across the Danube River or hijacked airplanes.
Ilegal entrants were housed in a military camp in Ludwigsburg. Given that the ma-
jority were young people, an “exile university” was established in the camp, involving
20 former professors and 300 students. In addition, American camps hosted Czech
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war veterans who refused to return home — 250 members of the British Royal Air
Force, 600 soldiers from the Czechoslovak army-in-exile, and 800 civil servants.
Some of them emigrated further west, while others remained in Germany. As of Oc-
tober 1, 1948, there were 4,131 individuals from Czechoslovakia in American mili-
tary camps in Germany, around 1,000 in the Austrian occupation zone, and approxi-
mately 2,000 in Italy [14, p. 2].

On April 16, 1948, US diplomat Robert Murphy requested clarification from the
State Department regarding the growing influx of Czech nationals into the American
occupation zone and their future status. By late March 1948, their numbers had reached
200 persons per day, arriving in a destitute state and being temporarily supported by
local German refugee aid commissions. Murphy proposed securing financial support
from the Czech émigré community in the United States and involving the Preparatory
Commission for the International Refugee Organization (PCIRO) in resettling them
in other countries . On July 4, 1948, Secretary of State George C. Marshall instructed
the US consulate in Geneva and IRO director William H. Tuck to engage PCIRO in
providing protection for bona fide* Czech refugees who had arrived after February 1,
1948, due to fear of persecution. He emphasized that this was an exceptional situa-
tion caused by the communist coup. The continued presence of these individuals in
Germany, given the recent expulsion of 1,750,000 Sudeten Germans by the Czechoslo-
vak authorities and the potential for ethnic tensions, was viewed as a security concern.
However, the Department of State did not consider the involvement of voluntary relief
agencies a viable solution?. On August 4, 1948, General Lucius Clay signed an agree-
ment with William Tuck under which the IRO assumed responsibility for this category
of refugees in cases of serious medical emergencies.

In addition to well-known politicians, high-ranking military officials and diplo-
mats also left the country. On March 29, 1948, Brigadier General FrantiSek Moravec
fled from Czechoslovakia to Germany. Moravec, who had previously organized the as-
sassination of Reinhard Heydrich, possessed intelligence skills that were of interest to
the American services. US Counterintelligence Corps Colonel Charles Katek recrui-
ted him to assist in agent training. In 1954, Moravec immigrated to the United States,
where he served as a consultant to the US Department of Defense.

In 1949, Czechoslovak diplomat Josef Korbel, a former ambassador to Yugoslavia
and member of the United Nations Commission on the Kashmir issue, applied for po-
litical asylum in the United States. After receiving a favorable response, he was awarded
a Rockefeller Foundation grant and invited to teach international relations at the Uni-

versity of Denver [15, p. 349).

! National Archives and Records Administration (NARA), National Archives at College Park
(NACP), Maryland. RG 59, S.IRO and DPC, I. DPC, B. 8, Incoming telegram from R. Mur-
phy to DOS concerning Czech Refugees in US Zone, April 16, 1948, n/a.

2 Good faith.

3 NARA NACP, Maryland. RG 59, S. IRO and DPC, I. DPC, B. 8, Outgoing telegram from
the Secretary of State G. Marshall to US Consulate in Geneva concerning Czech Refugees in
US Zone, June 4, 1948, n/a.
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On May 16, 1950, Czechoslovakia’s representative to the United Nations, Vla-
dimir Houdek, resigned from his post and applied for political asylum in the United
States [16, p. 14]. Although US law prohibited the admission of communists, the At-
torney General could consider exceptional cases. Houdek’s predecessor, Jan Papanek,
accused him of making the request only under threat of recall and arrest. Papanek him-
self had refused to recognize the communist regime and remained at his post until the
end of his mandate in 1950, after which he stayed in the United States. While in exile,
he founded the American Relief Fund for Czechoslovak Refugees and became involved
with Amnesty International and CARE.

It is worth noting that during the first three years of communist rule in Czecho-
slovakia (March 1947 — March 1950), a total of 236,000 citizens fled to the West
for political reasons. Among them were 35 members of parliament, 12 ambassadors
and ministers, 12 consuls general, nearly one hundred lower-ranking diplomats, and
18 generals of the army and air force [3, p. 333].

The establishment of pro-Soviet regimes in other Eastern European countries was
inevitably accompanied by the emergence of significant groups of political refugees.
On October 17, 1947, anticipating imminent arrest, Polish Deputy Prime Minister
Stanistaw Mikolajezyk sought assistance from the US embassy. Three days later, he was
secretly evacuated from Gdynia aboard the ship Batavia and eventually arrived in the
United States via London [17, p. 819—820]. Polish scholar Marek Latynski suggested
that Mikotajczyk’s hasty departure may have been a deliberate provocation orchestrated
by the communist authorities aimed at discrediting the politician. According to Latyns-
ki, the spread of a “cowardly” image hindered the former head of the London-based
Polish government-in-exile from becoming a leading figure among Polish émigrés in
the West [17, p. 861]. In contrast, Petar Vandi¢ emphasized Mikotajczyk’s efforts to
establish an alternative émigré center in the United States, independent of the ones
in London and Paris [4, p. 322—323].

Earlier, in 1945, American diplomats were involved in the evacuation of the Bul-
garian Agrarian National Union leader Georgi “Gemeto” Dimitrov from Bulgaria. On
May 23, 1945, Dimitrov escaped from house arrest and took refuge at the villa of US
diplomatic representative Maynard Barnes in Sofia, where he was surrounded by Soviet
military personnel. After a three-month diplomatic standoff, on September 5, 1945,
Dimitrov was allowed to leave for France. In 1947, while residing in the United States,
he became head of the Bulgarian National Committee [18, p. 42].

