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Introduction:

This working-paper aims at reflecting on the rolaypd by the United
Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) dgrthe Cold War period
and exploring potential avenues for further histakiresearch in this field. It is
obviously based on the existing literatyreut more importantly, it relies on an
ongoing joint research and archival project linkiing UNHCR and the Graduate
Institute of International Studies, in Geneva. #adi the “UNHCR and the Global
Cold War, 1971-1984", this joint venture is fundby the Geneva International
Academic NetworR. Since September 2006, members of this project Hmen
reviewing and processing UNHCR field and headqusrtgerations archives for
the crucial 1971-1984 period (UNHCR Fonds 11 Seflg The objective is to
preserve the 222 linear meters of paper documertsaaallow public access to this
important archival resource while also investigatthe UNHCR'’s role and place
during the late Cold War peridd.

Part of the academic justification for this projeerives from a relative paucity of
historical literature on the UNHCR and more gergrain the role played by
International organizations during the Cold Warlléwing the gradual appearance
of a new focus on non-state actors in internatiomatl Cold War history, a
historiographical trend has now emerged, aimedogeeng this gap. This project
intends to bring a major contribution to this etforhe goal is not solely academic
since such a project is also built on the idea @pimg to develop the UNHCR'’s

2 See for example: Loescher, GINHCR and World Politics: A Perilous PathNew York and
Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2001. See alsolbidm, Louise W.Refugees: a Problem of our
Time: the Work of the United Nations High Commissidfor Refugees, 1951-19aetuchen, N.J.,
The Scarecrow Press, 1975, Vol.1¥&e State of the World's Refugees 2000: Fifty Yefrs
Humanitarian ActionUnited Nations High Commissioner for Refugeesfdd, Oxford University
Press, 2000.

% The project team is most grateful for this finahsiupport. For more information on the GIAN, see:
www.ruig-gian.org Other partners include: Dr. Vincent Chetail (G]IBrof. Vera Gowlland (GIIS)
and the Geneva Centre for Security Policy (GCS®utgh his Director, Dr. Fred Tanner. For more
information on the GCSP, se@ww.gcsp.ch

* As for any UN Agency, the UNHCR archives follov2@-year rule for access to non-sensitive
documents. For more information on the UNHCR arehjsee:
www.unhcr.org/research/43e32a7a2.html

®> To know more about this joint IUHEI/UNHCR reseasntid archival project, see the project’s web
page:http://hei.unige.ch/sections/hp/UNHCRProject.htm




institutional and policy memory. It is indeed thbdughat the analysis of past
problems, policies and international or regionahteats can at least enlighten
current policies, if not serve as a guide. Analgzthe UNHCR’s work during the

crucial years of the late Cold War period will @iy bear fruit in this respect.

Intuitively, it is easy to acknowledge the impottaconnection between
International organizations and the evolution @& thternational system that existed
during the Cold War. International organizationséandeed both reflected and
influenced post-war history. However, few histogahave so far thoroughly
analyzed the link between these institutions aedbipolar struggle, especially from
an institutional perspective. How can we charazgethis connection? Particularly,
how did a humanitarian UN Agency such as the UNHi@Rnto the Cold War
geopolitical context?

As with any post-war International Organizatione ttreation and development of
the UNHCR was inherently linked to and shaped by ¢kolution of the bipolar
conflict. But was the Cold War simply a frameworkthvin which the UNHCR
managed to develop a rather autonomous action baseltternational Refugee
Law? Was there a specific role to be played byUh#CR within this context? Or
had the Cold War a more direct impact on the na&me work of the UNHCR?
Were all issues dealt with by the UNHCR directiykied to the Cold War context,
i.e. to the bipolar struggle or interventions by tbuperpowers? Particularly, how
did the UNHCR fit into the propaganda struggle?tigorrect to argue that the
UNHCR was used by the great powers, especiallythe

Some answers to this list of questions may seeinetquite straightforward and
implied in this last question. It is often remarkibet refugee issues in general and
the work of the UNHCR in particular were used by tWest in the ideological
struggle against the Soviet Union. For example L@édscher has argued that during
the Cold War, “the grant of asylum was generallgduso reaffirm the failures of
communism and the benevolence of the West.” Indbrgext, the “UNHCR proved
valuable to the West as an agency able to handlesflout of Eastern Europe for

resettlement in the ‘Free World’ and “Cold War pick made life easy for the



UNHCR and for Western governmenfsThus without going as far as to label the
UNHCR as a Western stooge, the above quotes seamptp that the West had a
major influence on the UN Refugee Agency, pushtrig act according to the Cold
War prism.

On the other hand, the same author and many &thaxe rightly insisted on the
gradual emancipation process from great powers’ control experienced tihg
UNHCR. Indeed, as we shall see below, the UNHCR lveaa with little autonomy,
as an agency designed to do what states tolddib té¢However, under the impulsion
of successive High Commissioners, it managed t@cowee the original limitations
and to act with a large degree of autonomy.

This observation is important because it seem®dradict the views according to
which the UNHCR acted as a propaganda tool forwest, or at least because it
suggests that such an analysis needs to be refirted. project’s unprecedented
access to the UNHCR archives allows for such aildetatudy and this working-

paper intends to briefly highlight some promisiegearch themes.

® LoescherUNHCR and World Politics..op. cit p.7. Note that the geopolitical context was
certainly clearer for governments during the Coldrlthough it does not necessarily mean that it
made “life easy” for them. Moreover, looking at tH&IHCR documents one may be surprised by
this assertion concerning this organization’s w@wuch a judgment — certainly influenced by the
post-Cold War context — should not hide the faat the UNHCR mission was, from the beginning,
a difficult one to fulfill. See also: Stedman, Step John and Tanner, Fred: “Refugees as Resources
in War”, in: Tanner, Fred and Stedman, Stephen Jetie,Refugee Manipulation: War, Politics,
and the Abuse of Human Sufferiashington, D.C., Brookings Institution PressQ20p.5. Keely,
Charles B., “The International Refugee Regime($ie End of the Cold War Matterdhternational
Migration Review, Special Issue: UNHCR at 50: P&sgsent and Future of Refugee Assistance
Vol.35, No1, Spring 2001, pp.303-314.

" LoescherUNHCR and World Politics..op. cit pp.8-9; Loescher, Gil, “The UNHCR and World
Politics: State Interes¥s. Institutional Autonomy” International Migration RevieywVol.35, Nol,
2001, pp.33-56; Barnett, Michael and Finnemore,tMgRules for the World: International
Organizations in Global Politigdthaca and London, Cornell University Press, 2qp173-74.



The UNHCR: a Western organization (?):

From a broad perspective, historians may instietyivobserve a parallel
between the UNHCR'’s growth and the Cold War dynamilce UN refugee agency
was also born in the immediate post-war period witfocus on Europe and soon
acquired a globalized character.

The UNHCR was created to deal with the issue obpean refugees in the wake of
World War Il and the 1951 Refugee Convention reéldcthis bia$. It contained
two fundamental limitations for the organizatiorhelrefugee definition was limited
to persons who became refugees “as a result oftewacurring before 1 January
1951” (Art.1). Moreover, when becoming party to tGenvention, states had the
possibility of making a declaration limiting theabligation to refugees resulting
from events occurring in EuropeThus the UNHCR had a clear Western and
European focus at its creation and its first maperations were unsurprisingly
related to the refugee crises in West Berlin inyed®53 and from Hungary in
1956:°

Similarly to the dynamics followed by the bipolanglict, from the late 1950s the
UNHCR geographically expanded its activities, stgrtwith Asia. In the mid
1950s, the UNHCR assisted refugees from China ingH¢ong. A few years later,
in 1957, the UNHCR responded positively to Tunisiaequest for assistance

concerning refugees from Algeria.

However, it is easy to show the limits and artdidy of the instinctive parallel
suggested above. Already in the context of the 1B@garian crisis, the UN

8 For an interesting article on the issues and odisesissed below, see: Bem, Kazimierz, “The Coming
of a ‘Blank Cheque’ — Europe, the 1951 Conventany the 1967 Protocolmternational Journal of
Refugee Laywol.16, No4, December 2004, pp.609-627.

° The “Convention and Protocol Relating to the StaifiRefugees” is available online at:
www.unhcr.org/publ.html

1 See the dossier publishedRefugees Magaziren the 58 anniversary of the Hungarian crisis of
1956: “Where Are They Now? The Hungarian Refug&#fty Years On”,Refugees Magazine
Vol.144, No3, 2006, pp.1-24 (available onlinewavw.unhcr.se/Pdf/144 REFUGEES 3.pdee
also the chapter on “The Hungarian crisis of 1998ie State of the World's Refugees 2000p..

cit., pp.26-35.

" For some document samples on this issue, seeNi#OR Archives web page:
www.unhcr.org/research/43e32a7a2.h8ek also: Tuthstrom-Ruin, CecilBeyond Europe: The
Globalization of Refugee Aidlund University Press, 1993.




Refugee Agency did not necessarily act accordinghto Cold War divide. The
United States initially opposed the UNHCR’s invatvent in the Hungarian crisis
and the repatriation program set up later on wafirstt criticized by “Western
governments who considered repatriation to sotialisintries unthinkable*? On
the contrary, this crisis did not represent a savee of relations with the
communist bloc but rather helped bridge the EassiVdevide as it “opened doors
for the organization in the communist world, bothYugoslavia and in Hungary
itself”.*® Thus, for Gil Loescher:

“The Hungarian operation demonstrated the importgribmatic role that

the High Commissioner could play in events at theter of world politics.

... [The] UNHCR played an essential mediating roléwleen East and

West involving the repatriation of nearly 10 pemtef the Hungarian

refugees.*
This early episode is an indication that the Agéemtystory is indeed more complex
than the proposed parallel would suggest. The fesdemediating role” adds an
important qualification. There are clear indicasathat, even though the UNHCR
was undoubtedly dominated by Western powers, itdwade capacity for autonomy
and hardly acted as an instrument of the WesterCibld War struggle.
Furthermore, from the beginning the Americans ‘fdisted” this UN Agency
because it “was not totally under their control’datinus preferred to “limit [its]
functional scope and independence” by keeping dlsand confined it to providing
legal protection for displaced persdngihey also created two competing and more
malleable organizations dealing with the issues diplaced persons: the
International Committee for European Migration (I@E and the US Escapee

Program*®

12| pescherlUNHCR and World Politics.. op. cit p.8.

13 State of the World Refugegs35. In January 1958, the High Commissioner, usiig indt, even
accepted the Hungarian government's invitationraade a visit to Budapest.

4 LoescherlUNHCR and World Politics.,op. cit, p.8.

!5 oescherlUNHCR and World Politics., op. cit pp.7-8.

'8 Note that to reflect its increasing global role 1980 the ICEM’s Council changed the
Organization’s name to the Intergovernmental Congaifor Migration (ICM) and in 1989 ICM
became the International Organization for Migratftt@M). For interesting works on the IOM
history, see: Karatani, Rieko1, “How History SepiathRefugee and Migrant Regimes: In Search of
Their Institutional Origins”|nternational Journal of Refugee Lawol.17, No3, 2005, pp.517-541;
Ducasse-Rogier, Marianne, The International Orgation for Migration - 1951-2001, I0OM,
Geneva, 2001; Perruchoud, Richard, “From the Imteegnmental Committee for European
Migration to the International Organization for Magion”, International Journal of Refugee Law
Vol.1 No4, 1989, pp. 501-517.



The Algerian episode, too, indicated the UNHCR’saanipation from great power
politics rather than allegiance to one or the otfide. It ran counter to the major
powers’ projects (especially and unsurprisinglyartére) and implied overcoming
the limits of the UNHCR statutes and the 1951 Caotiea. This expansion
reflected modifications in the international syst@particularly with the growing
significance of Decolonization), as well as the &mbs of the High
Commissioners. Thus, this episode heralded the rnsipa of the agency’s
geographical scope even though, in the 1950s dénwelopment was far from being

preordained.

The device that first allowed the UNHCR to deveitgpactivities outside of Europe
without modifications in its Statutes was the “gouoffices™’ formula. This term
referred to the UN General Assembly’s ability tacemtionally ask the UNHCR to
develop assistance programs outside its usual nnDaspite French opposition
and silence from other great powers, the first ifiggnt use of this formula
happened in connection to the Algerian cri8i. was the first occasion on which
UNHCR emergency assistance was requested in nelafiih the Third World. The
High Commissioner agreed to fulfill this mission sgde the difficulty in
overcoming French oppositidn.

This episode marked a turning point in the expansibthe UNHCR activities but
did not formally overcome the organization’s legialitations. To do this, the UN
Refugee Agency’'s Statutes and the 1951 ConventionRefugees had to be
amended. Already in 1960, High Commissioner Augustt had tried to initiate a
reform. His successor, Felix Schnyder, took upntiater and launched work on the
drafting of a refugee “protocol’. The 1967 ProtodRelating to the Status of
Refugees indeed removed the geographical and teinports of the 1951 UN

Refugee Conventiof?.

It would certainly be necessary to investigate merecisely how and why
governments agreed to this new Protocol. For thepqee of this paper it is

7 See: Holborn, Louise WRefugees: a Problem of our Timeap. cit, pp.434-450.

'8 For online documents on this crisis, se@w.unhcr.org/cgi-bin/texis/vtx/research?id=4417@D3
19| pescherlUNHCR and World Politics., op. cit pp.9-10.

% See LoeschetJNHCR and World Politics., op. cit, pp.123-126.




important to note that it represented the legalsbas well as the symbol of the

agency’s universalization, emancipation and abtbtyct autonomously.

What does this mean for the general framework ©f Working-paper? What kind
of practical and analytical implications can oneiwke from the globalization and
the emancipation of the UNHCR activities? Whatis light shed on the role played
by the UN agency in connection with the Cold Wasteyn?

Two categories of answers are in order here. Fits, universalization of its
activities meant that the UNHCR would now be inwmvin geographical areas and
situations which were not necessarily or only Idpssonnected to the bipolar
conflict. Indeed, when writing the history of theNHCR one should not forget to
study the importance of Decolonization and the gemece of the Third World.
Second, this capacity to act autonomously wouldnsee mean that even when it
acted in Cold War related contexts, the UNHCR wast mecessarily
instrumentalized by states and thus should notraatically be categorized as a
propaganda asset for the West. These themes witlohsidered in the following

parts.

The UNHCR, Decolonization and the Emergence of
the Third World:

The UNHCR'’s activity on the African continent adtyaleveloped before the
adoption of the 1967 Protocol. Already in the m@ib@s, the Refugee Agency
provided its legal expertise to the recently créa@rganization of African Unity to
help it draft the OAU Refugee Convention adoptedAdidis-Ababa in September
1969 along lines analogous to the UN Refugee Cdinreand Protocot! According

to Gil Loescher, the UN Refugee Agency did notmately in a spirit of cooperation

2! See: “Convention Governing the Specific AspectRefugee Problems in Africa”, usually referred
to as the 1969 OAU Refugee Conventiamw.unhcr.org/basics/BASICS/45dc1a682.pdf




in this case but also wanted to ensure the OAU avowt compete with the
UNHCR'’s — then developing — universal mandate arglicate its programmée3.

From the late 1960s, when the UNHCR truly becanaigersal refugee agency, it
was exposed to new challenges. In particular, tigarozation was put in charge of
dealing with the management of sudden mass refiugfaexes fleeing conflicts
associated with Decolonization, national liberatginuggles and their aftermaths.
Thus, the UNHCR became involved in the twin majastpwar developments:
Decolonization and the emergence of the Third Wotldere, the UN Refugee
Agency even became involved in activities that waeyond its mandate, including
long-term development efforts in poor and oftererety decolonized countriés,
These important pillars of post-war history are tiw specific focus of this paper.
However, as explained above, it is fundamental thet topic is not overlooked
because the UNHCR history and the richness ofrithiaes on these themes are
essential reminders that post-war history was usttgbout the Cold War.

Moreover, even though Decolonization is not thenany concern of this project,
studying how the UNHCR worked in non- or looselyl€C®Var related contexts
might serve as a reference point and help in tlaéyais of how the UNHCR worked
in a Cold War environment. Indeed, it would certaiallow the researchers to shed
light on the specificity (or lack thereof) of thenks of obstacles and problems
encountered as well as solutions found and stregedgveloped by the UN Refugee
Agency in Cold War situations. In short, it woul@lpp answer the question as to
whether the Cold War represented specific conggaahallenges and opportunities
for the UNHCR or whether these were only variarftaspects that are inherent to
the activities of an international organizationhinta system of states.

Finally, spending some time on Decolonization ahd emergence of the Third
World is warranted for this project because it slivknown that these phenomena

did not happen in isolation but were often interoected with the bipolar conflict.