During a foreign visit to Switzerland, Hungarian Prime Minister Ferenc Nagy was
effectively barred by Communist Party representatives from returning home and
was forced to sign a letter of resignation [5, p. 329]. He soon received political asy-
lum in the United States. Royalties from his memoirs, published in 1948 by McMillan,
enabled him to purchase a residence in Herndon, Virginia [19, p. 294].

Hungarian Minister of Finance Miklés Nyaradi defected during a foreign visit in
November 1948 and was later resettled in the United States [20, p. 169]. Following his
defection, Ny4radi was interrogated for two days at the US embassy in Bern. The result
was a 72-page report detailing the nature of economic relations between Moscow and

ISSN 0130-5247. Yxpaincokuii icropuanuii skypraa. 2025. Ne 5 (584)



84 Volodymyr YUSHKEVYCH

Budapest. In particular, the former official exposed Soviet methods of exerting control
over Hungary’s economy, using as an example the course of negotiations with the USSR
from May to December 1947. Notably, Soviet General Vsevolod Merkulov demanded
the establishment of joint enterprises financed by Hungarian resources [21, p. 23].

In December 1948, former Hungarian Minister of Defense Albert Bartha fled
through the forests near Sopron into Austria. The United States did not immedia-
tely grant him political asylum, and the retired ofhicial spent some time living in Bel-
gium and Venezuela. Minister of Industry Antal Ban migrated to Switzerland, while
former Minister of Finance and Ambassador to Switzerland Ferenc Gordon depar-
ted for Argentina.

Romanian former Prime Minister Nicolae Ridescu managed to escape to the
United States in June 1946 through the British Embassy. There, he gathered a circle of
political émigrés. Following the Sovietization of Romania, he was sentenced in absentia
to two years of forced labor during the show trial of the “National Resistance Move-
ment.” While in exile in 1949, he became the head of the Romanian National Com-
mittee (RNC). The following year, due to internal disagreements, he left the RNC and
established the League of Free Romanians [6, p. 151], through which he awarded scho-
larships to young Romanian exiles.

One of the activists of the League of Free Romanians, Vintila Britianu, had already
been sentenced in 1946 by the Romanian communist authorities on charges of high
treason. The son of a former Romanian prime minister subsequently fled to the West
and arrived in the United States in 1949. However, on March 23, 1950, the US Im-
migration and Naturalization Service arrested Britianu, his wife, and two daughters for
overstaying their visitor visas and initiated deportation procedures [22, p. 25]. Ameri-
can authorities responded to the situation with understanding and proceeded with the
case very slowly. Republican Senator from Ohio, Robert Taft, introduced a bill to allow
the political opponent to remain in the country.

In addition, former Romanian Foreign Minister Constantin Visoianu relocated to
the United States, where he became one of the leading figures of the Romanian émig-
ré community and headed the Romanian National Committee. Minister of Culture
Constantin Burducea fled through Yugoslavia to Italy, where, with American support,
he was interned in a refugee camp before emigrating to Argentina [23, p. 218]. Roma-
nian economist Nicholas Georgescu-Roegen, aided by the Jewish community, fled Ro-
mania with forged documents, hiding in the hold of a ship to reach Turkey. From there,
he traveled through France to the United States, where he began teaching economics at
Harvard University and Vanderbilt University in Nashville [9, p. 133].

A key focus of the US Department of State was the financial support of émigré
organizations created by “refugees from the Iron Curtain countries”. One of the first to
receive American state funding was the organization of Petr Zenkl — the Council of
Free Czechoslovakia, founded on February 25, 1949, in Washington, D.C. The council
included 174 exiled politicians, with Slovak representative Jozef Lettrich serving as vice-
chairman [24, p. 272]. The Council unsuccessfully claimed the rights of a government-
in-exile for Czechs and Slovaks and sent appeals to 39 countries. Additional support
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was provided to the Hungarian National Council, established in Washington in 1947
by Monsignor Béla Varga, former speaker of the Hungarian parliament.

Itis noteworthy that refugees seekingentry into the United States came from various
walks of life, including prominent Romanian industrialist Nicolac Malaxa, owner of
metallurgical and engineering plants; Nesti Kopali, head of the Rome-based station
of the Albanian secret police Sigurimi; and Vladko Macek, leader of the Croatian Pea-
sant Party. The methods of escape to the West were diverse. For instance, in March
1950, eight Czechoslovak pilots hijacked three airplanes and, along with 58 passengers,
flew them to the American occupation zone in Germany. The United States refused to
extradite them to the Prague regime for prosecution and granted them political asy-
lum. In response, Czechoslovak diplomats accused the US of “employing Nazi Gestapo
methods” [25, p. 1]. American diplomats countered that, under international law, they
could not extradite individuals in the absence of a criminal offense.

One of the highest-profile episodes involving escapees from the Soviet Union was the
so-called “Kosenkina affair” Oksana Kosenkina, a chemistry teacher at a Soviet school in
New York, became the center of a major diplomatic incident between the United States
and the USSR. In July 1948, anticipating a forced recall to the Soviet Union, Kosen-
kina fled to a farm owned by the Tolstoy Foundation [26, p. 18]. However, five days
later, she wrote a letter to the Soviet Consul General, Yakov Lomakin, who subsequently
transported her to the Soviet embassy and held a widely publicized press conference. On
August 12, 1948, Kosenkina escaped from the embassy by jumping out of a third-story
window and thereafter remained in the United States [27, p. 84].

The Kosenkina affair triggered a diplomatic scandal. Accused of kidnapping, Con-
sul Lomakin was declared persona non grata. In retaliation, the Soviet Union broke off
negotiations concerning Berlin, shut down the US consulates in Leningrad and Vladi-
vostok, and the United States responded by closing the Soviet consulates in New York
and San Francisco. Consular relations between the two powers were not restored for
another 24 years.