22 See: LoeschekJNHCR and World Politics., op. cit pp.124-126.

% For a historical critique of these efforts, sedsg;, Jeffrey, “Mind the Gap! UNHCR, Humanitarian
Assistance and the Development Procelsg&rnational Migration Review, Special Issue: UNR@t
50: Past, Present and Future of Refugee Assistavige35, Nol, Spring 2001, pp.168-191.



This was most evident in cases of decolonizatiorflmas in which the superpowers
and their clients became involvél.

Decolonization and the emergence of the Third Waatanarily concerned the
African continent. There, the UNHCR was soon comtfied with complicated
situations involving proxy wars and independencevenoents. Of course the UN
Refugee Agency was usually not directly involvedhe decolonization process or
the conflicts. It had no direct impact on the ewady political and military
situations. Nevertheless, it was sometimes indirécvolved in the evolution of the
political situation and obviously dealt with theteafnaths and the humanitarian
consequences of Decolonization.

Two main aspects are noteworthy here. First, thepldaization process brought
new “legal” challenges for the UNHCR because ofdheergence of new states, the
transition periods and the fluctuating local andioeal situations. For the Agency,
this period was characterized by many uncertairgiesit the implementation of the
relevant legal instruments and about the “situatoon the ground.” Thus, this
process also generated “operational” challengesesimespite dangerous and
complicated situations on the ground, the UNHCR hacdensure it could have
access to refugee populations in order to perfasnhumanitarian duties. For both

aspects, it was fundamental to make sense of thlgiey contexts.

From a legal perspective, one of the main challsrogacerned the issue of refugee
status determination of people fleeing decoloniziog recently independent
countries, a topic that is well documented in thehaves. In such situations, it was
often difficult to determine the citizenship of gedisplaced persons, which fuelled
internal debates and reflections about whether tekyinder the UNHCR mandate.
Deliberations of this kind were recurrent when &gency was confronted with the
demise of the British Empire. The case of Asianfugees” in Eastern Africa
(especially in Uganda) and “refugees” from Rhodesie@ examples worth

mentioning.

24 On this theme, see in particular: Westad, Odd Afive Global Cold War: Third World
Interventions and the Making of our Tim&ambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2005 and
relevant documents in ti@old War International History Bulletilssues and working-papers.
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In the early 1970s, an intense debate occurred gmdNHCR legal experts
concerning the status of African Asians in formeitiBh colonies such as Uganda
who wished to find refuge in the United Kingdom.1870 document gives a good
example of the blurred situation the lawyers hadate. According to this note, a
“good legal case” could “be made out for the EaBicAn Asians being refugees”
but that an “equally good case [could] be madetlier contrary by virtue of their
being United Kingdom citizens” since the “decisifaetor” was the “quality one
attaches to the nationality conferred on them leylithited Kingdom”™:

“If we take the strictly legal view, that these &faited Kingdom citizens
prevented from entering their home country, [they ®e considered as
refugees]. If, however, we take the whole pictufeaodisintegrating
empire into account and assume that the nationabtyferred on them
was a kind of hationalité de complaisantea rash act of kindness on the
part of the United Kingdom under circumstances Wwhitave since
radically changed, we could not possibly consithent as refugees vis-a-
vis the United Kingdom. There is, however, no dotiiat most of these
people, even temporarily, find themselves in a detd condition of
statelessness and are subject to what amounts reeqogion in East
Africa.”®®

This document called on the High Commissioner tworffulate a definite policy on
the subject” and incited contrary opiniofisAs late as February 1973 — after Idi
Amin had decided to expel all Uganda’s Asians —rttegter was still not settled. In

a letter, the Deputy Director of the Protection Bien wrote to the UNHCR

Representative in Kampala:

% Note for the file dated April 8, 1970; Folio 12NHICR Fonds 11 Series 2, 100-UGA.ASI
“Refugees from Asia in Uganda” [Vol.1] (1969-197R)1. One of the first background papers on
this issue can be found in a Note for the file &nitish Citizens of Asian Origin in East and Ceftra
Africa” dated January 24, 1969; Folio 2, UNHCR Fsrd. Series 2, 100-UGA.ASI “Refugees from
Asia in Uganda” [Vol.1] (1969-1972). This note stsit“When the dependent territories of Kenya,
Malawi, Tanzania, Uganda and Zambia became indepengdersons resident in those territories
who were British subjects, but were of non-Afrigangin, were given two years in which to decide
whether to take up new local citizenship or toiretaeir UK citizenship. The majority are of Indian
origin, with the remainder being of Pakistani onigi(p.2) See also the 28-page Note for the File on
“The East African Asians” dated March 9, 1970; Bdlb, UNHCR Fonds 11 Series 2,100-
UGA.ASI “Refugees from Asia in Uganda” [Vol.1] (196.972).

%5 Note that there was an important internal debatthis issue within the UNHCR. Thus, in a Note
for the File on Asiatiques en Afrigdedated April 9, 1970, another UNHCR Representatieplied:
“Je pense, en ce qui me concerne, que les Asiatiquieont la nationalité britannique sont I'affaire
du Royaume-Uni et non celle des pays indépendaatsglie. C'est la une simple question de
logique. Aussi je me dois de dire que je ne sawm@is suivre sans réserves dans votre théorie de
I"Empire désintégré” et de “nationalité de compiance” visant en définitive a ne pas considérer le
Royaume-Uni comme responsable. ... Il est vrai quesrs@mmmes ici dans un domaine mouvant et
politique. Mais qu’est-ce que la politique pour sai ce n'est la défense des intéréts des
intéressés?” Folio 13, UNHCR Fonds 11 Series 2;UG®&.ASI| “Refugees from Asia in Uganda”
[Vol.1] (1969-1972), p.1.
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“As you will be aware, the legal status of the Ugamsians is more than
somewhat complicated. We are endeavoring to clahé situation and
the High Commissioner has asked Dr. Paul Weis taddudy on the
whole problem.?’

Similarly, the case of displaced persons from RB@dés interesting because the
United Kingdom had, in 1970, signed a Protocol aflerstanding with the UNHCR
stating that assistance and protection for peopéeifg Rhodesia was the
responsibility of the British. However, the archsvehow that the UNHCR'’s staff
were often confused by this Protocol and soon becaager to amend or
renegotiate it. Indeed, Rhodesians holding Brittgincessionary passports were
under UK protection but did not received suppormmotensurate to the usual
material assistance enjoyed by Mandate refugeess,Ttsome staff members of
UNHCR” felt that the “protection given to Rhodessaputside Rhodesia” was
“illusory and non-existent”® As a matter of fact the British government was not
satisfied with this arrangement either and, in 1836, started to indicate a change
of mind on the Protocol of Understanding with thisHICR 2

In operational terms, the decolonization processitwations after independence
were sources of refugees as well as a factor thiapticated the UNHCR’s work.
Those states were often at the same time generatidghosting refugees and
therefore the UNHCR had to be very careful and afi@dtic in its handling of
sensitive situations. A cardinal rule of the UNH@RSs — and certainly remains to
this day — to find ways to strongly defend refugeghts and perform its
humanitarian mandate, without alienating the nai@uthorities they were dealing
with. Obviously this was often a difficult exercjsespecially when it had to deal
with dictators such as Idi Amin in Uganda. Moreqgverdealing with authoritarian

states, the UN Refugee Agency had to ensure ndispdease countries contributing

%7 Letter Dated February 16, 1973; Folio 162, UNHG#@s 11 Series 2, 100-UGA.ASI “Refugees
from Asia in Uganda” [Vol.4] (1972-1973), p.1.

28 «Brief for the High Commissioner’s Visit to LondoStatus of Rhodesians”, dated June 11, 1976;
Folio 288, UNHCR Fonds 11 Series 2, 100-GEN.RHOftigees from Rhodesia — General” [Vol.1]
(1974-1977), p.2.

29 Extract from the Hansard (August 6, 1976) transdiby the UNHCR Representative in the
United Kingdom on August 30, 1976; Folio 294, UNHEBNnds 11 Series 2, 100-GEN.RHO
“Refugees from Rhodesia — General” [Vol.1] (1974¢Tpand Memorandum from the UNHCR
Acting Regional Protection Officer, Eastern and theun Africa Section to the Director of
Protection, on “Weekly notes for the period 2-8 teegber 1976”, dated September 8, 1976; Folio
298, UNHCR Fonds 11 Series 2, 100-GEN.RHO “Refudema Rhodesia — General” [Vol.1]
(1974-1977).
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to its budget. In these respects, the internatipalisituation could also make things
difficult. Thus, in Rwanda during the 1980s, the HIBR staff members had to
make sure it was not dragged into internal feuds/&en various governmental and

military factions®

The work of the UNHCR was furthermore complicatgdabnumber of trends such
as the militarization of refugee camps, which some$ became bases for
recruitment or to launch attacks in neighboringrdoes. Here again, the UNHCR
task was to do all it could to protect and assfigees and this could go as far as to
try to diffuse tensions. For example, followingaaits against Rwanda by Rwandese
émigrés and refugees settled in Burundi, the High Comroissi wrote in
November 1966 to the Prime Minister of Burundi &k &or his cooperation on this
issue, which could have “bad implications for UNH@&Rure work in Burundi
The High Commissioner also wrote to President Nyed Tanzania, expressing
his “hopes” that Tanzania would not get involveddaexpressing “serious
preoccupation as such incidents” were “likely talermine efforts for international
assistance to refugees in Africg.”