Not only regime opponents were forced to flee. In 1950, Ulrich Noack, a West
German intellectual who advocated for compromise with the USSR and the neut-
rality of Germany, found himself under threat of arrest while in East Germany.
A professor of history at the University of Wiirzburg, he had been invited to deliver
a series of lectures at the Administrative Academy in Forst Zinna near Berlin. Howe-
ver, after his first lecture, he was accused of “inciting psychological warfare,” and the
remainder of the lecture series was canceled. Noack claimed he had learned of com-
munist plans to launch a military invasion of West Germany following orchestrated
uprisings there [28, p. 4].

Among the escapees was also Wolfgang Leonhard, a prominent party ideologue
of the East German regime. In March 1949, he fled East Germany through Czechoslo-
vakia to Yugoslavia. A year later, he resettled in West Germany and was later invited to
lecture at leading American universities, including Oxford, Columbia, and Yale.

Relations among the four occupying powers in Germany deteriorated sharply du-

ring the Berlin Crisis of 1948. In the final months of that year, on the eve of the So-
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viet blockade, approximately 5,000 Jews and some anti—communists from Hungary,
Czechoslovakia, and Yugoslavia fled to West Berlin [29, p. 5].

The fate of the escapees varied significantly. In the American-occupied zone of
Austria, refugees received food and shelter from the US Army for ten days. In Vienna
and Linz, a screening process was conducted: some refugees from behind the Iron Cur-
tain were granted refugee status, while those discovered to have ties with Soviet intel-
ligence services were deported back. Individuals without means of subsistence were
sent to a transit center in Salzburg maintained by the Austrian government, where they
were assigned vacancies for agricultural or construction work. Those who refused em-
ployment were transferred to DP camps, where they awaited assistance from volunteer
agencies. Migration activity was seasonal. By the early 1950s, unlike in 1945—1946,

Jewish migrants accounted for only 10 % of those flecing®.

Asof November 1, 1951, Austria hosted 211,000 ethnic Germans (Folksdeutsche)
and 53,000 refugees from Iron Curtain countries, including 103,000 and 18,000 per-
sons respectively in the American zone’. Assistance to these “new refugees” was provi-
ded jointly by military authorities, Austrian officials, and voluntary organizations.
The primary solutions considered were employment in Austria or Germany, or enlist-
ment in the US Army or NATO forces. Resettlement programs for “refugees from
communism” were no longer on the table, as by the early 1950s, the United States
had admitted approximately 400,000 displaced persons under the Displaced Persons
Act 0f 1948 and its 1950 amendments, effectively fulfilling its legislated quotas. Aus-
tralia’s International Refugee Organization (IRO)-sponsored migration program,
launched in 1947, had also reached its planned intake of around 170,000 European
migrants by 1951, prompting a gradual shift toward selective admission based on oc-
cupational needs, particularly in agriculture and heavy industry [30, p. 22]. Canada
maintained a more flexible intake structure but retained ethnic and occupational
preferences. Between 1947 and 1953, Canadian immigration authorities admitted
roughly 186,000 displaced persons, with a marked preference for ethnic Germans
from Eastern Europe and the Baltic region, in part due to perceived cultural compa-
tibility and rural labor shortages.

Several Latin American states — notably Argentina, Brazil, Chile, and Venezuela —
implemented targeted migration schemes in the late 1940s that likewise prioritized eth-
nic Germans and skilled technical workers. Argentina’s Per6n government, for example,
used refugee admissions both to boost industrial capacity and to signal an anti-commu-
nist stance, while simultaneously maintaining informal channels for politically vetted
migrants from Eastern Europe. Brazil's policy favored agricultural settlers of European
origin, reflecting demographic engineering goals in sparsely populated rural areas.

* Ibid.RG 59, S.IRO and DPC,1. DPC, B. 7, Letter from US Deputy Commissioner for Austria
Coburn Kidd to DOS concerning treatment of Iron Curtain Refugees in Austria, October 19,
1951, n/a.

> Ibid. B. 1, Letter from Deputy High Commissioner Walter Dowling to DOS concerning Re-
fugee situation in Austria, December 27, 1951, June 2, 1950, p. 6.

ISSN 0130-5247. Ukrains’kij istori¢nij zurnal. 2025. N¢ S (584)



Refugees from Communism 87

These patterns reveal a common feature: while the United States and its allies
publicly upheld the humanitarian principle of asylum, actual admission policies were
shaped by a combination of domestic economic needs, demographic planning, and the
geopolitical calculus of the early Cold War.

In total, after the rise of the pro-communist regime in Hungary, about 10,000
people fled the country; 50,000 left Czechoslovakia; nearly one million Poles and
400,000 Finns were displaced from territories that were annexed by the Soviet Union.
Additionally, between 1949 and 1952, approximately 200,000 ethnic Turks were ex-
pelled by Bulgaria’s communist regime [ 1, p. 214].

The phenomenon of mass emigration from Eastern Bloc countries became known
in journalism and historiography as Republikflucht (“Flight from the Republic”).
In 1949 alone, 129,000 individuals from Eastern Europe applied for political asylum in
West Germany. The following year, in 1950, the number of Republikfliichtlinge reached
197,000; in 1951, 165,000; and in 1952, 182,000 [31, p. 260]. The threat of mass mig-
ration forced East Germany’s leadership in 1952 to seal the inner-German border with
the Federal Republic. Nevertheless, despite these measures, the number of escapees
continued to grow. As a result, on June 30, 1952, the West German government began
construction of the large reception camp Marienfelde, intended for the temporary
housing of refugees from the German Democratic Republic (GDR).

The decision to construct the Marienfelde reception camp was part of a broader
West German strategy to manage the influx of “new refugees” from the GDR and other
Eastern Bloc states. West Berlin, as an exclave within East German territory, served as
a principal transit point for escapees before the erection of the Berlin Wall in 1961.
The camp was designed not only as a humanitarian facility but also as an instrument of
political messaging, demonstrating the Federal Republic’s willingness to provide shel-
ter and support for those rejecting communist regimes. Coordination with the United
States was implicit, as American authorities provided financial assistance and logistical
expertise, particularly in the campss initial screening and documentation processes. The
facility’s primary residents were East German citizens — including political dissidents,
professionals, and families — but it also housed escapees from Czechoslovakia, Poland,
and Hungary who had reached West Berlin through various routes®.