On the other hand, refugee camps also became saagetvas the case in Botswana
during the 1960s with camps of refugees who had Rbodesid’® This created
difficulties in the UNHCR relations with receivingountries because it was
fundamental for the UNHCR not to appear to be mgpihose military factions

living and recruiting within the refugee populatsoand camps.

However, interestingly the UNHCR did not reject timion of providing assistance
to refugees who were affiliated with liberation neavents. This was a contentious
iIssue that was debated for some time and in Decerh®é3, the Deputy High

Commissioner, Charles H. Mace, issued new guidelfagorable to the Agency’s

% See documents in the file 010-RWA “Relations withvernments Rwanda” (1984).

% Cable from New York, dated November 18, 1966; 819, UNHCR Fonds 11 Series 2, 100-
GEN.RWA “Refugees from Rwanda — General” [Vol.2D65-1967).

%2 Cable dated November 18, 1966; Folio 817, UNHCRdsol1 Series 2, 100-GEN.RWA
“Refugees from Rwanda — General” [Vol.2] (1966-1p67

% Doc 310: Letter dated January 12, 1977 from thenBeent Representative of Botswana to the
UN Security Council on the aggression against Batswby the lan Smith Regime, South Rhodesia.
Enclosed: Provisional Verbatim of 198and 1984 meetings of the Security Council; Folio 310,
UNHCR Fonds 11 Series 2, 100-GEN.RHO “Refugees fRimadesia — General” [Vol.2] (1977).
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interaction with liberation movements, within ceémtalimits.®** Building on
“pertinent United Nations General Assembly resaolnsi’, which granted a
“representative character” to liberation movemartsognized by the Organization
for African Unity (OAU), this inter-office memoramndh explained that individual
members of these groups could be eligible for UNH&$Ristance. Particularly,
paragraph 5 explained:

“In so far as international protection is concerndte exclusion clause
contained in paragraph 7(d) of the Statutes ofQffece of the [UNHCR]
does not apply to members of liberation movemestswuch. In order to
fall within the terms of the Statufee., to be recognized as refugeges]
members of such movements must individually, on rierits of their
case, satisfy the inclusion clause, and not be reovéy any exclusion
clause.”

More clearly, it was decided that refugee statugerdenation for members of
liberation movements would be done on a case-bg-basis.

Moreover, assistance programs covering basic anthhitarian needs such as food
supplies, educational training or resettlement ddnd set up directly with liberation
movements$> Of course, there were some important safeguardphold as it was
fundamental for the UNHCR not to appear to be pting assistance to an armed
struggle or to help one side against the othewas$ also important to ensure the
agreement of the host country for this kind of wdtti Thus paragraph 6 and 9
explained:

“With regard to material assistance, UNHCR représtares need to be
satisfied that their action falls within the nonligoal and humanitarian

context under which the Office operates”.

“It goes without saying, however, that in regardraterial assistance, the
Office’s objective is not to substitute itself fohe authorities of host
countries, but to supplement, so far as possilile, ¢fforts of host

countries of asylum. Accordingly, no assistance nisy granted to

refugees in a host country without the approvalappropriate form, of

the authorities of the country concerned.”

% Inter-Office Memorandum, UNHCR/IOM/41/73, on “Rétans with Liberations Movements”
dated December 20, 1973 from the Deputy High Comiminger annexed to: “Relations entre le HCR
et les mouvements Africains de liberation (le paiatla situation)”, No date (approx. April 1977);
Folio 105, UNHCR Fonds 11 Series 2, 101-GEN “Geheddicy on Liberation Movements” [Vol.2]
(1975-1977).

% It seems that the UNHCR was not the only UN agencsign this kind of agreements. See:
Memorandum on “Assistance du PNUD a I'Angola pardehement des mouvements de
liberations”, dated November 12, 1974, from the UN®Regional Delegate for Central Africa,
Kinshasa ; Folio 49, UNHCR Fonds 11 Series 2, 1ENG’ [Vol.1] (1974). More generally, see
“Chapter 7: Engaging Liberation Movements and Retiohary States”, in: Murphy, Craig NThe
United Nations Development Programme: A Better W&#nbridge, Cambridge University Press,
2006, pp.170-198.
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It seems that in war torn countries, direct relasicand agreements signed with
liberation movements were also intended to alloe HNHCR to operate in the
country and to have access to the refugee popokatio order to fulfill its

humanitarian mandate.

It is noteworthy that the first agreements of tkirsd were negotiated with Angolan
liberation movements in the early- and mid-1970NITA, FNLA and MPLA.
Interestingly, the UN Refugee Agency establishe@agents with all factions, thus
avoiding appearing to take side. The archives shmt, on some occasions, the
liberation movements tried to co-opt the UNHCR tarttier their cause and
legitimacy. Thus in 1970, the MPLA tried to invitike UNHCR to an International
Conference in Support of the Peoples of Portug@senies to be held in Rome,
arguing that humanitarian and social problems woaisb be discusse8. The
UNHCR was obviously apprehensive of such initiadiveven more so because
Angola represented a special case. Indeed, Angataanone of the situations where
the decolonization process and the Cold War becamertwined: liberation
movements acted as proxies or were supported Hy thet superpowers and their
clients, especially Cuba.

Once again, the UNHCR concern was solely to makseesef the complicated local,
regional and geopolitical situation to assess thsistance it was mandated to
provide and to ensure it was capable of doing so.

Angola is thus a valuable potential case-studyitigkDecolonization and the Cold
War context. There were also more interesting Gl cases where the UNHCR
had a rather more active role and where the bipmaflict element was even more
relevant to its action. For the purpose of thisgrapis therefore important to shed
light on some of those cases in order to map detvafuture research avenues.

The next part will show that despite complicated artense geopolitical contexts,
the UNHCR managed to act relatively independertilgwever, it also seems that
the constraints and obstacles faced by the UNHCRCold War related settings

were not necessarily so unique.

% Note for the File onMouvement Populaire de Libération de 'Ang¢MPLA)”, dated May 19,
1970; Folio 573, UNHCR Fonds 11 Series 2, 100-GENA'Refugees from Angola — General”
[Vol.1] (1966-1972).
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The UNHCR’s Activities in Cold War Related
Contexts:

As explained in the introduction to this workingpes, the process of
relative emancipation from great power politics sloet square well with the image
of a totally Western oriented agency that wouldeéhacted according to the Cold
War prism.

Naturally, the archives do show that the UNHCR douabt ignore the bipolar
context. A certain bias was also structurally emitdsince virtually all of the
organization’s funding came from Western governmeehideed, the Soviet Union
remained highly skeptical of the UNHCR during thkohe period and it is indeed
noteworthy that in the UNHCR archives (at least the period 1971-1984),
documents on relations with the Soviet Union areuaily absent’

The essential lack of Soviet implication in the UGB activities compared to the
predominant role of the United States and its sitieuld not but have an impact. It
certainly influenced general budgeting matters &l &s the allocation of funds,
and the selection and implementation of specifajquts.

However, the documentation consulted so far alslicates that the West did not
always act as a monolith on refugee and UNHCR msattdor did the UNHCR
approach them as a bloc when requesting fundingpoperation. Thus, one state's
disapproval, even from the United States, did remeissary mean others would not

cooperate with the agency.

3" The archives do contain some files concerningt88R but they usually contain only a few
documents and are often only indirectly relateth®Soviet Union. For example, the file on
“Refugees from Korea in the Soviet Union, 1970-T9@0D0-USSR.KOR) actually concerns
Koreans who had been moved to the Southern Sakistédimds by Japan during the Second World
War and deals only with their eligibility and coots with Japanese lawyers. Other examples are:
010-USSR “Relations with Governments Union of So@decialist Republics” (1983-1984); 100-
GEN.USSR “Refugees from Union of Soviet SocialispRblics — General” (1974-1978); 100-
AFG.SUN “Refugees from the Soviet Union in Afghaais’ (1979-1980); 100-AUS.SUN
“Refugees from the Union of Socialist Soviet Repesln Austria” (1979); 100-GRE.SUN
“Refugees from the Soviet Union in Greece” (198840
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In addition, the Soviet skepticism certainly shdwat they viewed the UNHCR as a
Western tool but it did not prevent the agency twrkwvclosely and even often co-
operate with “communist” countries and their alli@&e agency evidently assisted
refugees fleeing communist regimes but this didprevent it to work closely with
such regimes. In many cases the UNHCR actually tbajiggle with its task of
assisting refugeefleeing a communist country and cooperating with this same
country to assist refugeessidingon its territory. It is important to note here tha
this “double-hat” policy related to countries whialere at the same time receiving
and generating refugees was a rather common adpeets not specific to relations
with communist countries or the Cold War context Wentioned previously, the
UNHCR found itself in this position many times iriria.

Some communist countries were even included intttesgent schemes. Cuba
seems to be a good example in the case of assstanefugees from Latin and
South America. Thus a July 1978 UNHCR memorandumthen “Situation of
Refugees in Cuba” contained a very positive assessof Cuban refugee policies
made by the Regional Representative for NorthetmlAmerica:

“[The] condition of the refugees in Cuba is the tb#®at refugees can
have, at least in the Northern area of Latin Aneeric [It] could only be

matched by their situation in Scandinavia and otWesstern European

countries™®

China was also one of the Communist regimes witlciwthe UNHCR co-operated
(although on a rather occasional basis). For exampl the late 1970s and early
1980s, the People’s Republic of China and the UNH&Ra resettlement program
for Viethamese refugees of Chinese origin.

It seems therefore evident that the connection éetwCold War politics and the
activities of the UN Refugee Agency is not as sengé some may have suggested
or as the popular opinion might have it. Thereagainly room for further research
here. The rest of this paper will thus focus oeéhspecific cases in order to present
a few potential areas and themes for further studied indicate some more
developed — although still tentative — conclusiah®ut the impact of the bipolar

conflict on the UNHCR'’s activities as well as thaer played by the UN Refugee

% Memorandum dated July 13, 1978; Folio 10, UNHCRd®11 Series 2, 100-CUB.GEN,
“Refugees in Cuba — General” (1975-1983), p.2.
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Agency in Cold War related contexts. It will alsveg the reader some indications
about the richness of the archives.

The UNHCR and the Orderly Departure from Vietnam:

It is well-known that the long, multifaceted andopacted Vietnam War,
followed by the reunification of the country undermmunist rule, had the effect of
generating a large flux of refugees (particularhe t“boat-people”) which the
UNHCR had to assist. Interestingly, from 1979 thd Refugee Agency developed
— in co-operation with the Vietnamese governmenmt @axajor Western resettlement
countries such as France and the United Statesiaj@ preventive scheme known
as the “Orderly Departure Program” (ODP)With this program, the Vietnamese
authorities agreed to permit the orderly departure resettlement of individuals to
avoid the clandestine and dangerous departuresazarsd facilitate family reunion.
This project is a particularly interesting casediese it dealt with the consequences
of a major colonial and Cold War crisis and it whse first occasion on which the
UNHCR became involved in efforts to pre-empt a ge problem rather than

simply deal with its aftermath.

In this specific case, the UNHCR thus negotiated @operated with both sides of
the Iron Curtain to ensure a successful implemamtdty helping to reach common
working procedures or settle differences. This iegblin particular organizing the
selection of candidates for departure and settm¢he special flights from Vietnam
to Western resettlement countries. Overall, itegpnted a rather difficult task since
Western regulations and constraints for emigratimhnot always square well with

Viethamese requirements.

%9 For published references on the “Orderly DeparRnegramme”, see for example: Stein, Barry,
“The Geneva Conferences and the Indochinese Refagsis”, International Migration Review
Vol.13, No4, Winter, 1979, pp.716-723; Kumin, JhdiDrderly Departure from Vietnam: A
Humanitarian Alternative®npublished PhD Dissertation, Fletcher School @fvland Diplomacy,
Tufts University, 1987; “Refugee Program: the Old&eparture Program from Vietnam”: Report
to the Chairman, Subcommittee on Immigration, Re&gg and International Law, Committee on the
Judiciary, House of Representatives, US Generabheting Office, Washington, D.C., 1990; “The
ODP, the 1979 and 1989 Meeting and the CPA” in:KeriLuise,Preventive Action for Refugee
Producing SituationsPeter Lang, European University Studies, BeNiew York, Paris, 1993,
pp.78-107.
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For example, some countries (such as the UnitetesStnd Australia) insisted on
interviewing the candidates and performing medatedcks in Vietnam, i.e. prior to
their potential departure. Thus, over the years, WWNHCR representatives in the
Socialist Republic of Vietham (SRV) had to usedifflomatic means to convince
the officials that they should accept the preseatdoreign officials on their

territory and devise schemes to do so on a mutwalbeptable basis. They also
worked to convince the Western authorities to maKerts to reach a common
denominator. Important negotiations were conductkding the early years

explaining the slow start of the progrdfhHowever, by 1984 more than 29,000

persons departed annually under this progtam.

Bringing together the positions of the Viethamesw aVestern countries and
reaching compromises or working positions allowifay the program to be
implemented was often difficult particularly becaufiese countries often did not
enjoy diplomatic relations. The UNHCR then playetbke in regularly organizing
multilateral meetings at the headquarters in Genawd invited a Vietnamese
delegation to participate and discuss issues imglin the Orderly Departure
Program with receiving countrié$.During such visits — and on other occasions —
the UNHCR acted as a direct mediator between theedrstates and the Socialist
Republic of Vietnam, sometimes going as far as ¢o & vector for bilateral
negotiations and ‘back-channel’ diplomacy betwe®an tivo ‘enemies’. As shall be
seen below, the UNHCR’s role as a vector of comation between them was

acknowledged and appreciated by both sides.

This program thus represents a good model of thd &f informal diplomatic role
the UNHCR was able to play during the Cold War ehdif of refugee populations.
Academics often analyze mediators’ roles in thet@anof conflict resolution but

this case is particular because it shows how arnational organization could act

0 For a window on the efforts the UNHCR staff in ¥iam had to develop to ensure the adoption of
working procedures satisfying both sides, see a dtandum dated September 7, 1979 on
“Execution of 12 January Statement — DepartureshfertUSA”; Folio 8, UNHCR Fonds 11 Series 2,
100-ORD.SRV.USA “Orderly Departure from VietnamUaited States of America” [Vol.1] (1979).
“! The State of the World's Refugees 2000p.. cit, p.86.

2 See for example a Memorandum dated November 4 ©88Visit of Vietnamese Delegation to
Headquarters, 4-7 October 1983)"; Folio 1681, UNHEds 11 Series 2, 100-ORD.SRV.GEN
“Orderly Departure from Vietnam — General” [Vol.]31983).
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as a go-between to help deal with the aftermath cdnflict despite the absence of
relations between the former belligerents. The psepwas very pragmatic because
it was not designed to solve the remaining US-\aatase differences but to allow
for the development and implementation of a hunaaigih programdespitethe

differences.

One way to further demonstrate the importance isf¢hse is to briefly focus on the
thorny issues involving the repatriation of childref American soldiers and

Vietnamese mothers (Amerasian children). There avhaasic disagreement between
the two countries on how to deal with this questeord they both used the UN
Refugee Agency channel to make their point andatmgach a compromise if not an

agreement.

Mainly for domestic legislative reasons, the Amans insisted that Amerasian
children could only go to the United States throtigd Orderly Departure Program,
i.e. as refugees. The archives show that the Amesiovere happy to pass this
information on to the Vietnamese through the UNHER: example, in a document
dated May 21, 1984, related to a letter from Waglun detailing the US position

on the Amerasian issue, a UNHCR Representativednibigt the personnel at the
US mission in Geneva had clearly stated that “thédd States had no objection to
the contents” of the letter being “shared with 8RRV.” The Representative then
added that the “UNHCR stood ready to receive amgroents on this text from the

Vietnamese side and to convey them to the US Gaovent’**

For their part, the Vietnamese authorities refusedconsider these children as
refugees since they were regarded as a conseqoétive American aggression on
Vietnam. The Viethamese could be quite outspokemhaissue. For example, in
April 1984, the Vietnamese government went as fart@ deny any UNHCR
involvement in this domain:

“For the SRV the question of Amerasian children &mel ODP are two
different issues. The Amerasian children is a quoastf the aftermath of

3 Note for the File dated May 21, 1984; Folio 356YHCR Fonds 11 Series 2, 010-SRV “Relations
with Governments Socialist Republic of Vietham” 819.
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the war for which USA has a special responsibilitys not the UNHCR
responsibility.**

Nevertheless, such a position did not prevent thetndmese government from
asking the UNHCR, in June 1984, to “inform ‘unoffity’ the United States
authorities” that they were ready to send to Bakgkgroup of officials working on
ODP, in order to discuss “on a completely inforrhakis” a number of “subjects of
interest to Vietnam as well as to the United Statéscluding the issue of

“Amerasian children®®

The archives show that the UNHCR’s mediating roéa doe documented and
analyzed on a number of other topics in the contd#xthe Orderly Departure
Program. It is thus a promising case-study showhmy an international
organization could act as amterfacebetween state actors and play a fundamental
role in “oiling” the international humanitarian nfanery, even in a tense Cold War
context.