In contrast, by the early 1950s, the Czechoslovak authorities had successfully
curbed the flow of refugees. The peak figure of nearly a quarter of a million escapees

¢ Between 1953 and 1990, Marienfelde processed approximately 1.35 million individuals, most
of whom were granted expedited residency and integration support in the Federal Republic.
The camp’s procedures included political debriefings, health checks, vocational placement, and
orientation programs aimed at rapid assimilation into West German society. Following German
reunification in 1990, the Marienfelde facility was formally closed as a reception center. Part
of the site was converted into the Marienfelde Refugee Center Museum, which documents the
history of escape and migration during the Cold War. In the mid-2010s, amid the European
migrant crisis, sections of the former camp were temporarily repurposed to accommodate
refugees from Syria and other conflict zones, underscoring the continued relevance of its legacy
in German and European refugee policy.
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between 1947 and 1950 was not reached again over the next four decades. As part of
Operation “Kdmen” (“Stone”), the Czechoslovak secret police implemented a series
of countermeasures. In 1950, following the defection of Stanislav Liska, commander of
the State Security (StB) post in Vieruby, American officials learned of the operation [3,
p- 341]. During his interrogation at the refugee camp in Ludwigsburg, the former se-
curity ofhcer revealed that the Prague regime had effectively sealed its borders through
agent infiltration and the use of decoy guides.

It is also important to note that Eastern Bloc intelligence services attempted to ex-
ploit Cold War refugees for their own ends. US intelligence reported that the German
Communist Party was secking to “gain political capital” by conducting propaganda
among German expellees. In February 1948, agents discovered that party members in
Hesse had received instructions to undermine centrist parties and promote radicaliza-
tion and polarization among the refugee population’. In 1950, intelligence sources
uncovered Soviet plans to exploit the issue of political refugees to destabilize the Fede-
ral Republic. On September 29, 1950, German police launched a series of preventive
actions to avert anticipated worker unrest in the Ruhr region [32, p. 7]. Hamburg and
Cologne were identified as the likely centers of agitation. During that month, the influx
of “refugees from the East” doubled, reaching 1,000 persons per day. Numerous Soviet
agents, disguised as political refugees, attempted to infiltrate Cologne, the hometown
of Chancellor Konrad Adenauer. Consequently, local authorities temporarily banned
mass gatherings and increased the presence of police forces.

When evidence emerged of the Soviet secret services exploiting political refugees
for their own purposes in North America, scandals erupted—among the most notorious
was the “Leshchenko case” On April 23, 1949, Canadian authorities announced the
arrest of Dmytro Leshchenko, who had entered the country under false documents as
a Latvian displaced person named Dymitro Laksdo and was working on the railways.
The operation led to the uncovering of a spy network of twenty individuals operating in
both Canada and the United States. Thanks to the exposure, nine individuals suspected
of espionage on behalf of the USSR were arrested in New York [33, p. 3].

Since the USSR and its satellite states did not join the International Refugee Or-
ganization, the United States made efforts to extend IRO’s protection and assistance to
refugees from communist regimes. At an IRO meeting on May 29, 1950, it was estima-
ted that 10,000 refugees had fled from communist Eastern Europe in the previous se-
ven months [34, p. 1]. In the summer of 1949, the IRO decided that new refugees who
had arrived in Germany, Austria, or Italy after October 15, 1949, would be granted legal
protection but would not be eligible for material assistance, access to refugee camps, or
participation in the organization's overseas transportation programs.

As the issue of expanding the IRO’ jurisdiction was regularly raised, Director-
General J. Donald Kingsley planned to discuss the matter of “refugees from commu-

7 NARA NACP, Maryland. RG 59, S. IRO and DPC, I. DPC, B. 8, Letter from the political
officer G. Offie to the Honorable the Secretary of State concerning KPD activities in Hesse
among Refugees, March 30, 1948, n/a.
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nism” with the US Department of State. At the IRO Executive Committee meeting on
January 28, 1949, discussions included proposals to extend the organization’s mandate
to cover Albanian and satellite—state refugees in Greece, Italian-origin migrants from
Venezia Giulia and Istria, as well as those in the American-British zone of Trieste®.

Turkey was the first country to seck international support for its role in assisting
political refugees. Turkish authorities provided asylum to individuals flecing Balkan
countries — mainly diplomats and military personnel who had become stateless after
refusing to serve the newly established communist governments in Eastern Europe”’.
In cases where the escapees did not participate in American or Australian resettlement
programs for displaced persons, Latin American embassies increased their involvement:
Argentina issued visas to Romanians and Hungarians, while Brazil assisted Bulgarians,
Albanians, Greeks, and Iranians. In consultations with Kingsley, US diplomats encou-
raged Turkish accession to the IRO to better address the refugee situation. However,
the United States did not consider Balkan refugees in Turkey to be a valuable or priority
source of intelligence.

Greece became the second country involved in this process. American diplomats
encouraged Greek ofhicials to adopt Turkey’s “open-door” policy toward political refu-
gees from the Eastern Bloc. Specifically, the US State Department recommended that
Greece follow Turkey’s example, which had officially declared its readiness to accept
Bulgarian political refugees. In the autumn of 1947, eight deputies from the opposition
Agrarian Party managed to flee across the Turkish border [35, p. 321]. Later, the Greek
General Staft was advised to pursue a similar approach by Karl Rankin, the American
embassy counselor in Athens. The Greek government expressed willingness to begin
accepting refugees, provided that adequate funding was secured and security concerns
were addressed '°. Previously, Greek authorities had agreed only to serve as a transit
country and not a host for large groups of refugees, especially given that 700,000 Greeks
had become internally displaced persons as a result of the country’s civil war.

On July 13, 1948, US Ambassador to France Jefferson Caffery reported an appeal
from the International Rescue and Relief Committee concerning the fate of 1,200 refu-
gees from Yugoslavia, Romania, and Albania residing in the Greek camp at Lavrion.
These escapees from communist tyranny complained about the appalling living condi-
tions and the “senseless deaths” of fellow inmates. Between September 1946 and April
1947, twenty refugees reportedly died while performing hard labor under the supervi-
sion of Greek communists "'. Additionally, the refugees from the Eastern Bloc reques-
ted an inspection by the International Refugee Organization.

¥ Ibid. RG 59, S. IRO and DPC, L. IRO, B. 8, Incoming telegram from US Consul in Geneva,
M. Troutman, to the Secretary of State, January 30, 1949, n/a.

? Tbid. M 1284, R. 70, Letter from US Consul General in Istanbul John J. MacDonald to US
Department of State concerning Balkan Refugees in Istanbul, April 19, 1949, img. 50—53.

1 Ibid. RG 59, S. IRO and DPC, I. IRO, B. 8, Letter from Counselor of US embassy in Athens
Karl Lott Rankin to the Secretary of State, July 13, 1948, n/a.

" Ibid. Letter from US Ambassador to Paris Jefferson Caffery to the Secretary of State, July 13,
1948, n/a.
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In December 1948, a meeting was held by the IRO to address the issue of refu-
gees from communist countries residing in Greece . Attendees included IRO Di-
rector-General William H. Tuck, Chief of the IRO’s Washington Office General
Walter Wood, George Warren, and Leonard Cromie (the US State Department’s of-
ficer responsible for Greek, Turkish, and Iranian affairs). At that time, Greece hosted
3,000 Greek-speaking refugees from Albania, 600 Albanians, 300 individuals from Yu-
goslavia, 300 from Bulgaria, and 30 from Romania. Following a formal request from
Greek authorities, the IRO’s Rome branch agreed to assume responsibility for their
care. The Greek government was preparing documentation to seck compensation for
expenses incurred from the IRO.

George Warren expressed reservations about this approach, questioning the ad-
ministrative capacity of the Greek side and recommending that internally displaced
persons — Greek citizens displaced by the civil war — be included in the list of those
eligible for IRO assistance to incentivize Greek cooperation. In turn, Leonard Cromie
emphasized that a key political priority for the Greek authorities should be to conduct
their own refugee screening procedures to detect potential communist agents. At the
same time, the establishment of adequate living conditions for the escapees was viewed
as a matter of the country’s international prestige.

The issue of Eastern European refugees also remained relevant in Zone A of the
Free Territory of Trieste. In October 1949, Charles Baldwin, the US political advisor
in Trieste, proposed categorizing migrants into three groups. The first group included
those who had arrived from Istria after December 1947 (between 15,000 and 30,000 in-
dividuals), most of whom qualified for Italian citizenship. For those who did not meet
the criteria, American diplomats, following recommendations from the Zone A Plan-
ning Section and the Welfare Department of the Allied Military Government, advised
in June 1949 that they seck assistance from the IRO and the Italian government. US
officials unsuccessfully encouraged Italian authorities to develop a postwar aid program
for former residents of Italy’s lost territories. As a result, on September 16, 1949, the
Zone A Allied Command Council decided to assume moral responsibility for the re-
maining refugees in Trieste, designating them as “Istrian refugees.”

The second group consisted of political refugees from Eastern Europe (3,200 indi-
viduals). The US State Department anticipated a continued influx of such refugees and
advised their temporary support by the IRO. After the organization’s mandate ended,
the expectation was for support to shift to the Intergovernmental Committee for Euro-
pean Migration (ICEM).

The third group comprised persons arriving from Yugoslavias Zone B (both Yu-
goslavs and Italians). In this case, US officials expected an increase in the number of
refugees from Yugoslavia should President Josip Broz Tito be removed from power .

12 Tbid. M 1284, R. 70, Memorandum of Conversation concerning IRO plans regarding care of
Refugees in Greece, December 31. 1948, img. 1—2.

B3 Ibid. RG 59, S. IRO and DPC, I. DPC, B. 11, Letter from US Political Adviser in Trieste
Charles E. Baldwin to DOS concerning The Refugee problem in the British / United States
Zone in Free Territory of Trieste, October 28, 1949, p. 1—10.
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In a telegram dated February 16, 1950, Secretary of State Dean Acheson empha-
sized that refugees from Eastern Bloc countries in Trieste should be accepted. His rea-
soning extended beyond humanitarian considerations to include their potential as valu-
able sources of information about life behind the Iron Curtain. Acheson did not see the
transfer of refugees to Germany or the extension of IRO jurisdiction as viable solutions.
Instead, he considered the best course of action to be the transfer of responsibility for
the refugees to the Italian authorities. He further expressed hope for the Italians’ le-
nient treatment of migrants crossing from Yugoslavia. To address the issue of the “new
refugees,” Acheson advised the US political advisor to gain the support of the British
military governor of the Anglo-American zone of Trieste, General Terence Airey .

Two potential solutions to the influx of Central and Eastern European refugees
into the Anglo-American zone of the Free Territory of Trieste were proposed in a
memorandum by General Clyde Eddleman. He suggested that the Allies should either
accept all refugees or none at all. In August 1950, US Political Advisor in Trieste Leo-
nard Unger reported to Washington on the main groups of refugees. On one hand,
there were voluntary émigrés from the Eastern Bloc (Yugoslavs, Bulgarians, Hunga-
rians, Romanians); on the other, there were forced deportees, such as White émigrés
expelled by the Yugoslav government .

As of September 30, 1950, the Allied Military Government’s refugee center in
Trieste hosted 2,790 individuals. Among them, 955 were stateless Russians, 292 were
citizens of the Federal People’s Republic of Yugoslavia, 226 were from Hungary,
184 were from Bulgaria, and 102 were from Romania .