This ability to play a mediating role during thel@&ar does not mean there was
no difficulty related to the East-West context the UNHCR. Undoubtedly, the
bipolar conflict represented a constraint or asiem general context within which
the representatives had to do their best to fulfi#ir mandate. The UNHCR was
indeed often sitting on the fault-lines of the Cadldar, doing its best to assist
refugees, whatever their origin, geographical situna and whatever the political
context. Even though it could act rather indepetiglenf states’ pressure, it also
needed to enlist the approval of states to asgstific groups of refugees.
However, a few examples from the archives sugdest Wwhen this support was
lacking because of political or strategic reasahg, UNHCR was often able to
devise strategies and tactics designed to worknartliese constraints and assist the

refugees despite the reluctance from states.

“4 Note for the File on a meeting with Mr. Le Mai, sAstant Minister for Foreign Affairs, April 23,
1984, annexed to a Memorandum dated May 7, 19&ip B54, UNHCR Fonds 11 Series 2, 010-
SRV “Relations with Governments Socialist Repulolid/ietham” (1984).

“5 Note for the File dated June 27, 1984; Folio 38MHCR Fonds 11 Series 2, 010-SRV “Relations
with Governments Socialist Republic of Vietham” 819.
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The UNHCR and the Afghan Refugee Problem:

A very interesting example of how the UNHCR workiedthe Cold War
context relates to the assistance provided to Afgtedugees after 1979. Within
months of the war in Afghanistan, Afghans begaeifig to neighboring Pakistan
and Iran. Some also went across Pakistan to restih Where they hoped to find
better assistance. It is a well known fact thathiis respect the UNHCR was very
much constrained by its funding system. Becausti®fpolitical context, the level
of international funding provided and the organmaal framework the UN Refugee
Agency had to deal with in each country differedrkealy. However, it does not
mean the UNHCR’s actions were totally directed bgldCWar or geopolitical

considerations.

Iran and Pakistan were similarly affected by thdélum but the international
community provided far less financial assistancdram than to Pakistaff. This
disparity can be explained by two factors: on the tdiand, the conjunction of the
US’s close relations with Pakistan and the Westilingness to use the Afghan
refugee issue as a propaganda tool against the US86Rhe other hand, the
detrimental effect of the 1979 Islamic revolutiom thhe Western perception of Iran.
It is often said — with some reason — that thik lat funding for Iran was largely
due to the Western antagonism for the Islamic Reian, especially after the US
hostage crisis.

More than antagonism towards the new Iranian regime UNHCR officials, for
their part, showed circumspection and anxiety asw#s felt early on that
“difficulties may be foreseen in solving the Afghproblem in Iran” because of the
“incertitude surrounding the new lIranian policy -@issis the UNHCR™’ Some
Headquarters officials went as far as to commedaimuary 1980 that:

“It would appear desirable to remain passive & fiage and not take any
steps to encourage [an Iranian] request [for amstsf]. Should such a

6 On the West and the Afghan refugee issue in RakisteeThe State of the World's Refugees
2000.., op. cit, pp.115-121; “The Afghan Refugee Camps in PakistanTerry, Fiona,

Condemned to Repeat?: the Paradox of HumanitarietioA, Ithaca and London, Cornell

University Press, 2002, pp.55-83; Grare, Fredéfibe Geopolitics of Afghan Refugees in Pakistan,
in: Tanner, Fred and Stedman, Stephen JohnRefagee Manipulation: War, Politics, and the
Abuse of Human Sufferingvashington, D.C., Brookings Institution Press020pp.57-94.

" Note for the File onl‘es Réfugiés afghans en Ifadated August 28, 1980; Folio 32, UNHCR
Fonds 11 Series 2, 100-IRN.AFG “Refugees from Afgb@n in Iran” [Vol.1] (1978-1982).
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request be received, before a proposal is madeetéligh Commissioner,
it would be necessary to obtain details of the bgrddund and make-up of
the group.*®

However, the UNHCR archives indicate that desgite kack of funding and initial
misgivings, the UN Refugee Agency did develop plaasassist the Afghan
refugees. Those plans were surely of a lesser $bate the refugee influx would
have warranted but it is important to note thahilmas shared responsibilities here.
The UN Refugee Agency was prevented from fully iempénting the programs it
wanted to develop in the country mainly becausthefnew Islamic Government’s
disorder and mistrust.

Indeed, the Iranian attitude towards the UNHCR wbl® a fundamental factor.
While Pakistan formally requested UNHCR’s assistaimc April 1979 (leading to
the opening of an office in Islamabad in Octobe79)9 Iran was very skeptical
about what it perceived as possible “Western” fet@nce. At the beginning of the
crisis, the Revolutionary government preferred éaldvith this problem “within an
Islamic context and in talks with Pakistdh'and to assist the Afghan refugees
“according to its tradition of hospitality and tpenciples of Islam, without asking

for international assistancé®”

Under heavy pressure (especially since the war lnailp brought more refugees) the
Iranian government finally asked for assistanceDecember 1980. In a letter
addressed to the High Commissioner, the Iranianid#n for Foreign Affairs
explained:

“The material losses resulting from this war arehsavy that without
generous and prompt assistance from the interratioommunity it will

not be possible to alleviate the widespread suf@griof Afghani and Iraqi
refugees in Iran. In view of the above, we woule Ifor the first time to
ask for international help. ...We, therefore, woukeIto ask you to set up
a comprehensive humanitarian assistance programthiese innocent

8 Memorandum on “Afghanis in Iran dated JanuaryZ8B0; Folio 18, UNHCR Fonds 11 Series 2,
100-IRN.AFG “Refugees from Afghanistan in Iran” [MWY (1978-1982).

“9 Note for the File onl‘es Réfugiés afghans en Ifadated August 28, 1980; Folio 32, UNHCR
Fonds 11 Series 2, 100-IRN.AFG “Refugees from Afgb@n in Iran” [Vol.1] (1978-1982).

% Cable dated December 9, 1980, reproducing a l&tier the Iranian Minister for Foreign Affairs
to the UN High Commissioner for Refugees; Folio BRRHCR Fonds 11 Series 2, 100-IRN.AFG
“Refugees from Afghanistan in Iran” [Vol.1] (197882).
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people who have found refuge in Iran ... At the sdime | would like to
assure you of our full cooperation in all your effoin this respect™

The last sentence notwithstanding, Iran consistertused to allow the UNHCR to
open an office, preferring it to continue to workder the umbrella of the United
Nations Development Program (UND®B)This scheme was seen as allowing for
more direct Iranian control. However, it placed thHCR in a difficult position
because it resulted in somewhat strained relatwits the UNDP office. The
Development Agency was not in a position to repldcee UNHCR for such a crisis
but overall they both cooperated to provide minimassistance, often on a “case-
by-case basis>® The UNHCR also managed to maintain a presencehaty the
UNDP through missions from UNHCR officials but ktilad troubles providing
adequate assistance to refugees under such corsditio

Interestingly, the Iranians actually complained wbthis fact. In April 1984, the
Minister for Foreign Affairs stressed that theredhlaeen “numerous UNHCR
missions to Iran since 1981” which had “raised hegpectation but yielded few
results.” He went on:

“This, in the Government's mind shows that the UNRH{ not paying

serious attention to the refugee problem in Iranevitably the

Government can thus not avoid comparing these teguth the sizeable
aid provided for the same purpose and the samepgobuefugees in

neighboring Pakistan. It is therefore seriouslyaaned and puzzled by
this obvious imbalance.”