The issue of “Iron Curtain refugees” was addressed in a July 1951 report prepared for
the US National Security Council by Gordon First and George Warren. Future Ameri-
can actions to address the problem of European exiles, the authors argued, should focus on
maximizing the use of RO mechanisms and providing both moral and material support to
refugees from communism . In November 1951, the new US political advisor in Trieste,
Donald Downs, reported growing despair among the refugees — many of whom, shortly
after fleeing to the West, sought to return home. Downs described this phenomenon as
the “first-month disillusionment”: while escapees had expected to contribute actively to the
anti-communist cause, they soon realized that their services were not in demand.

For example, amid rumors of a Romanian royal army being formed in Australia,
Romanian defectors inquired about volunteering for military service in Korea. While
support from voluntary agencies was limited, the Bulgarian National Committee re-

' Ibid. RG 59, S.IRO and DPC, I. DPC, B. 11, Outgoing telegram from the Secretary of State
D. Acheson to US Political Advisor in Trieste, February 16, 1950, n/a.

> Ibid. B. 11, Letter from US Political Adviser in Trieste Leonard Unger to DOS concerning

Eastern European Refugee Problem, August 8, 1950, n/a.

Ibid. Letter from US Political Adviser in Trieste Leonard Unger to DOS concerning Movement

of Eastern European Refugees into British / United States Zone in Free Territory of Trieste

during September 1950, October 23, 1950, n/a.

17 Ibid. RG 59, S. IRO and DPC, I. IRO, B. 1, Draft NSC Paper concerning IRO, July 21,
1951, n/a.
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mained relatively active, with some financial assistance provided by the World Council
of Churches. However, these efforts were largely undermined by poor living conditions
in the Allied military camps and the absence of any legal or material support frame-
works. This group of refugees fell outside the temporal and geographic criteria for both
the US Displaced Persons Program and the IRO mandate. Among the reasons cited
for return were the realization that Western Allies would neither liberate their home-
lands from communism nor provide them with career opportunities in the new world.
Within a year, twenty Hungarian and three Bulgarian refugees accepted amnesty, and
some Yugoslav refugees agreed to voluntary repatriation '®.

Soviet propaganda placed considerable emphasis on fostering depressive senti-
ments among refugees and displaced persons. It actively exploited nostalgic emotions
and disseminated narratives about the supposed improvements in living conditions in
the USSR and the Eastern Bloc. Stalinist propagandists frequently accused Western
occupation authorities of forcibly detaining Soviet citizens. For instance, an article pub-
lished in Vechernyaya Moskva on September 8, 1949, likened displaced persons camps
to slave markets, where foreign corporations allegedly scouted for manual laborers. The
article claimed that “victims of capitalist exploitation” were being recruited solely for
unskilled and physically demanding labor *.

Another key outlet for Soviet propaganda was 7he New Times, a multilingual ma-
gazine supplement to the newspaper 77ud, published in four foreign languages. In its
pages, the Kremlin “troubadours” asserted that the International Refugee Organization
had failed to fulfill its mandate and had effectively become a “slave market and a center
for recruiting spies and organizing subversive activity” [36, p. 10]. Additional accusations
were leveled against the IRO, claiming that it had joined other institutions such as the
International Labour Organization, UNESCO, and World Health Organization in be-
coming an instrument of the “Anglo-American bloc” in its struggle against the “people’s
democracies.” Particular criticism was directed at the IRO’s Austrian mission, whose staff
Soviet propagandists accused of “selling cheap labor” instead of repatriating “former vic-
tims of fascist enslavement.” A notable shift in rhetoric could be observed: whereas earlier
Soviet journalists had accused the IRO of “harboring criminals” in DP camps, they now
framed the issue as one of “kidnapping Soviet citizens” and “tearing them apart from their
families” [37]%. In response, US High Commissioner for Germany John J. McCloy called
on the State Department to counter Soviet attempts to discredit the IRO.

By the late 1940s, the Soviet propaganda apparatus had adopted an increasingly ag-
gressive posture. On December 1, 1948, the Literaturnaya Gazeta published a poem by
Sergei Mikhalkov, author of the Soviet national anthem’s lyrics, entitled “We Accuse!” [38,
p- 9]. The following year, Mikhalkov penned a play titled I Want to Go Home!, which
won the Stalin Prize (Second Class) in 1950. The play was adapted into a film directed

'8 Ibid. Letter from Acting US Political Adviser in Trieste, Donald P. Downs, to DOS concerning
some reasons why Soviet Orbit Refugees are disappointed in the West, November 7, 1951, n/a.

¥ Ibid. RG 59, S.IRO and DPC, I. IRO, B. 9, Telegram from US Ambassador to Moscow Alan
G. Kirk to the Secretary of State, September 21, 1949, n/a.

20 Ibid. Telegram from J. McCloy to the Secretary of State, June 20, 1950, n/a.
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by Aleksandr Faintsimmer and Vladimir Legoshin at the Gorky Film Studio in Moscow.
The resulting drama, They Have a Motherland, received high praise from Party leadership.
In the film, Soviet agents locate an orphanage in Western Germany and return “forcibly held
children” to their homeland. The film was awarded the Stalin Prize (‘Third Class) in 1950.

The Soviet Union also sought to promote its propaganda through international
forums, including the United Nations. At a session of the UN Social Committee on
November 11, 1949, in Lake Success, Soviet Ambassador to the United States Alek-
sandr Panyushkin accused the West of recruiting displaced persons as spies in commu-
nist countries [39, p. 7]. He also repeated traditional allegations of using DPs as cheap
labor and subjecting them to physical coercion to prevent their return to the USSR.
US representative, J. Donald Kingsley rejected these claims, noting that during eighteen
months of IRO operations, more than half of the 66,000 repatriated individuals had
returned to Poland, not the Soviet Union. Eatlier, on October 15, 1949, at another
session of the UN Social Committee, Panyushkin had accused Britain and the United
States of “continuing Hitler’s slave policy.” This propagandistic trope was applied to the
alleged “forced” presence of half a million Soviet citizens in DP camps [40, p. 2].

On February 2, 1952, the United Nations General Assembly rejected a Soviet-led
initiative calling for the forced repatriation of Iron Curtain refugees. The vote tally stood
at five in favor, thirty-four against, and fifteen abstentions. Soviet delegate Aleksei Pav-
lov accused the United States of forcibly detaining 20,000 individuals in Western Ger-
many with the alleged support of the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees
(UNHCR). The failed resolution also charged the United States with allegedly “recrui-
ting former White Army officers into anti-Soviet armed formations”

In addition, the Soviet side exploited the mechanisms of the League of Red Cross
Socicties (LRCS) to propagate ideological myths and level accusations against the United
States and other Western countries of “kidnapping children” and “forcibly separating fami-
lies” On April 8, 1949, during a session of the Executive Committee of the LRCS held
in Geneva, a resolution was adopted at the behest of the Soviet delegation regarding the
repatriation of Soviet children *'. National Red Cross societies in the United States, the
United Kingdom, and France, alongside local governments, were called upon to facilitate
the return of Soviet children under humanitarian pretexts, ostensibly to “reunite families.”

In a subsequent appeal issued during a joint session of the Executive Committee
of the LRCS and the Soviet Red Cross Association held in Geneva from October 12
to 14, 1949, the US State Department was urged to begin the immediate repatriation
of Soviet children located in the American zones of Germany and Austria*%. In May
1951, through the LRCS, a request was submitted to the administration of the British

! Ibid. RG 59, M 1284, R. 70, Letter from Secretary General of League of Red Cross Societies
Federation of the National Red Cross Societies in Geneva B. de Rouge to the President of
American National Red Cross Basil O’Connor concerning repatriation of Soviet children,
April 26, 1949, img. 100—101.

2 Ibid. RG 59, M 1284, R. 70, Letter Executive vice-president of the American National Red
Cross to the Honorable the Secretary of State Dean C. Acheson concerning repatriation of

Soviet children, April 26, 1949, img. 139.
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occupation zone seeking permission for a Soviet delegation to locate and retrieve unac-
companied minors of Soviet origin. The British responded that they would consider
such a delegation once the Soviet Union allowed a reciprocal mission to locate German
children within its territory. The Soviet side failed to respond to this offer .

Soviet satellite states also employed the Red Cross platform for propaganda pur-
poses. On October 20, 1950, duringa congress in Monte Carlo, Czechoslovak delegate
Dr. Jozef Skwaril accused the United States of conducting psychological warfare by
preparing refugees for “revenge” that was allegedly imminent. He described West Ger-
many as a “capitalist staging ground for a new war” [41, p. 9]. American delegate James
Nicholson declined to engage with the accusations and instead called for a return to the
forum’s original humanitarian mandate. It is worth noting that the US consistently re-
jected Soviet allegations, stressing the voluntary nature of repatriation and highlighting
the unprecedented scale of successtul postwar repatriation efforts.

From 1944 to 1952, the United States progressively transformed its approach to
refugees from Central and Eastern Europe, adapting it to the geopolitical realities of
the early Cold War. Initially grounded in the multilateral humanitarianism of the late
Roosevelt period, the policy evolved under Truman into a more targeted strategy in
which refugee issues were integrated with foreign policy, security considerations, and
ideological competition with the Soviet bloc.

By distinguishing between political refugees and displaced persons, US authori-
ties crafted flexible legal approaches to avoid forced repatriation, using them to pro-
tect individuals at risk while also identifying those whose skills, political experience, or
symbolic significance could serve Western interests. The endorsement of the Univer-
sal Declaration of Human Rights in 1948 reinforced the moral and legal legitimacy of
these actions, particularly through its recognition of the right to seek asylum.

The United States worked closely with international organizations, allied governments,
and émigré communities to implement resettlement programs that met both humanitarian
obligations and strategic needs. While aligned with broader Western efforts, Washington’s
approach reflected distinct priorities, balancing moral responsibility with the practicalities of
Cold War statecraft. Examples such as the Marienfelde reception center in West Germany
illustrated the dual humanitarian and political dimensions of refugee assistance.

Soviet and satellite responses — including propaganda campaigns, diplomatic ef-
forts, and infiltration of exile groups — underscored the contested nature of the refugee
issue. High-profile cases could shift from individual tragedies to matters of internatio-
nal consequence, influencing public opinion and diplomatic relations.

Ultimately, US refugee policy in this period demonstrated how humanitarian pro-
tection and geopolitical strategy could be interwoven. By safeguarding those fleeing
communist regimes while channeling their cause into a wider campaign to delegitimize
Soviet influence, the United States turned the refugee question into an enduring instru-
ment of influence in the emerging bipolar world order.

# Ibid. S.IRO and DPC, I. DPC, B. 7, Letter from the Chief of Displaced Populations Division
at HICOG Guy J. Swope to DOS concerning children of alleged Soviet nationality in the
British Zone, May 27, 1952, n/a.
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BIDKEHLII BIA KOMYHI3MY: ITOAITHKA CIOA
HIOAO ITOAITUYHOI EMITPALIIL 3 LIEHTPAABHOI
TA CXIAHOI €BPOITH B YMOBAX PAASHI3ZALII (1944—1952 pp.)