Finally, the Foreign Minister exposed the Iraniavdl of mistrust towards the
United Nations system by insisting that he belietrel UNHCR “should show more
flexibility if it really wanted to cooperate”:

“The Minister considers that UNDP is representihg wvhole UN family
in Iran, thus the UNHCR’s insistence on openingpasate office seems

*1 Cable dated December 9, 1980, reproducing a lgtier the Iranian Minister for Foreign Affairs
to the UN High Commissioner for Refugees; Folio BRHCR Fonds 11 Series 2, 100-IRN.AFG
“Refugees from Afghanistan in Iran” [Vol.1] (197®82). Interestingly, according to this document,
the Minister also expressed “disappointment atalk& of publicity given by HCR to Iran's single-
handed efforts to support the second largest refpggulation in the world.”

2 Note that UNDP was the only UN agency to keep fine@open in Teheran during the 1979
events.

*3 Memorandum from the Chief of the Middle East arattN Africa Section to the High
Commissioner dated June 26, 1981; Folio 60, UNHORdS 11 Series 2, 100-IRN.AFG “Refugees
from Afghanistan in Iran” [Vol.1] (1978-1982).
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more a sign of competition between UN agencies tlaargenuine
operational requirement?
However, despite these obstacles and within thestcaints imposed by the tense
relations between the West and Iran, one can s#ytlie UNHCR did not forego its
duties in terms of assisting Afghan refugees im.llawas able to devise a strategy

that allowed for at least a minimal assistance iwithdifficult context.

In India, the UNHCR had to face similar problemslthough for quite different
reasons — and developed a comparable strategyvingoHeadquarters’ missions

and cooperation with the UN Development Program.

Here, the reasons were more directly linked toGloéd War divide: Because of its
alliances, the government of India (GOI) refused oy to allow the UNHCR to
work directly on its territory but also to recogeiAfghans as refugees. Thus,
following a mission to New Delhi, a UNHCR Represdgive commented in
November 1980:

“Because of friendly relations between India ance tUSSR and

Afghanistan and in the context of internationalifpcd surrounding the

Afghan crisis, India is reluctant to consider Afgeaas refugees for fear
that it may reflect on the situation obtaining ifgAanistan.”

Nevertheless, the GOI allowed the UNHCR to suppgdghan ‘refugees’ on its
territory provided this assistance remained didci®d “unofficial.” The same

report explained:

“However, India assures they are ready to renewsvier Afghans, on
basis of immigration rules and that no deportatiad or would take
place. The Indian government is not opposed to URH®ancial and
resettlement assistance for Afghan nationals pmogidit remains
unofficial.”>®

% Cable from Teheran dated April 19, 1984 reporéngeeting with the Iranian Minister for
Foreign Affairs; Folio 158, UNHCR Fonds 11 Seried00-IRN.AFG “Refugees from Afghanistan
in Iran” [Vol.2] (1982-1984).

%5 Mission Report (New Delhi, India — 27 October Ndvember 1980) dated November 26, 1980;
Folio 60A, UNHCR Fonds 11 Series 2, 100-IND.AFG f&gees from Afghanistan in India” [Vol.2]
(1980-1981).
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Following intense negotiations, the UN Refugee Agetihus managed go round the
political constraints to remain active in India aaghin, this was done through the

UNDP umbrella and regular missiotfs.

Until 1975, the UNHCR had had an office in Indid.was then closed and an
agreement was reached by which refugee mattersdwoeilhandled by UNDP.
However, this scheme was designed to deal withwaléwel of refugees in a clear
and relatively simple political context. With thew and difficult problems posed
by the Afghan refugee flows, the UNHCR asked t@ggvits office to deal with the
crisis. The UNDP also insisted on such a develognfsmsoon as November 1980,
the Development agency directly asked the Indianidtiy of External Affairs to
“accept a UNHCR officer being stationed in Delhi)esmast temporarily, to deal with
the Afghan caseload which is becoming too large tfm UNDP office to deal
with.”>® India refused this solution even though in earB81 it allowed the
UNHCR to open a “sub-office” under the UNDP umbaelb deal with the large
number of refugees. The UN Refugee Agency hopeat ‘ttie Indian Government”
would later “accept accreditation for a fully-flezty UNHCR Branch Office”, but

this expectation was recurrently frustratéd.

Similarly to what happened in Iran, it seems clbat this scheme was not a perfect
solution in terms of the level of assistance predidMoreover, here again this —
rather forced — reliance on UNDP created tensicetsvéen the two UN agencies
and with the refugees. The numbers of Afghan redageoming to India was much
lower but still too important for the UNDP offica New Delhi especially because
their passage through Pakistan resulted in contplicaefugee status issu®s.
Refugees unsatisfied with the level of assistaesented to demonstrations in front
(and sometimes within) the UN Development Agenciycef obstructing “normal

*% Briefing on the UNCR Programme in India dated Asigl8, 1981; Folio 169, UNHCR Fonds 11
Series 2, 100-IND.AFG “Refugees from Afghanistariridia” [Vol.3] (1981).

" Mission Report (New Delhi, India — 5 January —F&bruary 1981) dated March 12, 1981; Folio
131A, UNHCR Fonds 11 Series 2, 100-IND.AFG “Refugéem Afghanistan in India” [Vol.2]
(1980-1981).

%8 |etter from the UNDP Resident Representative iwNDelhi to the Indian Ministry of External
Affairs dated November 3, 1980; Folio 48, UNHCR Beril Series 2, 100-IND.AFG “Refugees
from Afghanistan in India” [Vol.1] (1980).

%9 Report on mission to New Delhi 22 February — 6 M8g1; Folio 150, UNHCR Fonds 11 Series
2, 100-IND.AFG “Refugees from Afghanistan in India/ol.3] (1981).

® For most cases, India could not be consideretiaisfirst country of asylum.
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working conditions” and even prompting complaint®nh the “World Bank

representatives working next dodf."More seriously and dramatically, a few
episodes of violence and threats directed at th®®INersonnel strained relations
with the Refugee Agen&§even though the UNHCR Representative working & th

sub-office was also submitted to intimidatidfis.

However, these difficulties and manifestations @fcdntent from refugees should
not prompt too much criticism. First, the archivedicate that quite a significant
number of Afghans received UNDP/UNHCR assistandadiia and it was certainly
important for those individuals. In addition, thespisodes indicate that despite
important difficulties, the UN Agencies did theiedi to assist Afghan refugees in
India.

A more developed study is certainly needed to amatiie exact type of agreement
that existed between the UNHCR and the UNDP (inalnbtan and elsewhere) and
the actual working relationship. On the basis ef documentation consulted so far,
it would seem unfair to qualify this cooperation as“sub-contraction” of its
mandate by the UNHCR. Rather, the documents catsiidicate that despite the
difficulties implied in the obligation to work undéhe United Nations Development
Program’s umbrella, the UNHCR was able to discyeélbeit in a minimal way)

fulfill its humanitarian duties in a complicatedagmlitical situation.

Those particular cases show how the UNHCR managededpond to a large
refugee crisis in a clear Cold War context — indetb@ Second Cold War — by
devising specific strategies. The strategies dusegproblems and were not ideal
solutions in terms of assistance to the refugealladipns but it seems fair to state
that the geopolitical context did not dictate thBIHICR policies and that the UN

Refugee Agency never abdicated its duties.

®1 Cable from UNDP New Delhi dated January 28, 198&ilio 96, UNHCR Fonds 11 Series 2, 100-
IND.AFG “Refugees from Afghanistan in India” [V0].21980-1981).

%2 5ee: Cable from UNDP New Delhi dated January 2811 Folio 96, UNHCR Fonds 11 Series 2,
100-IND.AFG “Refugees from Afghanistan in India” $%/2] (1980-1981) and Mission Report (New
Delhi, India — 5 January — 27 February 1981) daedch 12, 1981; Folio 131A, UNHCR Fonds 11
Series 2, 100-IND.AFG “Refugees from Afghanistanridia” [Vol.2] (1980-1981).

%3 Cable from New Delhi dated May 26, 1983; Folio 2BAHCR Fonds 11 Series 2, 100-IND.AFG
“Refugees from Afghanistan in India” [Vol.6] (1983)
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Conclusion:

At its origins, the United Nations High Commissiorfer Refugees was
structurally and legally limited and had a clear3féen orientation. However this
multilayered bias was rather quickly eliminatedriake the UNHCR a truly global
institution with a relatively large degree of aubomy. This working-paper did not
include cases when the UN Refugee Agency was ptegtdnom acting or did not
manage to develop a strategy designed to get araiates’ reluctance or
opposition. There may have been many such episedesh should be integrated in

a more profound study.