Meta — BusiBaeHHs ocobanBocTeit opmyBanHs Ta peaaisanii moaituku CIIA moao nmoaituy-
Hoi emirpauii 3 kpain Llenrpaasnoi ta Cxianoi €porn Brpoaosx 1944—1952 pp. y koHTekcri
PpaAsHi3awil perioHy Ta ecKaAallii «XOAOAHOI BIFHH>. Y II€HTpi yBaru aHaAi3 MeXaHI3MiB IIpH-
HOMY, IPaBOBOTO CTaTYCy, MOAITHYHOL 06po61<1/1, CHMBOAIYHOTO BUKOPHUCTaHHS OKeHIIB Bia,
KOMYHi3My, KOTPi IIOKMAAAH HOBOCTBOPEHI coliiaAicTHYHI AepykaBH. PosrasiHyTO siK cTparerivni
nmiaxoau BammarTona ao l'IpO6ACMI/I MTOAITUYHOI eMIrpaii, Tak ¥ OKpeMi €mi30Au BTeYi ypAaAOB-
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11iB, AMITAOMATiB, BifICbKOBHUKIB, iHTeAekTyaaiB i3 YexocaoBawannu, [Toasmi, Yropmmamy, PyMy-
gil, JOrocaasii Ta iH. AKIIEeHTOBaHO Ha B3aEMOAIL aMEpPUKaHChKOI aAMIHICTpallil 3 eMIrpaHTChKH-
MU KOMITETAMH, AISIABHOCTI Mi>1<HapoAHo'1' oprasisanil y cipaBax Oi>KEHIIiB Ta AMIIAOMATUYHOMY
KOH$AIKTI HaBKOAO perarpianil. MeToa0A0rist. 32CTOCOBAHO KOMIIACKC 3araAbHOHAYKOBHX (ama-
Al3, CHTE3, OPIBHAHHSL, AlAACKTHYHMIA) i crieriaAbHuUX (ICTOPHUKO-TeHETHYHHIA, ICTOPHKO-TIOPiB-
HSABHUH, ICTOPUKO-TUITOAOTTYHUH, npo6AeMH0—xp0H0Aorqum71) METOAIB ICTOPUYHOTO Mi3HaH-
H. OCHOBHMM aHAAITUYHUM IHCTPYMEHTOM BHUCTYIIA€ npo6AeMHo—xp0H0AorquI/Iﬁ METOA, III0
Aae 3mory npoctexxuty eBoawwio noairnku CIHIA moao 6DKeHIB y BUSHAYCHUX XPOHOAOTTY-
HHX MEXKaX i BCTAHOBUTH KOPEAALII0 MK HOAITHYHUMH ITpoLiecaMu y KpaiHax Cxianoro 6AOKy u
IHCTUTYLIIHUMH Ta AUITAOMATHYHUMH peakuisMu y Bammurrowi. Icroprko-nopisHsabHMil Me-
TOA BUKOPHUCTAHO SIK AOTIOMDKHUI — AASI BUSBACHHSA BIAMIHHOCTEN Y HALlIOHAABHHX MAXOAAX
CIIA ra ixnix corosnukis. HaykoBa HOBH3HA [OAsTa€ B KOMIIACKCHOMY aHaAisi poai Crioayde-
Hux Illraris y poaB’ﬂ?,aHHi npoGAeMI/I noaitnynoi emirpanii 3 Llenrpaasnol i Cxianoi €sporu
SIK BaXKAUBOI CKAAAOBOI aMEPUKAHCHKOI CTPATETIi TPOTHAIL PAASHCHKOMY BIIAUBY HA KOHTUHEHTI.
Briepiue B ykpaiHcbKiit icropiorpadii y3araAbHeHO MOAITHYHI, 6€3I1eKOBI i1 ryMaHiTapHi acrekTH
L1i€] [IOAITHKH 3 OIIOPOIO Ha IIMPOKE KOAO apXiBHUX AkepeA. Bucnosku. ¥ 1944—1952 pp. mia-
xip CHIA a0 6ixeHLiB i3 kpain KoMyHicTHHOTO 6A0KY LlenTpasbnoi Ta Cxignol €Bporu noea-
HyBaB HAAQHH I'YMaHITApHOI AOIIOMOTH 3i cTpareriyHuM pospaxyHkom. I lepsicHo cpopmoana
B MEXKax 6araTOCTop0HHix MOBOEHHMX IPOTPaM IATPUMKH, L5l TOAITHKA IIOCTYIIOBO Ha6yBaAa
PHC IHCTPYMEHTA TE€OMOAITHYHOIO IPOTUCTOSHHS, IHTEIPYIOYH IMUTAHHS 3aXUCTY O>KeHIIiB y
IIHPIIHI KOMIAEKC TOAITHYHHX, IHPOPMALIIHHX, AUTIAOMATHYHHX 3aXOAIB. YXBAACHHS 1948 p-
3araApHOI AeKAApaLIii IPaB AIPAUHU HAAAAO AOAATKOBHX IIPABOBUX I MOPAABHHMX ITIACTAB AAS BiA-
MOBHU BiA IPUMYCOBOI penarpiartii, TOAL K BI/I6ipKOBi IIPOTrPaMU NIEPECEACHHS OPIEHTYBAAMCS HA
0ci6, YU MOAITHYHUI, npocl)eciﬁﬂnﬁ 200 CUMBOAIYHHI ITOTEHIIIAA MiT' 3MIITHUTH MTO3HUIIT 3aX0-
AY. Taxuil MOABIFHUI MIiAXIA ytBepauB Croayueni Illtaru sk 0AHOTO 3 MPOBIAHUX 3aXHCHHUKIB
THX, XTO PATYBaBCS BiA TOTAAITAPHUX PEKUMIB, 1 BOAHOYAC SIK aKTUBHOT'O cy6’€KTa 1ACOAOTTYHOIO
nporn6opcha, SIKE BUSHAYAAO ITapaMeTpH GOPMYBaHHs IIOBOEHHOTO MI>KHAPOAHOTO IIOPSIAKY.

Kar406i caosa: CLLA, norimuuna emiepayis, biscenyi 610 KOMYHI3MY, nepemingeri 0cobu, «xo-
400Ha 8itiHa>, Mincnapodna opzanizayis y cnpasax binenyis, Llewmparvia ma Cxiona €spona,
Junnomamis.
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