There is no denying that, as with any internationeganization, the UNHCR

remained constrained by states’ (un)willingnesduiod and therefore implement
and select projects. It has also been dependerdtairs for the enforcement of
international legal norms about refugees. On tierohand, being a ‘watchdog’ on
these matters and acting for the promotion of magonal refugee law has always
been an integral part of the UNHCR mandate. Howetles dependency is no
reason for excessive criticism since one cannobsglly expect a UN Agency with

no supranational power to act totally independeaotlthe member states.

On the contrary, the notable element in the histidrthe UNHCR activities is that
despite and within this structural dependency, Ui Refugee Agency was often
able to act autonomously or develop strategiesgdesi to allow it to perform its
mandate despite states’ opposition. As seen abeben it was warranted, the
UNHCR was able to be openly — although diplomalycalcritical of great powers,
even of the United States. Therefore, this UN Agecen hardly be described as a

US or Western instrument during the Cold War.

In addition, the extensive collection of documeotsisulted seems to point to an
important possible debate concerning the spegfioit the nature of Cold War
constraints for the UNHCR: How different were thlestacles and difficulties in

Cold War settings when compared to cases discoatdicim the bipolar conflict?
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The UNHCR history is testimony that the post-waangewere not just about the
Cold War. In particular, it is a reminder of andgaod historical source on the
importance of trends such as Decolonization, regisrars and underdevelopment.
Moreover, even though more research is neededhstantiate this point, it seems
that the UNHCR faced comparable basic challengedifferent geopolitical
contexts. The Cold War did not really represent st@ints, challenges and
opportunities of a specific nature for the UNHCRieTobstacles and opportunities
were rather variants of aspects inherent in thavites of an international
organization within a system of states. Indeed ctialenges were related to states’
cooperation (or lack thereof) with the UN Agencyldheir (un)willingness to apply
international norms for refugees. The strategiegiséel by the UNHCR were
similar, implying diplomacy, lobbying of governmenand close cooperation with
NGOs or other UN Agencies such as the United NatiDevelopment Program.
Overall, the UNHCR staff behaved as true civil seng, carrying out the
humanitarian mandate as well as possible accotdisgecific political contexts.

Whatever the political context, the UNHCR staff nimrs tried to explore
possibilities allowing them to perform their marglatA comparative analysis
between UNHCR activities during the Cold War andhe post-Cold War period
may confirm this point. Such a comparison mighbaiksveal the real specificity of
the post-cold War context for the UNHCR, i.e. thedl and frequency of obstacles
encountered by the UNHCR, as opposed to the natfirthe constraints. For
example, a comparative study on the UNHCR fundingndgy and after the Cold
War would be a significant contribution to this déf Looking at some charts
available from the UNHCR web site, it appears tbegrall contributions to the
UNHCR increased between 1990 and 1993. There wasnportant decline in
contributions between 1993 and 2000 but the levfefuading did rise again
thereaftef* However, it is often said that the end of the CaMhr led to
underfunding and a financial crisis of the UNHCRCcB statements are rarely made

with a comparative perspective. An in-depth studyld have to determine whether

% See: “Contributions to UNHCR 1990-20068w.unhcr.org/partners/PARTNERS/451be6b30) jauifd also:
“UNHCR Income & Expenditure Trend 1990-2008&fw.unhcr.org/partners/PARTNERS/451be6b60)pdf
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the financial situation was really better for thsl BRefugee Agency before the early
1990s

The overall conclusion deriving from the archives the issue of the constraints
imposed by the Cold War is that despite tense aathriged regional and

international circumstances, the organization’s lkwtanded to assist all kinds of
refugees, without obvious ideological referencdse UNHCR certainly had to deal
with diplomatic constraints and develop discreeprapches to issues but the
guiding principles remained linked to internatiorrafugee law, its statutes and
humanitarian concerns. On the basis of the docusmeniewed so far, the tentative
conclusion must be that at least when considerpgraiional and legal matters, in

most caseghe Cold War was only a framework, not a deterngrfactor.

Should we then conclude that the Cold War was onérginal to the UNHCR
activities between 1971 and 1984? The UNHCR’s waak undoubtedly influenced
and constrained by the Cold War context. The bipotanflict was also in many
cases — although not always — a source of refuipeg¢she UNHCR had to deal with
and states and other international actors tendég to instrumentalize the UNHCR
for their own design.

Therefore, the UNHCR archives can represent a gadce on states’ policies
regarding refugees and efforts to intrumentalizes¢hissues and sometimes attempt
to co-opt the UNHCR in this direction. In a sense UNHCR played an important
role as a witness to these developments and oétdridhiremain vigilant to maintain
its autonomy. As such the UNHCR archives presenery interesting historical
value.

These archives can also be used to evaluate thendes between official
declarations and actual policies. Concerning tlopaganda value of refugees in the
Cold War context, it is for example interestingnention a UNHCR document on
Cuban refugees which reported the State Departoféiotals’ view that following

the new refugee legislation of April 1980, “the USWd not consider that fleeing

® For an interesting article on the UNHCR fundingteyn and issues, see: Raimo Vayrynen, “Funding
Dilemmas in Refugee Assistance: Political Interesid Institutional Reforms in UNHCR”,
International Migration RevieyWol.35, Nol, March 2001, pp.143-167.
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from a communist country was in itself a sufficieatison for being admitted as a
refugee.®®

Such a position, expressed at the height of th@r®e€old War is interesting in

itself, even though it may be explained by refeeetw the specific context of US-

Cuban relations.

Moreover, as mentioned on a number of occasions,specific element linked to
the Cold War was the virtual absence of relationth whe Soviet Union and of
UNHCR activity on the Soviet territory. There wearentacts and cooperation with
other communist countries, although involvementaimd with Eastern Europe
remained limited. There were also programs deakith refugees from the Soviet
bloc (concerning Jewish populations for exarfif)lebut the lack of Soviet
implication was a major feature. It is possiblentention a few instances of direct
contacts between UNHCR and Soviet officials.

Examples include a February 13, 1984 Cable fromHigh Commissioner, Poul
Hartling, to the Soviet Ambassador to the UN in &en conveying official
“condolences on the death of President Yuri V. Apdiv.” Slightly more interesting,
the same file contains a telegram from the UNHCRe&or of International
Protection to the Counselor of the Soviet Permaiiession to the UN in Geneva
which read:

“Further to our recent discussions | enclose fourymformation some
documentary material relating to UNHCR efforts ambating piracy in the
South China Sea and measures to induce flagshipsstue refugees in
distress at sea. | will be pleased to take up tagenfurther once you have
had an opportunity to study the informatidf.”

According to the archives consulted so far, theseewery rare instances. There
was therefore a large geographical area which madaiout of reach for the

UNHCR and this specificity became manifest aftez thll of the Soviet Union,

% Note for the File dated September 8, 1981; Foid, JNHCR Fonds 11 Series 2, 100-USA.CUB
“Refugees from Cuba in United States of Americéd80-1982), p.3.

" Good examples can be found in the following filE80-GEN.JEWISH “Jewish refugees in various
countries — General” [Vol.1-2-3] (1967-1973, 1973¢4, 1975-1983); 100-AUS.JEW “Jewish
refugees in Austria” (1981); and 100-AUS.SUN “Redag from the Union of Socialist Soviet
Republics in Austria” (1979).

% Both documents are part of the three unnumbetrésfof the file: 010-USSR “Relations with
Governments Union of Soviet Socialist Republic983-1984), UNHCR Fonds 11 Series 2.
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when the states emerging from the USSR signed atidied the Refugee
Convention and Protocol.

A related and potentially interesting element thas — for the moment — not come
out of the archives is whether the UNHCR tried stablish direct and enduring
contacts with Moscow or to open offices in the USSRether the UN Refugee
Agency has actively tried to dispel Soviet mistrabbut its activities. If such an
effort was undertaken, it would certainly be intgneg to analyze the US and more
generally the Western position on this issue. # thNHCR did not try to enlist

Soviet participation, it would obviously also beluable to enquire about the
reasons behind such an attit{de.

% More generally it has to be noted that the Sdwiedlvement with International organizations in
general and the UN system in particular remairssgely understudied field. A few exceptions
include: Osakwe, Chrihe Participation of the Soviet Union in Universaternational
Organizations: a Political and Legal Analysis of& Strategies and Aspirations inside ILO,
UNESCO and WH( eiden, A.W. Sijthoff, 1972. Moreover, Dr. llya. \Gaiduk of the Woodrow
Wilson Center is currently working on a projectited: “The Soviet Union and the United States at
the United Nations during the Cold War.”
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